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

 In this age of aggression and nothing but aggression, there is today, one sentence on the lips of each and every struggling person. And that is, “Times are no more the same.” In other words, we are saying that time has changed. Or is it, we are saying, ‘We cannot control ourselves in this enthralling technology that has numbed our senses and is playing with our minds?’ The bottom lines being, let bygones be bygones, bury the past and let us follow the leaders of the present world. On the surface, this appears very cogent and reasonable. 
 Sure enough, we wash our clothes in the laundry machines now. We prefer to use pressure cookers instead of steel pots. The majority uses rickshaws and minivans, instead of cycle rickshaws or horse driven tongas. Our currency has changed from coins to paper and we now are shifting to plastic currency. In the west, one hardly carries too much cash in the wallet. Most of the monetary transactions are done with plastic money. Change, debit or credit cards which are secured by companies with a toll-free number, in case they are lost or stolen, that is only a phone call away. Electric bulbs have taken the place of kerosene oil lamps. In the recent past, public cinemas are being converted into shopping malls and plazas. We now, those who can afford it, like to watch movies on large TV screen format in the comfort of our drawing rooms. Satellites help us in reaching remote corners of our planet. Or better to say, the far corners of our solar system. Those of us who have access to computers, correspond with each other through the system of electronic mail, or email in brevity, instead of the postman who brought us good and bad news from relatives and friends, living far away. In fact, the list goes on and we can write pages, on the transformations that are dramatically changing and affecting our lifestyles. So we are being made to think, “Times have changed!” 
 Sitting in front of my computer, the voice of the cock that is crowing outside, 
is the same since I was a kid. As I turned my head and took a view, outside the 
window of my room, I hardly noticed any change. The sun shone in the same manner 
as it has being doing, long before we human beings even appeared on the surface of 
this earth. It still rises in the east and sets in the west. Times have not changed that. 
The bougainvilleas in the garden outside have also seen numerous seasons change in 
the past two scores, ten and some odd years of my lifetime, they are still the same. 
The birds and the bees story is still going on in the same way for, who knows, 
monkeys years. As the day will come to its last moments, the light will change into 
different warm hues of oranges, reds and purples on the horizon. I am sure of that. 
This procedure has also stayed the same; maybe you can add to my knowledge and 
tell me, since when? That makes me think, “Have the times changed?” No matter 
how fast I live my life, the clock will still be running at the same rate of 60 seconds a 



minute and 60 minutes an hour. I and the people of my generation will have long 
vanished from this world, and the watches will indeed, still be running at the same 
rate. Do we doubt that? Really? “Have the times changed?” 
 We are all being born, with an odd exception now and then, with a head on our shoulders, a body, two arms and two legs. With lips to speak like a parrot, gobbledygook, smile or laugh. We are still being given eyes by nature, with which to read, to pay attention and observe the world outside. Indeed, we still have ears, if we care to listen. Don’t we all feel hungry? We all need sleep in order to rest. Our bodies have not changed since Adam. We still love, if we are healthy and hate each other, when surroundings make us sick. Each one of us wants to live, if we are made to feel wanted. In isolation, we are struggling to live every day of our lives. These feelings were flowing within us, for monkey’s years. The words of the Quran have not changed. We can still organize ourselves and live in peace, like those who did before us. Whenever and at any time, any authority wants, these words will be alive. These words are here to stay, forever, to guide those of us, who love life. The words of the Quran shall stay the same, forever, even if the owls stop looking and the cocks stop crowing. Have we ever given a thought, why Allah does not want to change His words? Times never change. Let me say, it is our vision of life that has changed. Maybe I am out of time. 
 Tell me really? “Has the real time changed?” =================== 



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

By 
Saleena Karim 

=================== 
Looking back through history, we can see how different societies have gone through 
revolutions, different languages, different technologies, and different social 
structures. Despite these differences however, one thing has remained constant in 
every society ever since human consciousness awoke: the desire for freedom. Thus if 
we were to sum up human history, we could say that it comes down to the struggle 
for this freedom. People who have sacrificed their lives in this cause have become 
heroes, and those who have given up the freedom of their nations in exchange for 
material gain have been remembered only as traitors with no dignity. 
 This is an historical fact, but regardless of the huge sacrifices and the struggle, 
it has so far eluded humans as to what freedom really is. Even top ranking scholars 
cannot provide a fixed definition of freedom. I (Parwez) currently have in my 
possession a copy of the book ‘Social Justice’, edited by Richard B. Brandt, in which 
the most famous political science figures have been mentioned or cited, including 
Hobbes, Spencer, Kant, Mill, Hart, Rousseau, Popper, Marx, and Engels. From each 
of these figures we have acquired varying definitions for the meaning of liberty. 
Brandt uses their different viewpoints to assert his own view that there is no 
comprehensive definition for it, at least from an historical point of view. However he 
notes that in today’s world there seems to be one universal belief about what 
constitutes freedom. It s the right of the people to govern their native land. 
 When a nation is occupied by another (as happens with imperialism), the 
natives of the occupied country consider themselves to be slaves, or oppressed. The 
belief is that if they remove the occupying nation and run their country themselves, 
then their country is free. When India was still part of the British Empire, (locally 
termed the Samraaj – meaning to be ruled by an ‘outside government’), the opposing 
nationalist movement operated on this very principle – that restoring India to native 
rule would mean liberty. The opposing movement was called Sawaragia, meaning to 
rule by ‘native government’. 
 At the time Ghandi coined a religious term for the objective of the movement, 
Ram Rajia – meaning ‘Ram’s Kingdom’ – borrowed from the well known idiom of 
the Muslims, Hakumat-e-Khuda-Wandi (Allah’s Kingdom), but it didn’t catch on. 
The notion of Sawarajia for India’s freedom remained more popular, its objective 
being to remove the British and bring in native rule. Fighting alongside the Hindus 
were well known Muslim political and religious leaders, for example Maulana Abu-



al-Kalaam Azad and Maulana Hussein Ahmed Madni, who were calling the struggle 
for freedom a Jihad against the British. The Hindu and Muslim campaigners were 
united firmly by this principle. 
 It was when the movement reached a critical point that for the first time a 
voice was raised in opposition of the Muslim campaigners. The voice was that of 
Allama Iqbal, who said: ‘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.’ The Muslim campaigners immediately objected to his 
opposition, because it had been said that Islamic freedom is different, religious 
leaders came forward to refute Iqbal, spreading the propaganda that his voice was a 
fabrication of the British and a conspiracy to halt the freedom struggle. Iqbal however 
defied them outright. He said: ‘As long as the struggle concerns breaking free of 
British rule, Muslims will stand by the Hindus. However as far as the Hindus are 
concerned the struggle ends with the removal of the British. For the Muslims it is 
only one step towards achieving their goal.’ Iqbal then went into further detail in 
justifying his point of view to the Muslim leaders: 
 ‘As Muslims it is our duty to abolish our slavery under the British, but it is not 

enough for us simply to be free. Our objection in fact is to preserve Islam and 
to make the Muslim brotherhood strong. Hence 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? We require that if not all of India then at least a 
significant part of it must become governed under Islam. But if the result of 
Indian freedom is like the one that we have now under the British – i.e. a kufr 
(false) system – or one that is even worse, then it cannot be acceptable to the 
Muslims. I consider writing, or giving speeches, or spending money, or being 
kicked and beaten, or going to jail, or being shot for such a cause haram. 
Totally haram.’ 

 In response to Iqbal it was said that once the British left, a democratic system 
– widely acclaimed as the best type of system – would be put in place, as it was in 
accordance with Islam. It was said that Iqbal was clearly adverse to progress and his 
objections were based upon his own prejudices. 
 Iqbal’s response to this came in verse: 
 The so-called Democracy of the West is nothing but the old musical 

instrument, 
 Whose notes are only capable of producing tunes of the Kaiser. 
 The Demon of Tyranny is dancing, wearing the costume of Democracy, 
 And you are mistaking for the fair Maiden of Freedom. 



He proclaimed: ‘As to calling it Islamic, listen! 
 Be it grandeur of royalty or a show of democracy,  
 If religion is removed from politics, what remains is the Regime of Genghis 
 ‘Therefore from the Islamic point of view the democratic system is as 

deplorable as monarchy. We cannot claim to be free under democracy. We 
will end up fighting against the Sawarajia in the same way as it is fighting 
against the British now.’ 

 Later when Quaid-e-Azam began to take up leadership of the people, he 
continuously repeated Iqbal’s argument. He declared in a speech: 
 ‘We are two nations: one Hindu and the other Muslim. Not only do our 

religions differ, but also our cultures. Our (Muslim) religion gives us a code 
of law which covers every aspect of our lives. We wish to live in accordance 
with this code of law. This is why Muslims demand a country in which they 
can develop their culture and traditions and have the Islamic laws 
implemented.’ (Speeches, Muhammad Ali Jinnah, Vol 2, P.333 & P.346) 

 It was because of this difference in the definition of freedom that the Muslims 
stood against both the British and the Hindus. The ensuing struggle continued until 
the Muslims obtained their separate state – i.e. Pakistan. 
 Their freedom was thus attained, but immediately thereafter the world 
witnessed a bizarre twist in the tale: Pakistan implemented the Western system of 
democracy, which Iqbal had called a conspiracy against Islam. Iqbal had made two 
points in this regard: 
 Firstly he said that democracy was monarchy in disguise. In this system 
humanity would never achieve freedom. Secondly he said that democracy is 
contradictory to Islam. In a democratic system Muslims could never achieve the same 
freedom that they would in Islam. 
 Now we will examine whether or not Pakistan has indeed achieved its 
freedom (given that it has become a democratic state), and also where Western 
scholars of today stand with regards to the concept of democracy. 
Fundamental principles of the democratic system 
 1) The power belongs to the people and no one has control over it. The public 
has absolute power. Hence democracy means ‘the people’s government’. 
 2) In a democratic society the people rule themselves. There is no divide 
between the rulers and the ruled; the difference is eliminated. 
 3) The power of the people is enforced through their representatives. 



 4) These representatives pass legislations by vote, and the majority’s vote is 
the final word on a given matter. No one from the general public can appeal against 
their decision, but the representatives have the authority to do so amongst themselves 
if they desire. 
 5) These representatives divide into two groups (i.e. the majority and the 
minority). The party in majority is in power. The minority party aims to create 
circumstances (such as slander) under which the majority will fall and become the 
minority. This is a continuous battle for power. 
 6) Whichever party is in the majority can do what it likes in the duration of its 
term, and the public (who selected it in the first place) can do nothing to remove it. 
The only way to remove it is to not vote for it in the next election, thereby reducing it 
to the status of a minority. 
 The thinkers of the West have observed democracy in practice and have come 
to the conclusion that its hypotheses have proven to be utterly false. Before we look 
into their conclusion in more detail however, we need to look at the circumstances 
which led to the democracy experiment in the first place. 
Europe’s revolution 
 The people of Europe were at one time caught between two forces: monarchy 
and the church’s theocracy. The notion of theocracy was put forward by St Paul, who 
said that the right to govern people belongs only to God; but God entrusted the 
church with this right in His place. Hence they could do whatever they liked in His 
name. When the church collaborated with the Roman monarchy in mutual 
cooperation, then ‘God’s sovereignty’ was suddenly diverted to kings. However the 
ultimate control remained with the church. Luther’s movement advocated free 
interpretation of the Bible, their view being that the people had the right to try and 
understand the Bible for themselves. Thus Luther broke the church’s stronghold, but 
because the Bible had no codes of law for running a government, the issue of 
establishing a government remained unresolved, and the control of power stayed with 
the tyrants. In France, this reached a crisis point and set the scene for the French 
Revolution, which subsequently paved the way for Rousseau’s new model for a 
government. Rousseau said that neither did kings nor God’s representatives have the 
right to govern the people. The right of power belongs only to the people, he argued. 
Thus he laid the foundations for a preliminary form of democracy, although the 
ancient Greeks had also had similar notions centuries earlier. The people who had 
previously been oppressed under the forces of monarchy and theocracy welcomed 
democracy with open arms, considering it to be a salvation. 
 It can be seen from the above that in fact democracy came about as an adverse 
reaction to a terrible situation. Democracy hadn’t even been put into practice at an 



experimental level – and thus it was not a case of acceptance after a successful trial 
run. It was more a case of theoretical democracy being seen as the only alternative to 
the well-tried and tested monarchy and theocracy. Now that democracy has been 
tested, what have the thinkers of the West concluded? 
 Professor A. C. Ewing of Cambridge University has discussed democracy in 
his book The Individual, the State and World Government. He has written: 
 ‘Had Rousseau written now, and not, as he did, prior to any experience of 

democracy in the modern world, he could not have been so optimistic.’ 
(P.116). 

 To summarise the conclusions regarding democracy: 
 1) The basic premise of this system was that the people were the source of the 
authority (therefore there is no divide between the rulers and the ruled; the difference 
is eliminated). The French thinker Rene Guenon wrote in his book The Crisis of the 
Modern World: 
 ‘If the word ‘democracy’ is defined as the government of the people by 

themselves, it expresses an absolute impossibility and cannot even have a 
mere de facto existence in our time any more than in any other … The great 
ability of those who are in control in the modern world lies in making the 
people believe that they are governing themselves.’ (Quoted by A.C. Ewing, 
in The Individual, The State and World Government, P.106-109). 

 2) Alan Gewirth, Professor of Philosophy at the University of Chicago, 
reveals the stark facts of democracy in the following words: 
 ‘The point of the groupist emphasis of this approach is in part that, so far as 

socio-political phenomena are concerned, “the public” or “the community” is 
but a fiction; all that really exists is conflicting pressure groups. On this view 
the democratic process becomes one of rhetorical manipulation: alleged 
considerations of truth, goodness, or beauty are but so many group weapons 
that must make their way in the political battleground or marketplace.’ (Alan 
Gewirth, Social Justice, P.161) 

 3) The second hypothesis relating to democracy is that of consent – i.e. that a 
government comes into power by public nomination and thus they are obligated to 
obey that government. As the government takes power by consent, there is no tyranny 
within the Democratic system. However this doesn’t happen in practice, as Professor 
Gerwith points out:  
 ‘One is obligated to obey that government to which the majority has 
consented through election. But, strictly speaking, such consent justifies only the 
majority’s obligation to obey. The minority which voted against the government or 



those who did not vote at all – on what does their political obligation rest?’ (Alan 
Gewirth, Social Justice, P.136) 
 4) Bertrand de Jouvenel writes: 
 ‘The least reflection makes it clear that, once the principle of the unchecked 

and unbounded sovereignty of a human will is admitted, the resulting regime 
is in substance the same, to whatever person, real or fictive, this sovereign 
will is attributed. The two systems thought to be the most opposed, that which 
attributes to the king an unlimited and arbitrary sovereignty and that which 
attributes to the people precisely the same thing, are constructed on the same 
intellectual model; they confer the same despotic right on the effective 
wielder of power, who is seldom the king and can never, by the nature of 
things, be the people.’ (Bertrand de Jouvenel, Sovereignty, An inquiry into the 
political good, P.199) 

 Bertrand de Jouvenel’s words above echo the sentiment of those of Iqbal from 
many years earlier: 
 The so-called Democracy of the West is nothing but the old musical 

instrument, 
 Whose notes are only capable of producing tunes of the Kaiser. 
 Anyone who learns the wisdom of the Quran can see the state of worldly 
affairs for what they really are. It is of little surprise then, that Iqbal’s own vision was 
ahead of his time as well, and this is apparent from his writing: 
 A calamity which is as yet hidden behind heavens’ curtain:  
 Its reflection can be seen in the mirror of my understanding. 
 Bertrand de Jouvenel realised that no matter what the name of the system, as 
long as the right of power is being transferred from the people to any person (or 
group), the result is always dictatorship and tyranny. From this a new question has 
arisen: if human beings are incapable of governing themselves, then to whom does 
the absolute authority belong? This question arose after years of analysing the 
problem. It is important that we pay close attention to it. 
The meaning of social justice 
 These thinkers state that the purpose of establishing a successful government 
is not merely to establish order; it has a higher purpose, which is to establish justice. 
William K Frankena, Professor of Philosophy at Chicago University, writes of 
justice: 
 ‘As is stated in an ancient formula, a society is just if it renders to its various 
members what is due to them. … The laws of the state, however, may be themselves 



unjust, and if so, it follows that social justice cannot consist wholly in their 
observance.’ (William K. Frankena, Social Justice, P.3) 
 5) How then do we decide what differentiates a just government from an 
unjust one? In answer to this question, Professor Frankena quotes C.I Lewis: 
 ‘Much of this applies to what C.I. Lewis calls “the fundamental dictum of 

justice” or “the Law of Moral Equality”, which holds that “no rule of action is 
right except for one which is right in all instances, and therefore right for 
everyone.” It insists, correctly, that the rules of a just society must be 
universalizable …’ (Social Justice, P.9) 

 6) The term ‘universalizable’ implies that it is right at a worldwide and eternal 
scale. Professor Frankena clearly had this in mind when he quoted Tennyson’s verse: 
 The good, the true, the pure, the just –  
 Take the charm “Forever” from them and they crumble into dust. 

(Social Justice, P.29) 
 Emil Brunner had the following to say with regards to justice: 
 ‘Whoever says with serious intent, “That is Just” or “That is unjust” has … 

appealed to a standard which transcends all human laws, contracts, customs 
and usages, a standard by which all these human standards are measured. 
Either this absolute, divine justice exists or else justice is merely another word 
for something which suits some but not others. … Either the word justice 
refers to the primal ordinance of God, and has the ring of holiness and 
absolute validity, or it is a tinkling cymbal and sounding brass.’ (Frankena 
quoting Emil Brunner, Social Justice, P.28) 

Eternal and inviolable laws 
 7) A well known scholar of Oxford and Cambridge, Ernest Barker, wrote a 
book titled Principles of Social and Political Theory. In it he wrote: 
 ‘Here we are faced by the question whether there does not exist, side by side 
with the positive law which contains and expresses actual validities … a law which 
we may call ‘natural’, because it corresponds ‘to the nature of things’ ... a law 
founded on what is right in itself, on what is just everywhere and at all times, on what 
is valuable whether or not it be valid. The question is as old as the Antigone of 
Sophocles; and Aristotle, in a passage of the Rhetoric, already supplied an answer. 
Distinguishing between ‘particular law’, which is ‘the law defined and declared by 
each community for its own members’, and the ‘universal law’ of all mankind, he 
notes that the latter is ‘the law of nature; for there really exists, as all of us in some 
measure divine, a natural form of the just and unjust which is common to all men, 



even when there is no community or contract to bind them to one another.’ He cites 
the lines of Sophocles: 
 Not of today or yesterday its force: 
 It springs eternal: no man knows its birth.’ 

(Ernest Barker, Principles of Social and Political Theory, P.98) 
 Thereafter Barker quoted Blackstone: 
 ‘Blackstone himself, in a passage of the introduction to his Commentaries in 

which he is following, and even copying, a contemporary Swiss theorist of the 
school of natural law, can lay it down that ‘the law of nature … is of course 
superior in obligation to any other … no human laws are of validity if 
contrary to this’. (P.100) 

 The American Professor Edward Corwin who is regarded as one of the 
foremost authorities on the American Constitution and its history, wrote a small but 
profound book titled The Higher Law. In it he came to the conclusion that a society 
must be founded upon values and principles that are not manmade and are applicable 
at all times. He wrote: 
 ‘The attribution of supremacy to the Constitution on the ground solely of it 

rootage in popular will represents, however, a comparatively late outgrowth of 
American constitutional theory. Earlier the supremacy accorded to 
constitutions was ascribed less to their putative source than to their supposed 
content, to their embodiment of an essential and unchanging justice. The 
theory of law thus invoked stands in direct contrast to the one just reviewed. 
There are, it is predicated, certain principles of right and justice which are 
entitled to prevail of their own intrinsic excellence, altogether regardless of 
the attitude of those who wield the physical resources of the community. Such 
principles were made by no human hands; indeed, if they did not antedate 
deity itself, they still so express its nature as to bind and control it. They are 
external to all Will as such and interpenetrate all Reason as such. They are 
eternal and immutable.’ (Edward Corwin, The Higher Law, P.4) 

 Thereafter Professor Corwin quoted the famous lawyer and philosopher 
Cicero: 
 ‘True law is right reason, harmonious with nature, diffused among all, 
constant, eternal; a law which calls to duty by its commands and restrains from evil 
by its prohibitions … It is a sacred obligation not to attempt to legislate in 
contradiction to this law; nor may it be derogated from nor abrogated. Indeed by 
neither the senate nor people can we be released from this law; nor does it require any 
but ourself to be its expositor or interpreter. Nor is it one law at Rome and another at 



Athens; one now and another at a late time; but one eternal and unchangeable law 
binding all nations through all time...’ (P.10) 
 After this he quotes a few unforgettable words, again from Cicero: 
 ‘(True law) is a rule of distinction between right and wrong according to 

nature (and) any other sort of law not only ought not to be regarded as law, it 
ought not to be called law.’ (P.12) 

 Not only should it not be called law, but as Barker says, it should not be 
obeyed either. In his words: 
 ‘My loyalty to the state is controlled by the values for which it stands; and if 

the state should be unfaithful to them I may be bound by these controlling 
values to turn my loyalty into disloyalty, and to change a happy obedience 
into reluctant resistance.’ (Ernest Barker, Principles of Social and Political 
Theory, P.165) 

 Further on he wrote: 
 ‘This plea, in effect, is a plea that political obligation is conditional and not 

absolute; due under certain conditions, when it does not clash with a higher 
demand, but not due under all.’ (P.220) 

 By now we have seen how disillusioned the Western scholars have become by 
democracy, and what type of system they would like to see implemented in its place; 
one with eternal and universal laws, reaching far above and beyond the limits of 
human intellect. However to date they have not found one that meets their demands. 
 In this regard, Barker laments: 
 ‘The difficulty of such an answer was that there was no certain and known 

body of natural law; and even if there had been, there was no established 
system of courts to give it recognition and enforcement.’ (P.100) 

The problem facing the Western thinkers 
 Sadly, today’s people are in precisely the same position that they were in 
when they first broke free from monarchy and theocracy; that is, they see democracy 
as the only viable alternative since there is nothing better. They were deluded by the 
mirage of what they thought was freedom; but now, disillusioned by the reality, they 
are at a loss as to how to find true freedom. Nevertheless they have continued to 
search, and in recent years they have started to envisage a few ideas of what the 
secret of a constitution for freedom might be. This includes that its laws are 
applicable for all time, are beyond the barriers of time and space and are thus 
universal. They have also reached the conclusion that such a constitution cannot be 
formed by human beings. This is because humans lack the intellect required to 



complete such a task. Hence the source of the constitution needs to be something of 
higher intelligence. So far so good, but modern thinkers tend to avoid terms like 
‘God’ and Revelation in this regard. The reason for this is very simple; they fear that 
this will give theocracy an opportunity to reassert its position of authority. The priests 
will claim that as representatives of God they are perfectly capable of providing 
Divine law. Modern thinkers know that if this occurs, they will return society to the 
very tyranny which they wanted to get away from when they opted for democracy. It 
is also because of this fear that they make use of vague alternative terms such as 
‘laws of nature’ and ‘human nature’. The other problem is that they don’t know 
where to find the higher laws they seek. Iqbal saw their anguish and he wrote: 
 Love having disappeared, intellect bites him like a snake. 
 He has failed to subjugate the intellect to the dictates of vision. 
 He further wrote: 
 One who has captured the sun’s rays could not bring the light of dawn into 
the dark night of life. 
The state of the Muslims 
 We have reviewed the state of the West, but the state of the Muslim world is far worse. Centuries of slavery and oppression have caused a cessation of free intellect. This is the reason that subjugation is a curse of the worst kind. In Iqbal’s words, ‘they pledge their bodies and their souls to another’. Even if the slave manages to break free, his life remains in his master’s possession. The slave’s whole perception is skewed, as it has been shaped by his master. He sees through the master’s eyes, hears through his ears, and thinks with his mind. The slave considers every tenet and aspect of the master’s system to be sacred and thus follows it with a misplaced sense of loyalty or pride. This manifests itself in the form of religious devoutness and/or patriotism. In the end the slave ends up much like a young puppy with no survival instinct, happy even to get a bone thrown his way. 
 When Pakistan was first established as a free nation, and the time came to form a constitution, we adopted the Western democratic system as though it were divinely inspired, even though at the time democracy was proving to be a failure in the Western world. As mentioned previously, the Western thinkers have been searching high and low for a viable alternative to democracy ever since they have realised that it is practically unfeasible in the long term. 
 In Pakistan’s early days democracy was purely a political subject. However when the priests wished to come into power, they utilised their best means of getting what they wanted – their devout religious followers. With a large number of supporters they set up a movement for the ‘restoration of democracy’. Whereas in the secular world, modern thinkers had already forsaken democracy as a failure, the priests in Pakistan took the same system and declared it as being ‘absolutely Islamic’. Hence in the aftermath of obtaining our country, rather than achieving the freedom we desired, we have become the camp followers of already doomed nations. (Continue) 


