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The knowledge of anything, since all things have causes, is not 

acquired or complete unless it is known by its causes. 
                                                                              - Ibn Seena 

 
This issue of The Companion discusses Islamic philosophy. The 

paper titled “Tran-substantial Motion and Necessary Causality; a 
critical reading of Mulla Sadra with al-Ghazali’s philosophy” by  

Anwar Haneefa explains a brief analysis on the movement of 
Tran-substantial theory from early Mu’tazila to Mulla Sadra and 
how Mulla Sadra overcame the early critiques of Avicenna and 

much more. The politics of framing and undoing history is 
discussed in the paper titled “Truths, untruths, half-truths & 

tsilences: A comparative study of the account of freedom struggle 
in class 12th textbooks of India and Pakistan” by Khan Yasir. He 

tries to compare the History of Indian struggle for independence 
as narrated in the Class XII textbooks of Indian and Pakistan 

boards of education. The article “Dear Anybody” sketches the life 
of a Dhupad. Comments and criticisms are welcome, as always. 
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mutability of substance and 
non-necessity of causality 
and the primacy of al-Ghaza-
li’s theories will be exposed. 

From Mu’tazila to Mulla Sa-
dra 

In Islamic Theology the uni-
verse (ma Siwa al-bari) is a 
creation, which is the con-
stitution of atoms or sub-
stances (jawhar al-fard). 
The accidents (a’rad) are the 
next constituting creations 
which individuate the cre-
ations in the universe from 
each other with its posses-
sion over the atom. Such a 
constitutive conception of 
atom and substance is inev-
itable for the Ash’ari, Matu-
ridi and Hanbali theological 
schools, to which the sound 
part of Muslim theologians 
and philosophers like Abu 
Hamid al-Ghazali and Fakhr 
al-din al-Razi belongs to.  All 
these schools, who consider 
God the immediate cause of 
every change, were formed 
in resistance to the Mu’tazi-
la theological school, which 
is found to be historically 
incepted in the immediate 
aftermath of Prophet Mu-
hammad’s (PBUH) ‘demise’ 
(vafath) in the 6th and 7th 
century. Mu’tazila theolo-
gians, like Abu al-Hudhayl 
al-Allaf (752-842) and Abd 
al-Jabbar ibn Ahmad (935-
1025), considered humanity 
as the agent of production of 
its own actions, non-actions 
and thoughts. The Mu’tazila 
conception of humankind 
as the source of production 
of causes (sabab) in the 
accidents, marked by the 
8th century, that finalize 
into an effect of movement 

Introduction 

Hujjat al-Islam al-Imam Muhammad Abu Hamid 
al-Ghazali (1058-1111), is (maybe) the most 
renowned theologian and philosopher in the 
Islamic intellectual history. The philosophical 
issues he dealt with marked a clear break from 
the Greek-Hellenistic philosophy and in between 
Islamic philosophy too, so much as to divide into 
a pre-Ghazalian and post-Ghazalian philosoph-
ical period. He criticized the logical arguments 
of Avicenna to Aristotle, who were chronologi-
cally his philosophical predecessors, and left a 
clear and precise logical formula for the later 
critiques that might arise after him, like what of 
Averroes, Nasir al-din Tusi and Mulla Sadra if to 
cite. As his philosophical debates and critiques 
were for the primary reason of defending Islamic 
theology based on the pure and complete om-
nipotence of the God, all (or most, which are the 
fundamentals) his philosophical theories and 
debates were centered on two core concerns, 
Atomism and Causality, that the Mu’tazila phi-
losophers and later Shi’a philosophers critically 
proposed, among all, Mulla Sadra was the most 
intensive. The purpose of this paper will be to 
examine the potential of al-Ghazali’s logical the-
ories to deal with his descendent philosophical 
queries and debates centered on Atomism and 
Causality, particular to Mulla Sadra’s, or Sadr 
al-din Muhammad al-Shirazi’s, the 16th centu-
ry Iranian philosopher, Tran-substantial motion 
(al-harkat al-jawhariyya), which is a developed 
theorization of Abu Ishaq Ibrahim al-Nazzam, an 
8th century Mu’tazila philosopher, in his Tran-
scendental philosophy (al-falsafa al-muta’ali) 
and his conception of Necessity of Causality that 
he takes as a logical proof for his Tran-substan-
tial motion, which traces a genealogy to Avicen-
na’s and Averroes’s causality theory. For, a brief 
introduction to the philosophical history of ear-
ly Islamic period to Mulla Sadra will be made, 
with references to the foundational Greek phi-
losophy and Illumination philosophy (al-falsafa 
al-ishraqiyya) that paved the paths for the early 
Islamic and Transcendental philosophy forma-
tion. After that, it will be discussed in brief Mulla 
Sadra’s Tran-substantial motion and how it over-
comes the possible critiques theorized early by 
Avicenna. Then a comparison and close analysis 
of Mulla Sadra’s Tran-substantial motion will 
be made with al-Ghazali’s concepts of the im-
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(harakah) from the previous 
state, was in appeal to divine 
justice as they considered the 
justice (al-adl) the most com-
prehensive quality (wasf), if 
not adjective, of the God, while 
the latter three schools found 
the will (al-ikhtiyar) to be the 
foundational. The Mu’tazila was 
highly affected by the Aristote-
lian natural philosophical con-
ception of Occasionalism. Aris-
totle theorized that bodies have 
the causal power in virtue of 
their specific natures. To them, 
human agents generate an ac-
cident by the direct production 
of the cause of another accident 
rather than directly producing 
the effectual accident. Indeed, 
recognizing humanity as the or-
igin of certain accidents was to 
release God the responsibility 
for the existence of those acci-
dents. Else, in their theological 
formulation, the divine reward 
and punishment of the crea-
tures for their actions would be 
unjust. 
Among all the     Mu’tazila phi-
losophers, Abu Ishaq Ibrahim 
al-Nazzam (777-835) was of the 
highest reputation for his Aris-
totelian tilt and atomic critique 
to Abu al-Hudhayl al-Allaf. Abu 
al-Hudhayl was historically said 
to be the one who introduced 
atomism and analytic method 
in Mu’tazila theology. To him 
the universe was the aggregate 
composition of atoms and acci-
dents were the accidents under-
went constant changes. He in-
troduced the atomism to prove 
the creativity of Holy Qur’an, 
as he states the speech (kalam) 
consist accidents in a material 
format and the Qur’an is thus 
also created. Ibrahim al-Naz-
zam, in contrast to Abu al-Hud-
hayl, theorized that elements 
which are the substratum of ev-

ery creation that makes up their bodies interpenetrate 
each other and it may be visible sometimes over the 
being’s surface or sometimes latent in its interior. He 
stated that the changes occurring in a being are not the 
addition or fluctuation of any accidents which was pre-
viously absent but was the change in atom itself, which 
is, in other words, Tran-substantial motion. He said all 
the potential of changes and fluctuations are inherent 
to the substance of an existent but will be occulted in 
it and will only be brought to the surface which enables 
visibility or sensual encoding timely. For him, so, the 
changes were not spontaneous but slow, gradual and 
imperceptible.  
By this exceptional atomic theory Ibrahim al-Nazzam, 
tried to prove that the realm of human beings and na-
ture are transforming according to their inherent pure 
potentials which are added to them by the God at the 
moment of creation, that is free will (ikhtiyar) for hu-
mans and intrinsic potential (idjab al-khilqa) for nature. 
For Him creation is to be considered as a single act at a 
single moment and no momentary creation is possible, 
which is in it creatures were brought into being along 
with their changes and fluctuations simultaneously but 
are kept hidden until the time of their becoming oper-
ative arrived, and it is at that time of arrivals or mani-
festations from the creative latency the creatures are 
said to be undergoing changes. This counter-atomic 
theory of Ibrahim al-Nazzam is called Kumon was Buruz 
(Latency and Manifestation). The very Tran-substantial 
locomotive theory was in direct opposition to Sunni 
theological conceptions of the Gods comprehensive su-
premacy for the creation, non-creation and withdrawal 
timely and created a great number of logical absurdities 
in the universal ethics as if the substance itself chang-
es, no creature could be conceived in mind and no crea-
tures will be responsible for their causing for acts. For 
this the then theologians like Abu Ali al-Jubbai (d. 905) 
of his time and later philosophers like Avicenna (980-
1037) rejected him.  
As aforementioned, this theory created a theological 
limitation to the creative potential of God, to which 
mostly the Ash’ari theologians expressed logical con-
flicts, with which al-Ghazali was the most popular. The 
Ash’ari school and al-Ghazali in particular proposed 
the idea of acquisition (kasb) in formulating a middle 
positioned theological view in between the concepts 
of determinists like Jabariyya, who reject the power 
of created things and materialists like Mu’tazila as he 
mentions it his treatise ‘On Power’. Kasb is a power in 
human beings which is formed in him with the election 
of him by God for that power. God is in complete control 
over what happens in the universe and is not a passive 
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pre-creator and the acquired 
human power is only tem-
poral and is only for a spe-
cific action. In his treatise, 
al-Ghazali further states 
two foundational principles 
in critique to the Jabariyya 
and Mu’tazila arguments, in 
which Ibrahim al-Nazzam, 
as I think will be the most 
affected. First, it must be 
possible to be related to an 
object of power for two pos-
sessors, the God and the hu-
man, at a time, and second, 
the power human beings 
posses cannot be causally 
related to the object of pow-
er as it will delimit the divine 
power for control and cre-
ation. 
Moving forward the centu-
ries, Sadr al-din Muhammad 
al-Shirazi or Mulla Sadra 
(1571-1640), the 16th-cen-
tury Iranian philosopher, 
who was the founding the-
orist of Transcendental phi-
losophy (al-falsafa al-mu-
ta’ali) was also, fortunately, 
or unfortunately, the propo-
nent of the very idea Ibra-
him al-Nazzam proposed, 
the Tran-substantial motion. 
In Mulla Sadra’s philoso-
phy, the movement of sub-
stance is called al-harkat 
al-jawhariyya.  Mulla Sadra 
proposed this idea in com-
plementary to his idea of 
the gradation of existence 
(tashkik al-wujud) which 
proposed a hierarchy in the 
existence of creatures. It 
was in opposition to Aris-
totle who denied the single 
substantiality of creatures 
and the particular degree 
fluctuations in stable sub-
stances, Mulla Sadra posed 
the theory. As influenced 
from Peripatetic philoso-

 Indeed, recognizing human-
ity as the origin of certain 
accidents was to release 

God the responsibility for 
the existence of those acci-

dents. Else, in their theolog-
ical formulation, the divine 
reward and punishment of 
the creatures for their ac-

tions would be unjust.
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phy, Neo-Platonic philosophy 
and Illumination philosophy of 
Sheikh al-Ishraq Shihab al-din 
Suharawardi, by Hylomorphism, 
emanation and gradation of ex-
istence, Mulla Sadra was able 
to overcome the critiques posed 
by Aristotle, Avicenna and Aver-
roes. Mulla Sadra used the the-
ory of the necessity of causality 
to prove the Tran-substantial 
motion while he used the Illumi-
nation theory to prove the fluc-
tuation along with the absence 
of destruction and replacement, 
which the early Islamic philoso-
phers posed as a problem.    

Mulla Sadra’s Tran-substantial 
motion and necessity of causal-
ity

Following Shihab al-din Suhar-
awardi’s illumination philos-
ophy, which posed existence 
to be a singular and univocal 
phenomena in every creation 
to which the origin is the divine 
light, following Sheikh al-Akbar 
Muhy al-din Ibn Arabi, Mulla Sa-
dra theorized that the existence 
of every creature are same and 
the quiddity (mahiyya) is not 
something different from ex-
istence, the light, but the flux 
in existence. In this particular 
formulation, Mulla Sadra stated 
that not only ‘being’ the source 
of commonality between the 
creatures but also is the source 
of metaphysical variance or 
distinction, as the hierarchy 
of being or the individuality of 
creatures are differentiated 
by degrees of intensification 
and debilitation of being (ishti-
dad wa tada’uf). Mulla Sadra 
claimed that the doctrine of 
gradation of existence (tashkik 
al-wujud) provides the explana-
tions for the nature of spiritual 
hierarchies and positions and 

the different and multiple abilities and potentials of 
humans insist upon the ultimate singularity of exis-
tence. Mulla Sadra summarizes:
Existence is single, simple reality having neither 
genus nor differentia, nor a definition or a demon-
stration or a definiens. It only admits of degrees of 
perfection and deficiency (bi-l-kamal wa-l-naqs), 
by priority and posteriority (al-taqaddum wa-l-
ta’akhkhur) and by independence and dependence 
(bi-l-ghina wa-l-haja). (1964: 68-69)
Mulla Sadra demonstrated it with some primary 
mathematical formulations. Suppose if the number 
18 be the human’s existence and two humans with 
existence level 16 and 20 exists. Then the existence 
of the first man is ‘18-2’ that is 16 and that of the 
second one is ‘18+2’ that is 20. In two ways the theo-
ry can be the . First one, taking 18 as the existence of 
beings which will be present in every creation as far 
as it is possible to add and subtract denominators 
from 18, to the infinite level on both sides, which is 
below 18 and above 18. The second one, considering 
the idea of ‘number’ to be present in every denomi-
nator mentioned above which signify the existences 
of creations. In a way, even when the numbers vary 
from 16 to 20 the factor of ‘number’ exists in them. 
This theological argument of Mulla Sadra creates 
the ethical implication of a thorough social and on-
tological equality of existents including human and 
non-human creations coupled with an intellectual 
and spiritual differentiation, order, hierarchy and in-
equality. So in short, the gradation of existence pro-
vided with an Islamic theory of ontological equality 
and non-ontological inequality.
This led Mulla Sadra to formulate his theory of 
Tran-substantial motion (al-harakat al-jawhari-
yya) which is likely to that of Ibrahim al-Nazzam 
but transcends its limitations through the grada-
tion of existence. Trans-substantial motion is not 
something similar to the concept of a substance 
being in motion through times and places, but an 
intra-reformulation of substance or in other words 
the change of substance in itself. Reformulating the 

Mulla Sadra claimed that the doctrine of 
gradation of existence (tashkik al-wujud) 
provides the explanations for the nature 
of spiritual hierarchies and positions and 

the different and multiple abilities and 
potentials of humans insist upon the ulti-

mate singularity of existence.
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prior conceptions on exis-
tence, that it was something 
individual and exclusive to 
every creation, Mulla Sadra 
trespassed the convention-
al critiques of destruction 
and replacement of the be-
ing itself, which was seen in 
Chinese philosophy and phi-
losophy of Xen, that caused 
ethical and jurisprudential 
problems in social and reli-
gious realms. 
The necessary causality the-
ory put forth by Avicenna 
(Ibn Sina) and later by Aver-
roes (Ibn Rushd) played a 
crucial role in the history of 
Occasionalism. Their thesis 
was that “with the existence 
of the cause, the existence 
of the effect is necessary”. 
Avicenna defends this ne-
cessitation in the chapter 
Metaphysics of his book 
‘Book of Healing’, in order 
to support his co-existence 
thesis, that states cause and 
effect co-exist in time. In an 
alternative reading, Avicen-
na through his necessitating 
thesis was trying to prove 
the priority of cause-effect 
was not temporal but onto-
logical, which means insep-
arable. Avicenna argues:
[What happens] has the pos-
sibility of happening and the 
possibility of not happening. 
It is not insofar as it’s hap-
pening in possible that ex-
ists. And it is not only insofar 
as something else has the 
possibility of making it hap-
pen that it exists from an-
other. Having the possibility 
of making a thing happen 
is not sufficient for making 
it happen. Given the mere 
possibility of making a thing 
happen, which is not suffi-
cient, the thing would some-

times exist when it exists and sometimes not exist when it 
exists. […] but something that has the very same relationship 
to things existing from it as to it’s not existing from it has no 
greater claim to be the thing’s cause than not to be its cause. 
Indeed, sound reason demands that there be a state that dif-
ferentiates between the things existing from it and it does 
not exist from it. (2005:126-127)     
In this argument, he tries to state the possibility of a thing’s 
happening and not-happening and the possibility of a cause 
in order to become a cause. After this, he says if the happen-
ing of a thing has the equal probability of happening and 
not-happening, there should be an external factor or a dif-
ference maker to differentiate the happening and not-hap-
pening, that breaks the equilibrium of possibility. Then he 

says the differentiation in the world is only possible with the 
presence of a reason that makes the world different and indi-
vidual from each other. Else to his conception, the world will 
be a singular entity with only one reason that is God. He then 
relates it to the idea of causality: as afore mentioned his idea 
of the difference maker which breaks the equilibrium is not a 
mere possible cause of happening and not happening, but a 
sufficient factor to make it happen. With this argument, Avi-
cenna finally concludes that if the world should exist, there 
should be differentiation. In order to have differentiation, 
there should really be a reason present. In order to the hap-
pening of difference which is an effect, a cause should pres-
ent. As the reason is the cause and it is must, the cause is not 
merely a possibility but a necessity. 

Avicenna finally concludes 
that if the world should exist, 

there should be differentia-
tion. In order to have differ-

entiation, there should really 
be a reason present. In order 

to the happening of difference 
which is an effect, a cause 

should present. As the reason 
is the cause and it is must, the 

cause is not merely a possibili-
ty but a necessity.
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Mulla Sadra fol-
lowed this neces-
sity of causality 
theory to prove his 
Tran-substant ia l 
motion. As he said 
the substance and 
the accident are in 
a relation of cause 
and effect formula-
tion. If the accident 
should move the 
substance should 
necessarily change, 
and if the substance 
is void of motion, it 
would be impossible 
for their attributes, 
states and status to 
be affected by mo-
tion. And it is impos-
sible to separate the 
cause from the ef-
fect and if it is, there 
would be no caus-
al relationships in 
the world. In other 
words, if to demon-
strate with an ex-

ample the relation between 
substance and accident is 
similar to the one between 
a horse and its rider in that 
if the horse is motionless 
and its rider moving, it will 
be impossible for the horse 
to move along the distance. 
S.M Khamenei demonstrates 
Tran-substantial motion in 
the book ‘Mulla Sadra’s Tran-
scendent Philosophy’:  
We can also observe a kind 
of behavioural coordina-
tion and unity among these 
four fold moving accidents 
(quantity, quality, position 
and place), which is itself an 
evidence for their harmony 
and unity with their essence 
and substance. For example, 
the growth of a fruit (which 
is a quantitative motion) 
usually results in changes in 
its colour and taste (which 
is qualitative motion). The 
attributes of a body are not 
separate from its essence. 
So, how is it possible for mo-

tion to be in one 
thing and, at the 
same time, not to 
be there? (2008b: 
69)         
It was by draw-
ing upon the 
theory of grada-
tion Mulla Sadra 
tried proving the 
two foundational 
principles of his 
Transcendent phi-
losophy. First, the 
essence of every 
material existent, 
whose essence or 
nature is a limit-
ed existence, in 
gradable since the 
existential motion 
is gradual and 
since every exis-
tence is in motion, 
and second, the 
essence of every 
material existent 
is in self-motion 
or motion by es-
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sence. Mulla Sadra theo-
rized in this way, as to him it 
was the structure or nature 
of the objects two types; the 
immaterial and the material. 
The immaterial or abstract 
substances of abstract exis-
tents are motionless, static 
and immutable as their sub-
stances are immaterial. But 
the second type, that is the 
material substances possess 
essential fluid and locomo-
tive nature. That is, their 
movement in with the sub-
stance is gradual and slow 
and is not sudden or repul-
sive. And from this and for 
this, as a finality, he stated 
that if the substances of the 
material being were not flu-
id there would be no change 
in the world and to a further 
extent there would be noth-
ing other than an absolute 
single existent.
There were a large number 
of philosophers to ques-
tion the Tran-substantial 
conception of Mulla Sadra, 
which he proved through 
the necessary causality the-
ory drawn from Avicenna 
and Averroes. But the most 
paradoxical event is that 
Avicenna from whom Mulla 
Sadra draws the necessity 
of causality theory was it-
self the greatest opponent 
of Tran-substantial motion, 
which the paper will discuss 
later. From all the critiques, 
the fundamental objections 
which were present in the 
core of all critiques were; 
first, if existents are in con-
stant motion how can there 
be a subject that could be 
recognized as undergoing 
for a change? Second, sub-
stances are manifest in es-
sences and they could not 

be conceived or defined if the break the 
fixities of species and move and how 
then, with no boundaries, could one 
species be differentiated from the oth-
er? Mulla Sadra dealt these questions 
with Aristotelian Hylomorphism. For 
the first objection, he treated with that 
the essences were not fundamental to 
the existents, as the existence is primor-
dial to it, and which are accidental to it 
and the essences of the existents which 
we conceive cannot limit its existence. 
And for the second one, he said that 
the existence itself was the subject of 
the moving substantial object. Drawing 
from Aristotle’s Hylomorphism, Mulla 
Sadra argued that it is the matter of ex-
istence that acquires the form with their 
constant changes.
Mulla Sadra also conclude that objec-
tions by stating that, if by the substan-
tial motion, the unity of substance, 
which is movement metaphysical, it 
would have to be believed in the trans-
formation of objects by their changes in 
accidents, since causality is an existing 
factor. He demonstrated it with two ex-
amples which will respectively provide 
solution for afore objected questions. 
First, every human feels, even when 
changes continuously occur in him 
during his life, he is the same person 
that was before. Second, when a sap-
ling turns into a tree, we must accept 
the tree is different ontologically from 
the previous sapling if it is accepted the 
change of accident at least. But as far as 
it is not happening the species does not 
go out of existence.
 
Avicenna and the critique of Tran-sub-
stantial motion    

Even when finding the existence as the 
fundamental, primordial and individu-
ating factor of a material object, Mulla 
Sadra following al-Farabi accommo-
dates too the role of accidents in indi-
viduating the objects. Because for him 
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the accidents are the signs 
of substantial individua-
tion and they are the marks 
which indicate the mode of 
existence of the thing indi-
viduated. Since accidents 
have such a role, their ex-
istence cannot be negated 
or rejected from the object. 
Following this concept, we 
could draw some critiques 
which could possibly offend 
Mulla Sadra for his Tran-sub-
stantial motion which were 
posed by Avicenna. Avicenna 
posed some three questions 
regarding the logical validity 
of Tran-substantial motion: 
First, he stated that motion 
is something affected to a 
fixed subject as it is a prop-
erty of moving. In the case 
of motion in accidents there 
exists an unchanging sub-
ject to which it is affected, 
but in the case of motion in 
substance, there will be no 
a fixed subject to be affect-
ed with. Second, gradation 
is not possible in substance 
and quiddity, as both of 
them have specific essences 
and limits to which logical 
definitions are attached. 
And if the substance under-
goes gradation the essences 
comes to change and then 
the fixed and limited es-
sence will no longer remain 
stable. And third, if the sub-
stance alters itself instant-
ly, and if it were to come to 
being this process also takes 
place instantly. So there will 
be no intermediate stage in 
between its potentiality and 
actuality. So the change is 
in between the same sub-
stantial grade. If it is not, in 
the case of intensification 

either the substance would remain stable or not. And if the 
species lasts the substance has not undergone any change 
and if the species changes the substance has been replaced. 
Some other philosophers also posed a relatively common ar-
gument that motion is not possible in substance since it is an 
essential part of the body and if it changes the identity will 
no longer be enduring. (1983: 113-114) 
For the first two questions of Avicenna, the answers have 
already been discussed through Mulla Sadra’s demonstra-
tive arguments. Mulla Sadra then poses two justifying argu-
ments for Tran-substantial motion, which can possibly find 
solutions to the third question of Avicenna and the last ques-
tion of philosophers, in common. The first one is the argu-
ment through the subjection of accidents to substance; that 
is the existence of an accident is subject to the existence of 
that which it characterizes and in which it subsists. In oth-
er words, the existence of an accident in itself is exactly the 
existence of the substance. Rather than being a duality and 
a causal-effectual factor, accidents are the requirements 
or subordinates of the substance. Rather than duality, then 
here it becomes a unity between the two. An accident is then 
the requirement of substance and it is united with it and is 
the maximum and minimum extent of its existence. Then the 
properties present in the accidents will be initially present 
in the substance. The idea of gradation of existence provides 
validity for this argument. The second one is the argument 
through the causality of substance in relation to accidents; 
that is any movement must come forth from a faculty locat-
ed in the essence of a thing. That is something which acts 
as a cause is necessary for every movement. And the cause 
of something moving must be a moving thing. The series of 
causes which produce changes must end with a cause which 
is essentially moving, since infinite serial (tasalsul) is impos-
sible, and that is (will be) the substance of the body, which 
is only the final possibility. And the moving existences with 
all its movements preserve its unity and continuity of their 
essence because of their continuous oneness (wahdat al-itti-
saliyyah) and the continuous unity is then identical with per-
sonal unity (wahdat al-shakhsiyyah).

Mulla Sadra’s necessary causality and al-Ghazali

As the first two counter-objections of Mulla Sadra to Avi-
cenna marks the debate among them, the third and fourth 
arguments of the argument through the subjection of acci-
dent to substance and the argument through the causality of 
substance in relation to accidents are the areas which should 
be treated in bracketed consideration. Mulla Sadra by his ar-
guments of non-essentiality of essence and self-subjectivity 
of existence, even when trespassed Avicenna it fails for the 
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potential to overcome the logi-
cal complexities of substantial 
motion al-Ghazali poses. In his 
book ‘Incoherence of the Philos-
ophers’, al-Ghazali poses some 
intensive critiques to Avicenna’s 
necessity of causality theory, 
from a God-centered perspec-
tive, to which Averroes have 
written a additional critique 
in the Incoherence of Incoher-
ence, and which Mulla Sadra ac-
cepts as his basic logical proof 
in his syllogism for proving the 
existence of Tran-substantial 
motion. As Mulla Sadra puts it:
[if] the object’s substance and 
essential nature- which are 
characterized by quantity, qual-
ity, position and place- were 
void of motion, it would be im-
possible for their attributes, 
states and status to be affected 
by motion, since, […] in relation to 
accidents, substance plays the 
role of the cause for the effect. 
It is impossible [thus] for the 
cause to be separated from the 
effect [otherwise, there could 
be no causal relationship], and 
it is absurd for the effect, which 
is, in fact, the manifestation of 
the existence of the cause, to be 
superior of it. (2008b: 68) 
Here Mulla Sadra tries to prove 
the Tran-substantial motion by 
putting up the theory of neces-
sity of causality by stating the 
absurdity of separation of cause 
from effect. Even if the separa-
tion, as he says, is (may be) cor-
rect in logical sense, the foun-
dational to which he adheres 
consists some logical un-stabil-
ity. In his book on the limitation 
of philosophers highly affected 
with Greek-Hellenistic philoso-
phy al-Ghazali exposes the lim-
itation. As he argues:
The connection between what 
is habitually believed to be a 
cause and what is habitually 

believed to be an effect is not 
necessary, according to us. But 
[with] any two things, where 
‘this’ is not ‘that’ and ‘that’ is not 
‘this’ are whether neither the 
affirmation of the one entails 
the affirmation of the other nor 
the negation of the one entails 
negation of the other, it is not 
a necessity of the existence of 
the one that the other should 
exist, and it is not a necessity 
of the non-existence of the one 
that the other should not exist. 
[…] their connection is due to the 
prior decree of God, who cre-
ates from side by side, not to its 
being necessary in itself, inca-
pable of separation. (2000:166)   
In this al-Ghazali puts is main 
argument of non-necessity of 
causality with a theological 
resignation as a critique to the 
Hellenistic philosophy affected 
Muslim philosophers, among 
who by the 16th century Mulla 
Sadra could too have involved 
by his adoption of Hylomor-
phism and causality potential 
of bodies from Aristotle and 
necessity of causality theory 
from Heraclitus and Avicenna, 
even when opposing them in 
secondary philosophical posi-
tions in Gradation of existence 
and Tran-substantial motion. In 
a sense al-Ghazali’s critique too 
attaches to him in broad.     
Through syllogism al-Ghazali 
attributes to his Aristotelian 
philosophers two main claims 
with an example of the contact 
of fire and cotton and the cot-
ton’s burning. He says if the af-
firmation of burning of cotton is 
affirmed with the contact of fire 
and cotton, the Hellenistic Mus-
lim philosophers believe in two 
other claims. First, natural sub-
stances, such as fire, are causes 
and second, causal connections 
are necessary connection. If 
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the latter two claims are 
the cause for the first claim, 
if the first claim should be 
true, the latter two should 
be also true and if the first 
claim is false the latter two 
or either of the two should 
be false. And, then, the third 
is false as it can be proved:    
[For], we allow the possibil-
ity of the occurrence of the 
contact without the burning, 
and we allow as possible the 
occurrence of the cotton’s 
transformation into burnt 
ashes without contact with 
the fire. [The philosophers], 
however, deny the possibili-
ty of this. (2000:166-167)  
Averroes puts on a critique 
to this, through which it may 
seems Mulla Sadra’s argu-
ment could be made safe, to 
al-Ghazali’s non-necessity 
of causality. He reads the 
fire and cotton example of 
al-Ghazali:
[Therefore] it is not abso-
lutely certain that fire acts 
when it is brought near a 
sensitive body, for surely it 
is not improbable that there 
should be something which 
stands in such a relation to 
the sensitive thing as to hin-
der the action of the fire, as 
is asserted of talc and other 
things. [But] one need not 
therefore deny fire its burn-
ing power so long as fire 
keeps its name and defini-
tion. (2008a: 318-319)  
Then after this argument, 
Averroes adds that the ne-
cessity of causality, but only 
with a further factor along 
with the contact of cause 
and effect, that is the ab-
sence of any impediment 
that break the output mak-
ing of cause in effect. And 
he stated that in the absence 

of impediment the cause and effect will be necessarily 
take place. 
Then, accepting the cause and effect theory, when in 
Al-Ghazali’s argument Mulla Sadra’s Tran-substantial 
movement will be out-theorized, as the existence of 
cause does not necessitate the effect as the control is in 
the ontological decree of God and no certainty is there. 
And if, then, it’s criticized by Averroes’s argument of ab-
sence of impediment, also al-Ghazali’s critique makes 
sense as there could not be any further or third factor in 
between the substance and accidents, which will cause 
the break of atomic theory and will re-structure the logic 
of change and essence, the necessity should have been 
possible, but is absent. As if the substance undergoes 
change there is no theological validity for afterworld 
and the rewards and prosecutions since al-Ghazali is a 
God-oriented theological philosopher.
In other reading of al-Ghazali, the relation between the 
substance and accidents are not least for cause and ef-
fect theory, because for him as like other Ash’ari theo-
logians the repeated observations of concomitance is 
not an evidence for causation, as this was the theory of 
Aristotelian natural philosophy, to which Mulla Sadra 
tilted of. He says it is only possible to just observe the 
consecutive or co-existing happening of the events, but 
is not able to judge with their happening with necessity. 
As for fire, which is inanimate, it has no action. For what 
proof is there that it’s the agent [of the burning cotton]? 
They have no proof other than observing the occurrence 
of the burning at the [juncture of] contact with the fire. 
(2000: 167)
He says the relationship between the substance and the 
accident is of the relation that exists between ‘a par-
ticular man’ and that ‘particular man’s hand’. Only the 
particular man’s hand is possible only if that particular 
man exists and that particular man exists even in the ab-
sence of his hand. So the relation between them is only 
of factor-relation. That is, one thing is a factor for the 
other but not a cause. So in an aspect, when substance 
and accidents are existences (wujud) both of them are 
in the relation of the factor, but not causal. Even the ac-
cident cannot exist in separated from the substance the 
substance could exist even in the absence of accident. 
This theory works in the atomistic paradigm of atom and 
accident as different entities and not in Mulla Sadra’s 
conception of gradation theory. But here it is valid in 
Al-Ghazali’s argument over his negation of Mulla Sa-
dra’s gradation theory, that is if the substance and acci-
dent of a being is in-itself same there would be nothing 
outside perception and out of perceptive beings would 
be non-existing and the existence in itself could not 
produce the extra grade which it receives at the time of 
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intensification and removes its 
grade at the time of debilitation 
and if it is possible the origin is 
obscure, which he drew with re-
fining from Ibrahim al-Nazzam 
and Heraclitus.

Conclusion 

Mulla Sadra’s Tran-substantial 
motion, drawn from the Mu’tazi-
la idea of Ibrahim al-Nazzam and 
its logical evidence of necessary 
causality, drawn from Avicenna 
and Averroes, even when tack-
ling the logical objections of Ar-
istotle and Avicenna, is not able 
to counter-object to al-Ghaza-
li’s arguments of non-necessity 
of causation and immutability 
of substance which he posed 
5 centuries (1054-1111) be-
fore Mulla Sadra (1571-1640). 
Mulla Sadra’s Transcendent 
philosophy was the developed 
and refined version of Aristo-
telian Peripatetic philosophy, 
Neo-Platonic Gnosticism and 
Illumination philosophy, while 
al-Ghazali’s philosophy was the 
critical development of Helle-
nistic, Aristotelian and Materi-
al philosophy with a pure God 
centred theological source. The 
critique of Transcendent philos-
ophy with of al-Ghazali marks 
here the generational potential 
of God centred philosophical 
paradigms than of the material 
and bodily logical frameworks 
of the logic centred over-ratio-
nal philosophical projects. But 
to the end, it should be made no-
ticed that, even when logically 
Mulla Sadra was an Aristotelian 
natural philosophy affected, in 
the spiritual life, he is said to be 
as someone transcended to the 
meta-physical state.  
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Dear anybody,

 If you are reading this letter it means I am no more in this 
world. I know I am going to die within few days but I am writing 
this because I want to let the world know that how I live among 
the civilized people of this world…
I was born into the family of Dhupads, my family was not econom-
ically good, and my father and mother were sweepers. Actually, 
you can say that my family was all in one tailor, barber, a washer-
man and many more according to the needs, we were not allowed 
to enter any shop because we were untouchables. When I started 
to play like every other child of my age, I was not allowed to play 
with the other children because I have listened several times peo-
ple referring to my family as the Outcastes or Untouchables or 
Depressed. They do not allow their children to play with me and 
teach them “that if you play with him you will get dirty and God 
will not love you anymore”. So unfortunately at the very young 
age, I came to know who I was. I realized that my family is some-
thing different from the others and later I realized that discrimi-
nation is the reality. 
That was the very heinous night of my life, some people were dis-
cussing“that boy fell in love and ran away with that Brahman girl” 
and suddenly I heard somebody saying “RanRanRan or they will 
kill us”. I saw that a furious crowd raging with anger, some abus-

Dear Anybody ...
Almas Ahmad

Continued on Page 20
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ing us, some threatening to cut us into pieces with Dharya (a sharp weapon like 
the sword).Everyone was running here and there to hide. I hide in the gutter.
 They were saying that “these cockroaches have forgotten their religion (i.e. to 
remain low and degraded). The cockroaches must be taught a lesson.”The ‘bas-
tard Romeo’ belongs to these cockroaches so why we should waste our time on 
finding the Romeo, we should put fire on their houses “Naarahega baas naba-
jegibansuri” and they put fire on our jhuggis. They sat in the corner and saw the 
jhuggis, animals, all the people burning in the fire. Even since childhood, I was 
listening that cow is the holy animal of Hindus, so where their Hinduism was 
gone then? I saw all the jhuggis, people, animals and my parents burning in front 
of me. I mustered all the courage I possessed but I could not do anything.
The next morning I ran away from there and came to another place. I was not 
able to get rid of those harrowing scenes; they were coming in front of me every 
time. I went to the city in search of getting some livelihood and I found there 
people discussing a Red party which talks about the workers, labourers and the 
depressed classes. As I listened that, a ray of hope was born in my heart and I 
went to them directly. I asked them for work but I got no work there initially but 
later they employed me. I and many workers were employed on 50-100 Rs/day, 
I got disappointed that in this 21st century how one can live upon this small 
amount, even roadside hawker costs not less than 40-50 Rs but what can I do? I 
had no other options also. A few days passed better but gradually other workers 
came to know about my name and caste and then they started abusing me, my 
wages went down to 50 sometimes no work also. When workers began to oppose 
me and then the leader of Red party having beard and thick moustaches came 
and said “Tumrahogemalichkemalich hi, you people deserved this kind of treat-
ment and now listened go from here, other workers are not doing work because 
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of you and If I found you next 
time near the factory then you 
will found yourself nowhere”. 
They kicked me from there but 
I did not cry at that time instead 
laughter burst out recalling that 
discussion of Red Party at Dha-
ba which talks about the work-
ers or labour class.
These treatments were not dif-
ferent to me because ever since 
the childhood my community is 
getting treated like this only. I 
spent many nights in search of 
getting something to eat, hun-
ger was burning within me and 
at last, I found the company of 
street dogs where people throw 
their garbage near the river 
basin. When someone throws 
their garbage I and the dogs ran 
towards that garbage to find 
something to eat.Many times I 
got rotten tomatoes and bread 
but I could not eat that because 
I was not allowed to use public 
water facilities. So I went to the 
river basin nearby but the water 
was thick with mud, urine and 
excreta of the cows, buffaloes 
and other cattle. That water was 
not intended for human use. I 
could get no water because I was 
untouchable.  I spent almost a 
month with the street dogs.
Economic frustration makes a 
man anything.I was glad that at 
least the dogs did not treat me 
like other humans. When the 
neighbours came to know about 
me, they stop throwing garbage 
and I was contrived to leave that 
area also.
I came to know about an officer 
living in the city and I went there 
with the ray of hope because 
mine and the officer’s last name 
were common. So I thought he 
might help me but he even did 
not talk to me and he kicked me 
away from every other.
Then again I found the compa-
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ny of street dogs and I spent 
a couple of days but then I 
thought that Why not con-
travene something against 
the law and go to the jail at 
least I will get some work 
and food too there. But the 
people of my caste does not 
have options because it is 
the wheel of fortune which 
decides everything and the 
very next day police came 
and made many arrests es-
pecially those who wore 
skullcaps and had beards in 
the name of cow killing. I 
was aghast to saw that, the 
policeman was very much 
active in carrying out their 
duties even in such a small 
case but when my whole 
community was got burnt 
alive where they were? I 
was standing still and in the 
meantime, one policeman 
got up and asked me my 
name. The moment I began 
to utter my name another 
policeman said “okay okay 
take this scoundrel also. We 
will think”. Being poor is a 
crime in India.
As we reached the police 
station, they started to file 
a report and asked my name 
I said Nilesh Dhupad.  The 
moment I blurted out my 
name, they were stunned. 
Their face underwent a sud-
den change. I could see that 
they were overpowered by 
a strange feeling of repul-
sion. They shouted at me, 
you cockroach Why did not 
you tell me earlier that you 
are a Dalit? You bloody pig...
They kicked me into the un-
derground prison filled with 
the darkness and filthy and 
putrid gases. I got food there 
sometimes they throw the 
plate to my dungeon and 

sometimes they give me rotten food but I was happy that 
at least I am getting food. But that happiness also not 
long last.
After a couple of days, they stop coming to my dungeon 
and since two weeks I have not eat anything, that dark-
ness, filthy and putrid gases and faecal smell are accom-
panying me. I am dying. I do not know that if anybody will 
come to know about my death or not. I got treated worse 
than an animal my whole life, I got many kicks more than 

any street dog, my whole community got burnt and no-
body knew about that and now I am dying. I just want to 
tell all the civilized people of this world that I was an indi-
vidual, I do not have any authority in birth to the family of 
my choice but I will plead to God that next time He should 
make me animal but not Untouchable.

 I had no other options also. A few 
days passed better but gradually 

other workers came to know about 
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started abusing me, my wages went 
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 Our tendency to make our he-
roes and villains black-and-white card-
board figures has not only distorted 
history but has created problems for 
millions on both sides who are inflamed 
by wrongly created perceptions of each 
other.
(Akbar S. Ahmed)

 History... the very word invokes 
the forgettable memories of dreary lec-
tures fired upon students trapped in a 
classroom. Everyone who has attended 
the school has been there. But histo-
ry is much more than mere gobbling up 
names and dates and then omitting them 
out in the examinations. History is one of 

Truths, untruths, half-truths & silences
A comparative study of the account 
of freedom struggle in class 12th 

textbooks of India and Pakistan
Khan Yasir
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the basic reasons of advancement of humankind. And hence 
without any doubt has remained one of the core subjects to 
be taught in schools. It shapes the future by retelling the 
past. History is vital to emulate the successes and steer-
clear-of failures of our predecessors. It’s a “two-way process” 
in words of Romila Thapar, “where, the needs of the present 
are read into the past, and where the image of the past is 
sought to be imposed upon the present.” In short, “The image 
of the past is the historian’s contribution to the future.”

But what if history is contaminated? It corrupts minds and 
hearts... and cause irreparable losses to the soul! If such his-
tory is taught in school, it infects generations to come with 
a tainted outlook. But isn’t history all about perspectives, 
gaps, silences and prejudices prompting Will Durant to say, 
“Most history is guessing, and the rest is prejudice.”???

The limited scope of this research paper does not allow us 
to comparatively analyse the Indian and Pakistani textbooks 
on the basis of all the major events that unfolded during the 
freedom struggle against the British in the subcontinent. 
Hence following is an exercise in comparing and analysing 
two arbitrarily chosen events from the freedom struggle as 
mentioned in the Textbook in History for Class XII (Themes in 
Indian History Part III) published by NCERT and Textbook of 
Pakistan Studies for Class XII published by Punjab Textbook 
Board, Lahore approved by Ministry of Education, Islamabad. 
Henceforth, these texts will be simply referred to as ‘NCERT 
XII’ and ‘PTB XII’ respectively. The paper concentrates on 
“Khilafat Movement” and “Cabinet Mission Plan” and how 
these are treated in the Indian and Pakistani school text-
books for class XII.
 

NCERT XII uses the term Khilafat Movement only twice in the 
main text in two short sentences which are as follows:

1.    To further broaden the struggle he [i.e. Gandhi] had joined 
hands with the Khilafat Movement that sought to restore the 
Caliphate, a symbol of Pan-Islamism which had recently been 
abolished by the Turkish ruler Kemal Attaturk. (p. 350)

2.    Gandhiji hoped that by coupling non-cooperation with 
Khilafat, India’s two major religious communities, Hindus 
and Muslims, could collectively bring an end to colonial rule. 
These movements certainly unleashed a surge of popular ac-
tion that was altogether unprecedented in colonial India. (p. 
350)

The first sentence is historically wrong. It gives the impres-
sion that Khilafat Movement was launched after the Ottoman 
Caliphate was abolished by Kemal Ataturk. The fact is that 
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Khilafat Movement started in 1919 and Kemal Ataturk abol-
ished the Ottoman Caliphate on March 3, 1924. The manner 
in which it is mentioned, Khilafat Movement seems to be 
secondary and unimportant. It seems that its sole signif-
icance lies in the notion that Gandhi graced it with his co-
operation. This is indicated by the structure of the sentence 
“coupling non-cooperation with Khilafat”. Even NCERT X 
mentions Khilafat movement as, “Gandhiji saw this as an op-
portunity to bring Muslims under the umbrella of a unified 
national movement.” (p. 56). NCERT X further mentions that, 
“The Non-Cooperation-Khilafat Movement began in Janu-
ary 1921.” (p. 58) The truth, on the contrary, is that Khila-
fat was ‘coupled’ with non-cooperation movement and not 
vice versa. Indian National Congress’ official website says: 
“In November 1919, the All-India Khilafat Conference was 
held in Delhi where it was decided that a non-cooperation 
movement against the government would be started unless 
the demands of the Muslims are met.” (See: http://aicc.org.
in/web.php/making of_the_nation/detail/5#.WNSpcIGG-
PIU accessed on 24 March 2017). This implies that Khilafat 
Movement had decided to start a non-cooperation movement 
(i.e. Tehreek e Tark e Mawalat) in November 1919 while the 
resolution of Non-Cooperation Movement was passed by In-
dian National Congress at a special session held in Calcutta 
only on September 8, 1920. Maulana Mohammed Ali Jauhar’s 
comments make sense in this context when he says, “Mus-
lims have made the Congress, Indian National Congress; be-
fore that, it was an oratory platform for those in the comfort 
zone.” This position is also vindicated by B.R. Ambedkar who 
minces no words in correcting the popular conscience, “The 
truth is that the non-cooperation has its origin in the Khilafat 
agitation and not in the Congress Movement for Swaraj: that 
it was started by the Khilafatists to help Turkey and adopted 
by the Congress only to help the Khilafatists.”

NCERT XII further mentions Khilafat Movement in a box of 
“Additional Information”. It must be noted that this is ‘addi-
tional’ information and students are not evaluated on its ba-
sis. The box tries to answer the question ‘What was Khilafat 
Movement?’ Ironically, it begins with an unforgivable histor-
ical mistake implying that Khilafat Movement existed barely 
for a year that is 1919-1920. The reality is that the movement 
was alive and kicking till 1923-24. It gradually declined af-
ter Gandhi called off the non-cooperation movement in 1922 
and only lost its significance in 1924 after the abolition of 
the caliphate in Turkey. Another problem which is never 
highlighted in Indian textbooks is the fact that when All India 
Khilafat Committee and Indian National Congress had joined 
forces for Khilafat Movement and Non-Cooperation Move-
ment, Gandhi had no moral right to unilaterally call off the 
movement. The agony and frustration in which this untimely 
call off resulted not only among Muslims but also others and 
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even among Congressmen are not duly re-
flected in our textbooks that tend to project 
Gandhi as some sort of Superman and sole 
protagonist of the freedom struggle.

Maulana Mohammed Ali Jauhar and Maula-
na Shaukat Ali are not regarded as national 
leaders of freedom movement but only pro-
jected as Muslim leaders (See: NCERT X, p. 
56). On page number 350 in NCERT XII, the 
only page where Khilafat Movement is men-
tioned, ‘Gandhiji’ and ‘Mahatma Gandhi’ is 
mentioned seven times collectively, while 
the name of Mohammed Ali is mentioned 
once...

in the whole page? No, in the whole text-
book! He is not referred to as Maulana, even 
Jauhar is missing from his name.

PTB XII has a 25-page first chapter on 
“Establishment of the Islamic Republic of 
Pakistan”. Other chapters on geography 
or culture of Pakistan etc are beyond the 
scope of this paper. Among the 25 pages, 
the textbook discusses Khilafat Movement 
from page 9 to 12. It discusses in detail the 
cause and origin of Khilafat Movement, its 
leaders, its objectives and activities. It has a 
special side-heading highlighting the “Role 
of Gandhi” which begins with the sentence, 
“Gandhi got a golden chance to exploit the 
Muslim power for his own purposes.” (p. 11)

According to the textbook, Gandhi advised 
Muslims to

1.    Surrender the titles awarded by the gov-
ernment
2.    Resign from government jobs
3.    Come on the streets against the govern-
ment by quitting the educational activities
4.    Present themselves for arrests
5.    Refrain from paying the taxes
6.    Refuse to receive financial grants from 
the governments
7.    Migrate to Iran, Afghanistan and other 
Muslim countries
It goes on, “The Muslim leaders could not 
comprehend the conspiracy of Gandhi and 
followed his guidelines. It affected [sic] the 
economy, education and social conditions of 

the Muslims very badly. Millions of Muslim 
families migrated to Afghanistan after sell-
ing their properties to the Hindus. Afghan 
government refused entry to them. On their 
return poverty, helplessness, shortage of 
food and humiliation troubled them. Now 
they fully realised the real face of Gandhi, 
but it was of little use as they were already 
ruined.” (p. 11) This paragraph twists and 
turns the facts of history quite audacious-
ly. The teachings of Gandhi and activities 
during non-cooperation movement could 
have been more or less harmful to one com-
munity or another but to say that Gandhi 
especially advised Muslims for what is 
mentioned in above bullet points is not fair. 
The first six guidelines were the program 
of non-cooperation and were recommend-
ed to all the participants in the movement. 
They were not specific for Muslims. And 
nothing is farther from the truth than say-
ing that it was Gandhi who
 

advised Muslims to migrate to Afghanistan 
and other Muslim countries. I don’t know if 
he opposed the Migration Movement (i.e. 
Hijrat Tehreek) but he certainly was not 
the one who propounded this horrendous 
scheme. Muslim leaders of the time are 
themselves to blame for the same. “The 
Hijrat Movement was a by-product of the 
Khilafat Movement. In the summer of 1920 
suggestions were made by the local bodies 
representing the Central Khilafat organi-
zation that the Muslims should migrate to 
a place where their religion and national 
image are not jeopardized. However, the 
idea gained popularity when Maulana Abul 
Kalam Azad and Maulana Abdul Bari issued 
a fatwa declaring India as ‘Dar-ul-Harab’ 
(Home of War). They urged the Muslims 
migrate to Afghanistan in religious protest 
against the British policy. The idea was ap-
proved by a majority of Muslim scholars in-
cluding Maulana Ashraf Ali Thanvi, Maula-
na Habib-ur-Rahman, Maulana Abdul Rauf 
Danapuri, Pir Mehr Ali Shah and Hakeem 
Ajmal Khan.” (See: http://storyofpakistan.
com/hijrat-movement accessed on 24 
March 2017)
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PTB XII further notes that “The 
Muslim leaders and masses co-
operated with Gandhi and In-
dian National Congress during 
World War I. Gandhi exploited 
them fully but when he was sure 
of Allied victory, he abruptly 
and without consulting Muslim 
leaders, called off the move-
ments. His step greatly disap-
pointed the Muslims.” (p.11) 
As noted earlier calling off the 
movement without consulting 
and taking into confidence oth-
er stakeholders was definitely a 
mistake on the part of Gandhi. 
However, he ended the move-
ment on account of Allied victo-
ry is ridiculous. The World War 
I had ended and allied powers 
had already won in 1919. Did 
Gandhi become sure of Allied 
victory after three years of their 
actual victory and then called 
off the movement? That being 
said, legitimate questions can 
be raised over the actual rea-
sons of the calling off of the 
non-cooperation movement be-
cause Chauri Chaura incident 
was neither the first nor the last 
instance of freedom movement 
turning violent.

NCERT XII mentions Cabinet 
Mission Plan twice in the fol-

lowing manner,

1.    A Cabinet Mission sent in the summer of 1946 failed 
to get the Congress and the League to agree on a federal 
system that would keep India together while allowing 
the provinces a degree of autonomy. (p. 364)

2.    Initially, all the major parties accepted this plan. 
But the agreement was short-lived because it was based 
on mutually opposed interpretations of the plan. The 
League wanted the grouping to be compulsory, with 
Sections B and C developing into strong entities with 
the right to secede from the Union in the future. The 
Congress wanted that provinces be given the right to 
join a group. It was not satisfied with the Mission’s clar-
ification that grouping would be compulsory at first, 
but provinces would have the right to opt out after the 
constitution had been finalised and new elections held 
in accordance with it. Ultimately, therefore, neither the 
League nor the Congress agreed to the Cabinet Mis-
sion’s proposal. (p.

389)
 

PTB XII attempts to give a sense that Congress wel-
comed these proposals and Cabinet Mission Plan was 
in fact “a defeat of Muslim League” and “party work-
ers were totally disappointed” (p. 20). However, it then 
fails to explain why Jinnah accepted the plan? And 
then why Congress later refused to accept the plan? It 
also wrongly attributes a press conference to Gandhi 
in which he supposedly, “talked about the supremacy 
of the Parliament and expressed his opinion that Par-
liament would be empowered to bring changes in the 
system, introduced by the government on the basis of 
the Cabinet Mission Plan.” (p. 21) This was Jawaharlal 
Nehru’s statement in a press conference held in Bom-
bay on July 10, 1946, which, as argued by Maulana Abul 
Kalam Azad, sabotaged the Cabinet Mission Plan and 
paved way for the partition of India.

Both the textbooks have shied away from narrating the 
actual events in this regard. The problem with India is 
that true events vindicate Jinnah of the blanket blame 
for the partition. Nehru and Patel have to share the 
blame with Jinnah for partition and that’s unwarranted 
in India. The problem with Pakistan is that true events 
declare that Jinnah and Muslim League were ready to 
accept a plan which did not guarantee Pakistan, and 
how would that sound in a nation about its founder? I 
recommend here a methodical study of Maulana Abul 
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Kalam Azad’s India wins 
freedom especially its two 
chapters namely “The Brit-
ish Cabinet Mission” and 
“The Prelude to Partition” to 
come to a thorough conclu-
sion about one of the most 
defining moments in the 
contemporary history of In-
dian subcontinent.

I would like to end with a 
few general observations 
especially about the Indian 
history textbooks,

Our history textbooks, as 
they are textbooks of histo-
ry include various facts and 
truths but problem is that 
they also include various un-
truths and half-truths as we 
have seen through the treat-
ment meted out to Khilafat 
Movement and Cabinet Mis-
sion Plan. However one of 
the most fundamental prob-
lems is the conspiracy-of-si-
lence. One such silence is 
the contribution of Muslims 

in the freedom move-
ment. Santimoy 

Roy’s Freedom 
Movement and 
Indian Muslims 
is an eye-open-
er in this re-

gard. Santimoy Roy laments that struggles against British 
waged in 18th and 19th centuries have been blacked out 
from history texts and thereby collective memory. These in-
clude important struggles like that of Fakirs and Sanyasis, 
Jihad of Syed Ahmad Shaheed and his disciples, struggle of 
peasants and artisans (for e.g. Moplahs), Reshmi Roomal 
Tehreek, Farazi movement etc. It is important to note that 
how Muslim revolutionaries aimed for “complete indepen-
dence” and “quit India” much before Indian National Con-
gress arrived at those stands. The book also summarises 
the Muslim contribution in so-called “revolutionary terror-
ism” and Indian National Congress”.

Another growing concern in the Indian textbooks that I 
have noted of late is the treatment meted out to Abul Kalam 
Azad. In NCERT XII he is mentioned only four times. First, 
on p. 354 he is mentioned in a list of nine people who have 
“attached themselves to Gandhiji.” Second, on p. 387 he is 
mentioned in a bracket. Third, on p. 394 he is mentioned 
praising Gandhi’s fast unto death for peace after partition. 
Only once he is mentioned as an “important leader of Con-
gress” and raising a valid critical point on p. 386. We know 
that Maulana Azad was the youngest president of Indian
 

National Congress and guided the movement in the tumul-
tuous phase of the World War II. Is this how a leader of his 
literary, intellectual, and political acumen should be treat-
ed in history textbooks?

History is arguably most significant and impactful field of 
knowledge. Past is a trust. To alter and corrupt the same 
is the breach of this trust. The intellectuals and academi-
cians, of India and Pakistan, need to learn that history is 
not a place to score political points. While it is possible to 
have different interpretations of a particular event, stu-
dents should be encouraged to think critically and creative-
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ly. In this age of information 
explosion and internet, it 
is also the responsibility of 
the students to read beyond 
their syllabus and engage in 
fruitful dialogues with peo-
ple of other points of views.
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Muslims 
 

God?
As Muslims, we pride ourselves in the rationality of our faith. 
We believe Islam to be truly reasonable. Yet our attitudes to 
the question of reason and its logical correlate– doubt, are 
highly problematic and often unexplored. We like to quote 
various verses from scripture in praise of reason, yet when 
the situation suits, we are also quick to point out that doubt 
is a spiritual sickness unbecoming of a believer. Below, we 
will attempt to explore a few strands of this issue that often 
go unnoticed.
To explore this theme intelligently, we need to ask: Which 
doubt are we referring to? Doubting God? Or doubting an 
‘argument for the proof of God’? – clearly, both are not the 
same, and in the latter, we are really doubting a certain ‘hu-
man’ understanding or expression or interpretation of the 
supposed proof of God.
Classical Islamic scholarship has always maintained the dis-
tinction between the revealed texts (the Quran and author-
itative Sunnah) versus human enterprises of understanding 
and theorizing the various aspects of these texts (this in-
cludes various disciplines of knowledge that develop over 
the course of Islamic history such as Fiqh, Aqeedah, Usool 
ad Deen, Ulum al-Hadith, Ulum al Quran etc). Of these two, 
the revealed texts have the divine status, while the later dis-
ciplines are seen as sincere, though human – and thus inev-
itably fallible – attempts at deciphering the truth of revela-
tion. Thus, the latter is open to interrogation and change in a 
way that the former is not. This is a key classical distinction 
to keep in mind when advising against questioning. It is one 
thing to question subjective, historically contingent, human 

understandings of the Divine 
word and will, and quite an-
other thing to question the 
Divine word and will itself. 
Often in our communities, 
this critical distinction is 
collapsed, and contingent 
human interpretations are 
paraded as absolute and in-
fallible. And any criticism 
of these interpreters is si-
lenced by branding it as a 
criticism of God himself. One 
wonders why our contempo-
rary co-religionists find it 
so hard to make this simple 
distinction between the Will 
of God and their own human 
wills and wishes. Rather 
than relinquishing absolute 
knowledge (and judgment) 
to Allah – to whom alone it 
belongs, we claim ‘absolute’ 
truths, and make ‘ultimate’ 
judgments about virtual-
ly everything – thus taking 
a share in divinity for our-
selves (Shirk!).
Some argue that what we are 
propagating is not our own 
understanding, it is, in fact, 
God’s understanding itself. 
What can be said of those 
who have intimate knowl-
edge of and access to the 
Divine mind? Perhaps it may 
be argued, the Prophet had 
this Divine knowledge and 
we only follow the proph-
et. Again, there is a return 
to the same circular logic. 
That my understanding is 
the same as the understand-
ing of the Prophet. Well, 
how is this established? By 
summoning forth texts of 
Hadith that record verbatim 
the words of the Holy mes-
senger. If we have the texts, 

 Saad Muhammad Ismail 
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what room is there for ‘understanding’? The 
texts are objective, where does the element 
of ‘subjective understanding’ enter the pic-
ture? One could try to establish whether the 
texts are indeed authentic – which again is 
done using a criterion external to the texts 
themselves viz. the exquisite, though still 
‘rational’, the methodology developed by 
human followers of the Prophet in history. 
It makes little sense to argue for a substi-
tution of human subjectivity/rationality by 
a purportedly objective text, which itself 
is established as such only through human 
subjectivity/rationality.
Yet even if we were to disregard this critical 
nuance, it would still be untenable to argue 
that my understanding can be the same as 
the understanding of the Prophet. Not be-
cause the Prophet’s case was unique and 
distinct from that of all other Muslims – 
which is certainly a significant aspect of it. 
But because of the simple fact that no one 
person’s understanding/interpretation/
view can be the same as that of any other. 
Each human being has been endowed with 
a unique subjectivity/understanding/point 
of view.
Now, having accepted all these points, one 
could still contend that this does not mean 
that we are not allowed any part of the 
authority of deciding what God’s will is. It 
can be argued that we have been endowed 
especially by God to carry this authority in 
the form of ‘heirs/successors’ to the Proph-
et and his authority. Thus, the community 
of scholars that have shaped Islamic in-
tellectual history has been divinely sanc-
tioned to do so. The authority is with the 
Ulema and the classical Ulum (knowledge). 
Now, this is a slightly more sophisticated 
point than the earlier view that saw itself 
as having direct access to God through the 
revealed texts, in disregard to the tradition 
that mediates these texts to us. Undoubt-
edly, this extra-textual tradition is the me-
dium through which we read and decipher 
the revealed texts. It is through these later 
developed Ulum that we engage with the 
Original texts themselves. Clearly here 
we see the re-emergence of that classical 
distinction of authority made between the 
original texts and the later Ulum that de-

veloped in response to decipher these 
texts and make them speak to the re-
alities of various societies. Already we 
see here emerging a social and histori-
cal element to the eternal discourse of 
God. And it is precisely this distinction 
that should always keep us alert and 
critical of how and why we read God’s 
will in a one way and not in another. 
It is both an intellectual and spiritual 
error to assume a simplistic equation 
between the eternal speech of God and 
the historically and socially contested 
and consolidated discourses that have 
shaped its understandings.
Thus, to be faithful to the revealed texts 
demands an uncompromising intellec-
tual rigour. The intellect is necessary 
to serve God. The intellect thus helps us 
sift between the various and often con-
tested discourses around the word of 
God. Without respect for the intellect, 
without the commitment to rationality, 
we are left like sheep who blindly fol-
low wherever any shepherd leads us. By 
choosing to lead such a life, devoid of 
an ever vigilant reason, we are doing a 
disservice to both ourselves and to Al-
lah.
Now, we have only been scratching the 
surface of this multi-layered cocoon 
of anti-rationality that we as Muslims 
have grown so comfortable with. Sup-
pose all the above points are accepted 
as fairly reasonable, there is still the 
issue of the ‘dangers of reason’. It is 
supposed that if we give free reign to 
reason, then anything and everything 
can be justified. There is the assump-
tion that accepting the primacy of ra-
tionality would mean a kind of ‘absolute 
relativism’ – everything can be true, so 
everything can be false. If everyone is 
entitled to an opinion, then no one re-
ally is. This is based on an irrational 
view of rationality. True, the horrors of 
absolute relativism are harrowing, and 
it may have its proponents as a philos-
ophy of knowledge. However, this is 
hardly how philosophy works. In fact, 
in philosophy, not every opinion is val-
id. Even if philosophy generally cannot 
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come towards a single view in most philosophical 
matters (simply because we are not Allah – we are 
not Omniscient.), it is not by any means a kind of ‘ev-
erything goes’ field. It is a discipline of knowledge 
– it is often a meta-discipline, i.e. a discipline about 
disciplines – that demands robust rules of logic and 
reasoning – quite often mirroring mathematical pre-
cision. Not any opinion is valid, it is only a logical and 
a reasoned opinion that gains validity. Now someone 
might contest that we have no right to assume these 
‘rules of logic’ to be universal or absolute – that logic 
too may be a biased science. In fact, this is a critical 
theme in post-modern studies, in post-colonial stud-
ies, in critical theory etc. For example, some of the 
logic systems that developed in India are remarkably 
different from other ‘Western’ logic systems (which 
interestingly were to be significantly developed in 
the Muslim world – even anti-logicians like Ibn Tay-
miyyah were in fact only contributing to an alternate 
theory of logic as against the popular Greek-Helle-
nistic logic.) However, should we now suppose that 
because there are different logic systems, therefore 
any search for a universal grammar of logic is absurd? 
Isn’t this another form of ‘absolute relativism’ or ‘ni-
hilism’ even? The only reasonable position would be 
to uphold the validity of reason and rationality while 
acknowledging the reality of contestations about 
reason and rationality itself. This is the mistaken 
view many outsiders take, that because philosophy 
is difficult or even arcane, therefore it is completely 
pointless. This is the view preferred by those with an 
‘all-or-nothing’ attitude. We want all the answers or 
nothing at all. That apart from a complete certainty, 
there is only a mindless sea of doubt. This approach 
fails to acknowledge the various stages in between 
these two extremes. It fails to see that reality is not 
at any one extreme but may, in fact, be on the many 
intermediate coordinates between these two poles. 
One wonders why we humans are so susceptible to 
such ‘all-or-nothing’ thinking. Certainly, the ideals of 
both absolute certainty and absolute doubt, are much 
more comforting than the messy reality in between 
the two. Ego again gets in the way of clear-think-
ing. Ego is when we imagine things to be a certain 
way and are adamant in our imagination so that we 
close our minds (and hearts) to honest provocation 
(which is always painful and uncomfortable). Which 
is why rationality and philosophy demand a project 
of ‘self-purification’(tazkiyat un nafs). Since the 
ego is a potent obstacle to clear, objective thinking, 
‘self-purification’ and mastery over the lower self, 
has always been an important prerequisite for phi-

losophy and theology. The 
ancient Greeks demanded it. 
Medieval Muslims demand-
ed it. Knowledge was seen 
as a pointless venture if it 
did not succeed in inspiring 
a purification of the self, and 
in becoming a fuel for posi-
tive action in society. So, the 
view that the path of philos-
ophy or thinking or rational-
ity or reason is anti-spiritual 
or anti-religious or anti-so-
cial, is an inaccurate cliché 
that must be discarded if we 
want to engage the heart of 
the matter and not merely 
comfort ourselves with our 
‘refutations of philosophy’. 
An anti-philosophical or an-
ti-rational view is still an-
other, though antagonistic, 
the philosophical or ratio-
nal point of view. The view 
that there is no place for a 
reason, is also a view that is 
reasoned for. It would take 
sheer hard-headedness not 
to recognize this much.
Having dealt with these un-
derlying assumptions, we 
may now return to our dis-
cussion of negotiating the 
revealed texts viz a viz rea-
son. Once we acknowledge 
the critical importance of 
engaging with the revealed 
texts, we cannot but ac-
knowledge simultaneously 
the need for an engagement 
with the intellectual tradi-
tion in history that has car-
ried these texts and brought 
them to us in their present 
form. We also acknowledge 
the fallibility of this human 
endeavour against the infal-
libility of the revealed texts 
themselves. To put it this 
way may risk downplaying 
or even belittling the critical 
value of tradition. To do away 
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with one’s intellectual prede-
cessors is not to have braved 
and solved their problems, but 
to have fled from the intellec-
tual battlefield itself. It is a 
cop-out, as self-reassuring as 
the other extreme of discarding 
reason or critical thinking alto-
gether. It cannot be emphasized 
enough how vital the canon of 
tradition is to any engagement 
with the revealed texts. How-
ever, while being respectful to 
our intellectual predecessors, 
we must avoid at all costs, the 
hazard of using traditional dog-
ma as a balm to numb our own 
reason and conscience. Only we 
are responsible for our thoughts 
and actions. We can take the 
help of various intellectual 
guides, but it is ultimately we 
that must take responsibility for 
ourselves. And there is no ver-
sion of being responsible, with-
out an alert, critical, inquisitive, 
and active mind. We cannot es-
cape the conclusion, that even 
amidst our choice between vari-
ous scholarly opinions, we have 
ultimately to rely on our individ-
ual reason as the arbitrator.
Even though we may rely on 
expert opinions to help us in 
understanding, it is ultimately 
using our own reason that we 
choose or reject various posi-
tions.
Now, to the most pressing ques-
tion of all, what if the view of an 
‘expert/specialist’ clashes with 
our own view? Does it demand 
complete deference to the au-
thority of the specialist? Well, 
that would depend on a host 
of factors. Firstly, what is our 
own justification? Is it a ‘rea-
soned’ one? Or is it a sentimen-
tal one? Now, the fact that it is 
sentimental, and not reasoned, 
does not necessarily imply that 
it is therefore wishful thinking. 

Certainly, our emotions and passions can be for vain 
desires. However, one can also be passionate about 
spiritual values – values we may not necessarily be 
able to rationally elucidate, but that have emanat-
ed from the purity of one’s soul. And we as Muslims, 
should certainly not be quick to disregard such an 
epistemology, since we believe in the original purity 
and wholesomeness of the soul, upon which God cre-
ated it (the Fitrah). The pure soul/heart/mind (these 
are overlapping terms in the Quran) is an important 
indicator of what is right and wrong, true and false. 
We do not need to be told that injustice and oppres-
sion are wrong. We know it in our hearts. In fact, if 
we are of the persuasion not to trust this most basic 
moral intuition until it is buttressed with some theo-
logical or Islamic or Fiqhi evidences, then we are in-
habiting a dangerous moral zone. If we require an Is-
lamic textual evidence for believing that oppression 
is wrong, then we are morally in deep water. The de-
mand for equality is one such imperative of justice. 
That men and women be given equal opportunity and 
respect – intellectually and emotionally. That wom-
en be empowered with not just the ‘freedom’ but the 
education to make their own choices. For freedom 
with ignorance is no freedom at all. Before any fair 
conversation of gender roles and relationships can 
be meaningfully had, we need the partners in the 
conversation to be on equal footing – without which 
any pretence of ‘women empowerment’ is a disguise 
for the same patriarchal power dynamics. Now it is 
easy to dismiss such talk as ‘feminist’ or ‘liberal’ or 
‘modern’ – as Muslims we have been in the habit of 
avoiding discussion by resorting to tactics of label-
ling and grouping these ideas as ‘other’ or ‘western’ 
or ‘irrelevant’. Whatever position we choose to adopt, 
certainly such childish tactics are unbecoming of us 
as people with a Book, and a people of mutual-en-
gagement (‘li ta’arafu’ as Surah Hujarat says). Our 
faith requires us to always uphold the principle of 
justice – even if it is against ourselves. To do justice 
to an idea, we must at least give it the respect of our 
attention and intellect and avoid the easier tactic of 
labelling and discarding.
This may have seemed beside the point, but I doubt it 
since such play of rhetoric often muddles our intel-
lectual engagements and so it is necessary that we 
remove these obstacles from the path of clear and 
honest thinking.
Just because certain moral intuitions are controver-
sial does not make them any less legitimate. If fas-
cism becomes morally controversial, it does not take 
away from all the moral abhorrence you may have of 
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it. The truth of these mor-
al intuitions is within one’s 
heart, (as is their falsehood). 
And so, it is God alone who 
may judge the sincerity and 
genuineness of any such 
deeply personal source of 
knowledge.
It remains, however, the 
case, that controversy, dif-
ference and dissent are the 
social realities even with 
such personal ethical intu-
itions. And so publicly, eth-
ics will need to be meted out 
in the only reasonable way: 
through reasoning. It is in 
the domain of public reason, 
that issues of ethics can be 
negotiated with respect to 
the various parties involved. 
And it is to the arena of pub-
lic reason that one must look 
to if one wishes to persuade 
alternative moral stand-
points towards one’s own. 
What other means of per-
suasion is there if not a rea-
soned one? A coerced one?
Now, public reason is not 
necessarily secular reason 
– although it certainly must 
be reckoned with when con-
sidering one’s larger human 
framework. However, even 
within the Islamic discourse, 
we deal with a public reason 
which engages various ex-
tra-textual sources of moral-
ity. These include the mor-
al intuitions that emanate 
from the Fitrah (primordial 
nature), the common sense 
(the ma’ruf) that is a part 
of any decent culture and 
an openness to inspiration 
from one’s larger human 
heritage. These factors will 
play a vital role in how we 
form our ethics, whether we 
attribute their origins to the 
proper source or not. This is 

the case because we do not inhabit sanitary, water-tight 
compartments. Rather we are constantly swimming in a sea 
supplied by numerous rivers and where the waters mix, of-
ten beyond recognition.
It is in this sea that our scriptures are drenched, and it is this 
sea that becomes the ink of all our opinions – whatever their 
source. In other words, the moral field is complex and relies 
on various moral springs, scripture being just one of them. 
Any discourse that seeks to close off all the other channels 
to this vast sea in the name of ‘purity of origin’, will not only 
end up depriving the sea of its vibrant colour and flavour but 
also sentencing to death a huge portion of aquatic life that 
used to thrive there.
But if the moral field is so complex, how are we to decide 
what to follow? And how are we to draw the line between 
contesting frontiers? How would we know what to do and 
when? What to leave and what to hold onto?
This is indeed a complex question. Perhaps it is the most 
relevant question we need to be asking ourselves. And per-
haps it does not bear of a simple or even universal answer. It 
may be something we need to figure out for ourselves based 
on the sources of our moral sea – we may need to switch 
between the river channels supplying us, we may need to 
weed out some aquatic flora to make it possible for some 
other to flourish. Perhaps we may find ourselves more com-
fortable close to certain channels than others. But we bet-
ter not let our affinities for particular rivulets, make us lose 
sight of the sea ahead of us.
But perhaps you aren’t persuaded by this mushy metaphor 
of the sea. And are still probably trying to situate where this 
metaphor or anything else I’ve been saying, is found in the 
Quran and Sunnah? And you are free to disagree. But I hope 
I have convinced you at the very least, that even to take any 
viewpoint – rational or anti-rational – would still require a 
thorough rational interrogation and inquiry. And that any 
choice you make also presupposes a freedom where you 
could decide between either choice. And perhaps it is this 
freedom or openness that we need to acknowledge first 
and foremost, before proclaiming any position. It is this 
openness that allows us to see the contested intellectual 
landscape for what it is. It allows us to weigh the various 
options and to consider them on our own. It is precisely 
this willingness to be openminded, to let the evidence be 
the arbitrator, even if it is against one’s self or one’s most 
cherished beliefs – to follow where the evidence leads, and 
to not lead the evidence to what I follow – this is nothing 
other than that robust exercise in intellectual spirituality, 
commonly called ‘Doubt’. This is the doubt we need. This is 
the doubt necessary for any reasonable faith. Anything else 
is blind conformism.


