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ABSTRACT
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established in 1867 and the Madrasatul Ulum (as the Mohammadan
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In the wake of the 1857 rebellion and the severe and systematic
colonid repressonthat targeted dl potentially subversive communitiesinthe
north of the Indian sub-continent, a52-year-old“roydist” traveledto London
tofind out what waswrong withtheworld. Syed Ahmad Khan belongedto
awd|-to-do aristocratic family and might havethought of himsdf asbelonging
toaninternational fraternity that shared progressiveideas of government.
But thecolonid intervention had dready substituted Urdufor Persanin 1835,
amovetouted ashaving rendered anation of “Mudlims’ illiterate. Theflip
sideof thiswould bethat it must have made another nation, in all the senses,
literate. New centersof power—a ong diverseideasof anascent-nationaism
that happily married at convenienceand lived aturbulent life, working with
suchimponderablesasthe secular, the commund, thefeudd, the capitalistic,
thesocid, theculturd, thepalitica, thepublic, the privateand thelike, adopting
strategies of antagonism and collaboration as and when required—were
springing up. TheLondonvisit gave Syed Ahmad Khan arude shock anda
new cdling.

Syed Ahmad Khan |l eft the Indian subcontinent in 1869 with the hope
that hewould beableto” preparearefutation of British attackson the history
of Islam by using thewide range of sourcesavailableto hisadversaries’
(Lelyveld, 1996:3). Hewasnot planning to comeback. But going over The
Peopleof India, apublication of the India Office (see, Watson) and reading
the English descriptionsthrough hissons' trand ations, Syed Ahmad Khan
wasshocked to find * photographsof nearly naked men or peopleinunfamiliar
dress’ (Lelyveld, 1996:6) featured asrepresentative of Indians, Hindus,
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Mudlims, etc. Thethird volumedescribesanAligarh District landhol der as
having “features|that] are peculiarly Mahomedan, of the centralasian type;
andwhilethey vouchfor thepurity of hisdescent, exemplify inastrong manner
the obstinacy, sensuality, ignorance, and bigotry of hisclass. Itishardly
possible, perhaps, to conceivefeaturesmoreessentialy repulsive’ (cited by
Leyveld, 1996:6). Syed Ahmad Khan'sexposuretotheother’ srepresentation
had atelling effect: he decided to comeback and liveamong the* natives.”
He started various English-medium school s, much to the chagrin of ardent
and hardened nationalists, whether of religiousor secular credentials. He
a so established the M uhammadan Anglo-Orienta Collegeat Aligarhin 1875,
whichin 1920 becametheAligarh Mudim University.

If what shocked Syed Ahmad Khan wasthat he could be represented,
enumerated, as bel onging to peopleswith whom he had nothing in common
by the same peopl e with whom he thought he had many thingsin common,
the Sachar Committee Report hasrecently provided uswith another kind of
shock. | only draw attention to findings related to education: lessthan 4
percent Mudlimsgraduate from school; contrary to right-wing propaganda,
only 4 percent go to Madrasas, principally because in most areas
of high Mudlim concentration even primary state schoolsdo not exist for miles;
wherethey do exist, Mudimsinvariably prefer to send their wardsto them,
evenwhen thedropout rate of Mudim childrenismuch higher compared to
other community wardsdueto “ poverty” asthese children are pressed into
work by their indigent parents.

Whereas castewasthe main node of apossibleadlianceamong various
Hindu communities, the Mudim dlite, inthewake of therevolt of 1857 and
thefirst all-Indiacensusin 1881 that tabulated 19.7 percent of theMuslim
popul ation as participating in Hindu religious festivalsand ceremonies,?
concentrated on the common denominator of Islamin order to construct a
“corporateidentity.”* If Indian nationalism gavebirthto nationa communaism
aswell asHindu or Mudim communa nationaism, thecommon denominator
of community madeit even moreimpossiblefor “Nationalist Mudims’#to
work withinthesecular modern nationdist frame. Thisisdl themoresgnificant
if wetakeinto account thefact that Mudlims, by virtue of their pre- or post -
national spill over, could beread asan dways-aready community, whereas
theissue of caste was constantly a problem within the Hindu notion of a
community. Thispresumed aways-aready-nessof theMudim peopleshas
given strength to the notion that Mudlim academies (Maulanasand Allamas)
wereadecisvefactor inreinforcing communaism, if not fanaticism, among
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Muslims. However, asagainst the common practice of analyzing them as
hotbeds of |damic separatism of varying degrees, my attempt isto re-frame
these academies so that their troubled history—anintegral part of the pan-
Indian anti-colonia socia mobilization and of variousreforminitiativesthat
weretaking placedl over the Indian subcontinent—woul d becomeaccessble
for critica analyses.

Recent studiesdraw attention to the presence, at least by late 1880s,
of an aready awakened modern consciousnessamong the peoplesof various
regionswithin thesubcontinent. Thesestudieshaveinitiated are-assessment
of Gandhi’sroleinthenationdist movement asonedirected towardsharnessng
and appropriating the massesfor anationalist struggle against coloniaism
even asthe people struggled against various oppressive practiceslocally.
Whereasthe peoples moveswere characterized by the urgent agenda of
socia reform asimperativefor political emancipation, Gandhi worked with
theidedl of politica liberation (loaded with rligioussymbol sand rhetoric) as
ameans for the establishment of acommunity free of all modern evils.®
Contrasting it with thefollowing succinctly bringsout the different pull of the
Gandhian notion of palitics:

As early as 1889 when the Prince of Wales visited Poona,
JotibaPhule had one message to convey to the Queen—the need for
education of the lower castes. He made the first generation school
children of the Mahar and Mali castes recite: “ Tell Grandma we are a
happy nation, but 19 crores are without education. Before the turn of
the century, Sri Narayana Guru advised hisfollowers: Educate that you
may be free and organize that you may be strong.” A couple of decades
later, Dr. Ambedkar thundered: “Educate, Organize and Agitate.”
(Aloysius, 1998:197)

The Gandhian strategy isbest exemplified by the massive movement
hetriggered off in 1919 combining such disparate issues as cow protection,
Khilafat, Non-cooperation and untouchability on asingle platform. Witha
single stroke Gandhi tried to offer cow protection to the elite caste/class,
support for an Islamic symbol that was at worst confusing and at best
threatened apost-nationa spillover and removal of untouchability aswell as
capture of theleadership of Congressat Nagpur in 1920. In contrast, Jinnah
becamethe* solegpokesman” of Mudimsmuch later. Countering thetendency
of traditional nationalist historiography that trace the source and spread of
Idamic separatismto colonid policiesand dite Mudimmanipulations, Sugata
Boseand AyeshaJalal arguethat it was primarily Gandhi’ s support of the
Khilafat that weaned power away from the Mudim League and possibly set
off atwo-nation policy. After thefall of Khilafat, theMudimsdid not have
any sgnificant platformand someMudim paliticiansfrom minority provinces
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turned to Jinnah. Deploring Gandhi’smix of religion and palitics, Jinnah had
already left Congress. After being shouted down at the Nagpur Congress
sessonin 1920, heseemingly bid farewell to palitics, significantly on account
of hisdisenchantment with the Congress position on the Nehru Report of
1928. Itisinthiscontext that wefind Jinnah, by 1934, at the helm of the
Mudim League (Boseand Jalal, 1999:171).

Against thegrain of thestandard practice of reducing IdaminIndiato
pan-1slamic separatism, and then tracing the beginnings of ateleological
narrative of thismode, | arguethat pan-Idamicinterestscan bereadinterms
other thanthat of separatism. Evendfter thecollapseof theKhilafat agitation,®
which lost wind when the Turkish National Assembly at Ankaraannounced
on 21 November 1922 that theK hilafat and the Sultanate were two different
offices not necessarily vested in one person, therewas hardly any serious
thought of adifferent nation. An examination of the rel ationship between
Idamand modernity inthelndian subcontinent asexemplified by theinitiatives
of two of the four main centres of Islamic thought and culture, the
DarulUlumDeoband and theAligarh Mudim University, would substantiate
such an argument’ astheseingtitutionswere al so driven by afelt need for
socio-cultural reforms. However, for such an argument to emerge, itis
necessary to set up aframework inwhich theseingtitutionscan besituatedin
frames other than those of 1 amic separatism. Given the complex of Hindu
and Musdlim politica negotiations, deadlocksand resolutions, theideaof a
separate nation can perhaps be understood as evolving across, rather than
because, of these educational institutions. However, these educationa and
reforminitiativeshave cons sently been placed withinanarrativeof separatism,
inherent or accidental ly incurred, that had such disastrous consequencesfor
thesubcontinent. Whether itisPeter Hardy, Rafiuddin Ahmed, Bipan Chandra,
MushirulHasan (1991), Francis Robinson (1993), B.R. Nanda or Bimal
Prasad, to cite afew examples, we find religion framed as pre-modern
impinging on and finally overwhelming modern politicsof nationalism. In
keeping with thelogic of readinessto chart acontinuous pre-historic past,
except for the Islamic rupture, the pre-1947 Islamic past is aso being
systematicaly cagt aspart and parcel of Mudim separatismin Indiaand thereby
apart of thehistory of Pakistan, and not of the Indian subcontinent.

However, most of thesehistorians a so agreethat the period between
1833 and 1864 marked the trough of economic depression amongtheMudim
communities, though Indian historiography has not been much bothered by
satementsthat can beculled out from varioussourcesto establishtheexistence
of harmony or of discord between Hindu and Muslim communities. For
example, Alberuni who had accompani ed theinvading Mahmud of Ghazni,
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invoking arhetoric of “us’ and “them,” notesthat “they [Hindus] differ from
us[Muslims] in everything which other nations havein common,” beit
language, religion, mannersor usage so muchthat they “frightentheir children
with us, with our dress, and our waysand customs, and asto declare usto
be devil’sbreed, and our doingsasthe very opposite of al that isgood and
proper.”® Inthe context of therapid decline of theMughal dynasty after the
death of Aurangzeb (in 1707), Shah Waliullah (1703-1762) spearheaded a
movement among Mudims—much beforethe somewhat paraldl initiative of
Ram Mohan Roy (1772-1833)—apartly revivdid initiativedirected towards
resurrecting and energizingtheMudimsof India(see, Rizvi:1980). Hesought
to do so by making them aware of the message of Islam and by trying to
purge Islam from al itsaccidental accretionsin the Indian subcontinent.
However, healso sought for himself an Arabiclineage and “wroteto one
Musdlim ruler or nobleman after another imploring them to muster courage
and gtart ajihad for therestoration of MudimruleinIndia’ (Prasad, 1999:74).
Shah Waliullah's attitude towards peopl e of other faiths, one of absolute
scorn (Prasad, 1999:75), should beread inthe context of therising Maratha
power and the economic degeneration of the Musdlim community. After the
battle of Plassey (in 1757), whereby the Britishtook over from the Mughal
dynasty, Muslimswere systematically kept out of therevenue, judicial and
military departmentsof the new state apparatus. Motivated by adesireto
stop the economic aswell asintellectual degradation of Muslims, Shah
Waliullah established amadrasah and trand ated the Quran into Persian, the
language of the state apparatusthen, going against the precept that it hasto
bereadinArabicaone, sothat Mudimsin Indiacould read and understand
it for themselves. After hisdeath, hisson, Shah Abdul Aziz (1746-1824),
vigoroudy upheld ShahWaliullah'sideals. Angered at theingtitutional neglect
of Mudlims, in 1803 Abdul Aziz declared India*“the country of theenemy”
(DarulHarb), thereby giving legal/religious sanction to Muslimsto either
migrateor fight the British. Inthefatwa, Abdul Aziz outlinesthereasons.
Inthiscity (Delhi) the Imam-ul-Muslimin wields no authority. The
real power rests with Christian officers. There is no check on them;
and the promulgation of the Commands of Kufr means that in
administration and justice, in matter of law and order, in the domain of
trade, finance and collection of revenue—everywhere the Kuffar
(infidels) arein power. Yes, therearecertain Islamicrituals, e.g. Friday
and Id prayers, adhan and cow slaughter, with which they brook no
interference; but the very root of these ritualsis of no value to them.
They demolish mosques without the least hesitation and no Muslim or
any dhimmi can enter into thecity or itssuburbs but with their permission.
It isin their own interests if they do not object to the travelers and
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tradersto visit the city. On the other hand, distinguished persons like

Shuja-ul-Mulk and Vilayati Begum cannot dare visit the city without

their permission. From here (Delhi) to Calcutta the Christians are in

complete control. Thereisno doubt that in principaitieslike Hyderabad,

Rampur, Lucknow etc. they have |eft the administration in the hands of

thelocal authorities, but it isbecause they have accepted their lordship

and have submitted to their authority.®

Oneof hisdisciples, ShahAhmed Barelvi (1786-1831) |ed the Wahhabi
movement, areligiousreforminitiativewith socio-politica implications. This
movement fed into the 1857 rebellion inwhich both the Hindu and Mudlim
communities participated.’® The suppression of therevolt only ledtoan
even more drastic repression of Muslims. Following Bourdieu,'t itisnot
difficult to seewhat aMudlim leader’ sagendawoul d have been in the post-
1857 period: anacuteredlization of theincreasing contradictionsintheMudim
socia world whereby what washeld associd capital becameuntrand atable
or convertibleto economic capital and whereby the Mudim cultural capital
lost itsvalueinterms of exchange, called for institutionalized venturesto
rechargeand re-circul ate the variousformsof capital inthe Muslim socius.
Two prominent Mudimsof thistime, MaulanaQasim Nanautavi (1832-1830)
and Syed Ahmad K han (1817-1898), both disciples of MaulanaMamluk
Ali of theWaliullahi school of thought, reacted differently during and after the
1857 rebdllion, thereby starting, respectively, the DarulUlum (as Deoband
wasknown) in 1867 and the Madrasatul Ulum(asthe MohammadanAnglo-
Orienta College, later theAligarh Mudim University, wasinitialy known) in
1877.%2
Darul Ulum of Deoband “ emphasi zed the diffusion of scripturalist

practices and the cultivation of an inner spiritual life” (Metcalf, 1990:
278).BarbaraM etcd f** notesthat, when confronted with socia changeswith
far reachingimplications, theleadersof thismovement adopted “ astrategy
of turningwithin, eschewing for thetimeall concern with the organi zation of
state and relations with other communities. . . [in order to] preservethe
religiousheritage. . . and to disseminateinstruction in authentic religious
practiceand belief” (1982:11). Their turn away from politicswasto foster
the* dominant activities[of] education and propaganda’ (1982:352), but,
warnsBarbaraMetcalf, “thisoverriding meaning given to themovement is
crucid if oneisnot tobemidedinto seeing‘ modernity’ wherethe participants
would seeldam” (1982:360). However, her concession that some of the
“unique characteristicsof Idamic movements,” in that they are shaped “ by
new means of communication, Western domination and resulting forms of
economic change, and by massparticipationin politica activities’ (1982:360)
may reduce some of the seeming differences between her and my framing of

32



Muslim Responses to Modern Education

theseldamic movements. Thebasic smilarity inour postionsisaso brought
out when shewrites: “ Yet theldamic quality of themovementsiscentral, not
only becauseit givesthem meaning, but becauseit hasalifeof itsown, apart
from any abstract model of ‘ modernity’ that regards such symbolsasonly
veneer” (1982: 360). Inaframethat looksat religion, especially Idam, not
asantithetical to modernity and acknowledges modernity as having other
trgectories, Idamicinitiatives, eventhedrictly religious Deoband movement,
can be seen asengaging with modernity without foregoing thereligious aspect.

TheAligarh movement and the Deoband school of thought embodied

two different, and even antagonigtic, dternativesavailablefor Mudimsvis-a
visnationalist palitics. TheAligarh movement, whichwasinstrumenta in
shaping MohamedAli, wasformatted by thereligiousand reformist zeal of
Syed Ahmad K han, theloyalist-turned-nationdist. David Leyveldwritesof
ashocked Syed Ahmad K han who came back from London determined to
refashion the Indian Muslim.(Lelyveld, 1996:3-6). It would help usto
remember herethat the opposition to Syed Ahmad Khan* cameneither from
opponents of modern education nor from peopl e discontented with British
rule. .. [but from] peoplewho had cometo termswith British rule without
the kind of modifications of religious belief that Sayyid Ahmad
proposed” (Metcalf,1982: 324-25). TheAligarh movement held onto a
positionthat Dalitshavearticulated moreforcefully later; it wasinterestedin
educationd initiativesand ingtitutionalization of amodern subjectivity, evenif
itmeant dlyingwiththeBritish, beforepalitical emancipation could bethought
of. Ontheother hand, the Deoband movement, comprising the poor strata
of society and guided by more orthodox religious leaders, followed the
Congressinitiativefor afull-fledged anti-colonia move. Blindtothefact that
“religion wasinextricably mixed up with politics” (Hasan, 1999: 51), and
especialy soin Gandhi’s Congress, it isSyed Ahmad Khan and theAligarh
movement whichisseverely chastised by nationdistsfor introducing western
idealsand the seeds of separatism. Theurgency felt by Syed Ahmad Khan
for socio-cultura reformsisexemplified by thefollowing statement:

Now, suppose that the British are not in India and that one of the
nations of India has conquered the other, whether the Hindus the
Muhammedans or the Muhammedans the Hindus. At once some other
nation of Europe, such as the French, the Germans, the Portugese or
the Russians, will attack India. . . .

Everyone will agree that their governments are far worse.. . . than
the British Government. Itis, therefore, necessary that for the peace of
Indiaand for the progress of everything in Indiathe English Government
should remain for many years—in fact forever. (196-197)
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Heshoulddsobeseeninthelight of his, at timesidedigtic, conception
of asecular, freelndiawhere Hindusand Mudims sharerepresentative power
in the government. He also felt that Muslims were not ready for such a
power-sharing, and hence, opposed the Congressthrust for immediatepolitica
freedom and supported anAnglo-Idamicaliance, in order to safeguard the
Muslimsof the subcontinent. Later, hewastotalk of hislife’ swork asa
bitter failure; Lelyveld notes. “ Thefathersof Aligarh’sfirst generation sought
change and acted to bring it about, but the changesthey got weredifferent
fromwhat they hadinmind” (103). Nonetheless, Aligarh wasto becomea
political symbol because of thesocia and cultural changestaking placearound
it and a so because of it.

B.R. Nanda, guided by hisdesireto absolvethe Congressby blaming
theBritish, reads Syed Ahmad K han' sideas as coinciding with W.W. Hunter’s
recommendationsto neutrali ze discontent leading to resistance by Mudims,
Hunter had “ suggested that the Government should do, through English
education, to the Muslimswhat it had done to the Hindus, and bring the
Muslims aso into the ‘present state of easy tolerance,” which was
characterigtic of themagjority community” (Nanda, 145). Hunter envisageda
new breed of Mudims, “nolonger learned in their own narrow learning, nor
imbued wholly with thebitter doctrinesof their Mediaeva Law, but tinctured
withthesober and genid knowledgeof theWest,” with " sufficient acquaintance
withtheir religious codeto command the respect of their own community,”
who could be English-trained so that they could “ secure an entry into the
lucrativewalksof life” (Hunter, 1871:182). In hiseagernessto tracethe
seedsof separatismintheAnglo-Idamicaliance, Nandaturnsablind eyeto
themagjor thrust of Hunter’s statement that the Mudimswere economically
aswell associally backward when compared to Hindus. What should be
stressed isthat Syed Ahmad Khan had adifferent agenda, that of regenerating
acommunity by enabling it to mediate modernity. Thisisbrought out by the
fact that his pamphlet Srictures on the Present Sate of Educationin India
stressestheinadequacy of the education offered by the Britishto Indians. It
must be remembered that JotiraoPhule (1827-1890), who was conferred
the title “Mahatma’ in 1888, had made a representation to Hunter’s
Commission stating that the mgjority of “Hindus’ and“Mudims’ have been
categoricaly kept out of education (Joshi, 1996:34-41).Syed Ahmad Khan
notes: “ Thesumtotal of all that has been effected by the English Colleges,
hasbeen to qualify aninsgnificant number, asletter-writers, copyists, sgna-
men, and railway ticket collectors’ (cited, Lelyveld, 1996:107). Moreover,
asLelyveld pointsout, thereisasignificant areain which hediffersfrom
Hunter’sposition; hedid not think that Mudimswere bound by their religion
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to opposetheBritish (Lelyveld, 1996:112). Thiswasacrucia part of Syed
Ahmad Khan’sprogramme, sinceaperceptionthat Mudimswerebound to
fight by their religion would have been detrimental to his programme of
educationd initiatives

Inthiscontext, itisof interest that Syed Alam Khundmiri articulatesa
different critiqueof Idamand of theinitiativeof Syed Ahmad Khan. According
to him, theproblemfor Iam, especially inIndia, isto enableitself to move
towardsan understanding of the need tofill the gap between absol utereason
and historical reason. Giventheplethoraof legal andjuridical codifications
of theproper Idamicway of life, which draw on aten percent of versesinthe
Quran, he argues that various Islamic communities are called upon to
supplement the absol ute reason, asembodied in the Quran, with their own
particular historical reason. He seesthe situation of Muslimsin Indiaas
challenging inthat they haveto play theroleof aminority inastatethat calls
itself secular, whereby paliticshave been separated fromreligion. Hence, in
an aporetic move, hearguesagainst hisown understanding of “theintimate
relation of politics and religion in early Islam” (46) and advocates a
“[s]eparation of politicsand religion and minimalization of religionin public
life[as] theonly sensible solutionsfor amulti-religious society likeIndia’
(104).* | would place such contradi ctions, aswasthe case with Mohamed
Ali, asinherent inthecritica-subject postion articulating acritiqueon different
levels. Nonetheless, Khundmiri also pointsto the sad fact that in India,
secularismisyet to bethe modeof lifethat informsall itsingtitutions (225)
and “[d] esacralization becomes one of theinevitable consequences of the
march of modernity or secularization” (230). Hence, Syed Ahmad Khan's
idealscannot beread asmotivated by hisvested classinterests, asM.Mujeeb
seemsto do when hebemoansthat a“ selfish and parasitical” North Indian
Mudim community becamethe* resduary legateesof al cultural values’ for
Indian Muslims.*®* Considering thesefacts, themajority of Indians, Hindus
and Muslims alike, were hardly made part of the elite domain of Indian
nationalist thought, and thus Syed Ahmad K han may be seen asembodying
an earlier form of thelndian secular nation-hood, asimagined later by Jinnah
and Nehru. But it was the DarulUlum of Deoband that interested the
Congress. Thephenomenon of Gandhi presentsapicturewherethe secular
eitenationdists (Hindu and Mudim aike) were caught onthewrong foot by
themassmobilization unleashed by Gandhi. Gandhi’sinitiativetransformed
thesceneof nationalist politicsonceand forever. However, itisnot scrutinized
for pan-Indian or pan-Hinduistic trends as againgt, say, the pan-l1slamic
separatism of a Syed Ahmad Khan or a Mohamed Ali (1878-1931).
Khundmiri comments:
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Itisasignificant fact, whichisoftenignored, that—though the Muslim
intellectuals, led by Syed Ahmed Khan, did not agree with their Hindu
counterparts so far as politics was concerned—there was complete
theoretical agreement between them so far as the dominant ideas of
rationalism and a scientific criticism of the past were concerned. . . .

The situation, however, changed with the coming over of the
nationalists on the Indian scene. The Hindu liberals were replaced by
extremistslike Tilak, B.P. Pal, and Aurobindo, and the Muslim liberals
by the young obscurantist Abul KalamAzad. Rationalism wasreplaced
by religiousauthority, and the* present” wasreduced into the past. (233)

We must remember herethat Ambedkar (1891-1956) had to give up,

for the sake of national unity and to savethelife of afasting Mahatma, his
thrust for separate electorates for the scheduled castes and other
underprivilegedinthehistoric Poonapact. Writing out histhoughtsof Pakistan
in 1941, wefind Ambedkar being dmost pensve about the* common destiny”

(54) of MudlimsinIndiaand remarks: “ So obviousisthisdestiny that itis
somewhat surprising that the Mudims should havetaken solongtoownit up
... [though] some of them knew thisto betheultimate destiny of theMudims
asearly as1923" (50). Reading theideaof Pakistan asa“ pre-appointed
destiny” (56) which wasworking within the Muslims unknown to them,
Ambedkar notesthat the dominion status and the adult franchi se scheme of
the Nehru report which touted “ the principle of one-man-one-voteand one-
vote-one-valueand that, however much the benefit iscurtailed by weightage
of Mudlims, theresult cannot fail to beagovernment of the Hindus, by the
Hindusand thereforefor theHindus’ (56). Any attempt to forceaunity will

only lead to acompletefrustration of India sdestiny, hewrites, wondering
whether “integra Indiaisanidea worthfightingfor” (57). Noting that the
Mudimsshould havetaked of anation from thevery beginning, though the
“distinction between acommunity and anation israther thin,” instead of
“migtakenly cdling itself acommunity evenwhenit hasinit theeementsof a
nation” becausethey werenot “ possessed of anationa consciousnessathough
inevery senseof thetermthey areanation” (53). Recaling MohamedAli’s
1923 Presidentid addresswhere he had noted that * [u]nlesssome new force
other than themideading unity of opposition unitesthisvast continent of India,

itwill remainageographica misnomer” (59), Ambedkar arguesthat the Hindus
and Mudimshave met but never merged:

Only during the Khilafat agitation did the waters of thetwo channels
leave their appointed course and flow as one stream in one channel. It
was believed that nothing would separate the waters which God was
pleased to join. But that hope was belied. It wasfound that there was
something in the composition of the two waters which would compel
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their separation. Within afew years of their confluence but as soon as
the substance of the Khilafat cause vanished—the water from the one
stream reacted violently to the presence of the other, as one does to a
foreign substance entering one’sbody. Each began to show atendency
to throw out and separate the other. The result was that when the
watersdid separate they did with such impatient vel ocity and determined
violence—if one can use such language in speaking of water—against
each other that thereafter they began flowing in channels far deeper
and far distant from each other than those existing before. (55)

Ambedkar issaverein hiscriticism of themassmobilization programme
launched by Gandhi and the Congress, for it “ wasintended to produce palitical
unity between Hindu and Muslim massesby ignoring or circumventing the
leaders of the Mudlims,” essentially similar to “the plan of the British
conservative Party to buy Labour with* Tory Gold” (59). Though it may
produce unity, such unity would be suppressing an opposition by unfair and
despicablemeans, likefal se propaganda, by misrepresentation and would
only end up by disarming thecommunity. Ruminating onthecommon destiny
of theMudims, Ambedkar, wistfully, comparesthemto the Dalits:

A people who, notwithstanding their differences, accept acommon
destiny for themselves as well as their opponents, are acommunity. A
peoplewho are not only different from the rest but who refuseto accept
for themsel ves the same destiny which othersdo, areanation. Itisthis
difference in the acceptance and non-acceptance of a common destiny
which alone can explain why the Untouchables, the Christians and the
Parssarein relation to the Hindus only communitiesand why the Mudiims
areanation. (54)

Hasdtily pointing out that there™ cannot beany radicd difference between
aminor nation and a minor community, where both are prepared to live
under onesingle congtitution” (54), Ambedkar notesthat if the differences
arenot addressed, but only suppressed, then*Indiawill be an anaemic and
sickly state, ineffective, aliving corpse, dead though not buried” (57). In
hindsight, we can point out that Indiadid not die, it successfully united itself
by constructing the Mudlim as* something other than the other,” that holds
the nation together and hauntsit at the sametime. Thishaunting it to hold it
together inevitably pointsto the unfinished nature of the nation-formation so
that wearerequired to blatantly chant our patriotism so asto deflect attention
fromitsown* spectrd truth” intheface of theother’s* materid truth” (Derrida,
1998:87).

Weareagainand again brought to facethe possibility that “ spectraity”
of Idamiscongructedinorder to blunt Ddit critiqueof Brahminica Hinduism.
Ambedkar’sstatement that “[a] castehasno fedling that isaffiliated to other
castesexcept when thereisaHindu-Muslimriot” (52) makes onewonder
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about the bogey of theMudim, abogusIndian, serving the nation by haunting
it. Hence, fromthe minoritarian/Dalit anglesforce oneto rethink Gandhi’s
opposition to separate el ectoratesfor the* lower” castes. Beverley Nichols
notes:

Gandhi fiercely opposed this scheme. “Give the untouchables
separate electorates,” he cried, “and you only perpetuate their status
forall time.” It wasaqueer argument, and those who were not bemused
by the Mahatma's charm considered it a phoney one. They suspected
that Gandhi wasalittle afraid that 60 million untouchables might join up
with the 100 million Muslims—(asthey nearly did)—and challengethe
dictatorship of the 180 million orthodox Hindus. (39)

In marked contrast to the val ourization of apan-Hindu identity, pan-
Idamism of theAligarh or the Deoband variety islabeled separatistinavery
easy manner. The successand failure of Gandhi’sad-ventureisabsolutely
tiedto hisvison of anIndian modern nation, aHind-swargj. Gandhi’sintruson
or intervention into the nationalist scene sparked off more problemsthan
solutions. an upper-caste and western educated Gandhi “returning” tothe
peoplewith aSouth African exposureto racism and abjuring hisclothesin
order to servethe* peopleof India’ with strategic allianceswith Muslims
capturesthe complexity of theissue. He thought of Muslims as another
community and easily walked into alliances with the Ali brothers who
duplicated Gandhi’sinitiativeamong the Mudim communities. Hence, pan-
Idamism must be seen asparalld to the pan-Hindu initiative of Gandhi and
the Congress, and both are culpable, if that istheright word, for the creation
of two nation-gtates. Inthiscontext, itisactualy the Darul Ulum Nadwatul
Ulamathat embodied apost-nationa pan-Idamic position. Combiningthe
Deoband'sreligiousinitiative and theAligarh’smodernizing trends, they
advocated areturnto Arabic and critiqued the Arab nation-statesfor their
adherence to the nationalist ideology of the West. They intended to re-
chargetheworld of Iam by writing the Indian experienceinto it (Zaman,
1998:59-81). Unlikethe Deoband, theAligarh and the JamiaMilliaventures,
theDarul Ulum Nadwatul Ulama sstressismoreontheArab-Idamic heritage
than ontheIndian experienceof Idam.

In Khundmiri’s perspective, Syed Ahmad Khan set out to enable
Muslims of India to engage with modernity, even if it required a
“depoliticization of] thelndianMudims’ (267). What isdsorelevantisthat
he understood the danger of falling into thetrap of amentality that looked
backwardsto agolden age of Mughal power. AsKhundmiri remarks. “The
conflict between the two outlooks of two Indian communitiesis, really
speaking, aconflict between two past-oriented outlooks. Itisafact that
most senstivemindsamong Hindusand Mudimsadopt an gpol ogetic attitude
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towardstheir respectivetraditions’ (279). Thishappened among Mudims,
in Khundmiri’ swords, because
a community whose existence is being questioned by a powerful
section of the majority can hardly be expected to take abold jump into
the unknown future. The suspicions of this articulate section of the
maj ority are not merely based on ignorance; there are reasonabl e grounds
to believe that a totalitarian-fascist trend is the source of an antipathy
towards Indian Muslims. To think in terms of cultural revival isitself
irrational and unscientific, but whenthe mgority talksabout it, it becomes
agreater threat to the growth of democratic institutions. (281)

Asacorollary of thisthreat, Islam in the modern context became
dominated by dlitist, conservative, anti-democratic and authoritarian thought
(271) whichtried to shakeitsdf off lived historica accretions, likefolk-religious
practices(50), whichwasa sothemark of itshistory inIndia. Accordingto
Khundmiri, instead of advocating apan-1damic exclusivity or separatism,
Syed Ahmad Khanin his* passionto bring scienceand religion closer landed
him[self] in adeistic position [whereby] in the ultimate analysis God was
amost banished from hisrdigiousconsciousness’ (78). Khundmiri goeson
toidentify the causefor thisin Syed Ahmad Khan's perception of myth as
contrary to contemporary science. Thiscould have been an extremereaction
to thephilosophica stagnationin contemporary Idamicthought, which started
imitating itsown past. What isrequiredisfor Idamtomove“forwardintime
and. .. forc[e] are-entry onthestageof history” (101). Khundmiri isable
to identify the problem with Syed Ahmad Khan'sinitiative asanegation of
historically devel oped religiouspractices. However, writteninthe heyday of
the Nehruvian promise, Khundmiri is not ableto grant such historically
developed practicesapolitical edge. InMohamedAli’swords,

Syed Ahmad Khan had no less aversion to the schools and colleges

of areligiously neutral government and he attributed the backwardness
of hisco-religionistsinWestern education to their sound instinct and the
cherished traditions of their past which could not tolerate such athing
asacomplete divorce between secular and religious education. (Hasan,
1999: 62)

Also, when Khundmiri talksabout Syed Ahmad Khan'sdepaliticization
of Mudlims, heisreading politicsin alimited manner. That isthereasonhe
cannot look at Syed Ahmad K han’smovetowardsadepoaliticization of Indian
Muslimsas being political. Reading the existentialist movement asthe
consequence of aclash between the theocentric and the anthropocentric
attitudes, Khundmiri notes: “The‘dead God' till hauntstheimagination of
the secularized humanity of thetwentieth century andinacertain sensethis
ideaseemsto determinethe quality of human existence” (288). Hence, we
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can seethat Khundmiri’spositionisthat religion and politicshaveto beread
asaways-aready connected, given the Chrigtian ethosof thewestern modern.
Thecry for their separationisusualy raised againg minoritarian communities
inamgoritarianworld. Arguing againgt the easy equation arrived at between
themgjoritarian and minoritarian“ communalism,” Jda commentsthat “ such
an overarching and loaded term ascommunalism ends up essentiaizing the
very religioudy informed identities, politicsand conflictsit purportedly aims
at explaining and combating” (78). She warns against an “academic
communaism” inthat our debatesacknowledge communadism asat best the
peorative other of nationalism or at worst aborrowing from the colonialist
project of essentializing Indian society and history. Stressing the need for
charting out anew typology that sidestepsthefacileand rigid distinctions
between liberal sand traditionaistsor between modernistsand anti-modernists
or between communalists or secular nationalists, she points out that a
“decidedly dlitist discourse,” especidly that of theexponentsof theMudim-
minority provinces, hasbeen usually taken “asnot only reflectiveof Indian
Mudimsbut also their * communal consciousness ” (80). Andtheelision of
religiousdifference, sheargues, with an essentialized homogeneousMudim
community isexplained, asinthework of FarzanaShaikh,intermsof “the
legitimizing ideal sof 1damic solidarity and the necessary subordination of the
individua will totheijma or consensusof thecommunity” (Jala, 80). Jda

noteshow Altaf Hussain Hali or hismentor, Syed Ahmad K han or Muhamed
Ali had no conception of their Muslimness as being at odds with their
Indianness. She showshow the Deoband orthodoxy, which she describes
as more culturally exclusive and “harbouring anti-colonial and Islamic
universaigt sentiments, immersed themsdvesinrdigiousdricturesat treditiond

educationd inditutions’ (82) and, later on, themoreredigioudy inclined young
Abul Kalam Azad ended up sidingwithaninclusionary and“ secular” Indian
nationalism. Such amove, in Khundmiri’s words, was premised on “a
mystification of the past rather than apreparation for building anew future’

andthe" seedsof the glorification of the past were contained in the movement
for independenceitself” (277). Accordingto Jala, intheface of increasing
Hindu revivalist ventures, especially on cow slaughter and aHindi with a
Devanagari script, “theinterestsof the* mgjority’ religiouscommunity could
be subsumed under theumbrellaof theemerging Indian * nation,” those of the
largest religious' minority’ remained maroonedintheideaof the* community’”

(85). Jalal comments that almost all analyses of the Montford reforms
underplay “the extent to which the provincial dynamic in electoral and
representative activities countered the process of ‘ communalizing’ Mudim
politicsatthedl-Indialevd. ... Theconvergenceof Mudim and Punjabi or
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Mudimand Bengdi did not mean exchanging provincid interest for acommon
religiousidentity” (89). Sheaddsthat thedismal performanceof the League
inthe 1937 el ections substantiates the view that therewas not any primary
cohesion among Muslimsof Indiaat the national level; it wasrather “the
perceived threat from the singular and uncompromising ‘ nationalism’ of the
Congressto provincid autonomy and classinterestswhich gavethediscourse
and politicsof thelndian Mudimsasasubcontinental category afreshlease
of life” (90). Moreover, thedemand for Bangladesh in the Idlamic nation-
state of Pakistan hasto beread asdisproving clamsof apan-1damic cohesion
at the subcontinental level. Also, asJda notes: “Moresuccessful indeluding
itself than large segmentsof society comfortably positioned to smultaneoudy
liveout multiplelayersof identity, theinefficacy of the Pekistani Sate’'sldamic
cardisapowerful indictment of theargument thet therdigiousfactorin* Mudim
consciousness outweighsall other considerations’ (99).

These days there seem to be a fair level of consensus on the
problematic. Let metry toputitinasmpleform. Thereisan agreement that
modernity and secularism are historical projectsthat originated in Europe.
These cannot bereadily adopted by other nations. Infact, thegiven nation
formitself can be seen as being underwritten by a secular-modern ethos.
Secularism in its western form was more of anegotiated understanding
between the Church and the State in Europe. These nationsdid undergoa
modernization at thepalitical, civil-socid and culturd dimensions. Thehistory
of secularisminIndiaislargely differentinthat it wasthe nation-state that
adopted secularism (it can said that in the case of Europe, it wasthe Church
that adopted secularisminthat it agreed that life need not beawaysgoverned
by religiousnorms). Secularismin Indiawas not aseparation between the
public and the private, but was rather awatchdog who was supposed to
ensure equal respect for all religions. Hence, public and private are not
water-tight compartments or neat categories for us nor do Indian lives
acknowledge a separation between the secular and the sacred. Thereis
considerable spill over or crossover between them. If weunderstand that
we need to start rethinking our situation, thefirst stepisto devel op adequate
toolsthat are context-specific. That isto say, we start from the perspective
that thereareno given universalsand that eventhe categories, like“ religion,”
needsto be urgently re-examined. Thiscan only happen over aperiod of
timeand thefirst areato focuswould be education. Withregardto Islam,
educationisunderstood intwo different ways. Thefirst focusesondeveloping
Idamicdisciplineswith regard to modern requirements. The second would
focusonimpartingeducationindassca |damicthought, rather thanintraditional
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Idam. Theideathenwould beto promoteindependent andindividua thinking,
ijtihaad, among M udims, visuaizing education not asknowl edgebut ascritica
thinking.

1

NOTES

A seven-member “Prime Ministers' High Level Committee” headed by
RajinderSachar (see, Sachar), aretired chief justice of the Delhi high court,
set up by the government of India, on 9 March 2005, to inquire into the
socio-economic and educational status of Muslimsin India, who make for
roughly 14% of India’s population of 1.1 billion, submitted itsreport on 30
November 2006. Though the Committee and the Report has been criticized,
theissuesraised by thereport itself are chilling. Someimportant findings:
less than 4% Muslims graduate from school; contrary to right-wing
propaganda, only 4% go to Madrasas, principally because in most areas
of high Muslim concentration even primary state schools do not exist for
miles; wherethey do exist, Mudlimsinvariably prefer to send their wardsto
them, even when the dropout rate of Muslim children is much higher
compared to other community wards due to “poverty” as these children
are pressed into work by their indigent parents; the Muslim share in
government employment is 4.9% (against a population of 14%); in a state
like West Bengal ruled by the Left Front, their representation in state Public
Sector Undertakings is exactly zero percent!; among India’'s Security
Agencies(viz., CRPF, CISF, BSF, SSB &c.) Mudim representationis 3.2%;
just 2.7% are in place among District Judges; in towns that range in
popul ation between 50,000 and 2 lakhs, Muslim per capita expenditureis
less than that of India's Scheduled Castes and Scheduled Tribes! Thisis
also the case in areas across West Bengal, Andhra Pradesh, Gujarat,
Rajasthan, Madhya Pradesh; not more than 3% Muslims are able to get
subsidized loans, and only 1.9% benefit from the AntyodayaAnnaYojana
Scheme (programme to prevent starvation among the extremely poor);
only 2.1% Muslim farmers own tractors, and just 1% own hand pumpsfor
irrigation; thereis a*“ substantial demand from the community for fertility
regulation and for modern contraceptives’; over 20 million couplesaready
use contraceptives; “Muslim population growth has dowed down asfertility
has declined substantially”; if Muslims do outnumber majority Hindusin
any statistics, it is predictably as a proportion of the prison population. In
Maharashtra, for instance, Muslims make up 10.6% of the population but
32.4% of them are either convicted or facing trial; wherever Muslims are
spoken to they complain of suffering the twin calumnies of being dubbed
“anti-national” and of being “ appeased” ; both accusations never alow them
to feel equal citizens of India. The Report also puts on record the little-
recognized reality of caste hierarchies that have always existed among
subcontinental Muslims. Thus, the Ashrafs, Ajlafs, Arzals, respectively
correspond to the Hindu Swarns, Other Backward Castes, and Schedule
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Castes respectively. Although, untouchability of the kind that afflicts the
Hindu social order does not exist among Muslims, and although thereisno
bar to collective prayer in mosgues, the reluctance to inter-dine and inter-
marry isoften only aconcealed reality. The website al so draws our attention
to “three of the many path-breaking recommendations that the Sachar
Report makes’: the report recommends that 15% of al government funds
be allocated to Muslim welfare and development under all Central
government schemes; it recommends the constitution of an “Equal
OpportunitiesCommission” to look into the grievances of deprived groups
and for the elimination of anomalieswith respect to reserved constituencies
under the delimitation scheme; and, though it does not recommend
“reservations’ for the Muslim community per se, it suggests that those
among them who approximate in terms of social and occupational status
the scheduled and backward classes among Hindus be classified as Most
Backward Castes and proffered the same benefits that relevant articles of
the Constitution make available to counterparts among Hindus.

Some peoplegavetheir religion asMussulman Hindus or Hindu Mussulmans,
and otherscould not “name” thelanguage they spoke; for therole of Mudims
intheofficial colonial analysisof Indian society (see, Lelyveld, 1996:9-34).
However, Sugata Bose and Ayesha Jalal point out that the “powerful
revisionist school of South Asian historiography” goes overboard in their
suggestion that Indian social tradition waslargely anineteenth century British
colonial invention. The Muslims were not “an artifact of British colonial
imagination,” rather “Muslim social identities in different parts of the
subcontinent were being formed by patternsof social and economic relations
linked to the fact of British colonial rulewithout being wholly shaped by it”
(Boseand Jalal, 1999:167).

MushirulHasan, perceiving nation as pre-given, rather than aresult of actual
processes, argues that such a move “backfired—in so far as it aided the
causeof ‘Muslim nationalism,’” (Hasan, 1995: 2997).

Nehru’s following statement in his Autobiography brings out the
contradictory pulls of such a position: “The collapse and elimination of
Nationalist Muslims as a group—as individuals they are, of course, till
important leaders of the Congress—forms a pitiful story. It took many
years, and the last chapter has only been written thisyear (1934). 1n 1923
and subsequent years they were a strong group, and they took up an
aggressive attitude against the Muslim communalists. Indeed, on several
occasions, Gandhiji was prepared to agreeto some of the latter’s demands,
much as he disliked them, but his own colleagues, the Muslim Nationalist
leaders, prevented this and were bitter in their opposition” (139).

Taking afreshlook at hisoften contradictory rolesof saint and politician, G
Aloysiuswrites: “ Gandhi himself seemsto carry [the] seed of contradiction
within hisperson: hisseeming poverty wasbuilt on Birla’splenty, hislife of
Brahmacharya was based on obsessive sex experiments. His project of
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therecovery of the human body from medical tyranny was conducted while
hewas under continuous care of alopathic physicians; hisposture of humility
was coupled with the claim for exclusive access to truth; he preached a
politics of powerlessness and non-possession that did not brook rivalsin
leadership. Hissensitivity to the spiritual equality of all men was coupled
with aninsistence on VarnashramaDharmaasthe social ideal,” (Aloysius,
1998:176). Aloysiuscites Sarojini Naidu's comment: “1f only Bapu knew
how much it cost, to keep him simple” (Spear, 302).

It must be remembered that it was the mass mobilization campaign of this
timethat pulled the massesin an unprecedented manner towards redefining
themselves within the Hindu and Muslim Indian frame.

For an interesting study on the debates between these two educational
institutions, the DarulUlumNadwatulUlama and the Ahl-e SunnatJamaat,
see, UshaSanyal (1996). Though therewere plenty of smaller organizations,
likethe MajlisMuidul Islam that was constituted in 1921, | will only report
on the DarulUlumNadwatulUlama and the JamiaMillialslamia. The
DarulUlumNadwatul Ulamafounded in 1898 articulated amiddle position,
defining itself against the radical Aligarh spouting western ideas and the
more conservative Deoband. For detailsof thisinstitution, see, Malik (221-
238). The JamiaMillialslamia came into existence in 1920 and was a
breakaway group of the Aligarh University caused by the decision of some
of the Muslim political |eaders during the Non-cooperation movement not
to receive any government aid. As Mohamed Ali, a founder-member,
remarked: “1 never conceived of the Jamia's growth and permanence at
al.... Ourrea objectiveisAligarh which some day we shall conquer*
(cited by Hasan, 1999, fn. 84, 31, from Noorani, 25).

Cited by Prasad, 79, from Sachua, 19-20.

Cited by Hashmi,20-21, fromAziz,17.

Peter Hardy notesthat “the mutineers at Meerut, Muslim and Hindu alike,
rode to Delhi, as if by instinct, to restore Bahadur Shah to the empire of
India” in The Muslims of British India (34). Such ajoint anti-imperialist
move was to happen once again, during the Khilafat movement.

Pierre Bourdieu has classified the “ three fundamental guises’ of capital in
the social world: of economic capital—which isimmediately and directly
convertibleinto money and may beinstitutionalized in the form of property
rights; of cultural capital—whichisconvertible, on certain conditions, into
economic capital and may be institutionalized in the form of educational
qualifications; and of social capital—made up of social obligations
(“connections”), which isconvertible, in certain conditions, into economic
capital and may beinstitutionalized in theform of atitle of nobility (47). Of
these, the cultural capital can exist in threeforms: in the embodied state—
"in the form of long-lasting dispositions of the mind and body”; in the
objectified state—"in theform of cultural goods (pictures, books, dictionaries,
instruments, machines, etc.) which are the trace or realization of theories
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or critiques of these theories, problematics, etc.”; and in theinstitutionalized
state—"a form of objectification which must be set apart because, as. . .
inthe case of educationa qualifications, it confersentirely original properties
onthecultura capital whichit ispresumed to guarantee” (47), see, Bourdieu,
46-58.

12 The school that became the college was started in 1875.

13 Barbara Metcalf places the Deoband movement within other Islamic
intiatives which defy our piegeonholes. Her attempt is to consider such
movementsin their own terms and to identify some of the patterns such as
areal belief in Issam. Among the features, she identifies one as that the
participants who are “troubled by the world they live in and seeking
explanationsfor their situation, invariably interpret problemsasreligious,
for Issamisareligion that takes all lifeinits purview” (5). She attri butes
thisto the suddenness of a political vacuum, like the disappearance of the
Mughal empire and the weakening of the Ottoman empire (Metcalf, 1982:
3-7).

14 Elsawhere, heremarksthat the* neat division of humanlifeinto thereligious
and the secular involves a contradiction” (297).

15 Cited by Nanda, 73, from Mujeeb, 507.
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