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IN India, the period between 1932 to 1937 wit-
nessed a widespread agitation by the Hindus
against the Communal Award. The severest agita-
tion was launched in Bengal. As an effective con-
tributory factor to the end of this agitation, the
significance of the Ghuznavi-Burdwan Pact cannot
be overemphasized.

The question of communal representation
proved one of the main hurdles on the way of any
constitutional advancement in the South Asian
Subcontinent during the first half of the twentieth
century.1 The Round Table Conferences (1930-
32),2 which were held in London to find out solu-
tions to the. constitutional problems, could not
proceed smoothly due to disagreement among the
delegates on’the question of communal repre-
sentation.

The First Round Table Conference sought to
deal with the question of communal repre-
sentation through the Minorities Sub-committee,
but it could not settle the differences between the
Hindu and Muslim delegates. In the end, the Mus-
lim delegation declared, “no advance is possible or
practicable, whether in the Provinces or in the
Central = Government, without adequate
safeguards for the Muslims of India, and that no
constitution will be acceptable to the Muslims of
India without such safeguards.”*

During the Second Round Table Conference,
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the communal problem once again blocked the
way of further progress. Consequently, the Hindu
delegates, made Ramsay MacDonald,® the British
Prime Minister, their arbiter to give his decision
on the communal issue.® The Muslim delegates
also supported the idea, provided all other groups
also did the same.”

On 16 August, 1932, Ramsay MacDonald
declared in the British Parliament his decision,
which is popularly known as the Comrnunal
Award. The Communal Award retained separate
electorates for the Muslims and for all other
minorities. The Muslims got weightage in the
Hindu-majority provinces and Sikhs and Hindus
in the Punjab. On the other hand the Muslim
majorities in Bengal and the Punjab were reduced
to minorities. The Muslims formed 55% of the
total population of Bengal, in contrast to the
proportion of 43% Hindus but here the Muslims
got only about 48% whereas the Hindus were
given — as per their population percentage — 43%
seats in the legislature. Similarly, in the Punjab
the Muslims had to lose their due share in the
provincial assembly. Here the Muslims comprised
57%, Hindus 27% and the Sikhs 13% of the
population, but under the Award Muslims
received 49%, Hindus 27% and the Sikhs 18% of
the total seats in the legislature.® The Hindu
leaders who earlier supported MacDonald, now
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turned against him and criticized the Award ad-
versely. A joint Conference of the Working Com-
mittee of the All-India Hindu Mahasabha and the
Hindu members of the Central Legislature was
held at New Delhi on 26 March, 1933, to consider
the situation arising out of the announcement of
the Communal Award. The Conference through
its resolution termed the Award as “predominant-
ly pro-Muslim and highly unjust to the Hindus”.?
Again, at a meeting of Bengali Hindus, held on 25
October, 1933, B.C. Chatterjee the president of the
meeting, and Bhai Parmanand, in their exhaustive
speeches termed the Communal Award as
“absurd” and severely ecriticized the Muslim
demand for a statutory majority in Bengal and the
Punjab and weightage in the provinces where they
were in a minority, while refusing the same to the
Hindus. The resolution which was adopted by the
meeting was still more critical and termed the
Award as a move to keep the Hindus permanently
in a position of “political inferiority.”'® Bhai Par-
manand, leader of the Hindu Mahasabha, again
tremendously criticized the Communal Award
during the fifteenth session of the Hindu
Mahasabha held at Ajmer on 14 October, 1933,
and said, “there is an open alliance between the
British Government and the Moslems”.!

The Hindu Mahasabha took the matter even
to the Joint Parliamentary Committee'? and the
League of Nations and sent cables to the
aforementioned bodies on 15 October, 1933, ap-
pealing them to treat the Muslims of India as a
minority and to oppose the enforcement of the
Award on the Hindus of India. 13 Bhai Parmanand,
who presided over a crowded meeting of the
Hindu Mahasabha at Nagpur on 31 October, 1933,
termed the Award as “injustice to the Hindus of
Bengal and the Punjab” and concluded his ad-
dress by saying that “Hindus must organize, unite
and agitate, with a view to getting the Award
modified”. ' ‘

The Muslim attitude towards the Award was
generally favourable, though they accepted it with
reservations on the question of reducing the
majority community into a minority. The Bengal
Presidency Muslim League in its annual session,
held in Calcutta, on 26 November, 1933, through a
resolution recalled the promise of the British
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Premier during the Round Table Conference on
the point that majority community of any province
would not be reduced into a minority or even to
equality. As the Award had assigned to Muslims
number of seats much below the proportion of
their population, it was not acceptable to the Mus-
lims of Benga].15 Nevertheless, the All-India Mus-
lim League, accepted the Award in the best
interests of the country”, reserving in themselves
“the right to press for acceptance of all their
demands”.1®

The general Muslim gatherings and the Mus-
lim League meetings also held the same view and
were critical of the Hindu attitude towards the
Award. The Muslims of Calcutta held a meeting at
the Muslim Institute of Calcutta on 3 September,
1933, to give a reception to Sir Abdul Halim
Ghuznavi, a Muslim delegate to the Round Table
Conference, and also to protest against the reopen-
ing of the Communal Award, by the Joint Par-
liamentary Committee, as demanded by the
Hindus. The resolution of the meeting said: “The
reopening of the Communal Award was ill-advised
and fraught with very grave danger both to the
Moslem Community and the country at large”.
The resolution warned that “any further attempt
to change the Award would give rise to a very
intense feeling of discontent and dissatisfaction
among the Moslems of Beng: » 17 In the same
year a meeting of Muslims held at the Howrah
Town Hall, under the presidentship of Abul
Kasem, also opposed the reopening of the Award
and in a resolution observed that “the Award had
already relegated the Moslem majority in Bengal
to a statutory minority and that the participation
of Moslem representatives in the constitutional
discussions had been on the clear assurance that
the Communal Award was final.”*® Similarly, the
Annual Session of the All-India Muslim League,
held at New Delhi, on 26 November, 1933, also
condemned those who were “trying to alter the
decision in such a manner as to deprive the Mus-
lims of those rights which were already conceded
to them”. Moreover, the meeting considered that
the best course was to work together for the salva-
tion of the country in a spirit of give and take. The
All-India Muslim League strongly urged the Joint
Parliamentary Committee to uphold the com-



munal decision.'® Consequently, on 7 January,
1937, a proposal designed to put an end to the
political dispute between Hindus and Muslims in
Bengal, by an equal division of executive power,
was accepted by a large number of leaders of the
two communities.?® This pact is commonly known
as “Ghuznavi-Burdwan Pact” or “Bengal Pact”.?!
To resolve the issue, Sir A.H. Ghuznavi had
presented three points for agreement to the
Maharaja of Burdwan, who accepted them and
eventually they emerged as the crux of the pact.
The terms of the pact were:-

1. The Communal Award will remain effec-
tive subject to revision at the end of ten
years, or unless and until the Award is
modified by the mutual agreement of the
communities concerned;

2. The Cabinet shall contain an equal num-
ber of Hindu and Muslim Ministers;

3. Thera shall be egual proportion of
Hindu and Muslims in government ser-
vices, subject to the reservation of an
agreed percentage for members of the
European, Anglo-Indian and Christian
communities and also subject to
qualification by candidates of all com-
munities in the minimum efficiency test
held by the provincial commission. %

While forwarding the idea of the settlement
A H. Ghuznavi advocated that the Hindus and the
Muslims should work together on non-communal
lines and in a spirit of mutual tolerance and co-
opemtion.z:3 In short, a complete Hindu-Muslim
settlement in Bengal was his ultimate goa.l.24 The
proposal which formed the basis of the three
points contained in the Pact was origina.lly% for-
mulated by B.C. Chatterjee during his visit to
London in 1933 and it enjoyed the support of some
important leaders of both communities.?®

It was placed in before a meeting of the Mus-
lim delegate327 to the Joint Parliamentary Com-
mittee in London. After some discussion, A.H.
Ghuznavi and Shaheed Suhrawardy accepted the
proposals, on the advice of the Aga Khan, to put
an end to the communal troubles. But later on
when some Hindu leaders backed out of the agree-
ment, the proposals fell through. This attitude of
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the Hindu leaders discouraged A.H. Ghuznavi for
the time being but he did not lose heart, because
these proposals still enjoyed the support of impor-
tant leaders of both communities. Hence A.H.
Ghuznavi continued his efforts to come to an
agreement with the Hindus. In August, 1936,
when the Maharaja of Burdwan broached with
him the subject of Hindu-Muslim settlement, the
matter was already ‘uppermost’ in A.H.
Ghuznavi’s mind and- he had touched upon it in
his presidential address at a pro-Award Muslim
demonstration in the Calcutta Town Hall on 2
August, 1936.22 He also ‘got ‘considerable’ en-
couragement in this connection from Zetland, the
Secretary of State’?® Thus, A.H. Ghuznavi spoke
to the Maharaja of Burdwan about the infructuous
proposal of 1933 and inquired whether anything
on the same lines was feasible and acceptable to
him and his friends. As the Maharaja and his
friends took a favourable view of the proposal
(September 1936)*° A.H. Ghuznavi procestied to
consult the Aga Khan in London, who accepted
the proposal observing that “proposed settlement
with the Hindus would be excellent if possible and
if acceptable” to the leaders of both the parties.®!
According to A.H. Ghuznavi, the proposals got the
support of “most of the other All-India Muslim
leaders,” as well.>2 Then A.H. Ghuznavi through
a letter put forward the terms of the proposed
agreement to the Maharaja on 17 December, 1936.
The Maharaja put up the matter before the
Negotiation Sub-Committee of the Bengal Anti-
Communal Award Committee of which he hap-
pened to be the President, in the evening of the
same day. The Sub-Committee, which was vested
with plenary powers by the parent body in the
matter, unanimously accepted the proposals as the
basis of a complete Hindu-Muslim settlement in
Bengal in the near future.3® While conveying to
A H. Ghuznavi, the acceptance of the proposal, the
Maharaja observed that there would be no need in
future for “militant public agitation either against
or in support of the Communal Award” ! Such
assurance was given by the Maharaja in response
to a warning put forward by A.H. Ghuznavi to the
effect that, continuation of agitation against the
Award would mean termination of the pact.35

The Ghuznavi-Burdwan Pact brought in its
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wake a mixed response from the Hindu, Muslim
and British leaders. Famous Hindu poet
Rabindranath Tagore, on 8 January, 1937, wel-
comed the agreement as a means to ease the com-
munal situation which was everyday becoming
‘ugly and painful.” He, however, left the matter of
acceptance or rejection to the ‘leaders of the
people’. Sir Brojendra Lal Mitter, Executive Coun-
cillor, in an interview to the Associated Press, on 8
January, 1937, termed the pact as ‘a good Omen’.
He was of the opinion that the agreement would
lead to an early rapproachement between the two
communities.® Similarly, the Anti-Communal
Award Committee in a statement on the agree-
ment hoped a complete Communal solution in the
near future through extension of its principle from
the executive to the leg;isla‘m_1re.37

In sharp contrast to this, the Bengal Provin-
cial Hindu Mahasabha strongly opposed the settle-
ment, and in a meeting of its Executive
Committee passed a resolution rejecting all those
arrangements which would keep the Communal
Award intact. The Mahasabha thought that the
Pact “was a clever attempt on the part of the Mus-
lims to facilitate the way for the perpetuation of
the Award by stifling agitation against the Award
for revision.”3®

Dr. B.C. Roy, a prominent Congress leader of
Bengal, welcomed the Pact in the following words:
“It is clear that the sclution suggested in the cor-
respondence which has been published, if accepted
by the parties concerned, will be acceptable to
Congressmen in general.”‘?'9 In a statement to the
Associated Press, T.C. Goswani, the working
Secretary of the Bengal Anti-Communal Commit-
tee and a a prominent Congressman who later be-
came the Deputy Leader of the Congress
Assembly Party in Bengal, said: “the Ghuznavi-
Burdwan proposal for the Communal settlement
is in conformity with the Congress attitude. Let us
hope that they will be beginning their earnest ef-
forts to arrive at a complete settlement.”*°

But practically the Pact was not acceptable to
the Congress, whose President Jawaharlal Nehru
rejected it as it retained the Communal Award
and the separate electorates. In a speech at Am-
bala, on 16 January, 1937, he termed the opposi-
tion by the Hindus to the Communal Award as

“merely a fight for s;poils”."1 He further said: “It
appears that the only aim of the opponents of the
Award is to get ministership and government jobs
and they are prepared to sell their community for
their own petty interests”. Giving reasons for
his condemnation, Pandit Nehru said: “Com-
munal Award which has been condemned as most
undemocratic and anti-national will remain and so
will remain the separate electorates and the per-
centage of seats alloted to the respective
communities”.*> He mainly remained critical of
retention of the separate electorates for ten
years.*! Probably more definite reason for his
criticism was his notion that “the Congress alone
could speak on behalf of masses of the country”.45

The Muslim reaction to the pact was mixed.
Sir Shafaat Ahmad Khan, who was a member of
the Round Table Conference, expressed the hope
that the pact would usher in a new era in the
relations between the two communities in Bengal.
His support was based on his view that “the new
constitution would never be a reality until these
two major province546 started on an even keel and
built up the foundation of permanent peace on the
firm grounds of communal concord and
harmony”.*” He recalled some acute phases of this
controversy which occupied several critical weeks
in London and during which Bengal was always a
‘stumbling block’. In his opinion, the pact was an
eminently ‘sensible and practical’ document and
the authors deserved congratulations on their
statesmanlike proposals.48 Sir Wazir Hasan, who
was the president of Muslim League’s Annual Ses-
sion, held in Bombay, in 1936, said: “the Bengal
Pact does not in any way solve the communal
problem, but, if it eases the communal tension, it
should be welcomed by every thinking
Indian”.°He was of the opinion that such a pact
would not be fruitful if it did not have the support
of the Congress party in Bengal and the influential
Muslims leaders of the province.”® Similarly,
Maulana Shaukat Ali did not think it proper in
principle that an All-India question like the Com-
munal Award should be treated separately by the
provinces.51

Quaid-i-Azam Muhammad Ali Jinnah, the
President of the All-India Muslim League, pointed
out that such a proposal was dismissed after the



Second Round Table Conference. He had declared
that “I have never been consulted with regard to
the proposals.”52 He, however, opined that “it will
be for the Council of the Muslim League to con-
sider and decide one way or the other. But I must
say those two gentlemen have proceeded in their
individual capacity and, therefore, they have
adopted a wrong procedure” 53

On the contrary, Sir Sikandar Hayat Khan,
leader of the Unionist Party of the Punjab, imme-
diately welcomed the pact and observed. “This is a
good augury for the inauguration of the reforms
and I earnestly hope that the settlement will be a
lasting one”. He also hoped ‘‘other provinces
would benefit from the lead given by Bengal.” He
also said later on at Hoshiarpur on 12 January,
1937, that he would welcome “such a proposal”
for the Punjab as well.>* But the proposal was not
accepted by the Hindu leaders of the province,
Raja Nerendra Nath, the leader of the Nationalist
Progressive Party, of the Punjab, in a statement
issued a few days after the Ghuznavi-Burdwan
Pact, said: “We do not accept the:communal
decision and have not, like the Hindus of Bengal
agreed to give up all agitation against it”.? This
attitude of the Hindus was severely criticized by
Mian Ahmad Yar Khan Daultana, the Chief
Secretary of the Unionist Party of the Punjab,
through an article published in the Civil &
Military Gazette, of Lahore. He also emphasized
the need for such a pact in the Punjab.56

Despite the fact that A.H. Ghuznavi got con-
siderable encouragement57 from Lord Zetland in
initiating such a settlement but ultimately the
British Government lost interest in the pact. The
Secretary of State Zetland, did not agree to tie the
hands of the Governor by the agreement. with
regard to the appointment of the ministers.”® He
was also not ready to come to a conclusion until
the result of the provincial elections was known.>®
However, the more definite reason for the rejec-
tion of the pact by the British Government was
the general rejection of the pact by leaders of both
the communities. The Governor of Bengal through
a telegram informed the Secretary of State that
the pact was not favourable as a whole. He pointed
out, that, “Chief Hindu criticism is that they leave
Communal Award untouched. Some individuals
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welcome them but others regard as mere distribu-
tion of offices and Ministry. Some Muhammadan
opinion protests against surrender of better oppor-
tunities.”®® The Governor of Bengal, also strongly
advised the Viceroy not to receive®’ A. H. Ghuz-
navi to discuss the pact, and suggested to the
Viceroy to suspend the judgement till the forma-
tion of a new goxi'ernmc-‘:nt.62

A H. Ghuznavi, however, continued to be
much enthusiastic about the future of the pact. He
claimed that there was a large volume of support
behind the pact and every thinking citizen in Ben-
gal “unconsciously if not consciously” was adopt-
ing his scheme in one form or another.®® He
continued his efforts to implement the pact and
wrote a long letter to the Governor of Bengal, sug-
gesting to him a possible way of forming a stable
goﬁemment in Bengal. He once again argued the
relevance of his pact in the prevalent situation
emerging as a result of the elections. He observed
that every day he found a welcome change in the
attitude of those who had started with an ‘animus’
against the pact.s‘1 In another letter to Zetland on
8 February, 1937, A H. Ghuznavi after assessing
the election results suggested: “Under the cir-
cumstances a coalition ministry of Hindus and
Moslems alone can be stable; and Hindu-Muslim
settlement proposed by me can remove the dif-
ficulties in the way"’.65 However, his proposals
were not acceptable to the British Government as
they come to the conclusion, from the election
results, that “the ‘fifty-fifty’ groupﬁg... have been
heavily defeated .... They have turned out rather a
damp squib”.m

On the question of communal representation
in the proposed Ministry of Bengal, A K. Fazlul
Huq was not initially ready to give the Hindus
more than 6:4 share. He deemed it needless to go
out of the way to increase the size of the Cabinet
to placate a section of the people who in his
opinion, wanted all the advantages for themselves
without coming forward to share with them the
difficulties of the task before them.®® He, ultimate-
ly, formed an eleven member Cabinet which con-
sisted of five Hindus and five Muslims besides the
Chief-Minister.®® Similarly, in the case of appoint-
ments to the Government services, practically the
Ghuznavi-Burdwan Pact was followed without
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any reference to ik

As an aftermath of the Ghuznavi-Burdwan

Pact the activities of the Anti-Communal Award
Committee of Bengal came to an end and that
seemed to be one of the main objectives of Lord
Zetland who took some sort of interest in the
pact.?1 In Bengal the Anti-Communal Award
Committee practically ceased to exist after 1937.
The Hindu Mahasabha, however, in its Annual
Sessions continued passing strong worded resolu-
tions against the Award till 1940, through it had
no practical impact on the masses.
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JINNAH OF PAKISTAN

Few individuals significantly alter the
course of history. Fewer still modify the map
of the world. Hardly anyone can be credited
with creating q nationa-state. Mohammad
Ali Jinnah did all three. Hailed as “Great
Leader” (Quaid-i-Azam) of Pakistan and its
first governor-general, Jinnah virtually con-
Jured that country into statehood by the force
of his indomitable will His place of primacy
in- Pakistan’s history looms like ¢ lofty
minaret over the achievements of all his con-
lemporaries in the Muslim League. Yet Jin-
nah began his political career as a leader of
India’s National Congress and unti] after
World War I remained India’s best “Ambas-
sador of Hindu-Muslim Unity.” As enig-
matic a figure as Mahatma Gandhi, more
powerful than Pandit Nehru, Quaid-i-Azam
Jinnah was one of recent history’s most
charismatic leaders qnd least known per-
sonalities. For more than q quarter century I
have been intrigued by the apparent paradox
of Jinnah’s strange story, which has to date
never been told in all the fascinating com-
DPlexity of its brilliant light and tragic dark-
ness.

Stanley Wolpert
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