





































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




























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 











 






 












I s l a m 
 a  C h a l l e n g e  t o  R e l i g i o n
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






















(55:26-27) o  o 



 





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








(Appointment) 





 























 (Minature Form)























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



































































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














Law of Permanence and 
 change














 

































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




























 






 (33:56)
 
 















































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 
























 
 

 


 







 




















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







 



 













 

































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











































































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


























 (Protectorate) 





















2004  14 




 Constitutionalism 




 1857 


























































2004  15 













 Constitutionalism


















 2004  11 

2004  16 









































 

















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
 (Under Pressure)






(William the Conqueror) 
 Hastings  1066


 (Feudal System) 

John  the Lac land 



 Cailwy 
 John  th e  Lack l and 


 Barons

 Barns
Barns 

 Barons 



 Riennymede 
 (Barns)

Magna  Magna Carta
 1215  15 Carta
 Magna Carta


 Ex-Communicate 


 63 


 (1)


Tax  (2)


 (3)


 barons 



 (Tudors) 


 (Elizabeth)


 Exploit 


 William 
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 P e d a n t i c
 Authorised Version




 Barons 




 B i l l  o f  R i g h t s 
 Peti t ion of  Rights


P e t i t i o n  o f  B i l l  o f  R i g h t s 
Documents  rights


 1789 

Decleration of Rights 







 (Legal Rights)


























 (The Life) 




 
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
(Absolute) 


























 Physical Life










 Self 










 Curtain


 (Curtain) 






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



  

 (29/64) 













 ( L e g a l  R i g h t )













Develop 









 
    


 (22:41) 












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






















  (1)


 (2)


 (3)
 (4)

 (5)


 (6)
 (7)


 (8)
 (9)
 (10)
 (11)

 (12)





















 (Values) 


 



 Exploit 
 


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


















  


 (17:91) 





 


 (25:10)

















 (12:40)  

 
 (18:26)






 


 (26:29) 

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 
 (43:84) 





















 Duties  Rights 




 (2:233)  


 


 (24:27)







 
 (5:1)





 (Govern)

 (Govern) 
 Tie 





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


 Tie 













 Loopholes


 D i p l o m a t i c  L a n g u g e


 Diplomatic Languge










 1962 







 












 
 (10:16) 










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
 

 (13:17) 


 Institution 






 (22:28)  
 Right 






 
 (24:33) 







 Sex 






 Sex
















  













 Legal Rights 
(40:44) 
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















































 













 
 





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






























































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
















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



















 
















 1878 






 1947 


 


57 


 2004  6 








 38 







 (Respite)

2004  35 






A MAN FOR ALL SEASONS! 
By 

Aboo B. Rana 
======================= 

 Neither the present day pretentious journalist, I am confident, is of any interest 
to anybody, nor are the biased historians of any use. To be an honest connoisseur on 
Allama Parwez’s thoughts is not easy; as no one was able to respond cogently, to his 
questions, during his lifetime. Even today, after he is gone, his books and literature is 
not found on the streets commonly, or available in bookstores in the market, as he 
was not a common man. Having had, I frankly admit, the privilege of growing up in 
the same dilapidated city of Lahore, from where he chose to speak his mind, I was 
able to make a little meaning of what this life is all about. 
 In order to define ‘Parwez,’ one must have a clear picture of the historical 
circumstances he went through in his lifetime and of the modern world situation as it 
exists today. Only then a person will be able to reach his mind and the message that 
he was trying to deliver in his life, in his speeches, as well as through his writings. It 
shall not be possible for me to cover all the events that happened in his lifetime in one 
sitting, however I may attempt. 
 Unfortunately, we have all grown up in an atmosphere of pseudo or so-called 
Islam in the Indo-Pak subcontinent. Most of the Islam, which we have imbibed and 
practice today, belongs to the descendents of the Mongols, the off-springs of Halaku 
and Ghangez Khan, who came to India after conquering Persia. To these intoxicated 
Mongols there was, in the game of Life, nothing else but power. Hence the distorted 
and decadent Islam in Persia of luxury, pomp and show was the main cause of 
attraction for the Mongol conquerors. Even till today, we come across the sentence, 
“Jan ki amaan pa’oon to arz kar’oon” (may I speak, if my Life is spared) in our 
Urdu movies. This kind of fear in the minds is unheard of in original Islam. But then 
the original Islam had long been blown away in the gale of conspirators. The one and 
only pure Islam that had been revealed to MuhammadSAW, was now polluted in 
myths, customs and traditional germs of perpetrators, and slashed into Sunni and 
Shi’ite sects mainly. How and why these germs slunk into Islam, is an important but a 
separate subject by itself and beyond my main intent in this epistemology. 
 In every period, whenever, acceleration in the transitional pace of human 
history is felt and observed, one factor stands out dominantly and overshadows other 
causes. That is, when worn out habits and rusted traditions no longer ensure security 
of life and peace of mind of the average individual, of any culture, society or nation, 
it is time for a change. The story of Pakistan, in this context, is no exception. During 



the formative years of Pakistan, a feeling of unrest and confusion was observed in the 
world population. The confusion, indeed, that lingers even till today, is all due to the 
stark fact that Humankind has lost sight of the universal principles of Life in 
particular and is therefore disillusioned with the prevailing state of affairs in general. 
Consequently, we decry Einstein, who came up with his relativity theory in the field 
of science. In other words, he apparently seems to have done away with the absolute. 
Worldly wise in the east, we saw China, who was feeling choked, suppressed and 
strangled under the imperialist regime of Chiang kai Shek’s officials. The European 
west, of which London and Paris have been the hub, had done away with Christianity 
or religion and was now becoming wary of science also. All this unrest in the world 
and the dismal feelings of discomfort in the prevailing conditions, ultimately 
magnified and gave rise to the two unspeakable World Wars. Consequently, leaving 
the global population fatigued, depressed and in turmoil, in its aftermath. 
 In the backdrop of this scenario, there were bound to arise great minds who 
had the acumen to rekindle the spark of hope and bring back the energy in the 
flickering spirits of desperate hearts, so that Life may be able to breathe some fresh 
air and take its natural path once again. Needless to say, this was no easy task. In the 
Islamic renaissance, in our very recent past, we got personalities like Sir Syed 
Ahmed, Dr. Allama Iqbal and the cutting edge enthusiasm of M. A. Jinnah in south 
Asia. These three giants worked towards bringing freedom in the lives of Indo-Pak 
Muslims, within the parameters defined in the Quran. They refused to read this world 
with an intoxicated mind. Their message was food for thought for the Muslims who 
were slumbering in the conventions and norms, in which the present Life is nothing 
else, but an empty dream or a “Na’ tuck” (play) of the E’eshwer (Hindu God). 
 Instead of taking revenge or begging baksheesh from their worldly rulers, 
these personalities rose above the situation and showed the so-called ‘educated class,’ 
how to beget freedom without arms or ammunition. This was the one and only 
characteristic that set these reformers apart from the rest of the freedom fighters of the 
world. They were in the footsteps of the Messenger who brought the message of 
Islam. They were certainly and for all intents and purposes, a different breed of 
leaders. They convinced the world of their cause, in spite of the sleazy conspiracies 
and underhand tactics of their adversaries. Those conspiracies are, even in our times, 
very much present. But we refuse to get together and do something about it. The 
adversaries of Islam, time has proved, have not refrained from stooping to 
unprecedented limits historically. It appears, this is the first time in Muslim history, 
any group of Muslims leaders upheld the rule of Quran, after the Caliphate period. 
They succeeded in carving a niche for the Indo-Pak Muslims, in the tormented and 
selfish world that mankind has made for itself. Once more we observed, these 
gigantic personalities, trying to transform human history to merge it with divine 
forces, rather than letting humanity unite as a secular force. 



 Their message, ‘if anyone is still interested to know,’ of which I am quite sure 
there has to be someone interested, can be applied even in the present day. The 
message was, come what may and without compromising on our principles ‘Struggle 
for freedom and peace, in a peaceful way!’  I do not desire to give details of the 
modus operandi of these giants, or the sacrifice they made for the Muslims of the 
subcontinent, to reach their goals, as this is not the intent here. Moreover, numerous 
material has been and is being published, for and against their awe inspiring ideology 
of Islam. These giants of Muslim renaissance, not only changed the map of this 
world, they refreshed the ethos, psyche and nomenclature of Muslims residing in 
south Asia. Not only, did these giants helped to give birth to a new nation; they 
inspired a new mind on the lines of Quran, a mind who devoted all his life, explaining 
to the world, what was the true idea behind the making of Pakistan. That mind was 
‘Parwez.’  As I begin to write about him, I fall short of words with my limited 
vocabulary. Just like the single word ‘eye’ contains all the vastness and 
characteristics that several volumes are needed to explain its meaning, so goes with 
the word ‘Parwez.’ He was not a word; he was an institution. We may say, he is the 
last in the present group of reformers in Indo-Pak history, but he certainly is not the 
least. Like all great thinkers and reformers he shall remain a controversy for the 
average individual. The average person, buried under the muck and pollution of 
traditions and conventions of his times, as in all ages, is unable to think beyond his 
daily mundane affairs, unless his life is shockingly disrupted. 
 The salient qualities of Parwez’s personality were, as far as the practical world 
is concerned, that he was a true and faithful husband, he had a social standing; he also 
had a remarkably acute musical ear. Above all he lived a simple life. He kept himself 
thoroughly informed about the political situation of his times, yet he never yearned 
for worldly power. His weekly lectures on Quran I had attended left me speechless. I 
have listened to sermons of other preachers also, on Islam and Christianity in 
particular. Without any prejudice, I can say, his feelings for human life that vibrated 
in his voice, when he lectured, could not be found in any other that I heard in my 
lifetime. Never have I ever witnessed a heart cry out for humanity so painfully, as I 
did of Allama Parwez, whenever I listened to his lectures. Foreign powers invited 
him, as I was told through reliable sources, to come and preach Islam from their 
homeland. He could not understand, as to how any society of exploiters would allow 
a person like him, who was all out against exploitation, to speak or write against their 
system. First of all, he never claimed to include himself in the category of ‘preachers’ 
of religions. He always called himself a student of Quran, who was only projecting 
the Book according to his understanding. Preachers tend to monopolize, whenever 
and wherever the question of religion comes in. 
 Preachers think that they are the sole owners of Allah, just as before Islam, the 
rich claimed to own the Ka’aba. Who gave them this authority to own, is everybody’s 



question. And this is where Parwez differentiated himself from the rest of the 
preachers on religion. Secondly, the word ‘religion’ was repugnant to his mind when 
it was associated with Islam. According to my understanding of his thoughts, Quran 
is not the story of Allah, as that Entity lies beyond human comprehension. Quran is 
the story of Human species, narrated by its creator, called Allah. Islam according to 
him, as with his predecessors, was a way of living in this world, as prescribed in the 
Quran. Quran calls that system ‘Deen.’ It is not a private matter between man and his 
Creator. Of course, there must not be any two opinions over the fact that we are all 
accountable to Allah and will be questioned by Him for what we did in this world we 
will be questioned on how we behaved and dealt with our fellow human beings. 
When we seriously consider our manners of dealing with one another; the moment 
the situation of interaction of one individual with another comes up, we give birth to a 
society, a culture or a nation. And every nation has its own peculiar rules and 
regulations, by virtue of which it claims its own separate identity. In order to apply 
the guidelines of Islam as described in the Quran, we have to free ourselves of all 
foreign interference, in order to exercise our rights as Muslims. And we can only free 
ourselves from internal as well as external exploiters, when we unite under the one 
and only Quran that was revealed 1400 years ago. Our foremost priority must be to 
safeguard the Muslim community from hypocrites; it is only then we will be paving 
the way towards unity. His whole life was a crusade against hypocrisy, which he 
thought was corroding the mind of Muslim community. His worst adversary was the 
‘Jamat-i-Islami’ founded by Mr. Abul Ala Maudoodi. Mr. Maudoodi always went 
with the flow of times in his lifetime. This made Parwez totally fed up with the 
institution of religious preachers, as they misguided the simple folks. In his book on 
the Islamic thinker Dr. Iqbal, titled, Iqbal aur Quran, he asks the Muslim scholars 
and preachers, for an answer to his one question. That being, 
 “Within the confines of the Book (meaning Quran) and Sunnat (gospels of 

MuhammadPBUH) is it possible to comprise a set of public laws, which will 
be agreed upon by all different Muslim sects unanimously? 

 Mr. Maudoodi has denied this possibility in clear words. And if other 
Muslim scholars can think of any possible way to this predicament, then it 
becomes their immediate duty to establish a set of public laws. By doing so 
they will be solving all those problems that are the cause of suffering, a 
menace and are demoralizing the nation for the last thirty years. Page 119, 4th edition 1996. (The words within brackets are personal addition of the 
writer.) 

 His whole life was a battle against ignorant, stubborn and bull-headed egotists 
of Islam. 



 The conventional Islam that was, and is still being preached by most of the 
Muslim scholars and practiced, is of no hindrance in any country of the world. But 
the meaning and outlook on Islam that Parwez inherited from his predecessors, has a 
completely unique perspective. Islam is not about flattering Allah through prayers and 
other rituals. We cannot bribe Allah – thinking in such a manner is outrageous. Islam 
is about bringing peace in the family of humanity. Islam is living Life to your 
maximum. The Islam he propagated was about giving to others, whatever we possess 
beyond our needs, rather than snatching goods from others. Islam he explains in his 
literature, is not about exploitation; it is about exploring Life, for which we need 
knowledge. If Islam’s constitution is brought and established in aggression, then how 
can anyone claim Islam to be superior, if we compare it with other systems? Whether 
the other system is of Imperialism, Communism, Zionism or Halaku Khan. And with 
all due respects, even the Islamic revolution in Iran did not come about in a peaceful 
way. Again, it is not relevant here to go into its details. Suffice it to say, all the 
Islamic Wars that MuhammadPBUH strived in, were all in defense and for the purpose 
of survival. As a matter of fact, the Muslim calendar did not start, when the battle of 
Badr was won, or the day MuhammadPBUH was born, or on the first day of revelation 
of Quran. The date of Muslim calendar starts, when a handful of Muslims separated 
from the pagans of Mecca, to become an independent autonomous body. They now 
had there own rules and regulations; rules that were different from the ruthless pagans 
and the rituals of idol worshippers. Islam is not a set of rituals, it is a set of rules to be 
applied in our day to day life, according to our geographical and environmental 
conditions. Let me give you one example - How can a Muslim fast in the month of 
Ramadan, in the north part of Scandinavian countries, where one day is equal to more 
than one month? No human can survive, on an empty stomach, for one month. And 
Islam was not revealed to make our lives miserable!  Ultimately, under these 
circumstances he or she will have to refer to the timings of Ka’aba, as that is the 
center of all Muslim countries. They will either have to work out and change their 
working hours, sleeping time and other daily errands according to the timings of 
Mecca of sehr (eating in the morning before sunrise) and iftar (eating after sunset), or 
else leave the area, if they desire to fast. 
 Who knows, some day in future, when all the Muslim countries unite, we may 
one day synchronize our clocks with Mecca and perform all our prayers not only 
towards one direction, but also with one heart beat? But we have a long, very long 
journey before us.  We have yet to establish a set of rules, and get rid of the hopeless 
sects in Islam. (The word Iblees in Arabic means hopelessness.) For that we urgently 
need the firm, positive outlook on Islam of Parwez and his predecessors, who lived 
there lives, according to the Quran. Otherwise there is every possibility of another 
Mullah Khoemeni, coming to power and blowing the heads off of these exploiters 
strangling Pakistan. Unless these exploiters are willing to change their way of life 
publicly. In order to keep our surroundings clean, we need to, first of all, keep our 



hearts clean. Though the eyes of Parwez are shut now, his thoughts are still open, for 
whosoever is eager to learn. On numerous occasions, he proclaimed in his writings 
and speeches, very clearly to those who monopolized Islam, to first unite the country 
under one set of values, in the spirit of Quran and then try to wield the public, if they 
sincerely want peace in this world. There will be preachers, but another Parwez?.…... 
I doubt it! As said the great man before him: Though in the words and their meanings are yet the same; The call of Mullah and the call of Muslim, both have a different aim.  The government allows people to celebrate the death anniversary, with all fervour, of saint Data Gunj Baksh in Lahore and so many other Muslim saints, which have been made famous by the followers of mystic school of thought, in different areas of Indo-Pakistan. How many of these Muslims remember the birth or death anniversaries of the close associates of the Messenger? In other words the four Caliphs of Islam - Abu BakarR, OmarR, UsmanR (the western Islamic scholars have changed his name now to Ottoman in history books, in case the new generation does not know) and last but not in the least AliR. Except Abu BakarR, the rest three of them are martyrs. According to Quran, martyrs must not be called dead; they are alive, and we do not know. Must we not consider these martyred Caliphs more important than the saints? That in short, I learnt from the writings of Parwez. He was certainly not a narrow minded thinker on Quran. He was a man who will not be ignored in Muslim history, for seekers of truth. As he was himself, from his inner core, a man after Truth - He shall remain, a man for all seasons! =============== 



Liberty as defined in the Quran 
 An excerpt chapter from the English translation of Quran aur Pakistan 

By 
Saleena Karim 

=================== 
The Quranic System 
 As we have seen above, the basic hypothesis of democracy is that the right of 
authority, or power, belongs to the people. People have the right to govern 
themselves, and the representatives of the majority thus have the right to make laws 
and legislations. The Quran completely refutes this hypothesis as being false. 
According to the Quran no person or group has the right to have power over people 
(3:78). This fundamental principle of the Quran therefore confirms that this principle 
of democracy is flawed, and at the same time it makes the meaning of slavery and 
freedom very clear. According to the Quran, whether people are under occupation or 
even governing themselves, they are still slaves, unless they follow the Quranic 
system. From this the meaning of Iqbal’s response to Maulana Hussein Ahmed 
Madni also becomes clear: 
 ‘The liberty that you speak of may be acceptable to the Hindus but it cannot 

be so for the Muslims. The meaning of liberty in the Islamic context is 
different. … Muslims cannot support a movement which in the long term will 
merely replace the British with another similar government. What is the point 
of removing one falsehood only to replace it with another?’ 

The authority belongs only to Allah 
 If no human has the right to govern people, then who does? Allah’s intention 
cannot be that people exist without a social system; in fact, He states in the Quran 
that a social structure is absolutely essential. 

 
 … the right to exercise authority belongs only to Allah. (12:40) 

 
 … nor does He share His sovereignty with anyone. (18:26) 
 Rather, He is saying that the right to govern the people belongs exclusively to 
Him. 



 
 He has enjoined that we should obey none but Him. This is the right Deen but 

most people do not know this. (12:40) 
 People feel they have achieved freedom each time they change the form of 
their government to replace the outmoded model; but changing the form of the 
problem doesn’t take it away. 
 The Western thinkers appreciate this fact more than most people. Why then, is 
there a reluctance on their part to openly admit that humans require a Higher form of 
guidance? The answer is simple. When the West first ventured into democracy, it was 
because the people had grown extremely weary of living under the oppressive rule of 
both monarchy and theocracy. Those feelings were so strong that they remain fresh in 
their memory even today. The people of the West are afraid of falling into an old trap. 
Prior to the advent of democracy, the priests had told people that they were incapable 
of governing themselves, and that they needed the Divine authority to prosper. They 
had preached that since they were ‘representatives of God’, they had been entrusted 
with His authority in His place. Hence, they had claimed, a government run by the 
church would be God’s government. This was how theocracy had come to power; yet 
it had turned out to be an even worse system than monarchy. 
 It was much harder to topple theocracy, than monarchy, since monarchy was 
always considered to be a political rather than a religious issue. However any 
rebellion against theocracy was in effect a rebellion against the Word of God. Hence 
it comes as no surprise that the West do not wish to return to theocracy; but perhaps 
they should ask themselves whether theocracy and Higher Law are in fact mutually 
exclusive? 
Allah’s Book as the only authority 
 God states in the Quran that His government will be established through His 
Book (i.e. the Quran), in which no one will be able to interfere, since He does not 
entrust His authority to any human. To explain this fact clearly, the Rasool was asked 
to tell the people: 

 
 O Rasool, ask them: “Do you want that I should seek an authority other than 

Allah, when He has sent down for you the Book which states everything in 
detail?” (6:114) 

 From this two things have become clear. Firstly, theocracy only came into 
power because there was no Book (i.e. in its original form) present which could 



provide the legislations of a social system. Hence when people professed faith in 
God, they had to look to the religious leaders for guidance. Secondly, the verse above 
(6:114) contains a deeper wisdom; and this is that no one should have God-entrusted 
authority. If there was anyone who had a right to God-entrusted authority it was the 
Rasool himself – but even he was not given the privilege. When the Rasool referred 
to ‘God’s government’ he meant that the Book (as a legislative constitution) is the 
authority. Hence the very notion of human beings acting as God’s representatives is 
immediately falsified. Furthermore, the people who end up working for the True 
government are simply acting as administrators of the Book (they are not entrusted 
with the authority, nor can they alter the Laws in the Book). Whoever wholly accepts 
this fact as true has Eiman, and anyone who denies it is kufr. 

 
 Those who do not decide their affairs according to what Allah has revealed – 

they are the ones who are the K’afireen. (5:44) 
 Soon after this Allah tells the Rasool to: 

 
 … Judge between them by what Allah has revealed … (5:49) 
 Therefore the Creator has reiterated that the Divine government is not 
theocratic; rather it is a government of His Book. The Quran has labelled every 
authority (other than Allah) as thaaghuut (meaning evil, derived from the word for an 
evil deity of the pre-Islamic Arabs; also known as the devil). Allah describes the 
difference between kufr and Eiman: 

 

 
 Whoever turns away from evil and believes in Allah, has grasped the most 

trustworthy hand-hold which never breaks. (2:256) 
 The Quran also describes the people who claim to believe in the truth of the 
Revelations, but in practice: 

 



 … They desire to take their disputes to authorities other than Allah 
although they were asked to reject such authorities. (4:60) 

 From this it has become clear that the practical meaning of Eiman is to accept 
Allah’s authority alone (i.e. His Book) with full conviction. The rejection of this in 
favour of any other authority is kufr. We have seen that Allah has described this Book 
as one which gives everything in detail (6:115). He has also said: 

 
 Allah’s laws based on truth and justice have been set forth in this Book in a 

complete form. None has the authority to make any change in these laws for 
He hears and knows all. (6:116) 

 
 There is no doubt that it is We who have bestowed this Quran step by step and 

it is We who shall see that it is guarded (from corruption). (15:9) 
 See how in the West, modern thinkers have been searching in vain for the 
perfect system; they have already begun to appreciate that a system run on a Higher 
authority is the only solution to humankind’s problems, but they cannot find it. If the 
Quran was presented to them as it should be that they would likely adopt it with zeal. 
However there is an obstacle preventing the Quran from being shown to the West. 
This will be discussed in due course. 
 As far as the Muslims are concerned, obedience to the Laws in the Book is the 
way to freedom. It doesn’t matter which nation establishes these Laws in practice. As 
long as it does so it is free; otherwise it is a nation of slavery, whether it is being 
governed by its own native people or by foreign nationals. Allah states in this regard: 

 

 
 Those who reject (Deen), among the People of the Book and among the 

Polytheists, were not going to depart (from their ways) until there should 
come to them clear Evidence (i.e. Wahi); (98:1) 

 



 They have received this Wahi through the Rasool, who presents to 
them verses which are pure and free from defects; (98:2) 

 
 Wherein are laws right and straight. (98:3) 
 In other words, the Quran contains unchangeable Divine Laws. True freedom 
can only be achieved by following the Book, which will free people from the 
shackles of man-made systems (7:157). 
Defining sovereignty 
 It has already been said that the duty of the Islamic governing body is to act as 
the administration, with no power to invent its own laws. Its responsibility is purely 
to implement Allah’s Laws. The Quranic term for this is As’takhlaf-il-arz. The word 
‘Caliph’ is derived from this term and it has nothing to do with any notions of ‘God’s 
representative’. 
 (Note: Incidentally, The common belief amongst people that Allah appointed 
Adam as His Caliph is not stated anywhere in the Quran. In fact it comes from a 
Christian tenet that God entrusts His authority to His representatives – i.e. the 
Church. It was this misconception that inspired the person who called Hazrat Abu 
Bakr ‘Allah’s Caliph’. Hazrat Abu Bakr was quick to chide that person for doing so, 
and he said: ‘There can be no Caliph of Allah. I am only the Caliph of the Rasool.’ 
Hazrat Omar removed any remaining doubt in the minds of the people when he chose 
to call himself Amir-ul-Momineen (Leader of the Momineen) instead of ‘Caliph’.) 
 Returning to the subject at hand, we were looking at the fact that the Islamic 
governing body serves to implement Quranic Laws. In ancient times when power 
used to come into the hand of individuals (i.e. warrior-type leaders rather than 
groups), likewise the Prophets of the time used to be alone responsible for 
administering their respective (usually small) nations. Regarding David (P) the Quran 
states: 

 

 
 O David! We have granted you control over the kingdom, so that you can 

decide on people's affairs with complete justice and equity in Truth (i.e. in 
accordance with the Divine Laws). (38:26) 



 However as humanity came to intellectual maturity then the epoch of 
individual rulers came to an end, and humanity entered a new age. The Rasool 
(SAW) appeared on the line between these two ages. The End of Prophethood itself 
marked this crucial stage in human history. At this stage, instead of belonging to a 
ruler or select few, the power was diverted back into the Ummah. 

 

 
 Allah has promised, to those among you who believe and work righteous 

deeds, that He will grant them authority on the earth, as He granted it to 
those before them; and as a result of their Eiman and righteous deeds, He will 
grant them rule over the land ... (24:55) 

 This promise from Allah (i.e. His Inviolable Law) means that whoever 
establishes law and order in accordance with His principles will achieve As’takhlaf-il-
arz (i.e. rule over the land). This has already been shown in practice 1400 years ago, 
at a time when every nation was governed by powerful individuals, and not a single 
person could have even envisaged such a concept. Therefore the Islamic concept was 
a revolutionary one. Rousseau’s philosophy regarding democracy and the subsequent 
French Revolution is, by comparison, relatively recent news. In the time of the 
Rasool the Quranic system decreed that the rule over the land belonged to the 
Muslim Ummah. Hence the Ummah was told that when it came to implementing this 
Law in practice, no decision would be left to any one individual. The decisions of the 
state would require mutual consultation. 

 
 (They) decide their affairs through mutual consultations (42:38) 
 Even the Rasool was not exempt from this Law. He was told that he must 
consult with his Companions in issues of the state (3:159). Hence with the 
introduction of this Law the Quran has instantly abolished monarchy, dictatorship, 
and theocracy. It has already been mentioned that establishing As’takhlaf-il-arz is not 
the final objective as far as humanity is concerned. It is in fact one step towards a 
higher goal – which is to put humanity onto the evolutionary course that Allah has 
chosen for it. 

 



 He will grant them rule over the land and change (their state) from 
one of fear (in which they lived before), to one of security and peace (in 
which they are free to develop their potential). (24:55) 

Enjoin the right … 
 The Quran repeatedly states that the duty of the government is to enjoin the 
right and forbid the wrong, to the extent that it has become a well-known phrase. In 
fact its true meaning is that the government is responsible for ensuring that the state 
adheres to the Laws of the Quran and does not follow any law that contradicts them. 

 

  
 If We bestow on them the authority to rule, they will establish Salat (so that 

everyone in society follows the system of Divine Laws). They will provide 
means of development to everyone (Zakat), enjoin the right and forbid the 
wrong (i.e. enforce Laws which are in conformity with the Divine Code) 
(22:41) 

 To reiterate an earlier point, the responsibility of rule rests not merely on an 
individual leader or group, but on the entire Ummah. In 3:109, it is written: 

 

  
 You are the ideal Ummah, modelled (i.e. trained to be an example) for 

humankind. Your responsibility is to enjoin what has been recognised to be 
right and to forbid what is considered wrong. (3:109) 

 The Rasool, the first leader of this system, was told the same (7:157). Leaving 
the Ummah aside, not even the Rasool has the right to make any changes in the Law, 
and this point is emphasised repeatedly in the Quran. 
 During the Rasool’s time, the opponents of Allah’s Law said that they were 
willing to become involved in establishing the System, but under one condition: that 
the Rasool should make some minor alterations in the Law. In response to this the 
Rasool said: 



  

  
 … Say: “It is not for me to make any changes therein according to my wishes. 

I follow only that which is revealed to me. If I disobey my Rabb, I fear the 
chastisement of the Day of Reckoning.” (10:15) 

 Herein is a very important point: The Rasool says that he has no jurisdiction 
to change the Laws, because even he cannot escape punishment if he were to interfere 
in Allah’s Law. From this it is clear that obedience must only be to Allah’s Law (i.e. 
The Quran). The Islamic government is the administrating body for ensuring 
obedience to the Law. 
No human has the right to sovereignty 
 Upon examining the above, we come to the conclusion that this principle is 
fundamental for the Islamic government. There is no more to be said. This is the 
charter upon which true freedom for humanity is based, and it is summed up in the 
following verse: 

 

 

 

 
 It is not possible for any human being – even though Allah may have given 

him a Code of Laws or the power to enforce it, or even Nubuwwat (declared 
Prophet) – has the right to say to the others: “You should obey me rather than 
Allah.” On the contrary he should say: “You should be amongst those who 
belong to Allah by following His Book which you study and teach to others.” 
(3:79) 

 This charter of freedom declares that there should be no system in which a 
human is subordinate to another, whether it is in the form of one with an individual 
leader, a political party, or indeed a Prophet. In the Islamic system obedience is only 
to Allah’s Book. That system has a unique quality: 



 Here no one is deprived and has to beg, 
 There are no servants and masters, no rulers and ruled. 
 It was in order to achieve this freedom that Pakistan was acquired. However 
we have yet to fulfil the objective. We have not had a system based on the Book for 
even a day, which is why we have not seen the freedom promised by Allah. Sadly, 
Pakistan has not even implemented democracy properly as the West has done, let 
alone Quranic freedom. One way or another dictatorship has remained, which is the 
worst form of slavery. Our priesthood claims to declare a war on this dictatorship, but 
at the same time it supports democracy to the point of labelling it Islamic (in the 
sense that the decision of the majority is always seen to be right). 
System of the majority 
 In Pakistan the biggest claimant to advocating Deen is the late leader of the 
party Jamaat-e-Islami, Abu-al-Allaa Maududi. He was in strong opposition of the 
partition. He argued: 
 ‘If anyone thinks that Muslim populated (in majority) areas will become free 

of Hindu domination, and thereafter can establish a democratic system; and 
furthermore they think that this will be like establishing Allah’s system, then 
they are mistaken. In fact the resulting system will be worse than a kaafrana 
(false, derivative of kufr) government.’ (Muslims and the Present Political 
Struggle (Urdu), Part 3, P.131) 

 After Pakistan’s independence, during the election campaign (of President 
Ayub), Abu-al-Allaa Maududi wrote in an article for a newspaper: 
 ‘If a Hindu supports democracy, then I will support him, because he has 

accepted the principle of majority rule in the state.’ (Imrose, 20th August 
1963) 

 Furthermore he also claimed in a magazine that the principle of majority rule 
was acceptable in Deen: 
 ‘If the Shari’at (i.e. Deen constitution) is to be implemented in this country 

(which no Muslim can refute), then the democratic formula (i.e. majority rule) 
is the means to do so. The majority of Muslims accept this; hence the majority 
of Muslims in this country are Hanfi (followers of Imam Abu Hanifa). 
Therefore the Shari’at should be based on Hanfi principles.’ (Tharjamaan-al-
Quran, June/July 1952) 

 Hence today the Jamaat-e-Islami is campaigning to enforce Shari’at based on 
Hanfi doctrines (Translator’s Note: Hanfi is more commonly referred to as the Sunni 
sect). As I (Parwez) have said many times before, I have no affiliation with any sect. 
That’s why I don’t advocate any particular sect, nor do I oppose it. I am merely a 



student of the Quran and my duty is to clarify the Quran’s stance on every issue 
raised herein. In the teachings of the Quran there is no standard for public opinion – 
based on majority versus minority – to decide on affairs of the state. In fact the Quran 
makes a clear statement regarding the ‘majority’: 

 

 
 O Rasool, if you were to follow the majority in the land, they would lead you 

astray from the path of Allah. They simply follow their own surmises and 
indulge in conjectures. (6:117) 

 Even Maududi recognised this fact, because he said: 
 ‘Islam doesn’t accept the opinion of the majority as a standard with which to 

determine truth. In Islam it could happen that the opinion of one person is the 
only correct one in an assembly, but that doesn’t mean that because the 
majority are against him the truth is suddenly not so.’ (Political point of view 
of Islam (Urdu), P.45-6) 

 Therefore to say that a given ideology or school of thought is the true one 
because it has the most followers cannot be correct. It is acceptable in the rules of 
Western democracy, but not so in the Quranic Ideal. Isn’t it astonishing that Western 
thinkers themselves are conceding to the fact that the majority is not always right, 
whilst the Muslims, supposedly the advocates of Deen, are adopting this concept as 
part of the Truth? The Western thinker Robert Briffault writes in his book, The 
Making of Humanity: 
 ‘What is true of absolute power is correspondingly true of all power 

whatsoever in every form and in every degree; whether it be the power of 
privilege, or of the strong hand, of money, of mere intellectual authority, 
whether it be that of a ruler or that of a Jack-in-office, of priest or demagogue. 
It results in injustice not because men are wicked, but because power corrupts 
moral judgement. The power of an autocrat is not indeed by any means the 
worst evil. Far more deeply pernicious is that of a class; for the authority of 
the approved morality it creates is proportionate to the numerical strength of 
that class. The very worst and most immoral tyranny is that of a majority.’ 
(Robert Briffault, The Making of Humanity, P.273) 

 The Quran states: 



 
 Most of them profess belief in Allah yet continue to practice shirk. (12:106) 
 I have never issued a Fatwa (decree) against anyone to accuse them of being a 
K'afir or Mushrik. God forbid that I would ever have the audacity to do so. However I 
have a duty to explain in detail whatever the Quran states as being shirk. The question 
is: how do we deviate and become Mushrik, though we claim to profess Eiman? The 
Quran provides the explanation: 

 

 
 However, the hearts of those who do not believe in Allah the Only One and 

the hereafter are filled with disgust and horror when told that supremacy and 
authority belongs to Him alone; but when those besides God (as being capable 
of intercession) are mentioned, they are filled with joy. (39:45) 

 The following verse explains the same in these words: 

 

 
 (They would be told) "When you were called upon to obey Allah as the Only 

One (to Whom belongs sovereignty), you rejected (the call).  But you 
immediately accepted the partners who were ascribed to Him. But the right to 
exercise authority belongs only to Allah, the most exalted and the greatest. 
(40:12) 

 In other words: 

 
 … nor does He share His sovereignty with anyone. (18:26) 
 In yet another verse it is stated: 

 



 Do they have other partners (their religious leaders) who have 
established for them some laws (Shari’at) without Allah’s permission? (42:21) 

 Who are the people who place themselves in absolute authority alongside 
Allah? Again the answer is in the Quran: 

 
 They take their priests and their anchorites to be their lords in derogation of 

Allah, and Christ, the son of Mary (they take to be Son of God)  … (9:31) 
 In addition Allah said: 

 
 And is it not enough for them that We have sent down to you the Book which 

is rehearsed to them? (29:51) 
 In other words Allah has said: isn’t the Quran sufficient to explain Deen? Yet 
our religious leaders openly deny that the Quran is sufficient. In the past they claimed 
that there were additional scriptures as important as the Quran; and as time went by, 
these additional scriptures took the place of authority, and the Quran remained only in 
name for the purpose of recitation. 
 The Quranic definition of ‘associating partners with Allah’ is to put manmade 
laws on par with His own. Allah’s Laws are permanent and inviolable, i.e. applicable 
at any and all times and not subject to change. Hence those who make additions to the 
Islamic Laws, no matter how respectable or well-intentioned, cannot make laws that 
are permanent or inviolable. To do so is to mix shirk (polytheism) with Tauheed 
(monotheism) – i.e. associate partners with Allah. Abu-al-Allaa Maududi agreed with 
this fact. He wrote: 
 ‘A religious scholar can be the most highly qualified of his time; but his 

qualifications do not transcend his time. His vision cannot extend far enough 
to anticipate all affairs through the ages.’ (Tafheemaat, Part 2, P.426) 

 Therefore it is impossible for a scholar, despite his most earnest efforts, to 
account for all situations in all periods. Furthermore, he wrote: 
 ‘Whether a person interprets Islamic Law from his own understanding, or 

whether he attains his laws from any other of the Revelations; either way his 
effort cannot be an everlasting law and fixed principle for the world, because 
human intellect and wisdom is always confined according to the times he lives 
in.’ (Tanqihaat, P.120) 



 Then he wrote: 
 ‘If anyone is free from the confines of time and space, it is Allah, Who 

possesses True knowledge and Whose wisdom (and Law) never changes.’ 
(Tanqihaat, P.120) 

 The trouble however is that such people say one thing and do another. Here in 
Pakistan manmade laws have been called Shari’at and have been enforced in Allah’s 
name. Obviously these laws are not really Allah’s Laws at all; they are manmade. 
The Islami Nazryaati Council (Islamic Vision Council) even examined the laws 
presented by Abu-al-Allaa Maududi to try and ensure that they were acceptable as 
Shari’at. Of course the members of the Council are but humans too. Note now what 
has been said about these manmade laws. Abu-al-Allaa Maududi said in an interview: 
 ‘Now our duty is to ensure that the public knows that Allah’s Law is being 

implemented here.’ (Tharjamaan-al-Quran magazine, April 1979, P.13) 
 To any ordinary person, trying to label manmade laws as Divine is sheer 
blasphemy. Even the early Islamic scholars who drew up Shari’at law never claimed 
that their work had the same authority as Allah’s Law. They always stated that their 
Shari’at were drawn up out of their own understanding of Islam. Hence the laws that 
are being enforced in Pakistan are simply laws for Pakistan. They are not Allah’s 
Law. Allah’s Laws can only be found in His Book. 
 The Quran makes a reference to the People of the Book in the following verse 
(Translator’s Note: However, this verse also applies to the Muslims): 

 

 
 Thus they fabricate the Shari’at themselves and (then deceive others when) 

they say: "This is from Allah," just to secure a paltry price for it. (2:79) 
 Abu-al-Allaa Maududi made a very important announcement in a newspaper 
about the Shari’at he wanted to enforce in Pakistan: 
 ‘Violating manmade laws is one thing, and violating Allah and the Rasool’s 

Laws is quite another. By violating Allah and the Rasool’s Laws a person 
poses a threat to his own Eiman (i.e. that he is in danger of becoming 
Mushrik), and thus he incurs Allah’s wrath.’ (Asia, February 1979, P.9)  

 In secular systems manmade laws are implemented and adhered to. However 
breaking or violating the laws of such a system results only in a penalty as it 
prescribes. Neither does it affect a perpetrator’s Eiman nor does it incur Allah’s 



wrath. Yet Abu-al-Allaa Maududi advocated manmade laws for Pakistan’s 
constitution and sanctified them. In other words he claimed that violating his 
advocated laws would result not only in a penalty, but also endanger the perpetrator’s 
Eiman and incur Allah’s wrath. 
 The word for this is theocracy, which time has proven to be the worst form of 
slavery. 
Conflicting versions of Allah’s Law? 
 Iqbal and Quaid-e-Azam obtained Pakistan in order to abolish theocracy. 
They said repeatedly that whatever happens, theocracy must not take hold in 
Pakistan, because religious leaders always use Allah’s name falsely to oblige people 
to follow their manmade laws. 
 There is another noteworthy point to consider here. In Pakistan the majority of 
Muslims belong to the Fiqah Hanfi sect. Hence the Fiqah (meaning law) of the Hanfi 
is enforced as Allah’s Law. In Iran the majority of Muslims belong to the Fiqah 
Jaafria sect followers – so their Fiqah is enforced as Allah’s Law. These are two free 
Islamic nations with contradictory legislations yet (according to Maududi) both are 
Allah’s Constituents. Likewise, in Saudi Arabia the Fiqah Humbli is Allah’s Law in 
effect, which again differs from Pakistan and Iran. If tomorrow one of Egypt, 
Morocco, or Indonesia decides to enforce its majority sects, then Fiqah Malki and 
Fiqah Shafi (the other two major sects of conventional Islam) will also be declared 
Allah’s Constituents, despite being contradictory to one another. This is the Islam for 
which the world is observing a bitter ongoing struggle. 
 In Pakistan the Shiite followers are demanding their right to bring in the 
Fiqah Jaafria. If their demand is met, then Pakistan will face a paradox in its system, 
as two sets of legislation will be offically recognised as Allah’s Law. If their demand 
is not met (and the Fiqah Hanfi alone remains in force), then the Shiite followers will 
by default be violating the law of the land. Not only will they have to contend with a 
penalty, but by Maududi’s own admission, their Eiman will be endangered and they 
will incur Allah’s wrath. Furthermore, if circumstances are such that the Shiite 
followers become the majority, then it will be the Hanfi followers’ Eiman on the line. 
We should now ask ourselves: in what kind of light is this portraying Allah? The 
present situation suggests that there is no fixed criteria for what appeases Him and 
what incurs His wrath. It seems these criteria vary, depending on who is in the 
majority in a given period. The majority will be the ones receiving His blessings, yet 
in the next period they may fall into the minority and hence incur His wrath. Allah 
therefore becomes like the speaker in parliament. He speaks in favour of whoever is 
in the majority at the time. 
 So what is the game being played behind the veil of religion? Clearly the 
situation is not accidental. It is the result of a pre-conceived plan. Out of all manmade 



systems – whether they are the capitalism of Britain, America, and India, or the 
communism of Russia and China – none can ever tolerate the establishment of the 
Quranic system in any other country on earth. This is because the Quranic system is 
the only one that can completely wipe out these systems (Translator’s Note: This is 
the obstacle mentioned earlier that is preventing the Truth in the Quran from being 
presented to the Western thinkers.). In the fight for Pakistan’s independence, it was 
continuously emphasised that the objective of doing so was to establish a Quranic 
system. Of course this was met with fierce opposition. Lord Cromer said often (Asia 
Weekly, 18th July 1976) that if Muslims wished to be free, then the British would 
grant them their freedom; but if they wished to establish an Islamic system, then the 
British would never allow it. 
 During the Partition struggle, the famous Hindu leader Mr Munshi stated 
bluntly: 
 ‘Do you even know what Pakistan represents? If you do not, then listen. 

Pakistan by definition is a country in which the Muslims have the right to 
establish a base – in one region or more – in which to mould their people in 
the Quranic ideals.’ (Tribune, 2nd November 1941) 

 Incidentally, Gandhi’s remark here is food for thought: 
 ‘If religion is left as it is – as a personal relationship with God – then the 

many things that Hindus and Muslims have in common will inevitably bring 
them together, and therefore they will also have a practical way of life in 
common.’ (India Times, 9th June 1940) 

 Immediately after Quaid-e-Azam’s death the Hindus realised that Pakistan’s 
position was considerably weakened. Hence there was room for negotiations in which 
to reach an understanding. India Times released an editorial in part of which we shall 
quote here: 
 ‘If Pakistan abandons its idea (i.e. Islam) and instead adopts the democratic 

ideal, then Pakistan and India and Muslims and Hindus can improve their 
relations.’ (India Times, 19th October 1948) 

 It is clear from the above that no nation could ever tolerate the establishment 
of an Islamic constitution in Pakistan. Ever since the Partition, religious parties 
opposed to Pakistan’s independence now base themselves in the very same country 
and work continuously to ensure that it never establishes a Quranic government. 
After Pakistan’s formation, these religious movements spread conventional (i.e. non-
Islamic) Islam first in Pakistan and then throughout the other Islamic nations, with a 
speed and fervour unmatched at any other time in history. The result of these efforts 
is bearing fruit today, as theocracy has begun to subdue Pakistan. Remember that 
establishing Islam in a secular nation is not nearly as difficult as it is to do so in a 



theocratic nation. This is because a theocratic system takes on a manmade ideal and 
sanctifies it. The public are thus being deceived by a false Truth, and to get them 
away from it is extremely difficult. 
 This is the situation as it stands today. Pakistan experienced misfortune at the 
very beginning that has hampered its progress so far thus. We fought for Pakistan so 
that we could free ourselves from human oppression and take ourselves forward by 
obeying only His Law. However we have ended up being bound by the same old 
shackles instead. 
 I wanted the arrow to be extracted from my chest and the surgeon’s knife to 
be broken inside my heart. 
 I know that an ongoing conspiracy has created an atmosphere in which any 
attempt to tell the Truth tends to fall on deaf ears. Nevertheless I will continue calling 
out, so that at least an historian in the future will see that even in such a dire state of 
affairs there was a voice for the Truth: 

 

 

 

 
 It is not possible for any human being – even though Allah may have given 

him a Code of Laws or the power to enforce it, or even Nubuwwat (declared 
Prophet) – has the right to say to the others: “You should obey me rather than 
Allah.” On the contrary he should say: “You should be amongst those who 
belong to Allah by following His Book which you study and teach to others.” 
(3:79) 

 This is the definition of real freedom, which we are not even close to having 
at present. 
 O candle! Turn into tears and fall from a moth’s eyes; 
 From head to toe in pain am I; my story is full of sorrow. 
What can be done? 



 So what can be done in these circumstances? Note that the answer doesn’t 
apply only to Pakistan. This is because the problems I have outlined above are not 
exclusive to Pakistan. At this time the circumstances within each Muslim country are 
more or less the same. I submit that whichever country wishes to establish a 
government based on Allah’s Law alone must first eliminate all oppressive institutes, 
including monarchy, dictatorship, theocracy and today’s democracy. Thereafter the 
country must take the following steps: 
 1) It must assert in its legislation that the ruling authority of the country 
belongs to the Quran. 
 2) The duty of the country must be to implement the Quran’s Law, Philosophy 
and Values. 
 3) The most highly qualified from amongst the Ummah (i.e. the country’s 
Muslim population) will settle the implementation of the above (Quranic) system 
through mutual consultation (The members of this selected body can alternatively be 
referred to as the parliament). Hence there will be no divisions in the parliament. This 
is because any religious or political divide is tantamount to shirk. The requirement for 
becoming a member of the parliament is to be fully conversant with the Quran. 
(Parwez, Pakistan Independence Day speech, August 1979) 

************* 
Translator’s Note: Allama Parwez Sahib asked the readers at this point: ‘So what 
happens if there is a disagreement amongst the members of parliament, or there is 
opposition from members of the public?’ He suggested that a higher council made up 
of the most highly qualified legislators should exist to intervene in the event that this 
should happen. The key point was that this higher council having clear insight would 
be in the best position to judge how well a given resolution would work in practice 
and whether or not it violated any principle of the Quran at any level. 

I am compelled to object to his suggestion. The very notion of a higher 
council defies the concept that the parliamentary body already consists of the most 
highly qualified members of society – and more importantly, it could be seen as a 
form of authoritative division. I concede that humans, having limited understanding, 
have a tendency to disagree on almost everything; but under the supervision of the 
Quranic Principles the probability of this occurring should in effect be reduced to nil. 
The Quran itself testifies to this fact: 

 
We have sent you the Book in truth, in order that, under Allah’s guidance, you 
can judge between people in matters wherein they differed. (4:105) 



 
Light from Allah has come to you in the form of a perspicuous Book. (5:15) 
Hence there is no question of disagreement within the Ummah, as the Quran 

itself is the judge.  

 

 
Do they not reflect upon the Quran? Were it from anyone other than Allah, 

they would surely have found therein plenty of contradictions. (4:82) 
Furthermore, Allah states unequivocally that: 

 
And We have indeed made the Quran easy to understand: then is there any 
(person) that will receive admonition (i.e. heed the warning)? (54:17) 
We have Eiman that the Quran is perfect. Since the Quran contains clear, unequivocal Laws, it can be consulted to quickly and decisively resolve any disagreement within the Ummah. However one may argue that it is still possible for the Ummah to mistakenly pass a subsidiary law that is detrimental to the State. After all, as humans we are bound to make mistakes. 
In fact, Allah acknowledges this, and furthermore He supplies the solution: 

 
Those that turn (to Him) in repentance … (9:112) 

Hence as soon as a given subsidiary law is recognised to be defective, the Ummah can always reconvene to overturn it and rectify the mistake with an alternative course of action (taubah). If the members of parliament ultimately still end up disagreeing on a given resolution, even with the safeguards in place, then somebody or other amongst them is not fully conversant with the Quran – and therefore is not qualified to act as a legislator in the first place. 
--------------------------------------- 
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