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Gandhi

Name:_________________ F. 6A (      )   Marks/Grade:___________________________
Tasks: After the lessons, you should know the biography of Gandhi.

      And you should know how to answer the following questions:


  How important of Gandhi’s role on the Indian Independent movement?
      What were the contributions of Gandhi on the Indian history?

Reference: The reading documents of the holidays’ assignments.
Work to do:  Please read the passage below and give your comment on Gandhi’s work in India.

Important roles of Gandhi in India

I. A saint and a politician

· “Gandhi was both a politician and a saint, a combination of roles not unusual in earlier epochs, but almost unique in the 20th Century.  
· He was the front-rank political figures in public and acted as the key person for the doing of God’s bidding. 
· He alone sought to cast out devils and to win over opponents by prayer and fasting

· He made prayer-meetings a main avenue of approach to the public.

( It paved way for the spreading of ______________________ in India.

· Such a throw-back to a bygone age could not have emerged as a great political leader in a modern industrialized society, but only in one still basically medieval in organization and outlook.  India under British rule was such a society – an ancient, custom-bound society, as yet scarcely touched by the industrial revolution, worshipping God without attempting to define Him and accepting without question traditional moral value.”  (P. Moon, Gandhi and Modern India.)
( It implied Gandhi’s rise to power because of _____________________________________________________________.

· Gandhi’s frequent references to God were no mere pose, but sprang from genuine religious convictions; as he himself said, his experiment in the spiritual field gave him the power that he possessed for working in the political field.  “Gandhi the politician” would have been a failure without “Gandhi the saint”.
· It was the saintliness and magnetic personality of Gandhi that made him dominate Indian politics, and enabled him to launch the campaigns of non-cooperation and civil disobedience.  It was not the politician but the saint Gandhi, a new incarnation of Buddha, to whom the people’s faith and reverence were pledged.
· It was not his political wisdom or philosophy, but the magnetic personality that attracted the intellectuals and the masses.  Owing to his saintliness and magnetic personality, Gandhi created the will and enthusiasm which could galvanize the Indians into action.

· He instilled into Indian hearts courage, self-respect, discipline and the spirit of sacrifice for the cause of India’s freedom.

· Gandhi combined in himself the dual role of a saint and an active politician.

· He has been called by some, “the most saintly among politicians” and by others, “the most political saint”.  This showed the paradoxical nature of his personality.

( Who would be the supporters of Gandhi?
________________________________________________________________________
II. A social reformer
· Gandhi’s main aim was clear enough:

· To free India from British rule, in association with the British, if possible, if not, in opposition to them.

· This aim was seen by him in the wider context of national regeneration.
· Indians, he perceived, had been demoralized by political subjection.  He wished to restore to them self-respect and self-confidence, to improve their moral fiber, to remove the sense and the stigma of inferiority, to instill in them pride in Indian culture and civilization and to mould them into a people that would exemplify Indian rather than Western values.  He was viewed as a social reformer.

( He encouraged people to devote themselves into the n____________ movement.
He intended to remove the sense of i_______________ and built the Indian n________ p___________.

· In Gandhi’s opinion, “Untouchability poisons Hinduism as a drop of arsenic poisons milk.”  Most of Gandhi’s teaching was impermanent and India never accepted it.  But one item in the “constructive programme”, the removal of untouchability, had a lasting effect on Hindu society and placed Gandhi in the ranks of the great social reformers of modern time.

( He wanted to reduce the d________________ amongst the Indians and completely eliminate the c_________ system in India.  It created a sense of u__________.

III. Gandhi and religion
1. Gandhi: “Religion which takes no account of practical affairs and does not help to solve them is no religion.”

2. He taught that the practice of “comparative religion” was more rewarding than adhering dogmatically to any one faith.  He had found great truths and splendid poetry in all the principal religions.  All were imperfect, he thought.  We should lump them together, as he had tried to do, and take the best from each.

3. Gandhi had inculcated (indoctrinated) so much Hindu religion in his Indian politics that he had kept the majority of Indian Muslims out of his nationalist movement.

( Did Gandhi’s work give help to solve the communal problem in India?
IV. Gandhi and non-violent resistance

1. Gandhi: “ I seek entirely to blunt the edge of the tyrant’s sword, not by putting up against it a sharper-edged weapon, but by disappointing his expectation that I should be offering physical resistance.  The resistance of the soul that I should offer instead would elude him.  I would a first dazzle him, and at last compel recognition from him, such recognition would not humiliate him but would uplift him.”

2. Gandhi claimed that he advocated non-violence not because India was weak but because she was conscious of her strength and power.  Strength does not come from physical capacity but from an indomitable will.
3. Since 1919 Congress under Gandhi’s leadership had developed into a fighting machine and revolutionary organization. The two new weapons with which Gandhi decided to fight were non-violent non-cooperation and civil disobedience --- the two outward manifestations of the great principle which Gandhi described as satyagraha.  It was an old principle which, according to Gandhi, was preached by Indian sages, but he was the first to use it in politics.

    ( Could you summarize Gandhi’s political thoughts here?


_______________________________________________________________________

V. Gandhi’s failure and weaknesses
· A gulf between Gandhi and his followers

· It would be obvious to anybody who understands Satyagraha’s real significance that none but a saintly person can really observe it in actual life.  Even Gandhi’s followers made no secret of the fact that they adopted non-violent and non-cooperation as a political expedient but not like Gandhi, as a creed (doctrine).  None of Gandhi’s followers believed in Satyagraha as a creed, though some accepted it as a political expediency in the absence of any more suitable way to fight the battle of India’s freedom – implying thereby that they would change it the movement they felt that some other course of action would be more helpful in achieving freedom.  However, Gandhi placed the cult of non-violence above everything else.
· To Gandhi Congress was a humanitarian association or an organization for the moral and spiritual regeneration of the world, and its aims and activities were to be regulated accordingly.  But his followers looked upon Congress as a purely political body and its sole object was the achievement of the freedom of India.
· Gandhi himself realized, late in life, that wide gulf had always separated him from his followers though they all submitted to his authority.

· Gandhi was a dictator

· He could not tolerate opposition.  In 1930, he deliberately excluded from the Working Committee of Congress those who differed from his view.

· Lack of successors
· There is p0erhaps no other great politician in the modern world who had such a large following as Gandhi, or was so reverently respected by the masses he led, or whose private life was so public and whose public life so much controlled by “his inner voice”, or whose advice was so widely sought on problems affecting all aspects oh human life, but who was so little understood by either his followers or his opponents, and whose impacts on social, political and economic life of the country he served has been so slight.  Consequently the Mahatma was more often worshipped than followed.  Gandhism ceased to exist after his death as a way of life.  

· Gandhi’s life and thoughts show contradictions, inconsistencies and incoherence.  As a politician and statesman leading a great political organization, which was to achieve freedom for India, Gandhi was lacking in bother political wisdom and political sagacity; he was far from being infallible and omitted serious blunders one after another, in pursuit of some Utopian ideals and methods which had no basis in reality.. It will also be seen that the current estimate of the degree or extent of his success bears no relation to actual facts.  (R. C. Majumdar, History of the freedom Movement in India.) Majumdar is probably correct, but it was precisely the Utopian ideals that prevented the growth in India of the deep and lasting antagonisms that have characterized almost all other nationalist movements.  (A. T. Embree, “The Function of Gandhi in Indian Nationalism.”)

· There is no denying that the period of Indian history from 1920 to 1942 is the Age of Gandhi.  Yet, whole areas of life that were of enormous importance for modern India were not greatly influenced by Gandhi.  E.g., the three documents that define the constitutional development of modern India: the Montford Reforms, the 1935 Act and the 1950 Constitution.  Gandhi obviously appeared too late on the scene to have influenced the first, and even its implementation was perhaps not as much affected by the Congress policies of the 1920’s as is usually supposed.  As for the 1935 act, it can be argued that it might have been passed earlier, and with most of the same provisions, if it had not been fro Gandhi’s activities.   As for the 1950 Constitution, how many clauses require reference to Gandhi for their explication? (Embree, The foundation of Gandhi in Indian Nationalism.)
( In other nations, struggle for independence always aroused hatred and violence in colonial states.  But India did not.  

Think about it!
How importance of Gandhi on the Indian independence?
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Development of Indian independent movement: India between the Two World Wars
I. Gandhi reorganized the Congress

Gandhi set out to reorganize the Congress and achieved this at that Nagpur session of 1920. Under his leadership, Congress introduced a number of fundamental changes. 

· It redefined its creed, from constitutional changes to extra-constitutional but legitimate and peaceful means.
· In the past Congress only came to life once a year at its annual sessions.  Gandhi reorganized the party so that it had a working committee which was active throughout the year.

· Provincial Congresses were reorganized along linguistic lines so that Congress sessions were held in the local languages to enable the local masses to be identified with the Congress.

· Gandhi also insisted that Congresses leaders be full-time politicians.  “Thus under Gandhi’s guidance, the Congress became an effective and powerful organization that could seriously challenge British rule in India.  The Congress reached out to the countryside, spoke in languages understood by the people and was led by educated and dedicated leaders who were totally committed to the cause of India’s freedom. (Chiang H.W., History of South, East and South-east Asia. P. 224)

II. The Non-cooperation Movement 1920-1922

1. Causes

Agitations had been increasing in India during WWI.  

· Nationalists resented repressive measures and the government’s reluctance to grant reforms.  I

· In March and April, 1919, the pressures of unemployment and high prices, 

· The return of soldiers to the insecurity of their former lives, and

· The outbursts of popular indignation (anger)

The unpopular Rowlatt Bills had been opposed by every non-official Indian in the Legislative Council but still became law with the aid of the official majority.  Popular indignation was aroused.  Jinnah criticized that by enacting such a law in peace time, the government forfeited its claims to be a civilized government.  Gandhi said that the Rowlatt Bills raised moral issues of trust and self-respect and should be met with a moral response.  So he proposed a national hartal, a day of fast and suspension of business which was the equivalent of a strike but at the same time a traditional Hindu method of protest.  However, hartals led to a wave of demonstrations, strikes and riots.
In the midst of spreading unrest, the Amritsar Massacre took place on April 13, 1919.

· In dispersing a military demonstration at Amritsar, the local military commander General Dyer caused a massacre of 379 Indians with 1200 wounded.  Martial law was imposed in the Punjab and a reign of terror followed.

· Indians were shocked by the atrocity and feared that the old repressive ways were again to be imposed.  Their belief was reinforced by General Dyer’s testimony, which showed his intention of setting a ferocious example to the rest of India.  Though the government of India vehemently dissociated itself from such a policy of intimidation, Dyer was expressing the general opinion of most of the civil and military in India.  Dyer was removed from his command, but his actions and presumably his motives were supported by a large section of the British press as well bas by members of parliament and others, and a sum of £26,000 was subscribe3d for him.
· In British-Indian relations, the massacre was “a turning point more decisive even than the Mutiny. 
· Henceforth, the struggle was to permit of little compromise, and the good faith of British concessions was always to be in doubt.”

· Gandhi abandoned the policy of cooperation and his belief in the good faith of the British.  He came to the conclusion that British rule in India was evil and had to be ended.  Reversing this earlier call for cooperation, he told the people that “cooperation in any shape or form with this satanic government is sinful.”

2. The course:

· In 1920 Congress adopted the resolution on non-cooperation and recommended the renunciation of government titles, boycotting the law courts, legislatures, government educational institutions and refusing to pay tax.  People were urged to abandon the use of alcohol and drugs which provide sources of revenue and to discard foreign clothes; lawyers were urged to give up their practices.  The object of the non-cooperation movement was the attainment of “starajva” (self-rule) by peaceful means.
· At that time, Muslims in India and elsewhere were shocked by the Turkish defeat in the WWI, the Treaty of Sevres and the possibility of the partition of Turkey.  They started the Khilafat Movement in support of Turkey.  Hoping to further Hindu-Muslim unity to challenge British power, Gandhi led Congress to support the Muslims’ Khilafat Movement and successfully persuaded the Khilafatists to adopt non-cooperation with the government.
· Civil disobedience soon degenerate3d into violence and riots.  Accordingly Gandhi called off the campaign in February 1922.
3. Failure of the Movement

· The government machine did not break down though it was under visible strain as a result of the movement.  Not many officials resigned.  Elections were still held and the councils were dominated by liberals who had broken away from congress.  Government schools were disrupted only for a time.

· In Gandhi’s opinion, the Indians had not yet understood non-violence.  Thus violence broke out and it roused fears and cooled the enthusiasm of many.

· In linking his non-cooperation movement with the militant Khilafat agitations, Gandhi was treading on dangerous grounds.  Basically the Hindus and the Muslims had different aims and their alliance proved short-lived and uneasy.
· Moreover when the sultana was dethroned, the Khilafat Movement collapsed and the Muslims lost their cause

· In time communal riots further undermined Hindu-Muslim cooperation.  From 1922 communal conflicts gradually became a regular feature of Indian life.  Extremists from both sides organized large scale and bloody rioting.

· In the civil disobedience movement, Gandhi had sought to blackmail the British though an assault on their consciences but had failed.  “An Englishman”, he had once told an English friend, “never respects you until you stand up to him. Then he begins to like you.  He is afraid of nothing physical, but he is very mortally afraid of his own consciences if you ever appeal to it and show him to be in the wrong.  He does not like to be rebuked for wrong doing at first; but he will think it over and it will get hold of him and hurt him till he does something to put it right.”  In this, as in many of his other beliefs, Gandhi was wrong.  In India, the moral content of British rule could not be reached by blackmail, for it had become petrified into a system. In Britain, there was merely indifference.  IN fact, the conscience of the British would have been much more quickly aroused if there had been widespread rebellion in India and consequently attempt to suppress it.  Gandhi and his methods were not understood.  All that was recognized was that he was harmless.”

· “The British felt that they had little of fear from Gandhi himself, for they soon recognized him for what he was an anti-western reformer.  As long as Gandhi was in control of Congress, they knew they had an ally.   As long as civil disobedience remained non-violent, it did not greatly worry the government.  Who was hurt by the non-cooperation anyway?  Only the Indians.   Gandhi’s whole aim was to minimize violence; the government’s aim was the same.  They were still capable of suppressing a few outbreaks of small-scale violence, but if once Gandhi ceased to dominate Congress, the machine he had built up might well be used by more dynamic and violent people.  A full-scale rebellion could not be crushed.  So the government obliged Gandhi by treating him with considerable respect – jailing him occasionally to keep up appearances terrorists and those western-style revolutionaries when they really feared.”  (Michael Edwards, The Last Years of British India, pp. 57-8)
4. Despite its failure, Gandhi’s non-cooperation movement gained a unique all-India character.  At least for a while, Congress had won the support and cooperation of the Muslims.  Moreover, Congress had also obtained overwhelming support of the masses.  Gandhi had succeeded in bringing the lower middle class into national movement.  (Pandey, The Breakup of British India, p. 106); he “not only converted the national movement into a revolutionary movement but also made it popular.” (Majumdar, p. 984).
5. As Spear pointed out, “Things could never be the same again.  The “colonial” mentality had been discarded; Indians now felt themselves politically adult, able to treat with the government on equal terms.  The government never sank back quite into this old Olympianism.  It had suffered a great shock and now recognized that public opinion existed and that the Congress was force to b e reckoned with … It was clear that the government was not yet ripe for overthrow and that the Congress could not be disregarded.” (Spear, A history of India, Vol. II. pp. 192-4)

Next topic: The change to cooperative non-cooperation
III. The change to cooperative non-cooperation

1. Reasons:
· At first, the Congressmen proclaimed that the Montford Reforms were a sham and the provincial ministers’ powers a farce.  But in time they showed growing interest in the ministries working under the new constitution as a result of the liberal measures they had introduced.  The Rowlett acts of 1919 and the Press Act of 1910 were repealed.  Industrial social measures including workers’ compensation were introduced.  The cotton excise was abolished in 1925.   A beginning was made in the Indianisation of the officers’ cadre in the army and the equalization of Indian and British membership of the civil service was proposed.  Despite various obstacles that still had to be overcome (Refer to Spear, A History of India, Vol. 2. p. 195), where the ministers were determined and supported by the provincial councils, they could get things done.  Gradually the ministers grew in status and the councils in prestige.

· Gandhi’s temporary disappearance made a change possible.  C.R. Das and Motilal Nehru, frustrated with the failure of the non-cooperation policy, advocated a change of policy to contest for the next election, put Indian demands to the government through the elected members and if government still rejected Congress demands, to adopt a policy of obstruction within the councils, that is, to wreck the reform from within.  In 1922, Das and Nehru failed to secure majority support in Congress, they started a new party.  It named as Swaraj Party within the Congress.

· In the 1923 general election, the Swarajists did very well in the provinces, except in Madras and the Punjab.  The defeat of the liberals brought ministerial rule to an end in two out of nine provinces in 1924.  The Swaraj Party won 42 out of 101 seats in the central legislature and become its largest party.  When the Swarajists’ demands for self-rule were rejected by government, they tried to defeat every government motion introduced in the legislature.

· In 1924, Gandhi was prematurely released from prison on account of ill health.  Though he was opposed to “council entry”, he compromised at the annual session of Congress in 1924 with the Swarajists to bring them back to Congress fold.  Consequently the work in the central and provincial legislatures was carried on by the Swaraj Party on behalf of Congress as an integral part of the Congress organization.

· Failure of cooperative non-cooperation

1. The government was embarrassed but not paralyzed as the viceroy had sufficient power to govern without the cooperation of the legislature.

2. Cooperative non-cooperation was a negative policy and the Swarajists found themselves in a dilemma.  “The very entry of Congress into the Councils increased their importance and so made it more difficult to overthrow them.”  The Swarajists “could neither overthrow the government from without or within the councils, nor take office because the gulf of opinion between them and the government was still too deep.  The longer they continued as cooperating non-cooperators the weaker they became.” (Spear, A History of India, Vol. 2. p. 196).  By refusing to accept government posts, the Swarajists had denied themselves the means of applying the government machinery to public services.  The provincial ministers from 1920 to 1937 were Indians not belonging to Congress, the largest and most representative party in the country.  On the other hand, the Swarajists’ mere vocal opposition yielded no result.

3. Some frustrated Swarajists realized the futility of their negative role and decided to accept government offers.  However, they were expelled from the party which became further weakened and fared badly in the 1926 elections.

4. In March 1926 the Swarajists interlude ended when the Swarajists walked out of the legislatures after the government again rejected their demand for responsible government.

IV. Congress position in 1927.
The Swarajists’ attempts to embarrass the British from within the legislatures had failed.  Civil disobedience at an earlier period had been called off when it reached the edges of rebellion. Though Gandhi had been released prematurely before completing his six-year sentence, he held himself morally bound not to oppose the government actively for the next four years, in effect serving his sentence outside the jail.  Withdrawing from the political limelight, he undertook long tours of India, concentrating on the rural areas.  His contribution to the nationalist movement in this period was almost entirely confined to praying, advocating the virtues of hand-spinning and calling for the abolition of untouchability.

In November 1927, the Times of India wrote of the “completeness of the Congress collapse, the utter futility of the Congress collapse, the utter futility of the Congress creed, and a total absence among Congress supporters of single responsible political idea”.  And this seemed to be the truth.
V.  Revision of the Government of India Act of 1919 and the subsequent agitations
1. The Simon Commission

A. The Conservative government appointed a commission in 1927 headed by Sir John Simon to report on the work of the Montford Reforms.  The commission had been appointed two years ahead of the schedule as the Conservative government tried to forestall more drastic reforms by a Labour government which might come to power after the 1929 election.  (Pandey, The Break-up of British India, p. 125).  Moreover, setting up the commission early would give the impression that the Conservatives were also interested in India.
B. Indian reaction 

i. Strong resentment was aroused in India.  The Commission had an all-British membership and Congress considered this a national insult.  Indians held that it did not accord with the self-determination principle to have constitutional changes effected on the recommendations of an outside authority.  The reaction of the Muslim League was divided and one group headed by Jinnah supported a Congress decision to boycott the Commission.  In Jinnah’s opinion, while the Amritsar Massacre was “physical butchery”, the Simon Commission was “the Butchery of our soul”.


ii. Congress organized boycotts and hostile demonstrations wherever the Commission appeared.
iii. All All-Parties Conference met in 1928, represented by Congress, the Muslim League, the Liberal Federation and other parties to frame a constitution for India.  This produced the Nehru Report drawn up by a committee headed by Motilal Nehru.  “It was an able report, drawing on both the American and British constitutions, and demonstration the maturity of the Indian politicians”.  Among its important recommendations were: a declaration of rights, a parliamentary system, a bicameral legislature, adult franchise, redistribution of provincial boundaries on a linguistic basis, and independent judiciary, legislatures, provincial autonomy, joint electorates and a federation fro India with dominion status without rejecting the possibility of complete independence in future.”  (Pandey, The Break-up of British India, p. 125-126) Congress agreed to accept dominion status if granted on or before 31 December 1929.  It also demanded a round table conference to prepare for the change.
iv. The All-Parties Conference did not concede Jinnah’s claims on behalf of the Muslims who objected to the joint electorates proposed in the Nehru Report.  Jinnah then joined other Muslim leaders to hold an All-India Muslim Conference on 1 January 1929.  The Conference issued a manifesto of Muslim claims, stating that in the ultimate Indian constitution only complete autonomy in a federation with communal representation would be accepted by the Muslims.
2. Lord Irwin’s Unsuccessful Mediation
A. Lord Irwin, Viceroy from 1926-1931, was anxious to reconcile with the Indians and check the spread of discontent.  Being a deeply religious man who reacted emotionally to what he believed to be the essentially moral content of Gandhi’s idea, Irwin saw in Gandhi the key to an evolutionary approach to Indian self-government. To win Indian goodwill, Irwin, declared that he had a “double duty’, threat is, to carry on the King’s government and to serve as an intermediary between India and Britain.  Then he suggested to London to declare dominion status for India as the goal of British policy and to call a round table conference which would associate the Indians with the discussions on the Simon Report and the preparation of the next step.  The Conservative Government accepted the principle of association but was not prepared to make any statement about dominion status.  
B. Then in the summer of 1929, the Labour Government took office and the new Prime Minister Ramsay Macdonald declared shortly before taking office, “I hope that within a period of months rather than years there will be a new dominion added to the Commonwealth of our Nations, a dominion which will find self-respect as an equal within the Commonwealth.  I refer to India.”  In October 1929, Lord Irwin reiterated in a rather vaguely worded announcement that dominion status was the British goal in India.


C. Gandhi praised Irwin’s sincerity but demanded that a conference would be called to frame a dominion constitution.  However, Irwin was not empowered to promise this.  Congress leaders then became disillusioned with the Labour Government which, despite its fine phrases in opposition, seemed very little different from the Conservatives when it was actually in power.  As on Congress leader had said even before the Labour Government took office, “first we believed in the British officials as a whole; then in higher officials; then in the viceroy; then in the British government; then parliament, then in the Labour Party.  All have failed.  Now we can only believe in our own efforts.” (Michael Edwards, The Last Years of British India, p. 62)

D. In December 1929, Congress declared complete independence as their goal and launched a civil disobedience movement. In fact, Gandhi’s first instinct was to accept the government’s concession.  However, on finding the left wing sentiment so strong in Congress, he knew that compromise would split Congress.  As a result, he preferred keeping the situation in control by leading another non-violent movement himself.  (Spear, A History of India, Vol.  2, p.202)
3. The Civil Disobedience Movement 1930-1931

A. In the movement, Congress urged the Indians to boycott the legislatures, foreign goods and the round table conference.  (Refer to Majumdar, And Advanced History of India, p. 921-922 for the conference).  Import of piece goods and cigarettes dropped to nearly a quarter of the previous years’ figures and the boycott assured Indian businessmen that nationalism was good for them and their business.

B. Gandhi knew that to rouse the masses, it was necessary to use some symbols they could easily recognize.  As the masses had no ideas of what dominion status was, Gandhi bit upon the salt tax.  The production of salt was a government monopoly and in 1930, half the retail price of salt represented tax.  Gandhi incited the masses to break the monopoly by making their own salt.  On March 12 to April 5, 1930, Gandhi and his seventy disciples made a 241 mile walk to Dandi on the Arabian Sea and ceremonially made his uneatable salt.  Gandhi expected to be arrested for breaking the salt laws but the government instructed provincial government that only his followers would be arrested and Gandhi himself was to be denied martyrdom. 

 (Think of it: Why did the British government refuse to arrest Gandhi?  What was the aim of Gandhi’s reaction here?)

C. At first, the government even sought to protect Gandhi’s control of the movement by arresting those who might give it a violent direction and by acting with moderation so as to keep the effect of the salt march within bounds.  But when the impression was growing that the administration was being weak, the government at last had Gandhi arrested in May.  Sharp oppression then followed.  (Refer to Majumdar, An Advanced History of India, p. 987)
4. The Gandhi-Irwin Truce of March 1931
A. Origins:

·  The strikes and boycotts hit the British community very hard.

· The Labour Government’s virtual rejection of the Simon Report seemed a good omen to Congress.

· The report was published in May 1930.  It condemned diarchy and recommended complete responsible government in the provinces, wider franchise, abolition of the official bloc in the legislatures, continuance of complete British authority in the central government, the separation of Burma and an All-India Generation including the princes.  This last suggestion was very important because it initiated the idea of federal principle for the whole India.

· The Report was received in India with indifference and considered dangerous by the British Conservatives. The Labour Government dissociated itself from the Report.

· Congress was wearying of civil disobedience as the government did not seem to have been weakened by ten months of agitations.

· In fact both Gandhi and Irwin had unexpected areas of understanding and they saw that both sides could not ignore each other indefinitely.  Irwin first made an appeal to Gandhi for cooperation. The Labor prime minister then followed the appeal by starting a new policy for provisional autonomy, a federal legislature and safeguards for minorities during a transitional period only.
·  Gandhi and the more important Congress leaders were released and Congress accepted this as gesture of genuine goodwill.

· Through the mediation of the moderate nationalists, Irwin and Gandhi held a meeting.  A compromise was made.

B. Congress agreed to call off the civil disobedience and attend the second session of the Round Table Conference. The government released political prisoners except those convicted of violence and repressive ordinances were withdrawn.

C. However the truce proved short-lived.  By January 1932, civil disobedience was renewed.   Reasons:

i. In August 1931, the Labour administration at Westminster had given way to a so-called “National Government”, which was really Conservative.  Ramsay Macdonald remained prime minister, but he was no longer any thing more than a compliant prisoner of the Conservatives.
ii. Gandhi went to London to attend the Round table Conference as the sole Congress representative.  However, he failed both to impress the ruling circles and to find a solution for the communal question.  He clung dogmatically to the thesis that Hindus and Muslim were one and that Congress was the only body which could speak for all India.  He would therefore offer no constructive suggestions for reconciling differences with those who spoke for other interests.  Representatives of the minority groups at the conference, especially the Muslims, demanded that communal representation be retained but Gandhi was firmly against it.  While Gandhi’s mystical attitude was not well received, his indifference to reality had antagonized everybody.
iii. Irwin was replaced in April 1931 by Lord Willington who disliked Gandhi and presented a stiff front to Congress.  On Gandhi’s return to India in December 1931 he found government repression in full swing. Thus in January 1932, Congress resolved to renew civil disobedience.
5. Renewal of Civil Disobedience 1932-1933

A. Gandhi was arrested on January 4, 1932.  Government outlawed Congress and introduced repressive ordinances, resulting in general defiance.  (Refer to Majumdar, An advanced History of India, p. 988)

B. The renewed civil disobedience campaign was failure.  Acts of terrorism and communal violence still took place and collapsed after six months and was formally called off by Gandhi in May 1933.  Meanwhile the new constitution was being drafted and Congress at last abandoned non-cooperation to give the new constitution a trial.

C. In the midst of civil disobedience, Congress attention had been diverted from the self-government to Gandhi’s campaign against untouchability.  The Untouchables were generally rest of Hindu society and made up some 30 percent of the population.  As no agreement had been reached at the Round Table Conference, the British made the Communal Award which continued the provision of separate electorates and extended it to the Sikhs and the Untouchables.  Gandhi opposed to the award because it would create a permanent division among the Hindus and the defection of the Untouchables.  In September. 1932, he threatened a fast to death if the British went ahead with their plan. Fearful that he would die, Congress leaders concluded the Poona Pact with the leader of the Untouchables.  The pact nearly doubled the seats reserved for the Untouchables, to be filled by a common joint electorate out of a panel of names originally chosen by them alone.  The government accepted the pact and Gandhi ended his fast.
VI. The Government of India Act of 1935

1. The Council of India was abolished, replaced by three to six advisers to give advice to the Secretary of State for India.

2. An All-India Federation was proposed for the future, to be made up of British India and the Indian princely states.
· A federation seemed to be a logical step in the development of a united India on account of the need to recognize local differences and to give local freedom within the overall control of the centre.

· The princes were left to join the federation voluntarily.  The federal centre would only come into force when half of the Indian states, reckoned by population, had acceded.

· The federal executive would consist of two parts to carry out the system of diarchy at the centre.  Once was in charge of “transferred departments” and was responsible to the federal legislature. The other party dealing with “reserved department” (e.g. foreign affairs, defense, etc) was under the sole charge of the viceroy who was in these matters responsible only to the British Parliament.  Even in the transferred subjects the viceroy had special powers to act on his own authority.

· The federal legislature was bicameral in structure with both chambers exercising coordinate powers in almost all aspects.
· The Federal Assembly was the lower chamber.  One-third of its seats (125 seats) were filled by delegates nominated by the princes; the other seats (250) were filled by members elected by provincial legislative assemblies based on communal representation.  Members held a five-year term and the assembly was subject to dissolution.

· The Council of State was the upper house.  It was a permanent body not subject to dissolution.  Two-fifths of its seats were filled by the princes’ nominees (104 members): British India had 156 seats, mostly filled direct election based on high franchise and communal electorates.  Its members held a nine-year term of office, with one-third of its membership retiring every three years.
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3. The Provinces

A. There was a redistribution of the provinces.  Two new provinces were created: Sind was separated from Bombay and Orissa was the other.  Burma was separated from India.

B. Provincial autonomy replaced diarchy.  A council of ministers would aid and advise the governor in the discharge of his functions except in matters like law and order which were still in his sole discretion.  Ministers were appointed normally from members of the provincial legislature and were responsible to it.

C. Provincial legislatures had either one or two chambers and they were similar in structure to the federal legislature.

D. There were still limitations to complete autonomy as the provincial governors still had extraordinary powers like vetoing bills, promulgating urgent ordinances and issuing permanent acts.

4. Franchise was more liberal than before, given to about 27% of the adult population, including women, thus making the electorate of 35 million one of the largest in the world.  Separate electorates were retained and sets in the legislature were distributed along the lines of the amended Communal Award of 1932.
5. Reactions to the Government of India Act

A. “To the British, the India Act of 1935 was a generous gesture, meeting all the reasonable demands of the nationalists while safeguarding the rights of the minorities, particularly the Muslim’s and ensuring the continued guiding hand of British power.” (Embree, India’s Search for National Identity, p. 108)

B. “Politically conscious Indians regarded it with disappointments and scorn.  It cut across what seemed to be the mainstream of national integration, the process that the British themselves had done so much to further through their centralized administration and modern communications.  A federal structure was being created out of an existing unitary government, not as elsewhere from a union of states.  The complex franchise, with its constituencies for a multitude of racial, religious, and cultural groups, was subversive of Indian nationality.  To men like Nehru the communal franchise was a denial of modernity to India.  The Conviction, long held by the nationalists, that the British accentuated old divisions, and created new ones in order to perpetuate their rule, were thus strengthened.” (Embree, India’s Search for National Identity. P. 108)
The Act fell short of dominion status.  Without control over defense and foreign affairs and with the extensive reserve powers of the viceroy, any transfer of power was more nominal than real.

Moreover, the federal part, promising great influence for the autocratic princely states in the future federation, would mean that the proposed federation would be too conservative.  “An independent India dominated by the princes might have been decorative and peaceful, but hardly effective or forward looking.  It was something like stopping he clock just before the alarm for the new age was due to going off.” (Spear, A History of India, vol. 2. p. 209)

Even the moderates saw the reform as undesirable.  The left-wing leader A Jawaharlal Nehru called it “a character of slavery deserved to be rejected in it’s entirely”.  In his opinion, “It is an illusion to imagine that a dominant imperialist power will give up its superior position and privileges unless effective pressure amounting to coercion is exercised.” (J. Nehru, Autobiography, p. 544).  Moreover he did not believe in the existence of an intense for not conceding independence.  The problem, as he saw it, was creation of the British and a handful of upper-class politicians both Hindu and Muslim, who wrangled endlessly over distribution of seats in the legislatures and governments jobs.
The Muslims felt that the Act was devised mainly in Hindu interests as the pressure which had produced it was mainly a Hindu one.  Muslims also felt that it contained the threat of Hindu majority rule.

Pandey viewed the Act as essentially a compromise between various rival claims --- “between communalism and nationalism, between Tory and Labour, between British and Indian economic interests, between British India and the Indian states … (The government) against the other, and produced a compromise scheme, hedged with too many “safeguards” checks and balances, which satisfied no political party, not even the liberals in India.” (Pandey, The Break-up of British India, p. 136-137)
6. Comments
· It took eight years to produce the Act.  The delay undermined Indian confidence in British sincerity.  The delay was due to the obstruction form diehard imperialists.  Winston Churchill was one of those who opposed to any transfer of power.  Moreover the two viceroys, Willington (1931-36) and Linlithgow (1936-1943) failed to implement it.  “Had the reforms been passed gracefully and earlier, it might have been given a trial before the Second World War.  As it happened, the most important part of the Act, the Federal part, was never implemented owing to the War.  Had its federal provisions been implemented before the war, there would have been no partition for India.” (Pandey, The Break-up of British India, p. 137-138)

· In 1935, the British government still had a strong position (Refer to Pandey, The Break-up of British India, p. 136-7) but it had neither the determination nor the sense of urgency to create a united and free India.  When it had both in 1946, Indian conditions had changed and the government was no longer in a position to do so especially after the World War have greatly weakened British power.
· “Despite the criticism made of it at the time, the act provided the framework around which the constitution of independent India was built.”  Although there was no specific mention of either dominion status or independence as future goals, and the primacy of British rule was once more asserted, the implicit assumption was that the promise of 1917, the advance toward responsible government, could be fulfilled within the new framework. ‘it was not a transitional document, as the 1919 constitution had been; provisions for change and growth were made, but that was a definitive solution to what that British regarded as the major political problems of India.”  (Embree, p 107)

· As Spear pointed out, the Act was “on the whole a far-sighted document which merited the title of prelude to independence.” (Spear, A history of India, Vol. 2, p. 209)
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What’s the aim of Macdonald’s speech?





What’s the meaning of Self-Determination?  Why did Jinnah label the Simon Commission as “the Butchery of our soul”?





Draw a graph/flow chat to show the political structure of Indian government proposed in the Government of India Act in 1935.





Work to do: please write a summary on the impact of Government India Act of 1935 in the space provided.  The historians’ comments should be quoted.











