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Abstract

Muslims have never lived in total isolation.  With the disintegration of the Muslim Caliphate and the subsequent diasporas from their heartlands to much ‘greener pastures’ in pursuit of betterment or in compliance with the Prophetic directive of conveying the message of Islàm, Muslims the world over have come in contact, more so, increasingly, with other dominant cultures.  This phenomena, however, is not something new to Islàm.  In fact a study of its origin sheds adequate light on the early blossoming of Islàm under a multi-cultural environment.  What really concerns the Muslims today is not the relevance or otherwise of the Islàmic values to them, but rather how best Minority-Muslims could accommodate the presence of other values of other dominant cultures, with whom they have to sometime share a common political destiny.  Can these accommodated values constitute Islàmic values?  Are Islàmic values the exclusive rights of Muslims or can they be shared with others as universal values?  Is there a need to have separate universal values?  If there is, can those existing universal values be considered as Islàmic values?  What is the notion of good and bad in Islam?  Can the good values of all cultures be considered as Islàmic?  How such cross-cultural fertilization of values can and has benefited Muslims and others in a multi-cultural society?  And what new value, if any, Islàm gains from such cross-cultural encounters?  These are some of the issues this paper attempts to address.  The writer feels that Islàmic values, though rooted in the Qur’àn and sunnah, continue to evolve to spatio-temporal needs.  He believes that encounters of disparate values are essential for the continued relevance of the Islàmization of values by presenting the invaluable opportunities for critically examining the values of the dominant cultures and reassessing Muslim cultural-values in the light of Qur’àn and sunnah.  

ISLÀMIC VALUES IN A MULTI-CULTURAL SOCIETY

Introduction

Values are essential for man.  For without it man cannot live with his fellowmen, since relations between him and others are determined by the values he holds.  Every human community has a system or set of values on the basis of which it decides for itself deeming an action or thing as good or bad.  This notion of good and bad are relative, since it differs from person to person such that each decides such and such action or thing as good or bad through the experience he had or through the experiences of his predecessors which have settled in his subconscious mind as the values of the community he or she represents.  They attach to these values so tenaciously that they will even go against all odds to uphold these values regardless of it being good or otherwise.  However, no one follows a bad value knowingly.  

The definition of bad values varies greatly in respect of society and time.  It might be that what one society or culture considers as good value may be bad in the eyes of another and it may be the case that one and the same society considers a value as good at one time and considers it bad at another time.  This only proves the impermanence and transitory nature of values.  That is because, as man continues to progress and increases the occasion of interaction with his fellow men, he is bound to come in touch with values, which are at odds with his own values.  Such interactions could be beneficial to him in understanding the strength and weakness of his own values.  Thus an awareness of such variation is particularly necessary in this age of increased mobility and closer cultural integration through policies of globalization.  This is a positive step, provided there is no perversion of values, such that good values are considered bad and vice-versa.  But the problem lies at the source of those values.  That is who is there to adjudicate which value is good or bad.  If might is the criterion that determines right, than it is the might which is right and it might not be right for others to set it right.  This is true in respect of God, the Almighty, being the Possessor of all Might.  But if might is used in a tropical sense to mean the powerful society or nation or even individual, such that they impose their values as criteria to judge the values of others, this may create problems, particularly when the values of the imposer is considered bad.  For instance, it has become an acceptable practice, in the West, to dispense with clothes by promoting nudity as normality and even as healthy.  This profanity, however, has found its currency in societies patterning their continued existence on the progress of the West.  Many of them, in their effort to define “progress” as a value, have failed to delineate the differences between “progressive value” and “value of progress”.  As a result they lost sight of what value really means and what progress is.  In other words, is value the end or is it a means to an end. 

Defining Value

The term value (from the Latin valere, meaning “to be of worth”), like many other terms, is highly elastic, in the sense that it is at times used narrowly as a synonym for good or valuable, and some times used broadly for the whole scope of evaluative terms, ranging from highest good through the indifferent to the worst evil, comprising of all positive, neutral and negative values. Thus, value is a term widely used to mean a number of simple, multiple and complex meanings.  In addition to such varied and changing connotations in common speech, it is a technical term in a number of fields including philosophy, economics, mathematics, phonetics, music, art, anthropology, sociology and psychology with competing definitions.  We are not concerned here with these specific definitions.  For our purpose we define “value” as “standards or principles or ideas about the worth or importance of certain qualities [or even things] generally accepted by a particular group”
.    

In Arabic this term is expressed in a number of equivocal words each connoting certain aspects of the meaning of the term “value”.  Among the many words employed to mean value the most appropriate one for our purpose are: [a] qadr [value, quantity, amount, estimate, measure, rate, power, status], [b] qámah [preciousness, value, worth, amount, price, quantity], and [c] thaman [preciousness, value, cost, price]
.  Of these both [b] and [c] are usually applied on things of socio-economic worth, whereas [a] is usually applied on both material and non-material things.  The Qur’àn employs both [a] and [c] in a number of places.  For instance Allàh says in the Qur’àn:

	[a]
	وخلق كل شيء فقدره تقديرا

And it is He Who created all things and fixed their values in due proportions
.


	[b]
	الله يبسط الرزق لمن يشاء ويقدر
Allàh grants the sustenance to whosoever He pleases and fixes [its] value or worth
.


	[c]
	إن الله بالغ امره قد جعل الله لكل شيء قدرا
Certainly to Allàh accomplishes His purpose.  He had indeed fixed value for every thing
. 


	[d]
	   وما قدروا الله حق قدره
And they did not value  Allàh [according to] the value befitting Him
.


	[e]
	فقدرنا فنعم القادرون
Then We fixed the value (according to need).  For, We are the best of those who fix value (on things)
.


	[f]
	وكان امر الله قدرا مقدورا
And the command of God is a fixed value
.


	[g]
	وكل شيء عنده بمقدار
And every thing with Him is according to some value [or measure]
.


	[h]
	على الموسع قدره وعلى المقتر قدره
The wealthy according to his value and the poor according to his value
.


	[i]
	ولا تشترى بآيتى ثمنا قليلا

Do not sell My Signs for a small price
.


	[j]
	إن الذين يشترون بعهد الله وايمنهم ثمنا قليلا اولئك لا خلق لهم فى الآخرة ولا يكلمهم الله ولا ينظر اليهم يوم القيامة ولايزكيهم ولهم عذاب أليم
As for those who sell the faith they owe to God and their own plighted word for a small price, they shall have no portion in the hereafter, nor will God speak to them or look at them in the Day of Judgment, nor will He cleanse them (of sin) and they shall have a grievous penalty
.


Apart from these direct references to the words connoting value, Qur’àn also employs contextual significations whereby the meaning is deciphered from the context. For instance in the Qur’ànic verse,

	[k]
	إن الله اشترى من المؤمنين أنفسهم وأموالهم بأن لهم الجنة
Certainly God has bought from the believers their wealth and souls [in exchange] for [their place in] the heaven
.


the importance of the value is emphasized through the context.  That is, God has exchanged the entrance of the believer to the heaven and its felicity for their sacrifice of their self and wealth in His cause. In other words, believers must willingly offer their whole lives and possessions to God, and He gives them in return eternal freedom from the bondage of this world.  It is to this al-Ràzá alludes to when he defined value as thus:

القدر فى اللغة بمعنى التقدير ، وهو جعل الشيء على مساواة غيره من غير زيادة ولا نقصان
Value [al-qadr], literally means valuation or estimation [al-taqdir], and that is to make a thing on the measure of [a thing] other than it without [any] increase nor decrease [thereof]
. 

Value and Religion 

It is not the intent of this paper to go in to polemics, even though in the selection of the option there is a world of difference in the understanding of values between the theists, representing the religions, and the non-theists representing those who do not see the relevance of religion in articulating values.  It is the latter who concocted morality independent of religion by questioning whether such an equation is valid or not.  That is, is it essential for morality to be tied to religion or can the former survive without the latter?  In other words, does religion dictate morality and are there differences between religious values and secular values or are they essentially one?  Answering them Tolstoy says
,

The attempts to found a morality apart from religion are like the attempts of children who, wishing to transplant a flower that pleases them, pluck it from the roots that seem to them unpleasing and superfluous, and stick it rootless into the ground.  Without religion there can be no real, sincere morality, just as without roots there can be no real flower. 

Thus it can be seen that religion has so dominated the moral landscape of a society that it is virtually indistinguishable from it.  

However, for sure, there are some exceptions to this, like the Confucianism in China, the non-theist versions of Buddhism and the Greek philosophers
.  Many secularist including Bertrand Russell and Kai Nielsen, have argued against claims [a] that religion is the basis of ethics and [b] that religion completes ethics.  They contended that morality has no need of God.  Thus Russell
 observes that, 

Nature, omnipotent but blind, in the revolutions of her secular hurryings through the abysses of space, has brought forth at last a child, subject still to her power, but gifted with sight, with knowledge of good and evil with the capacity of judging all the works of his unthinking Mother.

His suggestion may be interpreted as [a] that God-man relation is based on uncritical acceptance or [b] a child is capable of judging good and evil without being influenced by religion.  But what he did not elaborate and address was that the child’s judgment of good and bad are subject to the extent of his knowledge.  And knowledge based on reason is found to be defective, since reason itself relies on defective human senses.  Thus values judged through such defective tool are themselves defective.  It is the defectiveness of the source, which causes differences in the understanding of one and the same value between people and society.  This imperfection is resolved through the articulation and determination of values by a supra human source, which the theists have identified as God.  Despite this common source called as God, people and their society do still see and interpret values differently.  

Does this suggest that God determines different values for different people?  In a way, “Yes”.  God, the Almighty, says
:

سماعون للكذب أكالون للسحت فإن جاءوك فاحكم بينهم أو أعرض عنهم فلن يضروك شيئا وإن حكمت فاحكم بينهم بالقسط إن الله يحب المقسطين

(They like to) listen to falsehood, to devour anything forbidden. So if they come to you (O, Muäammad) either judge between them, or turn away from them. If you turn away from them, they cannot hurt you in the least. And if you judge, judge with justice between them. Verily, Allàh loves those who act justly.

وكيف يحكمونك وعندهم التورات فيها حكم الله ثم يتولون من بعد ذلك وما أولئك بالمؤمنين

But how do they come to you for decision while they have the Tawràt (Torah), in which is the (plain) Decision of Allàh; yet even after that, they turn away. For they are not (really) believers.

إنا أنزلنا التوراة فيها هدى ونور يحكم بها النبيون الذين أسلموا للذين هادوا والربانيون والاحبار بما استحفظوا من كتاب الله وكانوا عليه شهداء فلا تخشوا الناس واخشون ولا تشتروا بآياتي ثمنا قليلا ومن لم يحكم بما أنزل الله فأولئك هم الكافرون 

Verily, We did send down the Tawràt (Torah) [to Mâsà] therein was guidance and light, by which the Prophets, who submitted themselves to Allàh’s Will, judged for the Jews. And the rabbis and the priests [too judged for the Jews by the Tawràt after those Prophets], for to them was entrusted the protection of Allàh’s Book, and they were witnesses thereto. Therefore fear not men but fear Me (O, Jews) and sell not My Verses for a miserable price. And whosoever does not judge by what Allàh has revealed, such are the Kàfirân (i.e. disbelievers - of a lesser degree as they do not act on Allàh’s Laws).

وكتبنا عليهم فيها أن النفس بالنفس والأنف بالأنف والأذن بالأذن والسن بالسن والجروح قصاص فمن تصدق به فهو كفارة له ومن لم يحكم بما أنزل الله فأولئك هم الظالمون

And We ordained therein for them: “Life for life, eye for eye, nose for nose, ear for ear, tooth for tooth, and wounds equal for equal”. But if anyone remits the retaliation by way of charity, it shall be for him an expiation. And whosoever does not judge by that which Allàh has revealed, such are the Çàlimân (wrong-doers).

وقفينا على آثارهم بعيسى ابن مريم مصدقا لما بين يديه من التوراة وآتيناه الإنجيل فيه هدى ونور ومصدقا لما بين يديه من التوراة وهدى وموعظة للمتقين

And in their footsteps, We sent ‘Ásà (Jesus), son of Maryam (Mary), confirming the Tawràt that had come before him, and We gave him the Injál (Gospel), in which was guidance and light and confirmation of the Tawràt (Torah) that had come before it
, a guidance and an admonition for al-Muttaqân (the pious).

وليحكم أهل الإنجيل بما أنزل الله فيه ومن لم يحكم بما أنزل الله فأولئك هم الفاسقون

Let the people of the Injál judge by what Allàh has revealed therein. And whosoever does not judge by what Allàh has revealed (then) such (people) are the Fàsiqân (the rebellious)
.

وأنزلنا إليك الكتاب بالحق مصدقا لما بين يديه من الكتاب ومهيمنا عليه فاحكم بما أنزل الله ولا تتبع أهواءهم عما جاءك من الحق لكل جعلنا منكم شرعة ومنهاجا ولوشاء الله لجعلكم أمة واحدة ولكن ليبلوكم فيما آتاكم فاستبقوا الخيرات إلى الله مرجعكم جميعا فينبئكم بما كنتم فيه تختلفون

And We have sent down to you (O, Muäammad) the Book (this Qur’àn) in truth, confirming whatever of the Book that came before it
 and Muhaymin (trustworthy in highness and a witness) over it (old Scriptures). So judge among them by what Allàh has revealed, and follow not their vain desires, diverging away from the truth that has come to you.  To each among you, We have prescribed a law and a clear way
. If Allàh had willed, He would have made you one nation, but that (He) may test you in what He has given you; so compete in good deeds. The return of you (all) is to Allàh; then He will inform you about that in which you used to differ.

وأن احكم بينهم بما أنزل الله ولا تتبع أهواءهم واحذرهم أن يفتنوك عن بعض ما أنزل الله إليك فإن تولوا فاعلم أنما يريد الله أن يصيبهم ببعض ذنوبهم وإن كثيرا من الناس لفاسقون
And so judge (you, O, Muäammad) among them by what Allàh has revealed and follow not their vain desires, but beware of them lest they turn you (O, Muäammad) far away from some of that which Allàh has sent down to you. And if they turn away, then know that Allàh’s Will is to punish them for some sins of theirs. And truly, most of men are rebellious (and disobedient to Allàh).

أفحكم الجاهلية يبغون ومن أحسن من الله حكما لقوم يوقنون

Do they then seek the judgment of (the Days of) Ignorance
? And who is better in judgment than Allàh for a people who have firm Faith.
What these verses say in respect of value is: 
[a] To judge by the rule or value of God, 

[b] Every people have their own set of values revealed to them even though the source and the message is one and the same.

[c] Not to follow values based on personal desire. 

[d] Not to change values due to fear or favor.

[e] All those who act according to the values revealed to them have indeed obeyed God, as such those who do not act according to the values revealed to them are unbelievers
, wrong-doers
 and as rebel
.

[f] Different values for different people are meant to test who obey God and His 

      revelations
.

[g] If one is to judge between people of different religions (or cultures), one should be just and cautious.

[h] Not to revert to the by-gone values, and

[i] Values set by God is better for those who are firm in faith.

Thus, it comes as no surprise that people differ in respect of the values they hold.  Despite these differences, people are forced to find shared values for better cross-cultural understanding.  This is inevitable, particularly when one is living as a minority.  Whether one likes it or not, one is somewhat compelled by circumstances into a situation by forces of unity and diversity to encounter values which are at times in contradiction to those values into which he was born.  Most often such opposing values seeps into his personality without he realizing them, through the powerful media of acceptance and relevance.  Their influence is so great that they become the brokers and arbitrators of values.  Even many nations have succumbed to the dictates of these forces that they plot the courses of their continued existence through perversion of values.  Some even wondered on the idea that having no-value is like having values – that is the value of having no value.  This brings us to the meaning of value in Islam.  

What is Islamic Value?

Islam is defined as الإنقياذ لأوامر الله تعالى والإجتناب عن نواهيه [acting according to the injunctions of God and abstaining from His prohibitions].  Therefore, Islamic values refer to the “standards or principles or ideas about the worth or importance of qualities or things generally accepted by Muslims which are in accordance with the dictates of Divine injunctions and prohibitions”.  This definition indicates on the existence of two types of values: [a] values imposed by God, and [b] values imposed by those other than God. Accordingly any value accepted by a Muslim that is in agreement with the Divine injunctions and prohibitions is considered as Islamic value, even if there is no explicit command from Him regarding the value.  It is in this aspect all those values, which a society imposes from time to time, that are in agreement with the principles enunciated in the Qur’an and the sunnah are considered as Islamic values, even if the society is a non-Muslim society.  Even “secular” values (those values not derived from any religious sources) if they are in accordance with the above principles are considered as Islamic
.  It is here one sees the dynamism of Islam.  That is, Islam accommodates all those values, regardless of their origins, provided they are in conformity with its principles. This is based on the prophetic instruction الحكمة ضآلة المؤمن [wisdom is the lost property of the believer] as such wherever he finds it he has a better right over it
.   

Does this mean the good values of all cultures are Islamic?  Not necessarily so when one considers some of the conflicting good values between cultures.  Take for instance the value of gambling for charity.  Many feel that gambling is not a bad value, whereas Islam says it is a bad value, even though it is done for a good cause such as raising money for charity.  But achieving a good end by a bad means is not good at all, because it would justify all bad values if they were tied to good ends
.  Take another example, the advertisement “If you drink go public”.  What sort of value does this caption promote?  For many it is an encouragement as much as a challenge.  But for a Muslim it will land him in a double tragedy: one for drinking and another for going public while drunk.  This, certainly, is not a good value for Muslims.  There are many such captivating wit-blinding advertisements in wider circulation targeting, not just Islam and Muslims, but the entire peace-loving and good-intending religious fraternity and humanity at large.  This is, no doubt, an exercise in the perversion of values through creative destruction by unmaking what has been made in order to remake what has been made - albeit in a different form.  The form such remaking may take depends on with what value the re-maker shapes the form.  Any decision on that is dictated by his concept of value.                              

Value occupies an important position in Islam.  Muslim scholars have discussed this under the rubrics of al-husn wa ’l-qubh and al-khayr wa ’l-sharr.  Following their Greek predecessors Islamic scholars deliberated on the role of [a] ‘aql (intellect) and [b] shara‘ (law) in deciding between good (khayr / äusn) and bad (sharr / qubä) values.  Those who gave preponderance to [a] were known as the Mu‘tazilites, as opposed to the Ash‘arites who gave preponderance to [b].  The Mu‘tazilites viewed that, since God has perfected the intellect of the mukallaf for the purpose of speculation leading to knowledge and certitude and made easy for man the path to act according to the measure of his capability in order to execute His injunctions and prohibitions, suffice is the ‘aql as the only way for guiding man in his practical life.  For they argue that both äusn and qubä are essential attributes (al-åifàt al-dhàtiyyah) in every thing and the purpose of ‘aql is to unveil the aspects of äusn and qubä found therein. They adduce the following texts as their support:

	[l]
	فالهمها فجورها وتقواها
And its [i.e. the soul’s] enlightenment as to its wrong and its right
.


	[m]
	بل الإنسان على نفسه بصيرة
Nay man himself has (the power of) mental perception
.


Even the Prophet is reported to have said:

	إذا أراد الله بعبد خيرا جعل له واعظا من نفسه يأمره وينهاه
If Allah had intended any good for His servant, He would make for him a preacher from himself who will command him and prohibit him
.


	إستفت قلبك وإن أفتاك الناس
Seek opinion from your heart even if people have given you (their) opinions
.


Thus, according to the Mu‘tazilites, one should exercise his reason in respect of all matters.  On the contrary, the Ash‘arite assault on the Mu‘tazilite stand was meant for the preservation of God’s omnipotence, in the sense that He is not subject to any restriction and that He is the originator of value, as such man’s actions have no intrinsic value of their own.  Thus they, (i.e.: the Ash‘arites in general and al-Ghazàlá in particular), attempted to place value per se beyond the realm of man’s intellect and argued that “good” and “bad” when not based directly on the nuåâå (textual evidences) are invariably considered as object of human desire and not of reason. 

Even though the Ash‘arites did not reject the Mu‘tazilities view on the importance of ‘aql, they nevertheless felt that it is the shara‘ that guides the ‘aql and not vice-versa.  In this regard al-Ghazàlá says in his “Qànân al-ta’wál”, 

العقل حاكم لا يكذب قط لأن به ثبت الشرع وهو الذى قد شهد بصدق النبي فلا يمكن القول بكذبه ، لأن من كذب العقل فقد كذب الشرع ، ولولا صدق العقل لما عرف النبي من المتنبي

The intellect decides and does not deceive, because through it the law is ascertained and through which the veracity of the Prophet is witnessed. Therefore, it is not possible to say that it deceives, because one who deceives the ‘aql has indeed deceived the shara‘, and had not ‘aql been truthful it would not have known the Prophet from one who claims Prophethood.  

This is because it is ‘aql which ascertains the shara‘.  As such it is not possible to know the veracity of the truth by an ‘aql which deceives
.  This stand of Ghazàlá is based on the premise that ‘aql is the instrument to affirm the shara‘, as such its proof is never rejected outright.  However, this is in contradistinction from his stand in respect of ‘aql vis-a-vis äusn and qubä.  The same view is propounded by another Ash‘arite, al-Ràzá, who says,

قدرنا قيام الدليل العقلى القاطع على خلاف ما أشعر به ظاهر الدليل السمعى فلا خلاف بين أهل التحقيق ، انه يجب تأويل الدليل السمعى ، لأنه اذا لم يمكن الجمع بين ظاهر النقل وبين مقتضى العقل وجب أن يتأول النقل ، إلى ما يوافق العقل...... 

We are able to establish the clear intellectual evidence against that which is notified by the literal hearsay evidence.  Therefore there is no difference between the people of certitude that it is necessary to interpret the hearsay evidence, because, if it is not possible to reconcile between the literal naql (reported evidences) and the dictates of ‘aql, it is obligatory to interpret the naql in accordance with that is agreed by the ‘aql
.   

The Mu‘tazilites and the Ash‘arites differed with regard to the role of naql and ‘aql in deciding a particular act or thing as khayr / sharr or äusn / qubä
.  However, both groups agreed on the constituents of khayr and sharr. Accordingly they defined these two terms as:

الخير هو النفع الحسن........الشر هو الضرر القبيح
Good is (that which is) beneficially beautiful …. Bad is (that which is) harmfully repulsive
.  

Thus if an act brings nafa‘ (benefit) for its doer but is not äasan (beautiful) at the same time is not considered as khayr (good), just as the reverse is also not considered as khayr.  This is because khayr and sharr by their attributive relations differ according to the differences in respect of persons, conditions and circumstances.  Thus, at times a good action of a person becomes a bad action of another and perhaps the disadvantage of a community becomes the advantage of another community, just as a thing may be good for a person at a particular time may be bad for him at another time. Likewise, a thing, which is compatible with the current objective, may become incompatible after that objective is achieved.  This is because, the compatibility or otherwise of human nature is consistent whereas the means of attaining his goals changes constantly such that it does not submit to any established measure for it to be applicable for all times and places.

To illustrate the above point let us take the example of food avoidances in various communities.  Many think that it is only Muslims who are particular in avoiding certain food.  In fact a study of the human society as a whole shows that different communities have strong reservations regarding a wide range of species including beef, pork, chicken, horsemeat, camelflesh, dogflesh, and even fish and eggs.  Such reservations were the result of rules, prejudices, and conventions many of which were established for unknown reasons in the distant past.  It is at times difficult to argue against the prohibition since consuming such foods does not seem to harm others who do consume it.  It is said that Avicenna, in his classification of foodstuffs, has included pork among foods that strengthen the blood
.  But Muslims are commanded to avoid pork by the shara‘, just as it was commanded to the Christians and the Jews. Thus what determines pork as äasan or qabáä is the shara‘.  That is why it is said that الحسن ما حسنه الشرع  والقبيح ما قبحه الشرع [the good is that which the shara‘ made good and the bad is that which the shara‘ rendered bad]
.  This is the stand of the Ash‘arites, where there is a mutual inclusion of ‘aql and shara‘, such that the shara‘ confirms exoterically what the ‘aql establishes esoterically.  In other words, the value of a thing or act is determined by the shara‘ and ‘aql together.  Explaining this, al-Ghazàlá says in his Ma‘àrij that, there is no conflict between the shara‘ and the ‘aql, for they are mutually interdependent.  Thus one cannot be realized without the other.  He says,

The ‘aql will never be guided towards righteousness except by the shara‘, while the latter stands in need of the former in respect of its clarity.  The relation between the two is that of eye and the ray of light, where eye represent the ‘aql while the ray represents the shara‘.  Just like the eye alone is insufficient for one to see things without the ray, the ray, too, will never benefit without the eye.  It is in this sense God says, there has come to you from God a light and a perspicuous Book by means of which God guides those who seek His pleasure to ways of peace and safety, and leads them out of darkness with His permission”
.  Therefore, the shara‘ is the ‘aql in the exoteric sense, while ‘aql is the shara‘ in the esoteric sense, both being mutually inclusive or integrated into one…..So, if the shara‘ loses the ‘aql nothing will appear by means of it and will be lost just as the light is lost when the light of the eye is lost.  If the ‘aql loses the shara‘ it becomes incapable in respect of many things, like the incapacity of the eye when there is no light.  Moreover, the ‘aql in itself is not self-sufficient and it does not reach to anything except knowledge of the universals and not their particulars, like the goodness in believing the Truth, the speaking of truth and engaging in good works, the goodness of getting used to justice, adhering to chastity and so on, without knowing all that in detail, whereas the shara‘ knows both the universals and the particulars of things by elucidating that which is obligatory to be believed and just in respect of each and every thing.  In short, the ‘aql cannot guide itself to the details of the shara‘; while the shara‘ at times comes to confirm what is established by the ‘aql, awakens the unmindful to the realities of knowledge, reminds the intelligent person so that he remembers what he has lost, and teaches the shara‘i laws and the details of the conditions of the hereafter.  Thus, the shara‘ is the standard of valid beliefs and righteous deeds, and it is the indicator on what is good for both this world and the next.  As such anyone who deviates from it he verily loses the straight path.  It is to this ‘aql and shara‘ God alludes to by the terms favor (al-faãl) and mercy (al-raämah) respectively in the verse 4:83
.  

This is the basis of value in Islam.  This value-consciousness, writes A. Husain, 

…is the foundation of Islam.  So long as it remains alive, Islam is a living entity.  The aäkàm of Islam, therefore, are not mere judgments.  They are values in themselves.  The element of commands in them is inexhaustible in terms of the wish, the desire, the craving, or the demand of a will…. Consequently, in Islam, God is not mere power, nor mere knowledge, nor mere feeling.  He is above all, ‘Sublime’ (Subhan), a being who is All Value.  His message descending on His Apostles, in the belief system of Islam, is the exposition of the values, which are meant to shape mankind on the best image.  Value-consciousness, therefore, works as the inherent principle for the interpretation of the Book, nay, the very comprehension of the Ahadith and traditions of Islam also.  The values are laws of inference from the source of material at the base of Islam: the Qur’an, the Ahadith and the traditions from the early generations”
.  This value-consciousness “produces its own spirituality.  It loves encounter; it teaches struggle; and demands of you to be resolute and cheerful.  It gives you the joy of struggle….
. 

Therefore, “values are living blood of the shará‘ah which by running its veins, transforms its cellular commands into a system of living organism.  Thus it is not possible to construct a äukm (ordinance) from some verse, unless the values of Islam, as principles of its construction, are comprehended”
.  As such those ideas formulated by the creative thinkers of Islam in respect of the shará‘ah like qiyàs, istidlàl, istiäsàn, istishàb, istiålàä, maåàliä mursilah, etc. “are values”
.  The nature of value is, therefore, like the nature of a pattern.  Unlike the immovable patterns that are fixed and static, which are suitable for inorganic things, the patterns of life are dynamic and living forms.  “The secret of Revelation in Islam”, to quote Husain
 again,

…lies in its teaching of the living pattern.  It prescribes not only patterns, but also teaches how to pattern them.  The hows are the fundamental values of Islam, which produce its system of the Shari‘ah.  The ahkam as Shari‘ah are the patterns of action, the axiological bases of Islam. 

Let us, therefore, look at these aäkàm-based values in some details.

Determinants of Values in Islam

The worth or value of anything depends on the demand for it and its difficulty or ease of availability.  If there is any such value for anything, that, too, is subject to change in relation to the value of other things on the basis of its relative importance.  For, this term itself means a thing of particular quantity, quality, merit or status in exchange for which the possessor of anything will be pleased to dispose with or disown it while without being intimidated towards or encouraged against such exchange.  The importance of a thing determined by the universal law of Islam over any other thing, if there arise a need for an inevitable choice between deciding one or the other of any two things from imminent destruction, is known as the spiritual value of that thing.  If the other thing in exchange for which one agrees to dispossess or transfer the possession of the thing one possesses, then it is known as the price for that thing or its material value.  Thus, in this sense, every thing accessible to man and can be possessed by him has a price or value for it, although such price is changeable or varies according to the demand and availability on the basis of the relative values of other things.  There are things with very high values placed on them and there are things with very little values placed on them.  The fixation of such values is dependent on the relative importance of the things.  The importance of a thing can only be known with clarity when one has to do an inevitable choice of saving between any two things, which face imminent destruction.  One will be able to make this type of choice correctly only when one knows the merit of each one of the things involved.  And one will appreciate such merits only on the basis of one’s condition, need and ability.  Religions come forward to provide the knowledge of the merits of every thing.  Islam as a religion has provided the widest knowledge of the merits of all things in the universe.  It has classified things as good and bad with much detail. 

Islam has classified the values vis-à-vis the aäkàms into two categories: an action or thing is considered to be bad (qabáä) if it falls within the categories of makrâh or äaràm.  Those actions and things falling within the remaining three categories of mubah, mustaäabb and äalàl are said to be good (äasan).  These aäkàm-based values determine the right value of an action or a thing in relation to the five universals (al-kulliyyàt al-khamsah) of [a] religion (din), [b] life (nafs), [c] intellect (‘aql), [d] good repute (‘irã), and [e] wealth (màl).  Then these are weighed against the circumstantial factors like maålaäa, äàjah, istiäsàn, etc.  This is indicated in the following illustration:
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It is, therefore, obligatory on Muslims to protect or safeguard these universals.  In these universals there is an order of importance, where the obligation of protecting religion takes precedence over all other things, even though in their selections people differ in respect of their position vis-à-vis ámàn, islàm and iäsàn.  For those whose ámàn is strong they give importance to religion even over their life.  That is the reason why many a’immah have withstood tortures and all sorts of tribulations and inquisitions at the hands of unscrupulous rulers.  The cases of Ibn Taymiyyah, Aämad b Äanbal, Suhrawardi al-Maqtâl, and even al-Äallàj are some of the reminders of how learned scholars and men of piety have valued religion above everything that they considered their own life insignificant.  They were not prepared to bargain their religion at any cost.  This may not be the way for many of us who lack in piety and knowledge. Perhaps they might have taken the Qur’ànic verse 9:111, quoted earlier
, literally – both in form and substance.  That is by sacrificing their lives.  What the verse says is the full commitment of man’s life and wealth in the cause of God.  This could be interpreted to mean that every effort a servant does through the exertion of his life and wealth in His cause - need not necessarily in jihàd alone, as suggested by the text - will make him eligible to enter heaven.  Normally we give importance to our lives - this is what Islam requires.  Everything we do is to ameliorate our lives – be it some thing to do with our ‘aql, ‘irã, màl or even dán. As such in the selection of the universals Muslims, particularly those living as minorities, are faced with situations where they are at times somewhat compelled by their conditions to make a sound judgment in choosing between any two of these universals. 

Take for instance a choice between protecting or safeguarding religion and / or life.  A situation in which a Muslim child is denied of her education, because, her parents insisted on she wearing the religious scarf as part of her school uniform.  The child’s parents were given an ultimatum to choose either scarf or school, i.e.: between religion or life.  The parents made a wise choice in favor of school and not scarf. It is a wise choice, because, the child is not required religiously to cover, whereas to pursue knowledge is religiously mandatory
.  If they had opted for the religious scarf and send the child to another environment where she is able to continue her studies with scarf on, then they have indeed made a bold choice.  This should not be taken to mean that by opting for school they are moderate Muslims and by opting for the scarf they are fanatic Muslims.  In fact they are Muslims who are trying to follow the fundamentals of their religion to the best of their knowledge and ability while having a firm faith in the tolerant and harmonious disposition of the environment.  Supposing the child has attained the age of discretion where she is religiously encouraged to cover her beauty, but she opted to expose herself to better her prospects in life and her parents feel elated by her exposure, these are Muslims who are trying to liberate themselves from the religious orthodoxy and feel that religion should not be a hindrance to their progress.  Indeed, she and her parents, too, need real help.  But when she is threatened with losing her career if she were to cover herself, then the matter should be brought to the worthy attention of the concerned authorities who would look into her constitutional rights wherein the freedom to practice her religion is guaranteed
.  In the West, many sisters have bravely fought for their rights.  Sadly in some Muslim countries sisters are denied even this basic right.  What one can’t understand is that why those who preach tolerance can’t tolerate decent covering when they can tolerate indecent exposure?  What values do they promote?     

Classification of Values in Islam

In fact this act of Muslims placing the perspective of their religion above every other consideration has given a unique characteristic to the meaning of values in Islam.  Accordingly they have classified values into, [a] values with the Maker [i.e.: God] and [b] values with the user [i.e.: man].  The fluctuation of values with the users is based on the demand, necessity or need of the user for the thing, while the fluctuation of values with the Maker is based on His likes or dislikes for the thing.  Again things are either material or spiritual in nature. Thus the relation of values vis-à-vis things produces the following possible relations:

[a] Spiritual Value of a Spiritual Thing with the Maker

[b] Spiritual Value of a Material Thing with the Maker

[c] Material Value of a Spiritual Thing with the Maker

[d] Material Value of a Material Thing with the Maker

[e] Spiritual Value of a Spiritual Thing with the User

[f] Spiritual Value of a Material Thing with the User

[g] Material Value of a Spiritual Thing with the User, and

[h] Material Value of a Material Thing with the User

For instance, the material value of a material thing is the price one pays for a pair of shoes in concrete term of cash or kind.  At times one pays in abstract terms of time or in terms of energy or accomplishments.  Material value of a spiritual thing includes the expenses involved for performing pilgrimage and the sacrifices connected with it being counted in term of cash like the kaffarah for breaking the fast in the form of mudds of staple diet, etc.  Spiritual value of a material thing is like the reward for charity as mentioned in the Qur’anic verses, 2:245, 5:12 and 75:11. Spiritual value of a spiritual thing includes the reward for prayer, faith and all other good actions commanded by God if they are done for His sake are in terms of bliss in the hereafter which is a spiritual thing.  

What we have seen so far regarding Islamic values is that it is based on the ahkam of shará‘ah, which again is based on the tawäádic principle of Godhead, as such He alone is able to fix the values, both the good and the bad.  The belief in the life hereafter and the accountability thereof has indeed molded the values of Muslims.  It is due to this reason Muslims tend to look at everything from religious perspective, as opposed to those who place material pursuit above religion by even looking at religion through material perspective
.  

Value – Culture Relation

Many in the field of anthropology consider the development of culture as their most outstanding contribution to the understanding of mankind.  However, there exist much differences in respect of the definition of this concept, such that even the anthropologist themselves who employ the concept of culture often disagree on the actual import of the term “culture”.  Some defines it as “a way of life”
, or “a meaning system”
, or “the structure and function of society”
, or as “modes of production”
, or even as man’s “mode of physically adopting to the environment”
.  But the most appropriate definition for our purpose is that culture is “the training and refinement of mind, taste and manners”
.  This definition presupposes an essential link between value and culture, since the presence or absence of one without the other is unthinkable.  The relation between value and culture is like that of the soul and the body.  Just as the function of a body depends on the presence of soul therein so is the function of a culture depends on the presence of values therein.  Good values reflect good culture and bad values reflect bad culture. 

What is a multi-cultural society?

Before understanding what multi-cultural society really means, it would be advantageous to know how this word originated and what shapes and shades this word has acquired through its currency over the years.  This is particularly important, since meaningful denotations have been deliberately twisted to mean some biased connotations as in respect of the term "fundamentalism".  Literally the compound term multiculturalism means the idea or principle of having many cultures regardless of being majority or minority.  This in no way explains or details out the nature of relations between the cultures in a given society.  Commenting on the origin of multiculturalism as a concept and how it has evolved over the years, Joan Masters observes
,

Long before multi-culturalism became an infamous buzz word most large cities in the US were voluntarily divided into ethnic areas; Polish town, Italian town, Jewish town, and so on.  First and second generation immigrants preferred to live in an area of the city where others spoke their language and shared their old world “culture”.  Those folks were not hostile to their adopted country, which they loved, but merely using their free choice to live among their “own” where they felt comfortable.  This was not so much segregation, as it was a preference.  In a couple of generations the, by then, higher educated children and grandchildren of these original immigrants inter-married with other “cultures” and moved up and out of the ethnic sections and into the more affluent suburbs.  It was a natural progression called Americanization…….

The multi-culturalization of today is a deliberate social engineering scheme by government to keep us all at each other’s throats [, which]…is…dangerous….as it….encourages bigotry by stopping a natural process which, if left alone, would solve itself, as it once did, by assimilation. 
This need not be the case, if multiculturalism is interpreted as a principle or even as an attitude which provides an environment free of discrimination and barriers in which all individuals who represent a society’s great diversity have the opportunity to develop, participate, and contribute fairly and equitably.  This includes actions to ensure a responsible attitude toward multiculturalism that influences all policies, processes, and procedures. Multiculturalism provides a forum for all individuals to recognize, understand, appreciate, value, and be cognizant of diversity, thereby promoting trust, enhancing communication, and nurturing respect and concern for the welfare of all individuals within the society. It creates an environment in which all members of the society are aware of and responsive to diversity, the individual in the society feels valued, their talent fully utilized and their potentials fully realized.  Though this is an ideal situation, it is not impossible to achieve.  The success of this lies on the relative freedom the society gives for nurturing cross-cultural understanding.  Singapore has successfully experimented this multiculturalism, perhaps not in a cultural sense, but in the racial sense – i.e.: in the form of multiracialism.  Commenting on this success and the subsequent inadequacies of the experiment, Kuo Pao Kun observes
,

In reality, it was the government’s direct intervention which has kept Singapore’s racial peace.  But government’s control inhibited grassroots involvement, impeding cross-community initiatives.  In the 40 years of Singapore’s thorough transformation, the government has been singularly subversive of old systems and practices, as it has been boldly innovative in devising new methods and ideas.  In resettling the bulk of the population, neighbourhood was totally recast; social networks were completely rebuilt, with government agencies replacing the former grassroots networks.  In the new scheme, the government and its agencies dictated policy and management in almost every aspect of community life.  Racial peace, in effect, was managed by the state.  Restrained and contained, the people lived safely under constant government protection and surveillance.

Over time, the progress in inter-racial understanding was seriously impeded by the lack of a full cultural dimension.  Citizens grew ignorant of and indifferent to the extraordinary richness and complexity of their numerous races, something which only culture could convey through its various sensual and intellectual forms – things which best express a community’s sensitivity and sensibility.  Taboos are there for each other to behold and respect; visions are there for each other to admire and share.  Regrettably, for a multiracial nation of such affluence and abundance, there are not even national institutions for translation and publication.  It is understandable why the cynics say Singapore’s Multiracialism is more an exercise to keep the different communities peacefully apart than to draw them dynamically together. [Emphasis added]

This is an acknowledgement of the failure of 40 years effort.  However discouraging the result may be one thing this experiment has achieved, in my opinion is that, the nation’s indubitable dependence on the government to chart the course of harmony and tolerance between the various communities.  This is both an asset and a liability
.  

Tolerance and harmony must be nurtured to safeguard the stability of the country.  In many areas tolerance is a commendable virtue. One can be tolerant on non-moral issues like language, skin color, race, etc.  But on moral issues there is no room for tolerance. We are frequently asked to tolerate sin under the pretext of simply tolerating cultural diversity. The so-called “neutrality” of the secularists is a deception.  It forbids a person to call sin, sin. It allows sin to go unchecked and unchallenged. There is no repentance without a clear sense of sin. We need the law to develop within ourselves an understanding of our own sin.

Cross-cultural encounters: A tug-of-war for cultural dominance?
When one examines the short history of man, he will notice that no society has ever remained homogeneous and static without interacting with one another, resulting in the fusion of different cultures.  Culture is a combination of the basic ideas and behavior of a group of people, shaped by their history, language, religion etc. of a particular community or society. In other words, culture refers to how and why one thinks and acts the way one does.  Generally, culture is dynamic and changing.  In fact almost all human cultures have undergone some form of change whether knowingly or otherwise.  No human society is believed to have remained in its original mold.  Change is inevitable.  The question remains, however, is whether such changes are for the better or the worse.  Despite such call for change some have remained static for some periods of time.  Perhaps their hesitation for change may be due to the overriding presence of conservative elements, who oppose any form of changes fearing that such changes may undo or even alter their long-held cultural values.  It is equally true that some cultures are selective in respect to change such that one part of a culture develops with the changes in the socio-political reality, while others become static, or stagnant. 

This is not something unusual, since the process of change will be meaningful, purposive and fruitful only when it functions within the context of the culture of the society concerned.  Therefore, the presence of both the fixed and flexible aspects of the culture will preserve and ensure its continued relevance.  A culture that is rigid and unchanging cannot survive.  Likewise a culture that does not have an in-built fixed structure will become antiquated.  In other words, there must be scope for conservation and change in a culture.  Emphasizing their need Whitehead said:

Mere change without conservation is a passage from nothing to nothing.  Its final integration yields mere transient non-entity.  Mere conservation without change cannot conserve.  For, after all, there is a flux of circumstances and the freshness of being evaporates under mere repetition
.

Therefore, change for the sake of change is madness, just as staying conservative when change is warranted is arrogantly stupid.  This is particularly so in respect of changing one’s deep-rooted religio-cultural values.  Many Muslims have unwittingly fallen into this trap.  They are faced with a dilemma of choosing between their cultural values and religious values.  Most often they fail to distinguish between Muslim values and Islamic values.  This is because Muslim values may have their imperfections due to the imperfections of the Muslims, unlike Islamic values, which are values, fixed by the All Perfect God.  The understanding of this distinction is necessary, particularly, for the new Muslims and potential Muslims, who are perplexed with the contradictions they find between the Islamic words and Muslim actions.  They should be made to understand the values based on Islamic principles so that they can see their similarities in their own cultural traditions.  This will enable them to apply the principles of Islamization in respect of their cultural values by critically examining them in the light of the Qur’an and sunnah.  This was the task of the ‘ulama’ in the past.  They accepted the values of others that are in accordance with the teachings of Islam and considered such adopted values as Islamic.  It is essential because, today, many of us mistakenly equate technological progress with cultural progress, and thus draw the conclusion that some races and cultures are better than others. This is an artificial superiority, which has been proven wrong by anthropologists, sociologists, archaeologists and historians through scientific studies.  

In fact an impartial study of human society will show that many cultures that once were highly developed socially and technologically have vanished through the passage of history. Egypt was the center of a great civilization for over 3,000 years.  So were the Chinese and Indian civilizations.  The Greek and Roman civilizations, on the other hand, lasted less than 1,000 years.  History again proves that when the Greek and later the Roman cultures were at their peak, the people of Northern Europe lived under rather primitive conditions. After the decline of the Roman Empire, the Arabic-Islamic culture and later the Pan-Turkish culture, dominated the world.  Lamenting on the decline of Muslims domination and the subsequent renaissance of the West, Rashid Rida observes:
A civilization had to stand on more than just its economic and political dimensions: it needed some underlying moral precepts and ethical values to sustain its progress.  In the past, Muslims had created their own civilization by following the teachings and moral precepts of Islam, which contained the values and intellectual principles necessary for progress.  As the proper understanding and adherence to these principles had decreased with the passage of time, the Muslim world stagnated and fell under the control of despotic rulers.  Western civilization embodied some of the moral values that stood behind its advancement and thus enabled the Europeans to dominate the Muslims.  In order to correct this situation, the Muslims needed to regain the values they had lost and, at the same time, avoid those destructive elements of Western civilization that could contradict their traditions and prevent their progress
.

While appreciating the West for its achievements, Rida also registered some harsh criticisms against it.  He says that,

The West appeared…to possess those positive moral values and ethical habits that the Muslim world has lost.  However, despite the West’s appearance as a source of direction and guidance for the East, it also held some subversive values that were incompatible with Islamic traditions and ethical values
.

He criticized some Europeans for their moral laxity and excessiveness in satisfying such desires and whims as drinking alcohol, gambling, and extravagance.  Moreover, power and interest were major European values in both internal and external relations
.  In his view, “Europe respects nothing but strength; it does not recognize right without strength nor does it submit except to strength”
.  Even among themselves “the Europeans respect each other due to the presence of a balance of power, mutual interests and to avoid harm”
. 

This keen observation is prophetically true under the present realities.  There seems to be a calculated and concerted effort by one culture to impose its values and will on other cultures to pursue and safeguard its own interest at the expense of others.  This tug-of-war for cultural dominance will not be helpful in promoting healthy cross-cultural encounters.  This will lead to clash of cultures.  What is happening in the name of Clash of Civilization is indeed a Clash of Values even though it is not so much a clash over “Jesus Christ, Confucius, or the Prophet Muhammad as it is over the unequal distribution of world power, wealth, and influence”
.   

Islam and Muslims in Non-Muslim-Cultural context 

No one could best describe the non-Muslims, particularly the western attitude towards Islam and Muslims, then a well-known Danish politician who once proclaimed that, “Islam is like poison….and a threat to the Western cultures”
. This is not an isolated statement of some chauvinistic fanatic.  A cursory glance at the Western media reveals that such statements are made on calculated ideological confrontation, reflecting a serious bias against Muslims in respect of their values pertaining to all aspects of their lives including history, culture, religion, etc.  

This is happening despite the progress man has made in this era of otherwise enlightenment.  All their efforts are aimed at cultivating, nurturing and galvanizing international hatred and hostility towards Muslims by projecting Islam as the only barrier to international stability and peace.  This is a fair statement if one considers the difficulty the thieves and decoys would feel about the presence of police and other law enforcing agents in checking their activities.  But the irony is that, as usual, these law enforcing people themselves, due to material poverty or other reasons of temptation or frustration, become part of those syndicates such that they are lured into carrying out the same activities of those thieves and decoys in kidnapping, hijacking and destroying innocent lives.  Which leaves the actual criminals innocent of the crimes and they begin to preach high moral values to others.  The end result is that Islam gets the bad name and Muslims are hated everywhere, whereas these criminals become policy makers, human rights advocates and even heads of states.  Like it or not this is the harsh reality.  This hatred towards Islam has even extended to all other religions, such that they view religion as the root cause for all peace-less-ness of this world.  There may be some grain of truth in such assertions, since religions do not share a uniform stand on many issues.  Some religions, for instance consider man as evil by nature, while others declare man born sinless and noble.  What makes man evil or vicious is his immediate environment and surroundings, where he is nurtured to be individualistic with total disregard for others.  In the West individualism takes precedence over collectivism, forgetting the fact that man cannot live in isolation without being linked to his fellow being.  But this is not true when one studies the foundation of Christian values embedded in the Western society on which the entire European humanism is built.  Sadly, these values have been forgotten or simply ignored as irrelevant to contemporary thinking and living.  As a result religions have lost their relevance to guide man and man need no longer have to be held responsible for the society.  Commenting on the plight of modern man, Professor Siddiqui, writers that he,

…..is spiritually homeless; he has completely lost contact with the Absolute and hence forgotten how to judge as a man in function of the Absolute.  Science has robbed him of his “sense of the sacred”, of “the chances for the beyond”, and has left him groaning under the weight of matter and machines.  The most advanced scientific and technical civilization of the world has ever known, present itself as a “strange medley of civilization and barbarianism”.  The perennial values of Truth, Beauty and Goodness have increasingly been divorced from the realities of life and nature, so much so that man today finds himself entirely at the mercy of the blind forces of chance and the biological urges of the will to power.  Man once believed that God has created him in His own image.  Science and technology have undermined this belief.  No longer it is God but the contingencies of science and technology which decide what man is, what intelligence is, what value is.  This world is sick, because men are suffering from a repressed need to believe.  “Dead are all gods, let superman be our god”, is the slogan of modern man.  It is on this basis that he wants to reform the world.  But his “attempt to make a better world on the basis of a worsened humanity, can only end in the abolition even of what is human and consequently the abolition of happiness too.  Reforming man means building him again to Heaven, re-establishing the broken link, it means plucking him from the kingdom of passions, from the cult of matter, quantity and cunning, and re-integrating him into the world of the spirit and serenity….”
.  
These are some of the drawbacks of both the individuals and society.  There is no point in acknowledging the problems without trying to rectify or even to change the course that lead to such deviations.  Certainly these cannot be counted as progress, at least in the moral sense.  Thus those who admire the West for many of these remarkable achievements are spellbound to see the equally strong trend towards moral decadence and spiritual bankruptcy.  To them the West represents an anomalous society and they begin to compare their traditions and customs with the Western ones.  “This comparison” says Bashy
,

…is not a conflict, as some in the West claim, but an effort on the part of these people to understand and possibly adapt. They look at individual freedom and admire it, but at the same time, they emphasize that the freedom they need is both “freedom from” and “freedom to”. Freedom from injustice and inequality as well as freedom to express their values, cultures, their higher creative potential as well as their responsibilities to one another.  When confronted in Western society with hostility and racism, many tend to turn to their faith for support and reaffirmation of their identity.  But turning to one’s faith should not be taken as a threat to Western culture.  The increasing hostility, both in the media and in public, towards Ethnic Minorities, especially with Muslim backgrounds, is very disturbing and alarming.  These people find themselves in a sad situation. A feeling of total helplessness, despair and powerlessness has already taken its hold. This, in turn, is creating militancy and aggressiveness among some of the Ethnic Minority youths. 

Thus, Bashy feels that, “an open mind, acceptance of other cultures, respect for one’s traditions, and the belief in the shared destiny of human kind is desperately needed”
.  Certainly such multicultural setting is an asset particularly when they provide the ambience and immense opportunity for the cross-fertilization of values, whereby others learn the values of one another.  This will definitely pave the way for better understanding.  Søren Kierkegaard, the great thinker and religious scholar of Denmark said in 1857: “If one wishes to help others, then it is not enough to understand them, but one must also understand, what the others understand”
.  This is indeed true for cross-cultural understanding. 
While lamenting on the erosion of values in the world Von Wright traces the cause as follows
:

As long as a culture or human community acknowledges a source of legitimacy for its shared values, the question of acceptance of those values does not arise.  This was, by and large, the case as Christian religion set the standards of valuation in matters of proper behaviour.  But with the lost of authority in matters of truth, the authority of religion also in questions of value became the object of critical doubts.  Western philosophy after the Renaissance has been in search of a new ground of morality.  As in science, and inspired by its example, this ground was sought in reason too.  But unlike the search for truth by science, the search for new values has not been very successful.  With time it has tended to the view that value-judgements, as distinct from factual ones, are mere expressions of emotive attitudes reflecting the likes and dislikes, the ambitions and lusts of human individuals or groups.

The erosion of traditional basis of values in religion and the futility of the efforts to establish a new one in reason, in combination with the overpowering enhancement of the instrumental value of science, has tended to remove altogether from the sphere of rational thought questions relating to moral and other forms of what philosophers call intrinsic value.  A state of value-vacuum or even value-nihilism has come to prevail.  It can be regarded as the deepest source of confusions and uncertainties which are characteristics of the present cultural situation.
Symptomatic of this state is also the resurgence of new forms of fundamentalism.  Some of them are of Christian inspiration.  Others seek in ancient Oriental wisdom a cure for the inquietude of the western mind.  Some are purely escapist and narcissist.  Others look forward to a New Age of mutual aid and loving brotherhood of all men. 

Among these fundamentalist creeds, I would also classify the attitude called scientism.  It is the belief that science and technology by themselves can solve the problems for which their advancement is to a great extent responsible and adjust us to the life-style of a new era in the history of mankind.  The rational faculty of man which made him the measure of all things will eventually also make him Lord of his own destiny.  But, if the rational faculty is shrunk and limited to the instrumental value-dimension of science and technology, I think this belief is a serious illusion.

Thus he feels that value has been “exorcized from the sphere of reason, and rational thought from the sphere of valuation”
.  Thus excessive “skepticism about values has resulted in value-nihilism, and exaggerated faith in the power of reason has encouraged scientistic fundamentalism”
.  This “dialectic antagonism between the two cultural traditions which have nourished Western culture has in the end produced a cleavage which threatens it with chaos and decay”
.  It is high time that they take stock of what has gone wrong and be prepared to accommodate values from others which might cure their sickness.  It is a known fact that in the filed of homeopathy there are medicines derived from poisons that are prescribed for chronic diseases.  Perhaps Islam as a poison can cure the chronic diseases affecting the West and prevent their decay.  Many cultures have accepted Islamic values as their values.  Likewise Islam has accepted values of other cultures that are in agreement with its principles.  It is not a problem at all.  

Conclusion

What we have seen above is the Western attitudes towards Islam and Muslims.  This does not mean that the attitudes of other non-western non-Muslims towards Islam and Muslims are any better.  Muslims everywhere are treated with contempt and their rights are usurped under one pretext or the other.  Why are we so hated?  What is wrong with our values?  Even non-Muslim leaders have given their “fatwas” that there is nothing wrong with the teachings of Islam, but it is the Muslims who are causing the problems.  Is it a fair statement?  Coming to think of it I found that they might be correct in their statements, if we take the Muslims attitudes towards non-Muslims.  We have increasingly adopted an exclusivist-elitist approach, by taking comfort in the first part of the Qur’anic verse “you are the best people ever created”
 and forgetting its second part of “for the benefit of mankind”
.  We cannot benefit others if we build borders around us and stay within it, thinking that we will be safe and expecting others to come to us, without embracing others beyond our own frontiers.  Only by embracing others, without embarrassing one’s self and others, we would be able to enjoin good values and prohibit bad ones
, thereby becoming true believers.  Explaining this verse Allama Yusuf Ali says
,  

The logical conclusion to the evolution of religious history is a non-sectarian, non-racial, non-doctrinal, universal religion, which Islam claims to be.  For Islam is just submission to the Will of God.  This implies (1) Faith, (2) doing right, being an example to others to do right, and having the power to see that the right prevails, (3) eschewing wrong, being an example to others to eschew wrong, and having the power to see that wrong and injustice are defeated.  Islam therefore lives, not for itself, but for mankind.  The people of the Book, if only they had faith, would be Muslims, for they have been prepared for Islam.  Unfortunately there is Unfaith, but it can never harm those who carry the banner of Faith and Right, which must always be victorious.   

Accordingly, this means Muslims must be championing the cause of good values and denouncing bad ones, regardless of their sources.  We must be the first to condemn bad values of fellow Muslims.  Many of us are silent in this respect.  Is it because of the hadith: المسلم من سلم المسلم من لسانه ويده [the Muslim is one from whose action and word another Muslim is safe]
?  This hadith should not be cited as support to defend criminals who happened to be Muslims.  Criminals have their own religion – that is the religion of crime.  As such they should be dealt with accordingly.  If Muslims do not have such value – that is to enjoin the good and prohibit the bad, they cannot be the citizens of a multi-cultural society.  If the multi-cultural society happens to be a Muslim majority country, then such criminals should be given exemplary punishments, so that the non-Muslims will take our words and actions seriously with respect.
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� Dictionary of Contemporary English (New Edition), (Longman, 1989), p. 1165.


�  Other words which signify the meaning of value include: ajr [reward, recompense, remunerate, rent, hire, lease, wages, pay, honorarium, emolument, price, rate, fee, charge], si‘r [price, rate], mithl [equivalent], jaza’ [requital, repayment, recompense, return, compensation, setoff, penalty, punishment], and fadl [surplus, excess].  Even words like husn, qubh, jamal, baha’, khayr, sharr, etc. are also used to express the various meanings of values.   


� Al-Qur’an, (25:2).


� Ibid., (13:26).  It is interesting to note that this theme is repeated with slight transposing of words in a number of verses following this chapter.  See for details: (17:30), (28:82), (29:62), (30:37), (34:36&39), (39:52) and (42:12).  Commenting on this verse, Allamah Yusuf Ali says, “God, the Sustainer and Cherisher of all His creatures, gives sustenance to all, - the sustenance including all means for their physical, moral, intellectual and spiritual growth and development according to their needs and capacities.  To some he grants it in abundance; to others He gives it in strict measure.  No one can question Him, for His Will is supreme, and it is the measure of all good”.  See his note 1840.  This comment is based on rendering the term qadr as a measure.  But if it is translated as value, as indicated in the text above, then it would mean that He fixes the value for the sustenance He provides to those whom He pleases.  That means that He fixes the worth of the sustenance from the categories ranging from halal to haram.  Thus He provides the halal sustenance to whomsoever He pleases and provides haram sustenance to whomsoever He chooses.  This is in perfect agreement with the tenets of Islam wherein it is mentioned that والقدر خيره وشره من الله تعالى [the value of good and bad are fixed by God].


�  Al-Qur’an, (65:3) 


� Ibid., (39:67).  See also (6:91) and (22:74).


� Ibid., (77:23).


� Ibid., (33:38).


� Ibid., (13:8).


� Ibid., (2:236).


�  Ibid., (2:41).  See also (3:77 & 199), (5:44), (9:9) and (16:95).  This does not indicate on the permission to sell (the religion) for a higher price.  Al-Razi, Muhammad Fakhr al-Din b Diya’ al-Din ‘Umar, Al-tafsir al-kabir wa-mafatih al-ghayb, (Beirut: Dar al-fikr, 1990), vol. 3, p. 44.  


�  Ibid., (3:77).  Also see (16:95).  Explaining this al-Razi says, لان العاقل يجب أن لا يرضى بالوزر القليل فى الآخرة لأجل الأجر العظيم فى الدنيا ، فكيف يليق به أن يرضى بالعقاب العظيم فى الآخرة لأجل النفع الحقير فى الدنيا [this is because, it is obligatory for an intelligent person not to be pleased with little provision in the hereafter for the great reward in the world, as such how is it suitable for him to be pleased with the great punishment in the hereafter for the little benefit in the world?]. Al-Razi, op.cit., vol. 3, p. 150.


�  Al-Qur’an, (9:111).  Explaining this verse Mawdudi says, “when a man has true faith it involves a commitment to devote himself sincerely to God and God’s promise of reward in return for that commitment.  This two-way commitment has been described as a ‘transaction’.  What this means is that faith is not just the affirmation of a set of metaphysical propositions.  It is in fact a contract according to which man places all that he has – his life, his wealth – at the disposal of God; he ‘sells’ them to God.  In return he accepts God’s promise of Paradise in the Next Life…..The ‘transaction’ referred to in the above verse should not convey the impression that God intends to purchase what man owns.  For, God is the true owner of all that man has.  Hence the ‘transaction’ concerns what God Himself has granted man by way of trust, and with regard to which God has given man the freedom to act either in good faith or contrary to it.  It is this freedom which man holds in trust from God which He asks man to recognize – and to do so purely of his own volition rather than compulsorily.  Man is the trustee and not the absolute owner, and he is asked to avoid committing any breach of his trust which, by the nature of things, man is in a position to do.  When someone voluntarily makes a bargain with God, committing his life in this manner, surrendering to God the freedom which God Himself has conferred upon him, then God recompenses him for his voluntary relinquishment of freedom by granting him Paradise in the never-ending life of the Hereafter.  It is the believer who, by making such a commitment with God in expectation of reward, enters into a transaction with God.  Such is the substance of the transaction that it is equivalent with faith itself….As for the faith which is of value in the sight of God, its requirements are quite different.  Even if a person observes Prayer and Fasting that might not be deemed enough.  For if a man considers himself the absolute master of his body and soul, of his heart and mind, of his wealth and resources, and of the different things which are under his control, deeming that he has the right to use them as he pleases, then such a person is not a believer in the sight of God regardless of what others think of him.  For such a person does not commit himself to the transaction mentioned in the present verse and which the Qur’an considers to be at the very core of faith.  To exert oneself and one’s abilities and possessions in a way disapproved of by God and not to exert them in the manner prescribed by Him betray a false claim to faith.  For such an attitude clearly shows that either the person concerned does not consciously ‘sell’ his life and wealth to God, or that he still considers himself – despite the transaction he has made with God – the true owner of his possessions….This transaction is not just meant for the personal lives of the believers.  The collective lives of the believers should also reflect the implications and requirements of the transaction.  The Muslim body-politic must not pursue a course of action, whether it be political, economic or social, in disregard of the Islamic Law…..These being the implications of the transaction with God, it is clear why the grant of reward by God to those men who live up to their commitment to Him has been deferred to the Next Life.  For Paradise is not given for merely professing that one has sold one’s life and possessions to God.  Rather it is a reward for man’s action in accordance with that profession.  That is, Paradise is a reward granted to him who abstains from using his life and wealth as though he has the right to use them as he pleases.  Thus, the transaction will mature only when the life of man – the seller – will come to an end and it is proved that he did truly abide by the terms of the transaction he had made with God.  Then, but not before, can it be decided how he should be recompensed.  Mawdudi, Tafhim, op.cit., vol. III, pp. 254-7.  


�  Al-Razi, op.cit., vol. 31, p. 27.  See his discussion on the meaning of al-qadr in the chapter of Power.


�  “Religion and Morality” in Leo Tolstoy: Selected Essays, trans. A. Maude, (Random House, 1964), p. 31.


�  This is in so far as there is lack of evidence to prove the sending of prophets to them.  Otherwise, as God has said, there is no community on earth, which has not received a prophet.


�  “A Free Man’s Worship” in Ethical Theory, ed. Louis Pojman, (Wadsworth, 1998).


�  Al-Qur’an, (5:42-50)


�  Explaining this Mawdudi says, “The Messiah did not expound a new religion.  That very religion which had been the religion of all the Prophets was also his religion, and it is towards that religion that he called people.  He believed in the true teachings of the Torah which were extent in his time, and the Gospels (Injil) confirm this (see, for example, Matthew 5:  17-18).  The Qur’an repeatedly stresses the fundamental fact that none of the Prophets of God, no matter in which part of the world they appeared, denied the Prophets who had preceded them.  On the contrary, each Prophet confirmed the message of his predecessors and sought to promote the mission which was the sacred legacy of them all.  God did not reveal any of the Books in order to repudiate the previous ones; each confirmed and supported the preceding ones”.  Mawdudi, Sayyid Abu A‘la, Tafhim al-Qur’an [Towards Understanding the Qur’an], ed. by Zafar Ishaq Ansari, (U.K.: The Islamic Foundation, 1990), vol. II, pp. 166-7.  


�  Some commentators have attempted to restrict the application of these verses to the People of the Book alone.  But Mawdudi feels that, “The verses, however, hardly lend themselves to such a restrictive interpretation”.  Ibid., p.168.


�  “This”, says Mawdudi, “points to a fact of major significance.  It could also have been said that the Qur’an confirms all those parts of the earlier divine books which are still extant in their true and original form.  But the sense has been conveyed by employing the word ‘the Book’ rather than ‘the previous Books’.  This expression reveals that the Qur’an and all those Books sent down by God at various times and in different languages in reality constitute one and the same Book.  Their Author is one and the same; their aim and purpose are the same; their teachings is the same; and the knowledge which they seek to impart to mankind is the same.  The difference between these Books lies in their modes of expression, and this was necessarily so since they were addressed to different audiences.  It is, therefore, not merely that these divine books support rather than contradict each other but that they are actually different editions of one and the same book – ‘the Book’”.  Ibid., pp. 168-9.


�  “This is a parenthetical phrase”, says Mawdudi, “the purpose of which is to elucidate a question which is likely to arise in the mind of the reader who has read the above section and might feel uneasy.  The question is: Why do the religious laws propounded by the various Prophets differ in matters of detail even though the Prophets and their Books preach one and the same religion (din) and even confirm and support each other?  Why is it that in regard to the prescribed forms of worship, the regulations concerning what is permitted and what is prohibited, and the detailed legal regulations governing the social and collective life, there is some disagreement among the various laws propounded by the different Prophets and the divine books?”.  Ibid., p. 169.  In replying to these questions, Mawdudi says that, (1) it is a mistake to think that variations in religious laws result from a difference of source.  It is God Himself Who altered the legal prescriptions to suit different nations at different times and in different circumstances; (2) it was indeed possible, by divising one legal code for all human beings, for all men to have been made into one nation (ummah).  But one of the many benevolent considerations keeping the religious laws of various Prophets different from one another was that God wanted this difference to become a means of testing people.  Those who understand true religion, who have grasped its spirit and essence, and who are aware of the true importance of the different legal prescriptions, always recognize the Truth and accept it whatever its form.  They have no hesitation in accepting the new ordinances of God in place of the old ones, in contrast to those who are not conversant with the spirit of true religion and who seem to identify it with a specific body of legal minutiae.  Such people have overlaid God-given principles with their own legal deductions, and have subsequently fossilized this entire amalgam, seeking to preserve it in its entirety.  They have grown so attached to it that, in order to preserve it, they spurn every directive which subsequently comes to them from God.  In order to distinguish the people of the first category from those of the second God made the legal prescriptions of the various Prophets vary; (3) the real purpose of all the divine religious laws is the attainment of goodness and righteousness.  This purpose can be achieved only when a man obeys whatever commandment he receives from God at a particular time.  The proper mode of conduct for people who keep their eyes fixed on this true purpose is to strive for God’s good pleasure rather than quarrel about differences in the legal prescriptions of the various Prophets; and (4) the differences which have arisen because of the unjustified rigidity, prejudice, obduracy and erroneous attitudes of the human mind can be finally settled neither in the debating hall nor on the battlefield.  The final judgement will be made by God Himself.  Then the reality of everything will be fully uncovered, and it will be clear how much truth and falsehood underlay the squabbles which whole lives were wasted over”.  Ibid., pp. 169-70.  In the light of what has been discussed above, it can be said that the shari‘ah brought by the Prophet Muhammad is the essence of the greater shari‘ah (al-shari‘at al-kubra).  This greater shari‘ah includes the various shara’i‘ revealed to the prophets before him, which were limited by spatio-temporal needs, unlike the shari‘ah of Prophet Muhammad which contains the principles which are necessary for the continued guidance of man till perpetuity.  Likewise, the Islamic values are the quintessence of all those values revealed before Islam.  Just as Islam accommodates those laws before it through the process of Islamization in the form of retention and abrogation of previous rules and values, so is Islam accommodates values of others through the process of Islamization of values by critically examining them in the light of Qur’an and sunnah.  This is what the ‘ulama’s have done previously and their effort should continue.  Then only the universality of Islamic values can be truly realized.  This is illustrated in the diagram below where the unmarked circles represent the prophets about whom God has not mentioned, while the letters K=Krishna, B=Buddha, and C=Confucius indicating the possibility of they being Prophets for their own people.
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