Criticising Gandhi
A note on Historiography, Politics and M ethod*
By Anil Nauriya

When | am contradicted it arouses my attention, mgtwrath. | move towards the man
who contradicts me: he is instructing me. The caafstuth ought to be common to us
both -- Montaigne

The debates on Gandhi’s role as a personality aradsymbol of Indian nationalism will go on;
the purpose of this article is mainly to draw atitam to some points of methodology which,
when overlooked, lead to erroneous and even alssuits.

First, analysis confined to comparing the positiohany individuals or organizations at a single
arbitrarily chosen point in time is inadequate. Ganas well as his critics were continually
evolving. Themovemenin their positions is often of more significancarhtheir points of view
at any isolated moment.

Secondly, to determine the weight to be attacheghtocriticism, particularly criticism by other
contemporaneous political personalities or groups$s helpful to evaluate the activities and
effectiveness of the critics themselves. Repetibbrunexamined or self-justificatory criticism
obfuscates more than it illumines. The MPLA andtWTA were bitter rivals, yet both fought
for the freedom of Angola. How much weight shoulte attach to contemporaneous criticism
from, say, the pre-freedom Communist Party of Inélithat party for all its accumulation of
intellectual energy and some flashes of heroisthéncomponents that went into its making, did
not as a party conduct a single national-level \@nea provincial-level struggle against the
British? As lovers of freedom some of its membeesaerperhaps second to none; the trouble was
with priorities, praxis, emphases. To say thisniist be clarified, is no criticism of thesent-
dayCPI or CPM, just as to appreciate something donthéyre-independence Congress would
not amount to appreciation of the Congress (I)myr @her present-day political group. Nor does
this involve a denial of the anti-imperialist ralésay, the Naujawan Bharat Sabha, the Jugantar
group and, on the whole, of the Anushilan Samdims of whose members later drifted into
other parties, including the pre-freedom CPI. Ithe anti-imperialist record of these groups
which is often sought to be appropriated on bebiathe pre-freedom CPI. The irony is that the
anti-imperialist ardour of these traditions wadaot weakenedather than strengthened within
the pre-freedom CPI. The latter largely divertetgration from struggles against the British to a
virtually exclusive engagement with trade unioniand some Kisan Sabhéslt was somewhat
like what may have happened in China had Mao thbafjheversing priorities — concentrating
on mobilization for land reforms first and assigtthe struggle against the Japanese only later.

Page 1 0of 19



Similarly, the criticisms of Gandhi made by Ambedka the latter's early phase when he set
much store by the British are historically intemegt But historians must examine also why such
things as the statutory abolition of untouchabijliiyr example, take place with the retreat of
British power and not earlier. The rise of Dalipmesentation in mainline services, increased
educational opportunities and the associated emnagrat in their political presence takes place
only after independence. Ambedkar’'s greatest aehmewnts take place when he is in alliance
with those who had led the nationalist movementrastdvhen he is at cross purposes with them.
Could not Ambedkar have been mistaken then in pdpeixclusive reliance on the British for
protection of Dalit interests particularly if thetngain registered as a sequel to this policy was
not substantial? The point is that pre-Ambedkarelienlike non-discrimination in employment
and in the system of justice, albeit expensive glodv moving but such as it was, may have
provided therationale for the position taken by Ambedkar. But did thisspion result in any
further gainsafter he adopted it? It may be possible to take a contri@w if one assumes that
the separate electorates envisaged by the Britid831-2 outweighed the lack of any significant
British initiative on the social, educational anchgdoyment needs of Dalits after Ambedkar
came into prominence. Our essential point is thavialuating the strength of Ambedkar’s early
criticisms, the educational and social fruits, riya of the pre-freedom Ambedkar-British
convergence also need to be scrutinized and campty beassumedThe Ambedkar — British
convergence may have enhanced Ambedkar’s barggmaisition in relation to the Congress, but
did it significantly promote the Dalit cause qua tBritish? The significant grassroots support
among Dalits for the Congress at this time alsals¢e be recognized, studied and understood.

Consider the revolutionary movement. Has there kagn serious attempt to study why the
violent revolutionary movement in India did not seed? The nationalist mobilization after 1920
could not, merely because it was itself meant tonbae-violent, havepreventedthose who
believed in armed insurrection from making plans itoand from putting these plans into
execution. The Naval ratings revolt, though undedlyt heroic and not without an impact, takes
place in Bombay in February 1946 after a Labouregoment has come to power in England, a
Cabinet Mission to India has been decided uponJéy 24, 1946) and the Congress is on the
verge of negotiations with it. But there is no riévay the armed forcewithin the countryduring
1942-45 when it would have been critically relevant useful for Indian independerfcblor
does it take place later (that is after say Jumg1RA6) either when the British regime and many
of its provincial governors show laxity in bringilmpmmunal violence under control or when
plans are afoot to divide the country. There i®hvious need for interrogation of such ‘critical’
traditions themselves in the writing of modern bndhistory® In the 1970s the major prevalent
criticisms of Gandhi and the pre-1947 Congress wemomic — they did not go far enough in
pushing through land reforms, they were too mudieuthe influence of big business and so on.
Characteristically, for some British historians @hars regional associates were, from such
perspectives, ‘subcontractofsMany Indian historians, perhaps dazzled by thghbriights of
the West, wrote in a similar veirParadoxically, the current wave of criticism ofr@ai and the
Congress is centred primarily on the Muslim Leagu¢hat they were not accommodative
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enough to the League demand for ‘safeguards’. €higue which tends to characterize the
national movement as Hindu communalist suits Hiwautit enables, to some extent,
appropriation of Indian nationalism by Hindutvasitits also the Muslim communal tradition; it
enables this tradition to define itself. It suitagdocentricism as well; the entire imperial policy
in India is sought to be justified as a reSulturiously, one may find the same critics repeating
the economic critiguandthe League-centred critique. This is more tharttle Istrange. One of
the reasons why the alliance between the Leaguetten@ongress did not come off in the
United Provinces in 1937 was pressure from the waftg which wished to push ahead with the
Congress programme of reform and looked upon thegle or a dominant section of it as
favouring landlords at least in that Province. Teeision against an alliance was influenced not
only by socialists and communists but by Muslimugp® as well. That the land reforms then
conducted in U.P. were a factor that led to a sfrection from the League is well recogniZed.
Oddly enough, once this severe League reactiomggag, the CPI sections of the Left lined up
with League, that is to say, against the Congredglze nationalist Muslims.

That is why the land reform-centred critique and Lieague-centred critique are mutually not
quite consistent. The notion of ‘safeguards’ isoadeldom scrutinized. For example, can the
demand that no party other than the League wowe kize right to nominate a Muslim to the
Centre be described as a ‘safeguard’? Or is itafe@gard plus’? Subhas Bose as Congress
President in 1938 had found such claims to sol&espoanship to be “impossible” conditiohs.
Would those who put such notions forward, takingjrticue perhaps from the Cambridge school
of history, support similar claims on behalf of acoomal parties today? What was the opinion on
these matters of other nationalist Muslims stowibposed to the League? Apart from a few
prominent ones, Nationalist Muslims have not re&ken studied. Writings on Modern Indian
history reveal scant acquaintance with, say, Abbgabji, Allah Baksh, Abdus Samad Khan,
Prof. Abdul Bari, Mufti Kifayatullah, Yakub HasaAhmed Saeed, Maulana Hifzur Rahman, A
Q Ansari, Habibur Rahman Ludhianvi or M. Tayyebullx with the Momin Conference or the
Majlis-e-Ahrar. References to the letter party mr&de, if it all, to present it as a Punjab outfit,
without indicating that its activities stretchearir Kashmir to Bengal. Several other Muslim
organizations which resisted the League to the(ené&lmost to the end when it became clear
that Pakistan was in the offing) are seldom sehlyosisidied. For example, there are no detailed
studies of the Anjuman-e-Watan of Abdus Samad Khi@nBaluch Gandhi or of Allah Baksh’s
‘United Party’ in Sind. Even the Jamiatul Ulema-sHis rarely a focus of scholarly interest.

When we have adequate studies on such questioms,l@ast an increased awareness of them,
we may arrive at a higher stage in the debate amdi@aand the nationalist movement. These
studies are perhaps unlikely to be encouraged ghalid which still appears to hold many Indian
historians and writers in a somewhat hypnotic dtip.
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Gandhi often learned from his critics -- changimgproving and modifying his position from
time to time. And some of his critics learned froim. Among these, Narendra Deva, Bose and
Ambedkar reassessed their position during Gandifetsme. Others, like Jinnah, did so later to
some extent. Gandhi’s differences with various eatities are generally set out in his writings
without assuming the character of personal attatke. same cannot be said of many of his
critics. But some critics maintained a relativelgthstandard of public discourse.

Consider first the case of Subhas Bose. Bose’sarkhip with Gandhi was more complex than
that of a mere critic. He did not subscribe to@andhian notion of non-violence. But even after
differences had arisen between him and Gandhiandte thirties, the two retained a sense of
appreciation for one another.

Bose had been close to C.R. Das in Bengal. Garaltsidered his own differences with C.R.
Das at the Amritsar Congress in December 1919 te hmeen primarily on the basis of a
different understanding of a common trust, saymgune 1925: “. . . we were warriors, each
holding in trust the welfare of the nation accogdin his ability”** One of the major differences
between Gandhi and C.R. Das arose over the sadcétiéer” of constitutional reform by
Viceroy Reading in December 1921. We now know,riaéa on account of the papers of the
British Cabinet also having become available, thist offer was a mirag¥. This was not known

to C.R. Das and formed the basis of his early dbffiees with Gandhi. Bose, being close to C.R.
Das, inherited some of his impressions. Howevex,Bbse-Gandhi differences grew to a head
only later — -in 1939.

Gandhi tried to link the political struggle for iendence with social emancipation. This was
not necessarily so even with such of his criticowabe often considered more radical than him.
When Gandhi started his anti-untouchability programon a nation-wide scale in 1933 this was
apparently not supported by Subhas Bose and Viha®atef->

How important is it for a national liberator simatdieously to be an internationalist? The
importance of this question should not be undedratdat sometimes appears as bitter criticism
of Gandhi and the pre-independence congress idyredsfferent approach to events, related to
whether these are viewed from a purely nationahrorinternational perspective. Bose was a
patriot in the first instance: internationalist ymh the next. While he thought nothing of taking
the help of powers like Germany, Jawaharlal Nehad h different point of view. M.N. Roy
went to the extent of offering complete supportBigtain in the Second World War, just as
Gandhi, with a faith he later outgrew, had sympatii with England during the First World
War. Bose sought to judge issues from a purelyonatist frame. After the rise of Hitler,
Jawaharlal Nehru, according to Bose, “producedsalugion before the (Congress) Working
Committee... seeking to make India an asylum forJéws”. The idea “astounded” Bose. Nehru
appears to have backtracked somewhat, saying ithatsolution had only been concerned with
such refugees as were also technicidns.
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Gandhi’'s humanism and Indianness were more claseipected. When some Burmese leaders
in 1927 opposed the separation of Burma from India, Gandhi who told them that the matter
should be decided by the Burmese themselves ahththe opinion “India, in cooperation with
the British, is exploiting Burma™ His position towards Sri Lanka was similar. He saas a
‘separate entity’. Saying that “I should be contientegard Ceylon as an absolutely independent
state”, he was inclined to leave the matter toStid. ankans themselve8.

The Gandhi — Bose clash in the late thirties igmfnvested, as will perhaps emerge from the
discussion on Narendra Deva below, with more sigaifce than it may in fact have hHd.
Contrary to the impression sometimes created ofi@iaand Bose being at cross-purposes, in the
forties the two came to a greater appreciation ¢ @nother. Bose’s disappearance from
Calcutta in 1941 led to Gandhi making anxious ingaifrom his family; the timing of the Quit
India Movement a year later was partly inspiredty Japanese advance. In June 1942, Gandhi
described Bose “as a patriot of patriot”.

Bose’s broadcasts from South East Asia often inddBandhi’s name and sought his blessings
for the struggle. It was in the forties that Boskli@ssed Gandhi as the “Father of Nation” in a
broadcast from Azad Hind Radio on July 6, 1$2©bviously delighted at the Quit India
Movement, Bose said in his broadcast on Gandhithdy in 1943 that : “The service which
Mahatma Gandhi has rendered to India and to theecaf India’s freedom is so unigque and
unparalleled that his name will be written in lestef gold in our national history for all timé®.
Bose’s broadcast on the occasion of Kasturba’'shdieaprison is deeply movind. The INA
formations which entered to fight in Myanmar andtNdEast India bore nhames such as Gandhi,
Subhas and Azad. When a Japanese invasion by dba @rissa coast was anticipated, Gandhi
gave instructions to greet the expected Japanes@a{pwith a programme of non-cooperation
with both the British and the Japané&Vhat did this imply? And on what basis did Gandhi
come really to expect the Japanese to make a lgodithe Orissa coadtWas it simply British
propaganda? Had Bose been around after the wanigie have had part of an answer.

Narendra Deva was another critical admirer. Henglvith Bose, is among the relatively more
authentic contemporary critics of Gandhi. This ézduse Bose and Narendra Deva are not idle
critics from the sidelines but leaders who are thelwes in the thick of the anti-imperialist and
anti-colonial struggle. Starting out as a ‘Tilakitdarendra Deva became a Marxist by the early
twenties and remained so till his death in 1956s Mmias unlike his Congress Socialist Party
colleagues, some of whom had rejected Marxism sy 48B. Some of them did so as a reaction
to Stalin and to the policies of the then CommuRestty of India. Similarly motivated, socialists
retreated from Marxism by 1952-53. Narendra Detaugh critical of Stalin, did not reject
Marxism itself. He had, it is believed, been cdtiof the non-cooperation movement from a
‘Tilakite’ perspective. A keen student of the wigs and politics of Lenin, he gradually came
close to Gandhi. At the same time, Narendra Detaaned the capacity of independent criticism.
For instance, in his comment on Gandhi’'s plans raigg individual satyagraha in the early
forties, Narendra Deva ridicules the idea of indinal satyagraha and the notion that the enemy
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must not be harassed when he is in dafiy@andhi nevertheless had come to rely upon
Narendra Dev. (“How is it that you have kept hidderch a jewel of a man...?” he had once
asked Sri Prakasd) Narendra Deva appears to have played a roleiffershg Gandhi's
position in the nineteen forties. Gandhi’'s drafialetion for the Congress Working Committee
was forwarded by him in April 1942 to Nehru witretremark that “Acharya Narendra Dev has
seen the resolution and liked 7.

Gandhi twice suggested Narendra Deva’s name faid@net of the Congress. The first time was
in 1938-39. In January 1939 Subhas Bose offeraditttdraw from the Presidential contest if
Narendra Deva were chos€rHad this come about, the break between Bose andiGat this
time could have been avoided. Gandhi himself wadawour of a socialist President and
Narendra Deva was one name he had in mind. It vedsUNwho did not approve of the idea.
Nehru wrote in February-March 1939: “Indeed, sodarGandhiji was concerned, he expressed
his wish repeatedly in my presence that he wolde & socialist as President. Apart from my
own name, he mentioned Acharya Narendra Deva’'s n&uke.. | did not like the idea of a
socialist president at this stag&(In fairness to Nehru it should be marked thatindécates that
for the same reason he eliminated himself). Evigeas both Bose and Gandhi were at one on
the name of Narendra Deva, the split between thteimsatime had more to do with the position
adopted by Nehru than with Gandhi himself. The sdcoccasion when Gandhi suggested
Narendra Deva’s name was in November 1947. This tilahru was also in favour of Narendra
Deva. But others were n6tNarendra Deva had presided over the foundatiofecemce of the
Congress Socialist Party in May 1934. His being en@dngress President would have had an
obvious significance.

This brings us to yet another dogma of researcteffied in the last few decades. This is the
unwarranted and near-exclusive identity that isiaesl between Marxism and the pre-1947 CPI.
This has its ramifications on the assessments oifiand the nationalist moveméfit.

The Congress Socialists defined themselves as BtarxiVallabhbhai Patel, who had begun
drifting away from Gandhi in some ways after 1945-disliked the socialists. The socialists’
feelings towards Patel were similarly negativewdts at this juncture that Gandhi emerged as a
protector of the socialists. It is no accident tiet socialists left the Congress within days &f hi
assassination.

Was Gandhi gradually getting disillusioned with oaf the businessmen who had been close to
him in the past? One of them, who proved closePabel than to Gandhi, had even been
corresponding with leading British figures, suggesthat the League demand for partition be
accepted. At any rate, Gandhi’'s economic ideas e following a different course. Since
1938-39, he had been drawing closer to the CSPevda expressed a willingness to join the
CSP f the difference on violence could be bridtéd
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He had said in June 1942 that in the land refarmgriamme of free India, “peasants would take
the land” and compensating landlords “would bedilscimpossible™? In January 1947, Gandhi
supported the Tebhaga movement demand for the tredwf the landlord’s share from half to
one third">*

While most CSP leaders grasped the evolution ofd@Gignideas, it appears that the CPI at this
stage did not fully comprehend or even notice itfddtunately, the CSP has not been a focus of
academic study, partly as a result of the tendeéaogquate Marxism prior to 1947 with CPI-
Marxism.

During the Second Congress of the Communist Intenma at Moscow in 1920 Lenin had
expressed himself in favour of communists suppgrtdandhi. As M.N. Roy acknowledges,
Lenin looked upon Gandhi “as the inspirer and leadé a mass movement” and “a
revolutionary”®>> M.N. Roy, young but possessing great intellectekterity, attended this

Congress as a delegate from Mexico. Roy had ddfén@m Lenin, believing, rather curiously,

that the national movement would not necessariBulteeven in a ‘bourgeois democratic
revolution”. The CSP, of which the CPI was onlyefiy a part, remained truer throughout the

struggle for freedom, that is till 1947-48, to thasition which Lenin had taken.

In January 1941, Roy was to describe Churchill asriore revolutionary force than all the
Congress leaders Right or left, put together ¥ Less than a year earlier, in 1940, Roy had
himself stood against Maulana Azad for Congressiéeat and lost.

M.N. Roy’s position in the war was the polar oppeof Bose’s. In early 1944, Roy wrote to
Viceroy Wavell asking for what Wavell describes “assubsidy”, and to be taken into the
Executive Councif’

Inconsistencies in positions taken on behalf otises of the Left at this time are patent; this
must necessarily affect the weight to be attaclethése positions. For instance, if Gandhi
secures resources for the nationalist movement firmdra’s industrialists, that makes him a

representative of the national bourgeoisie; on siotaehe is alleged to represent something still
more frightful. But if Roy is to obtain funds frovavell’'s administration, whatever the purpose,
then this is presumably internationalism. When Ganfights imperialism, he remains a

representative of the bourgeoisie or whatever otbgible label that may be applied for the
moment. But if Churchill fights fascism, ChurcHiécomes a revolutionary!

However, M.N. Roy did attempt to come to terms witle Gandhi factor. On at least one
occasion, when he joined the Congress, he appediave written to Gandhi inviting advice on
what he should do. But Roy’s public comments ondbamdicated a trace of contempt for the
people. He said in 1938 that Gandhi was great lseche could ‘stoop’ to the ‘level’ of the
masses®
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Rajani Palme Dutt, a leader of the Communist Paft§reat Britain, exercised great influence
over the Indian communist movement. He was greatitycal of Gandhi in his booklndia
Today first published in 1940. Soon after the war, hegrein the British general election that
followed in 1945, Dutt seems to have felt the needjain Gandhi’'s support. At any rate, a
request was made by Mohan Kumaramangalam to Gémdaimessage in favour of Dutt in the
general elections. Gandhi responded without hesmtasaying “I do wish him success in his
campaign™® Evidently CPI leaders at the time were unsure altoer adequacy of their own
approach towards Gandhi and the nationalist movemBuat they could not then quite

understand how to readjust.

There came a phase in the politics of the pre-iaddpnce CPl when instead of strengthening
the Nationalist Muslims, the party grew closer lte tommunalist strain among Muslims. The

CPl itself (and the CPM after its formation) lateade some amends for positions taken in the
past. A similar realisation had come over the Sdftican Communist Party in relation to its

position towards the African national movementtie twentie$? In India these amends were
made in deeds, if not so much in words. K.F. Ruptesgently observed with much truth that
Left parties alone in the last few years had stbpdhe secularism of the India of the earlier

years after independente.

Mohit Sen, editor of a portion of the documentshef Communist Party of India, acknowledged
that the CPI in the pre-independence years had bastaken in propping up the Muslim
League*?

In fact, Humayun Kabir's comment on this had been:

“During the war years and immediately thereaftadian communists were found again
and again as staunch supporters of the Muslim Lleeagbe position came to climax
during the general election of 1946 when they ope@nvassed for Muslim League
candidates. In spite of the communist distasteadbgion, they appealed to the religious
fanaticism of the Muslim masses in order to bolster claim of Pakistan. It is in fact
extremely doubtful if the Muslim League by itsetiutd have brought about the partition
of India unless it had received such unstintedlmgoal and organizational support from
the Indian communists*™

In other words, the CPI stood at this time in fiefato the Muslim League iat leastthe same
position as the Congress (l) has seemed to staret@nt years in relation to the BJP. The CPI
stand was corrected, partly by itself. Can the Cesg(l) correct itself?

For various reasons, there has been in acadenulesino thorough critique of the Muslim
League although it was placed in power in variotw/inces, especially after the resignation of
the Congress ministries in 1939. First, the promirdepartments of Modern Indian History in
India continued to be dominated by sympathizerthef CPI tradition who (regardless of their
present secularism) drew a veil over an uncomftetgbast. Secondly, leading British
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universities, which still exercise influence ovedian departments of history, have not, dwelt
greatly on this aspect. Thus the so-called ‘sub@lsudies are carefully selected to gun for the
pre-1947 Congress and the nationalist movement. Cemére of gravity of such studies is
revealed also by a lack of empathy towards strisggtminst the colonial regime as distinct from
other struggles. Such writings ensured that atlealf an Indian generation was systematically
disoriented in their attitude towards the naticstainovement and its valu&sThe space thus
created was filled by Hindutva. Indeed, it causedsarprise to this writer that at least one
scholar associated with the so-called subalterneprcsoon emerged as a propagandist for
Hindutva.

Gramsci had written of the subaltern view of higtor Italy in contrast to the historiography of
the movement for Italian national consolidationt Bad Italy been under a foreign colonialism,
as India was, a movement against colonialism waskdf have had to be designated a subaltern
struggle.

Even scholars who claim currently to be unravelwegv facts about partition are silent on the
subject. Some of them present partition as theooutcof a “triangular game” played by the
Congress, the Muslim League and the British. Inhsaodtiques, the pre-1947 Congress is
equated with the Muslim League in accordance witlorgal policy and there is no mention of
the role of the CPI. The Hindu Mahasabha is brouglds a factor which from time to time
influences the Congress. That the Congress ofteisted and even confronted the Mahasabha
and was in fact often keen to accommodate the leeagd other Muslim groups is overlooked.
So also is the fact that the Muslim League and rotaslim groups also influenced the
Congress. The role of the Mahasabha and the Lesgjigkeological twins is not fully considered.

A\

For the same reason such Muslim groups as haddpmmrsed to the League, Muslims of South
India who were not terribly enamoured of the Leagnd such Muslim classes as had not even
been enfranchised were not seriously studied; tmsission also reinforced negative
representations of the nationalist movement. Ieotiuslim groups were studied at all it was
largely to show how after 1945 (when it seemedlyikbat Pakistan was in the offing) some of
them were willing to compromise with the Leaguedsitions. The omission was not surprising;
such studies could have shown up the shallowneskeof.eague position. This deficiency in
historiography resulted in the notion — baselesshan absence of universal franchise — that
Muslims at large were supportive of the Muslim LeagThis is precisely what both Anglo-
centric scholarship and Hindutva have, by and ldosgen keen to project.

Some of the real warriors of secularism and Indiaity were Gandhi’'s Muslim counterparts, the
nationalists whose contribution is so often undereged. They were of the timbre of Allah

Baksh and faced the brunt of the Muslim League wraByed Nausher Ali, the Speaker of the
Assembly of undivided Bengal, who was injured ihemgue attack on his house in Calcutta in
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August 1946, Saifuddin Kitchlew who was draggediultan streets in March 1947 because he
would not succumb to the Pakistan demand, and ienaible others who stood their ground in
the midst of insanity. Even a former Muslim Leagughnafaat Ahmed Khan, who was named by
the Congress as its nominee to the interim goventimel946, was promptly stabbed in Shimla.

Whatever else it may be, secularism is a trust wkiery Indian must hold in obligation to the

historical nationalist experience.

Bose, recognizing the Muslim contribution, in admtoast on August 31, 1942 soon after Gandhi
launched the Quit India Movement, had appealed gnuthers to the nationalist forces of the

“brave Majlis-i-Ahrar, the Nationalist Muslim Partf India that started the Civil Disobedience

Campaign in 1939 against Britain’s war effort befany other party did so” and the Jamiat-ul-
Ulema, “the old representative organization ofthemas or the Muslim divines of India, led by

that distinguished patriot and leader, Mufti Khiyllah” (sic)*

A critique of the League is essential also becavif®out it, we cannot really confroitindutva
which is the other side of the Muslim League cdimfact, a few months before the League
passed its ‘Pakistan’ resolution, Savarkar in peesh at the session of the Hindu Mahasabha in
December 1939, had spoken of Hindus being a sepaagibn’® This Hindutvacritic of Gandhi
was explicit about the links which his ideology hath Jinnah’s. In 1943, Savarkar said at
Nagpur on August 15, 1943:

“I have no quarrel with Mr. Jinnah’s two-nation ¢ing. We Hindus, are a nation by
ourselves and it is a historical fact that Hindod Muslims are two nation$”.

Writing from the Hindu communalist position, the Meabha leader, N.B. Khare, in his
memoirs was to liken Gandhi to Aurangzeb.

The Muslim League, like the Hindu Mahasabha, wasgi critical of Gandhi. Jinnah had made
virulent speeches against Gandhi for a number afsy@a campaign had been built up against the
nationalist Muslims and Gandhi.

At the session of the Muslim League in April 194Bnah approvingly quoted Maulana
Mohamed Ali's reported charge, (made in 1930) tBandhi had never criticized the Shuddhi
programmé'® This charge was contrary to the published recdr@andhi’s articles inYoung
India.*®

Gandhi had been quite critical of Swami Shraddhdnand had said in 1924 that the best
Shuddhi would be for each one to practice his owhgion better. He had denounced
Shraddhanand and other Arya Samajis for having riaduism ‘narrow’. He had extended the
criticism to Swami Dayanand as well. Many Arya Spared Mahasabha functionaries used to
claim that it was Gandhi’s criticism of the Arya r&a, the Shuddhi programme and of
Shraddhanand that had led the Swami’'s assassionmnit the deed. Gandhi's assassin had
repeated a similar accusation in his statemertérGandhi murder cas@.
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A great play was made of Gandhi's use of the exwas‘Ram Rajya”. While this was much
guoted by the Muslim League and recently by theddima combine for their own special
purposes, both these forces suppressed the othtiesfpahat Gandhi had repeatedly said — that
Ram Rajya and Khudai Sultanat meant the same thihgn, as indeed did Ishwar and Allzh.

The Mahasabha was equally cynical. A day beforassassination, Gandhi had sent Pyarelal to
the Mahasabha leader, Shyama Prasad MookerjeehBGaadted inflammatory speeches from
the Mahasabha side “containing incitement to agsatesn of some Congress leaders” to stop.
Mookerjee’s reply was “halting and unsatisfactory”.

To what extent did the Muslim League members rdadliyeve in their own political positions?
There has been no attempt by Indian scholars tty stififerences within the League. Differences
within the Congress are minutely studied and pars#titaken for or against particular leaders and
tendencies. The Shimla conference in July 1945 éiddwn over Jinnah's claim that all the
Muslim members of the proposed Executive Counciktithe from the League and even an
incumbent non-League non-Congress Muslim Premiea Brovince could not be represented.
Yet members of the League Working Committee wereagpeed on such demands. Hossain
Imam, the leader of the League in the Council at&taccosted V.P. Menon, who recounts:

“He have me the impression that the members offfbeking Committee of the Muslim
League were far from unanimous in rejecting the evby’'s offer. Hossain Imam
suggested that the Viceroy was not aware that abeewf his own Executive Council
was advising Jinnah to stand firnt.”

When Gandhi was assassinated, Jinnah'’s public comsme him were lukewarm. This reflected
an attitude similar to that which Jinnah had takenafter the assassination of Allah Baksh in
May 1943%* Allah Baksh, a former Premier of Sind had defibd Muslim League and had

opposed the two-nation theory. After the March 18é4@gue resolution asking for a division of
India, Allah Baksh had organized the Independensivhs Conference which held a large
meeting at Delhi and denounced the two-nation theor

Jinnah'’s public comments on Gandhi’'s death hadiedghat it was a loss only for the Hindus.

Although he could not bring himself to say more Ipzhp, his private comments were somewhat

different from his public position. The Vice Presid of Schroeders’ Banking Group of New

York, Norbert Bogdan, had met Jinnah in KarachiFeruary 4, 1948, that is, five days after

Gandhi’s assassination. Campbell-Johnson recoedBalgdan—Jinnah conversation as reported
to him by Bogdan:

“Jinnah was clearly disturbed about the implicatiah the Kashmir situation, and spoke
of Gandhi in much more generous terms than he savofuse in his message,

acknowledging to Bogdan how great was the losthi®Moslems™®
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Interestingly, the Ambedkar — Gandhi differencesoaulminated in a comparable, though not
identical, manner.

Nothing had distressed Gandhi more than criticigmhimbedkar. This criticism went to the core

of the principle on which India sought freedom. Didlia have any right to freedom if Dalits

were to be condemned to oppression? It was thistigmewhich Gandhi himself had been posing
to the conscience of society.

Ambedkar had appeared with prominence at the seBohd Table Conference in London in
1931 and the country remembered his bitter critiois Mahatma Gandhi.

Even so, Gandhi was continually to reach out to AdiKar in subsequent years. Gandhi’'s
campaign against untouchability in the thirties wadened to include a campaign against caste
barriers which he had already condemned as an®Widwards the end the two brought out the
best in each other. Ambedkar in a way drew Gandihito his full stature. Ambedkar’'s own
restrictive views on tribal rights improved withm&>’ To Ambedkar’s criticism may be
attributed in part, the evolution of Gandhi in ajonaespect beyond the Gita. By 1945, Gandhi
outgrew the Gita concept of the four-foldrna order, making a logical inroad upon it from
various directions. Gandhi said now, that is in M&45, that there “prevails only one varna
today® and that his earlier formulations on the subjextdiscarded. And next, attacking the
concept from another angle, he spoke of the pdisgibf repudiating one’s varn.

He made a third conceptual inroad up@mna distinctions on February 20, 1947 by saying that
monopoly of occupations would have no place in stetass societ} The culmination of this
evolution was Gandhi’s speech on June 14, 1947hichwhe indicated that distinctions between
avarnaandsavarnamust go®*

(Incidentally, some writers seeking to make a @uié of modernism, or for other contemporary
political reasons, referred in recent controverdiesGandhi’'s earlier statements amarna
distinctions without reference to his post-1945ipmss).

Gandhi respected Ambedkar’s intellect and had @ irolhis being actively associated with the
Government of independent India at the time ofdiadting of the Constitutioff

Ambedkar acknowledged Gandhi’'s contribution. Af@andhi’'s death, Ambedkar, replying on

April 17, 1948 to a letter congratulating him o marriage, referred to Gandhi as Bapu; and in
a speech in the Rajya Sabha some years later, A@badknowledged that Dalits had been
“nearest and dearest” to Gan@hiAmbedkar went on to acknowledge further that Gandh
wanted to protect and elevate Dalits. Contraryuwwent notions, he did not criticize Gandhi for

his stand against separate electorates, culminatinthe pact at Poona. On the contrary,
Ambedkar now urged Nehru to emulate Gandhi:
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“The only thing that | would like to say is thisathin all this effort which is being made
by the Government, by the various social workers @re social agencies, there is one
thing which gives me a very sad thought and ihis that our Prime Minister has taken
no interest in this matter at all. In fact, he seetm be not only apathetic but anti-
untouchable. | happen to have read his biograptdy &ind that he castigated Mr. Gandhi
because Mr. Gandhi was prepared to die for theqserpf doing away with separate
electorates which was given to the scheduled Cadesas said in his biography, Why
on earth Mr. Gandhi is bothering with this trifliygroblem? Sir, | was shocked and
surprised to hear the Prime Minister — rather MehNI then in 1934 — uttering these
words. | thought that since the responsibility @v@&rnment had fallen on his shoulder he
may have changed his view and thought that he musttake the responsibility which
Mr. Gandhi was prepared to take on his shoulddr] do not find any kind of a change
in his mind”®*

One may wonder whether Ambedkar was being fairebriN. But he had certainly changed his
opinion of Gandhi from what it had been two decashesier®

There is a phenomenon of what might be called &w#icism’ that should also be mentioned
because the analyst needs to be wary of it. Thdgesse themselves as part of one or the other
of the traditions critical of Gandhi occasionallsort to ‘cross-criticism’ byadoptingsome of
the criticisms made bgnothercritical tradition. This is appropriation with alée ring about it; it

is done even though the critical tradition concdrmay in fact have been equally opposed to the
tradition conveniently appropriated by it. This hls effect of creating an illusion of multiplied
criticism. Thus both the Hindutva and the Muslimabae traditions sometime seek to
counterpose, for example, Bose against Gandhi. Hieis easy to forget that Hindutva
organizations like the RSS had instructions to statyof the national movement. They were in
effect as opposed to Bose as they were to Gandie. fdllowers of Hedgewar and the
Mahasabha sometimes went about assaulting nastriaaders and tearing up the national
flag.%®

Similarly, Muslim Leaguers physically assaulted 8as Tipperah district Chittagong division
on June 15, 193%. Ashrafuddin Chaudhury, the secretary of the Berj@ldesh Congress
Committee and 13 others were also attacked ancethju

\Y,

Considering the continental scale of the anti-c@lomovement, which is quite unparalleled, the
remarkable feature is not so much the differenlsasdrose within and outside the movement but
that the major trends reflected in these differeanere not as many as might have been
expected or possible, and that a number of suctietenes themselves got reshaped by the
hydraulic force of the movement, even as they lteffe@pe the movement itself.
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This is particularly so in a situation where, uslikn China, a full scale colonialism (holding
India in its grip with its long arms extending inéach village) was also potentially able to
influence differences and developments. Inevitatbitgse differences were defined largely in
relation to Gandhi. Considering this, the inadequad scholarship and the scale of
misinformation in relation to Gandhi and the nasitist movement is strikind Even his
writings have yet to be completely published altffothe project to publish them has formally
come to a close in 1994. The translation of Mahadesai’'s diaries is also not yet complete.
Further, the letters addressedGandhi, including by his critics, or on their bhaeed to be
compiled and published. This would help more fuity understand the symbiosis between
Gandhi and his critics and to determine the welghtte attached to the criticism itself.

Notes and References

* This paper was written twenty years ago at the @ 1995 and published Mainstream New
Delhi on 27 January 1996. As the issues it raisesatleast as, if not more, topical than when
first published, the paper is reproduced here ésdignwvithout change, except for the addition
of footnotes 5, 6 and 12.

! The Congress Socialist group made significant dmution in the Kisan movement and in trade unionisut
without a diminished emphasis on the nationalistggfle.

%> Major Jaipal Singh writes irin the Battle for Liberation(National Book Centre, New Delhi, 1990,pp. 16-1b8)
an organizing committee created in February 194th wimself as convenor to “educate the Indian effic
politically...”. On Aug. 25, 1942 “the All-India Bodyof this organization met at Delhi. Jaipal Singtys (p.40):
“The consensus of opinion was in favour of immealiatgiving a call to revolt. | opposed it from tloait set.
Eventually everyone present agreed with me”. Mdjipal Singh, no doubt rendered other useful seriicthe
course of the national struggle. But it was lefiotbers outside the CPI, belonging like Pannalatdbata to the
Anushilan and Jugantar circles, to seek, like Dpsguwho managed to enlist in the army in 1939nsbigate a
rebellious spirit within it during the war. (Sé&ctionary of National BiographyVol. 1, Institute of Historical
Studies, Calcutta, 1972, p.369).

* It would be surprising if unexamined criticism, enmade, were not also circulated uncritically. Tirg volume
of the delightful collectionWomen Writing in Indialharu Susie, and Lalita, K., (ed), Vol.1, Oxforehilersity
Press, Delhi 1993) is refreshing because it doéssuffer overly from the indiscriminate urge to rdown the
nationalist movement in order to justify the pre4I9CPI or related orthodoxies. However, this carb®said of
volume 2, which in a lengthy introduction makesptsace with these orthodoxies by uncritically reéjmgathem.
The second volume (Tharu, Susie and Lalita, K.,(@@men Writing in Indiavol. 1l, Oxford University Press,
Delhi, 1995) is marred by remarks like the follogiim a footnote (p.57):

“The naval mutiny of February 1946, for exampleesimated at its height to have involved twenty
thousand sailors and drew support in Bombay, fstaimce, from crowds who thronged to cheer them and
merchants who threw open their shops, inviting théineers to take what they needed, as well as from
many trade unions who downed tools in support. Bath Gandhi and Vallabhabhai Patel were
uncompromisingly hostile. Gandhi chided the mutisder having set a bad and unbecoming example for
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India, while Patel wrote, ‘Discipline in the Armynot be tampered with. . . we will want an Armgiev
in free India’. (Sumit Sarkar, pp.423-425). Gyarm@nBandey quotes a letter in which the Congress Hig
Command reprimanded the chief minister of Uttardesha for having inaugurated an exhibition that
contained photographs of police atrocities”.

The assurances given to the mutineers by the Cesigre not mentioned. But leave that aside. Eveeretse, no
guestions are asked and no assumptions examinedadvo could Pandey and Sarkar have set up mislgadin
signposts? How could the vanguard of history betaken? Although the analogy is not exact, one wmnddat
the African National Congress and Nelson Mandelald/bave done if the Umkhonto we Sizwe, the mijitarm of
the African National Congress, had launched, orits, a major rebellion just when talks for tramsié power
were to begin with De Klerk’'s administration in Slofrica.

* See Judith BrowrGandhi’s Rise to Power: Indian Politics 1915-19Z2mbridge, 1972, p.190.

® The reference to the “bright lights of the West im relation to a strategic silencing, muting de-fanging
impact that Western academic publishers and untiessmay often have on academic writing and miidtig in
matters of vital interest to their home countries.

® Anglocentricism is used here to depict tendenaied writings representing British colonial opinial interests
and points of view whether contemporaneously arretily and regardless of whether these are septed by
British or by other writers.

7 An account of these events is available in a letsted 21 July, 1937 from Jawaharlal Nehru to RhgPrasad
(see Valmiki Chowdhury, (edDr. Rajendra Prasad: Correspondence and Select bmmnts,Vol.1, 1934-38,
Allied Publishers, New Delhi, 1984, pp.63-67). Aatiog to Nehru, initially in the election campaitpoth the
League and the Congress opposed the Agricultuaigy ®f the “big Zamindars”. But during the electioampaign
the League took a “reactionary turn”. The outstagdand most powerful reactionary elements seemegito the
upper hand”. The President of the UP League BdhrlRaja of Salempur, even joined the non-Congreéesim
ministry that was first formed after the electioki&any Muslims including the Jamiat-ul-ulema-e- Hisidapproved
of the League’s methods and of the way the Leagught the Bundelkhand election in 1937. This setorzave
affected negatively their subsequent attitude towdreague leaders and the talks that took placeedeet the
Congress and Choudhury Khaliguzzaman of the Leadhe. Congress raised the stakes, imposing difficult
conditions, and settlement possibilities recedealiuzzaman, in hi®athway to PakistanlLongmans, London
(Pakistan Branch), 1961) pp.166-167 refers to ‘midgd action’ of the ulema and to the role of NaranDeva, Dr.
Ashraf, Narbada Prashad Singh and Purushottam Badch at this stage in queering the pitch for diarae.
Mohan Lal Saksena, a former President of the Udhgéess Committee who was in favour of an alliama#es in
“Is That To Be The End of Our Litdsabour?” (Ballot Publishing House, New Delhi, 1963 p.983t the Socialists
and the Jamiat-ul-Ullema (sic) did not let the C@sg have any truck with the League...”. AccordindyttaHashim
Kidwai, the proposal fell through because “of th#éf sopposition of the Congress Socialists led bgharya
Narendra Deva, Babu Purushottam Das Tandon andr€ssigommunists headed by Dr. Ashraf and Dr. Z.A.
Ahmad. Nehru thought that the U.P. Congress halgddhe first mass agrarian movement in the couvag now
set for radical land reforms and the inclusion led tmoderate-cum-conservative Muslim League elementdd
moderate the economic and social radicalisms ofGbegress...” (See M Hashim KidwdRafi Ahmad Kidwai,
Publications Division, New Delhi, 1986, p.104).

® Prof. M. Mujeeb writes of the 1937-39 events iPU.

“Further, while on the one hand the will of the oréty seemed to be an argument which swept evergthi
before it, an attempt was made by the Congressugir a programme of mass contact, to drive a wedge
between the class and the Muslim masses. The kfiodms that formed an essential part of congress
policy, though intended in fact to benefit the farmthough intended in fact to benefit the farmer,
threatened to deprive the class of its only mednsustenance. It was inevitable that the class lshou
retaliate as vigorously and as viciously as it ddu{See M. Mujeeb, “The Partition of India in Retpect;

in Philips, C.H. and Wainwright, Mary Doreen (ed$he Partition of India: Policies and Perspectives
1935-47 George Allen & Unwin, London, 1970, p.412).

° Subhas Bose to Jinnah, July 25, 1938, Netaji ReseBureau,Crossroads Asia publishing House, Bombay,
1962, p.41.
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' The need for historical scholarship to develop teuweights to the prevailing Anglocentricism, apbmenon
understandable upto a point, but unnatural as eharhnt influence, seems clear enough to this wite a sample
of such history writings, consider the followingstance, one of many but again from Judith Browre Bhitish
regime’s violence in Punjab, including the Jalliatav Bagh massacre in 1919 had inflamed all Indmal led
Maulana Mohamed Ali, for example, to speak of aathiHindu-Muslim national bond having been streagtd
and created by the blood jointly shed. Jallianvi2dgh became a reference point for the nationaggteuand for
Hindus, Sikhs Muslims alike. Brown neverthelesssprgs the “issue of military violence in the Pufijab one “on
which Hindus were particularly sensitive”. (Browdudith, Gandhi: Prisoner of HopeOxford University Press,
Delhi, 1990, p.143). To point out the error of thisuld probably be akin to “nationalist hagiograpty which
attention has been drawn at p.3 in Brown’s intraiduc “Imperial justification” has also been memtés in the
introduction as a bias to be avoided but it isicthat Indian historians must seek out in additibthey must at all,
non-imperial centres of study. Perhaps Dublin? &dge? Durban? Using British libraries is one thisigomitting
theses on modern Indian history to British univérsiis not unproblematic, nor is submitting to théliminal
messages of Anglo-centric writers, overfree withela like ‘Hindu’ or whatever. Such statements sfiugly with
the propensity of Anglo-centric scholars to dendiém nationalism. Besides, they suit both Hinduaral the
Muslim communal tradition. It enables the latter define itself and the former to seek to appropriltdian
nationalism. In the second round this affects mimtyan writers who should know better. In Rajmol@andhi’s
generally painstaking worklhe Good BoatmafViking, Penguin Books, New Delhi 1995 p. 280),KM Gandhi
takes to the dress not of an “Indian peasant” gaf@tipeasant” but to that of a “Hindu peasant’t Bxamine the
photograph of Allah Ditta of Gujranwala, Punjab ‘ivaled in leg by bomb from aeroplane”, reproduceti9f0 in
the report of the commissioners appointed by thag@sss to inquire into the Punjab wrongs. Is Gdadihiess
strikingly different?

"' The Collected Works of Mahatma Gan@®WMG), Publications Division, New Delhi, Vol. 2,268.

? See my article, “Viceroy Reading’'s Offer: Barmecideast”, Economic and Political WeeklyBombay,
November 25, 1995.

Y See Baren Ray, “Gandhiji's campaign Against Unta@inility 1933-34”, Mainstream New Delhi, October 1,
1994, p.21.

" See Jawaharlal Nehra Bunch of Old Letterd\sia Publishing House, Bombay, 1958 p. 324 andBBpg-343

¥ CWMG, Vol. 34, pages 185-186.

* CWMG, Vol. 33 pp. 153-154. Of Burma, Gandhi wrote March 10, 1927 “l have no doubt in my mind that
Burma cannot form part of India under Swaraj”.

' See, for example, Peter Ward Faydia’s ForgottenArmy, Rupa & Co., New Delhi, 1994 who in an otherwise
meritorious work, emphasizes the difference butthetdegree of subsequent convergence, even cksdraween
Gandhi and Bose.

¥ CWMG, Vol. 76, p.438.

Y Selected Speeches of Subhas Chandra Budaications Division, New Delhi (First publishet962, Revised
edn., 1974 pp. 233-235).

%% Selected Speeches of Subhas Chandra Bpseit, p.209.

*! Statement on Feb. 22, 198kelected Speeches of Subhas Chandra Bpseijt, pp. 228-229.

> CWMG, Vol. 76 pp. 173-175.

» CWMG, Vol. 76 p.37.

** SangharshLucknow, October 28, 1940.

* See B.V. Keskar and V.K.N. Menon, (edagharya Narendra Deva: A Commemoration Voluiational Book
Trust, New Delhi, 1971 p.123.

** CWMG, Vol. 76, p.66.

*’ Tendulkar, D.G.Mahatma Vol. 5, Publications Division, New Delhi, (Firstition, 1952 Reprinted 1969) p.30.
% Nehru JawaharlalThe Unity of India; collected writings 1937-40ndsay Drummond, London, 1948, p.127.

» Tendulkar, D.G.Mahatma Vol.8, publications Division New Delhi (RevisedlE 1963) p.191.

* Distortions were introduced at various levels. Someze directly contrary to fact; others took thenfoof too
pervading an influence over scholarship relatingh® nationalist movement, on account of which #ukolarship
definitely suffered. As an instance of a directtaliSon, consider Sohan Singh Josh’'s woMy" Meeting with
Bhagat Singh and on other Early Revolutiondri@@ommunist Party of India, New Delhi, 1976). Atidhe death
sentence on Bhagat Singh, Sukh Dev and Raj Gush, Says at p. 28; “Mahatma Gandhi was expectedlkad
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Irwin with regard to commuting their death sentendgut he did not utter a word to save them duthgGandhi
Irwin negotiations”. This is incorrect as evidendgdGandhi’s “final appeal” of March 23, 1931 tevin. (CWMG,
Vol. 45, pp. 333-34). The letter shows that Garfthd raised the issue earlier and was now doinggamaln his
letter Gandhi wrote, inter alia: ‘Seeing that | abie to inform you that the revolutionary party laasured me that,
in the event of these lives being spared, thatypaift stay its hands, suspension of sentence pendessation of
revolutionary murders becomes in my opiniopeaemptory duti/(emphasis supplied).

In the preface to his book, Josh thanks “Dr. G. ikah and Chinmohan Sehanavis for making suggestton
correct certain discrepancies”. Presumably, theeefdthese persons had seen Josh’'s manuscript before
publication. Volume 45 of GandhiGollected Worké&iad become available in 1971, that is five yeafsrbehe
publication of Josh’s book. | am informed by Dr.ridev Sharma of the Nehru Memorial Museum and Lripra
that he did bring the error to the notice of Dr.hidri as soon as Josh’s work was published. Drikath
admitted that he had not seen Gandhi’s letter aici23, 1931 and told him that the error wouldcberected

in a subsequent edition. But the damage was doneerire generation in Punjab and elsewhere has bee
brought up on this error. The process took anditren at the cultural level. A later generation vias subtle
manner kept from appreciating the full inter-regiband inter-cultural impact of Gandhi and the owdiist
movement. Thus if say, Gopal Haldar writes aboutilazrul Islam there is only a tantalizingly brimention

of the Bidrohi Kavi's Song of the Charkha and tleeses on Gandhi. There are also occasional noggsotdgy

no doubt unconscious, because Haldar is otherwiite meticulous. The Charkha, the reader is asswasl to
Nazrul “probably never anything but a symbol ofioaal challenge”. (Haldar, Gopakazi Nazrul Islam,
Sahitya Akademi, New Delhi, 1973, p.36). (Fair eglgubut it is arguable that it was hardly differdat
Gandhi). And while “In spite of his reservationsaa¥ul was not unresponsive to Gandhi” the readasssired
that it is really other poems by Nazrul that weoé rhore touching and spontaneous nature”. (Halagit pp.
50-51). This may be correct but nevertheless seemslitical ipse dixitas no literary analysis is offered to
support the statement.

It was also contemporaneously ‘progressive’ to enike this, so that the number of writers strikisich attitudes
increased, being the prism through which Gandhitaednationalist movement increasingly began tptesented
to a later generation.

! See my “Narendra Deva and Indian Socialism” in BhaBrem; Limaye, Madhu; Sharma, Hari Dev; Singh,
Vinod Prasad (eds)Acharya Narendra Deva: Birth Centenary Volunkadiant Publishers, New Delhi, 1990
pp.244-283.

*? Bhasin, Prem, “The Heritage of Acharya Narendraddgedanata Bombay, February 21, 1971, p.4. Bhasin, who
has not mentioned a source, informs me that this steted in Gandhi’'s discussions with socialistiéza in 1946-
47.

* CWMG, Vol.76, p.437.

* CWMG, Vol. 86, p.413.

* Roy, M.N., Memoirs,Ajanta Publications, Delhi (First published 1964pRnt 1984) p.379.

**Indian Annual Register1941, Vol.1, p.30.

*”Wavell, (A.P),The Viceroy’s JournalDxford University Press, Delhi, 1973, p.55.

* Roy, M.N.,Men | Met,Lalvani Publishing House, Bombay, 1968, p.27.

* CWMG, Vol. 80 p.283. This was not the first occasthiat Gandhi reached out to communists or resgbnde
warmly to them. In October 1929, for instance, lal ftalled on the Meerut conspiracy case prisongns.
prosecution of prominent communists and others feasded essentially on ground of belief in commmmis
Gandhi spent considerable time with the prisonshgy acknowledged: “We frankly did not expect yowisit us”.
Gandhi response is significant: “Of course youmtid. You do not know me. | may have my differenadth you.
You may even cause me trouble at Congress mediirtgsy creed teaches me to go out of my way to stegard

to my opponents and thus demonstrate to them thahImean no ill to them. Moreover, in the presmge by
coming here | wanted in my humble way to show practical manner that this prosecution is wrong tad in any
event it is atrocious that you should be put uraldreavy handicap by being tried in an inconvenate like
Meerut where you cannot get the facilities obtai@ab the presidency towns for conducting a progefence”.
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(CWMG, Vol.42, p.106). He went on to tell the Meeprisoners: “If it were in my hands | would wittadv the
charge, as in my scheme of things, holding opinmfnany kind would be perfectly permissible”. (CWM&ol.42,
p.58).

** Sechabal.ondon, May 1988, pp.8-9.

*! Indian ExpressNew Delhi, August 8, 1995.

*? Indian ExpressNew Delhi, August 5, 1995.

 Kabir, Humayun, “Essentials of the Ideologyti Parikh, Ramlal (ed)Souvenir, 68 Session, Indian National
CongressReception Committee, Bhavnagar, 1961, pp.33-34.

* The phenomenon is perhaps not unique to India. @ag examine in this connection the work of Japanese
scholars from American universities on the Japamekein the Second World War and the extent tocitthis
unquestioningly reflects American mythologies.

* Selected Speeches of Subhas Chandra Bpsit., p.145.

*® Indian Annual Register1939, Vol. II, p.317.

*Indian Annual Register1943, Vol. II, p.10.

* pirzada, Syed Sharifuddin (eddoundations of Pakistan, All India Muslim LeaguecDments: 1906-194%/ol.

II, National Publishing House, Karachi, 1970, p.411

* See, for example, CWMG, Vol. 24, p.145 and pp.148;Nol. 32, p.515. Gandhi opposed induced conearsi
including Shuddhi and Tabligh, saying “the real cditi would consist in each one trying to arrivegpatfection in
this or her own faith”. Regardless of all this, thaccuracy is repeated by Bimal Prasad along wfitier errors in
his contribution in Amit Kumar Gupta (edYlyth and Reality: The Struggle for Freedom in Indi@45-47,
(NMML/Manohar, New Delhi, 1987). My letter to BimBrasad regarding the errors did not evoke anyoresp

*® Gauba, K.L.The Assassination of Mahatma Gandkiico, Bombay, 1969, Appendix C, pp.390-392.

>l CWMG, Vol. 82, p.334 and Vol. 85, p.135. The notminKhuda-Ishwar occurs in Gandhi’s writings atdeas
early as in 1909. (Sddindu-Muslim Riotsin CWMG, Vol. 9, p.134).

>? Pyarelal Mahatma Gandhi: The Last Phaaél. I, Navajivan Publishing House, Ahmedabaad;8%.768.

>> Menon, V.PThe Transfer of Power in Indi@rient Longmans, Calcutta, 1957, p.214.

> See Jagat Singh Bright, “The Relevance of Allah’Burnatg Bombay, August 6, 1995. See also a rudimentary
biography by the same writer published within a femeks of Allah Baksh's assassinatidndia’s Nationalist
No.1: Mr. Allah Bux Lahore, 1943, pp. 56-57 and pp.61-63.

> Campbell-Johnson, AlaMission with MountbatterRobert Hale, London, 1951, p.283.

*® Gandhi’s remarks on caste as an ‘evil’ are madefample, inYoung IndiaJune 4, 1931. (see CWMG, Vol. 46
p.302). See also my brief survey of some of thestngs in “Unfolding of Gandhi’s Thought: The Unateining of
Varnd, Janata, Bombay, Oct. 8, 1995. Urmila Phadnis when makiag remarks on Gandhi and the caste system
at a seminar in 1968, (the proceedings of whichrepeoduced in Biswas, S.C. (e@andhi: Theory and Practice:
Social Impact and Contemporary Relevant®lian Institute of Advanced Study, Shimla, K.P.gBai & Co.,
Calcutta 1969, reprinted 1990, p.559) perhaps dichave the advantage of the materials put togéthie several
volumes of the Collected Works of Gandhi that hawviee appeared. Till the end of 1968 the Colletiatks had
reached only up to the year 1926. Scattered uratetlesources were a serious handicap for a latesrggon of
scholars which did not quite know Gandhi but wheseation seemed to compel them to take positiomenEhis
partly extenuating factor cannot be invoked on HedfaOliver Mendelsohn and Marika Vicziany in Megldohn,
Oliver and Baxi, Upendra (ed)he Rights of Subordinated Peopl@sford University Press, Delhi, 1994. See, for
example, Mendelsohn’s and Vicziany’s remark on Gaadd caste at p.108. Incidentally, these twoassitin their
otherwise well-written paper, quote at p.75 pdstilom Gandhi’'s speech at the Round Table Confesgan 1931
in a manner capable of suggesting that he was dgrabsolutely the political rights of “untouchallleather than
merely theirseparate rights.

*” See Madhu LimayeManu, Gandhi and Ambedk#&6yan Publishing House, New Delhi, 1995, pp. 3-h®)p
compares the record of the Simon Commission’s dsons with Ambedkar with the provisions of the 095
constitution which the latter helped frame.

¥ CWMG, Vol. 80, pp.223-4.

> CWMG, Vol. 84, p.247.

® CWMG, Vol. 86, p.484.

* CWMG, Vol. 88, p.156.
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®> See G.N.S. Raghavan’s article, “To Each His Ambegkdindustan TimesNew Delhi, July 5, 1994. See also
Rajmohan Gandhi, who (ifthe Good Boatmarmp.cit., p.261 and p.480 n20) relies on M.S. Gadilee Social
Context of an Ideology$age, New Delhi 1993, pp.180-1. | have not beer #&blexamine the original Marathi
biography of Ambedkar by C.B. Khairmode on whicigRavan and Gore appear to have relied.

* Rajya Sabha Debates, September 6, 1954.

*ldem

® In spite of Ambedkar's own reassessment of histjposi (and in spite also of post-1947 developmentd
Ambedkar’'s subsequent differences with the Nehnegament as expressed, for instance, in the spaelorered
by Ambedkar on September 6, 1954), the DirectahefNehru Memorial Museum and Library, Ravinder Kum
asserts that while Ambedkar’s:

“political protestagainst the Mahatméound expression in the organization of the Rejpahl party, his
moral protestagainst himtook the shape of entering the fold of Buddhism amcbommending to his
followers, largely confined to the Dalit elite, ththey do likewise”. (emphasis supplied) (Ravindemar,
“Resurgence in the Ganga Valley-IThe Hindy New Delhi, July 11, 1995). There is admittedly no
indication from this article that Kumar was awafédmbedkar’s speech of September 6, 1954.

But Kumar must surely have known that the Repubhliparty was formed after both Gandhi and Ambedkarew
dead though the latter had started planning faftér parting ways with the Nehru Government, Ankaedn fact
converted to Buddhism eight years after Gandhiathle

% See the account by the eminent socialist N.G. GdRgd Sunday in PoonaCongress SocialisMay 14, 1938.
(Reprinted,Janata Bombay, May Day, 1994). Goray wrote:

“Who attacked the May Day procession? Who assaulted like Senapati Bapat and Sjt Kanitkar? Who
tore up the national flag? The Hindu Mahasabhaites the Hedgewar boys did all this. There, are they
also acting as benchmen of the foreign imperialidih@ answer to this question can only be unqudlifie
affirmative... By the intensive use of intensely coumal and completely cloistered propaganda, the
leadership has succeeded in creating troops of gietmwhom democratic and open-minded discussion
seems to be a senseless waste of time. They havetheght to hate the Muslims in general as public
enemy No. 1, to hate the Congress and its flagwisipro-Muslim, to hate socialists and communigt®
are anti-Hinduism. (Care, of course, is taken @devany attempt at defining Hinduism)”.
*” Indian Annual Register1938, Vol. |, pp.269-270.
%8 ‘Gandhian institutions’ such as they are, must alsare responsibility for this; they call for segtartreatment.
Many such institutions have a chronologically lieditview of Gandhi, not going far beyohtind Swaraj(1909)
and hisAutobiographywhich brings the story upto 1920-21. This limitatibas perpetuated some misconceptions
about Gandhi’'s economic ideas, most people beimgilita only with his earlier formulations. The noftis
introduced and fostered by many Gandhian institisti@are not much fairer to Gandhi than those sonestim
introduced by his critics.

Even apart from this, many of these institutions mow quite sick. This should be obvious, for dmieg, from a
lack of a significant educational initiative on ith@art against the diverse communalist tendeneibih have
proliferated.
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