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      Glossary
    


    
      
        
        
      

      
        
          	Adjilaf

          	Common body of Muslims, see ashraf,
        


        
          	Alim

          	See ulema,
        


        
          	Arya Samaj

          	Hindu sect founded by Dayanand in the Punjab, whence it spread into the United
          Provinces in particular; opposes caste restrictions, aggressively proselytising.
        


        
          	Ashraf

          	‘Honourable’: Muslims of highest status, who traced their descent to homelands
          outside India.
        


        
          	Ayurvedic

          	Indigenous system of Indian medicine based on Sanskrit medical treatises.
        


        
          	Chettiar

          	Hindu trading caste from Tamil Nadu.
        


        
          	Fatwa

          	Religious opinion issued by a convocation of ulema. Not
          binding upon Muslims.
        


        
          	Gosha

          	Muslim practice of secluding women.
        


        
          	Haj

          	Pilgrimage to Mekkah.
        


        
          	Hartal

          	Closing of shops and businesses as a sign of mourning and/or political
          discontent.
        


        
          	Hindu Mahasabha

          	The oldest Hindu communalist party, founded 1915, especially active from
          mid-1920s.
        


        
          	Inamdar

          	Holder of land revenue of a parcel of land for a specific service.
        


        
          	Jagirdar

          	Holder of an assignment of the land revenue of a territory for a specific
          service.
        


        
          	Khalif

          	‘Successor’, the religious and temporal head of Islam (as acknowledged by Sunni
          Muslims).
        


        
          	Khilafat

          	‘Sovereignty’, the office of the Khalif.
        


        
          	
            Makhtab
          

          	Qu’ranic school teaching basic knowledge of Arabic and the Qu’ran.
        


        
          	Mofussil

          	The rural localities of a district (or region) as distinguished from the chief
          station (or capital).
        


        
          	Moulvi

          	Title of a learned Muslim, teacher.
        


        
          	Mudaliyar

          	Large Hindu trading and cultivating caste from Tamil Nadu.
        


        
          	Mapilla

          	Malayalam-speaking Muslims.
        


        
          	Nayadu

          	Prominent south Indian Hindu trading caste.
        


        
          	Pillai

          	As above.
        


        
          	Qazi

          	Muslim official attached to mosque, registers marriages, divorces, and supervises
          Muslim law.
        


        
          	Sangham and Suddhi

          	Hindu religious movements active in the 1920s, connected with the Hindu Mahasabha
          aimed at counteracting Muslim proselytising.
        


        
          	Satyagraha

          	‘Truth-force’ or soul-force. A term coined by Gandhi to cover forms of non-violent
          coercion, e.g., civil disobedience.
        


        
          	Tanzim

          	Muslim religious movement founded in the 1920s to counteract Hindu Sangham and
          Suddhi movements.
        


        
          	Ulema

          	Plural of alim, those specially trained in the knowledge of
          Muslim religion and law, who are regarded by Muslims as the authorities on these matters.
        


        
          	Unani

          	System of Indian medicine based on Arabic and classical Greek medical
          treatises.
        


        
          	Zamindar

          	A possessor of land’, formerly a revenue farmer; in Bengal, eastern United Provinces
          and parts of the Madras Presidency they were accorded proprietary rights by the British.
        

      
    

  


  
    
      List of Abbreviations
    


    
      
        
        
      

      
        
          	AICC

          	All-India Congress Committee
        


        
          	AIMC

          	All-India Muslim Conference
        


        
          	AIML

          	All-India Muslim League
        


        
          	Assoc.

          	Association
        


        
          	Cd

          	Command
        


        
          	Census

          	Decennial Census Reports of the Government India
        


        
          	CID

          	Criminal Investigation Department
        


        
          	CKC

          	Central Khilafat Committee
        


        
          	CNMA

          	Central National Mahommedan Association
        


        
          	Dept.

          	Department
        


        
          	Govt.

          	Government
        


        
          	HJ

          	Home Judicial Department files, Government of India
        


        
          	HP

          	Home Public Department files, Government of India
        


        
          	HPL

          	Home Political Department files, Government of India
        


        
          	ICS

          	Indian Civil Service
        


        
          	ILA

          	Imperial Legislative Assembly
        


        
          	ILAD

          	Imperial Legislative Assembly Debates
        


        
          	ILC

          	Imperial Legislative Council
        


        
          	ILCD

          	Imperial Legislative Council Debates
        


        
          	INC

          	Indian National Congress
        


        
          	JP

          	Justice Party
        


        
          	MEC

          	Madras Executive Council
        


        
          	
            MG
          

          	Madras Government
        


        
          	MKC

          	Madras Khilafat Committee
        


        
          	ME

          	Government of Madras, Education Department files, Press
          

          or manuscript (MS) collection
        


        
          	MKC

          	Madras Khilafat Committee
        


        
          	MLA

          	Member, Madras Legislative Assembly
        


        
          	MLC

          	Member, Madras Legislative Council
        


        
          	MN

          	Madras Newspapers weekly (later monthly) reports on
          

          English-language and vernacular newspapers owned by
          

          Indians and examined by the Criminal Investigation
          

          Department
        


        
          	MP

          	As above but are Public Department files
        


        
          	MPB

          	Madras Parliamentary Board
        


        
          	Memo.

          	Memorandum
        


        
          	MLC

          	Madras Legislative Council
        


        
          	MLCD

          	Madras Legislative Council Debates
        


        
          	MPML

          	Madras Presidency Muslim League
        


        
          	MPCC

          	Madras Presidency Congress Committee
        


        
          	MPP

          	Muslim Progressive Party
        


        
          	Parlt

          	Parliament
        


        
          	para.

          	Paragraph
        


        
          	PP

          	People’s Party
        


        
          	PP

          	British Parliamentary Papers
        


        
          	RD.

          	Reforms Department files, Government of India.
        


        
          	Sec.

          	Secretary
        


        
          	S ICC

          	Southern Indian Chamber of Commerce
        


        
          	SIMEA

          	Southern Indian Muhammedan Educational Association
        


        
          	SP

          	Swaraj Party
        


        
          	U.

          	United Provinces (later Uttar Pradesh)
        


        
          	VP

          	Vice President
        

      
    

  


  
    
      Kenneth McPherson, 1944–2010: An Appreciation
    


    
      As he himself explains here, in this book Kenneth McPherson set out to complete an
      intellectual journey that he began into the world of the Tamil Muslims many years ago. That beginning predated
      the present global interest in the so-called ‘Muslim problem’, but he always saw in the story a microcosm example
      of how there was and remains no such thing as a ‘Muslim world’ — he was always concerned to depict Muslim
      communities within, responding to and stimulating the broader social contexts within which they are located. As
      the current concerns grew so, too, did Kenneth McPherson’s conviction that the Tamil Muslims’ modern history,
      interesting enough in its own right, said much about the growth of modern Islam.
    


    
      Sadly, just after effectively finalising the manuscript for this book in the early part of 2009, Ken McPherson
      was hospitalised with what emerged as an incurable brain condition that, cruelly, put an end to his research work
      and his writings. He passed away on 29 March 2010. This, then, will be his last book, and we will not get to see
      his planned new works on the social history of Madras and south India. His friends already miss his insights,
      knowledge, scholarship and wit. It is fitting, though, that his library now resides with the Asia Research Centre
      at Murdoch University, where he was attached at the time his illness struck, and that a great many of his South
      Asian collectables are deposited with his beloved Fremantle Maritime Museum on the edge of the Indian Ocean that
      he studied and journeyed over for so long.
    


    
      Given these circumstances, it is fitting and important that this book appears, not only to recount the Tamil
      Muslim story but also that we may locate it in the broad sweep of his work, interests and influences.
    


    
      Kenneth McPherson was born in Liverpool in 1944 to cruise liner purser Ian McPherson whose
      Covenanter ancestors ended up in India in the eighteenth century, and Joan Nichol whose own family had India
      connections stretching back to the late eighteenth century as soldiers and service personnel. The McPherson trio
      left post-war Britain for a new life in Western Australia, but Ian found it difficult to adjust and soon left to
      return to the sea. Joan McPherson brought up Kenneth as a sole parent, seeing him through a socially tough but
      intellectually successful school career at the Christian Brothers College in Fremantle where he became school
      captain in his final year. Joan then watched him win a scholarship to the University of Western Australia where
      he failed a first-year science programme before finding his way into an arts course. Ken then won a further
      scholarship to the Australian National University where he completed his PhD. It was through this phase that he
      began his own journeying, aided by a travel agent aunt based in Monaco who enabled Joan and Ken to return to
      Europe periodically and, soon, discover Asia.
    


    
      Given that family background it was inevitable that Ken McPherson be drawn to the study of Asia first, then to
      India and the Indian Ocean. His Honours thesis recounted an aspect of Chinese history, before he turned to India
      and the Muslims for his Masters at a time when most others were investigating the contours of Congress and
      nationalist politics. That early interest in the Muslims sprang from two essential sources: his fascination with
      global trading cycles and patterns, and the associated journeys of ideas and doctrines. The Masters thesis on the
      Madras Muslims (the origin of this present book) reflected both those strands, and was followed by the ANU PhD
      thesis on the Calcutta Muslims. In one of his earliest published pieces, in University Studies in History
      published by the University of Western Australia’s History department, Ken analysed the career of Yakub Hasan who
      is a major figure in this present book.
    


    
      After ANU, where he worked in part with Ravinder Kumar, Ken McPherson won a Humboldt Fellowship to the South Asia
      Institute at Heidelberg University where he worked with Dietmar Rothermund and turned the PhD thesis into a
      monograph, The Muslim Microcosm that appeared in 1974. Returning to Australia late that year he became a
      Senior Tutor in History at the University of Western Australia. In 1976 he joined the Western Australian
      Institute of Technology that later became Curtin University where he stayed until 2002.
    


    
      At that point Western Australia had a rich vein of scholars working on Asia, and on India
      particularly. The 1970s and 1980s saw a string of PhD students there working on the subcontinent, many of them
      joining Curtin where they were led throughout by John McGuire and joined much later by Peter Reeves when he
      shifted over from UWA which he had joined in 1974. Ken McPherson was central to that group but worked
      differently, turning his attention at a very early point to the Indian Ocean, and it was in that field he became
      an international figure. His first courses on the Indian Ocean began at Curtin in the mid-1970s, and investigated
      all aspects of regional life.
    


    
      He was at the heart of a series of Indian Ocean festivals that focused on cultural interchange around the region
      that ran in Perth from 1979 onwards. That led Ken to establish the Indian Ocean Centre for Peace Studies that
      later became the Indian Ocean Centre and attracted strong federal, state and commercial support as it researched
      innumerable aspects of regional policy bearing upon Western Australia’s development in particular. During the
      1990s Ken McPherson became a founding member of the Australia–India Council, an official advisor on Indian Ocean
      matters to Australia’s Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade in Canberra, and directed research projects on a
      myriad of India Ocean issues. He travelled the region and established an unparalleled network that was
      instrumental in creating important dialogues.
    


    
      Among the most important of those was the early- and mid-1990s work drawing together Australian and Indian
      interests to test how relations between the two countries might be improved. By moving the focus from purely
      academic interests more towards applied policy ones, he was an important figure in bridging the gap between the
      academy and the ‘real’ world. In 1994 the Indian Ocean Centre was the driving force behind the production of
      Australia and South Asia: A Blueprint For 2001? The 1996 India–Australia Public Policy conference was a
      further important interaction, reinforced later by his appearance before the Australian Parliament’s 1997 inquiry
      into Australia’s trade relationship with India. Through that period, Ken McPherson was instrumental in keeping
      the India possibilities before government.
    


    
      As the Australia–India relationship now seems at a higher point than ever early in the 21st century,
      it is instructive to recall all the hard work Ken McPherson put in over the preceding period, often under
      conditions of tight funding, lack of interest and absence of understanding among his target audience.
    


    
      Throughout all that he retained his own research interests and in 1993 produced his best
      known work, The Indian Ocean: A History of People and the Sea. That book has been republished twice in
      different forms and stands as one of the ‘classics’ in the field, reflecting the full range of his knowledge and
      interests that turned towards port cities, fisheries and trade as well as the normal historical matters for which
      he trained. Over the years Ken McPherson wrote many articles on a wide range of Indian Ocean subjects, and
      conducted archival research in several locations across Asia and the rest of the world. His favourite approach,
      besides the sweep of the Indian Ocean book, was the vignette that served to demonstrate a wider principle. His
      1998 article ‘Trade and Traders in the Bay of Bengal: Fifteenth to Nineteenth Centuries’, for example (in R.
      Mukherjee and Lakshmi Subramaniam, Politics and Trade in the Indian Ocean World: Essays in Honour of Ashin Das
      Gupta) contained a detailed archival analysis of the British 18th and 19th century
      presence in Penang — it was a model explication of how such regional policy was formulated, directed and managed.
    


    
      Ken McPherson himself always admitted to being no historical theorist, and many reviewers of his work describe
      him as a traditional narrative historian. That is true, but the comment masks the strong archival skills he
      showed in unravelling and explaining complex processes at work across large territories and cultures. It was for
      that reason he maintained his early interest in the Islamic world at a time when it was unfashionable to do so.
      That allowed him to introduce generations of students to a world they learned little about otherwise and for
      which they must now be grateful as the Islamic world impinges far more upon their own. He was a committed and
      gifted if demanding teacher, his courses invariably big survey ones investigating such themes as the Indian
      Ocean, the Arab world, maritime trade flows, or Islam. They were backed by his own wide reading and understanding
      — Ken was well removed from the narrow scholar who never navigates beyond the PhD subject.
    


    
      Ken McPherson left Curtin in 2002 when that institution unwisely and abruptly closed the Centre that had brought
      it so much credit, and he immediately returned to Germany and Heidelberg as a Mercator Professor and also had
      another visiting post there at the University of Halle. There he inspired another generation of students, but was
      unable to continue the alliance because he needed to spend more time in Perth supporting Joan who had supported
      him so strongly in the earlier years. He continued to write and review, and served as President of the Australian
      Association for Maritime History, was an Adjunct Professor at La Trobe University for three
      years before his later affiliation with the Asia Research Centre at Murdoch University in Perth.
    


    
      His house was always his great refuge but was also a place where friends were welcomed warmly and where
      conversations were enlightened and animated. Ken McPherson always had a wicked, sometimes sharp sense of humour.
      He admired style if it had real substance, and he was a keen explorer and traveller rather than tourist. On one
      occasion, for example, an expedition in search of a famous old Delhi restaurant became a set piece in historical
      geography. He was an avid collector, especially of things Indian and Asian: silver, porcelain, maps and books.
      Many of the last came originally from the legendary and now disappeared T. N. Jayavelu shop in the old Moore
      Market in Madras. Much of his collecting reflected his deep intellectual interests in the British and Portuguese
      trading empires, but his constant curiosity about the human condition and its use of power led him to read deeply
      around Nazi Germany, the holocaust and the Cold War aftermath, for example. He was widely read even for an
      academic, and his bookshelves were always more revealing than most.
    


    
      Ken was keen to see this present book appear for three reasons: first, Madras and the south was the long-time
      residence of many of his forbears; second, and correctly, he saw the Madras Muslims as a micro example of the
      very important point that there is no such thing as a monolithic Muslim’ community at either the global or local
      level; and, third, because finishing the book would close the circle on his intellectual journey. The Muslims had
      become important again, as had the Indian Ocean, and both issues were important to him because he had for so long
      been a lone pioneering voice in the settings he inhabited.
    


    
      Brian Stoddart
    


    
      Kyneton, Victoria
    


    
      March 2010
    

  


  
    
      Preface
    


    
      In 1969 I wrote a Masters thesis that has now been much expanded to give shape to
      this book. Now, as then, the central question was how the various Muslim groups in the Madras Presidency (apart
      from the Mapillas of South Kanara and Malabar districts) responded to the changing political forces that swept
      British India between 1901 and 1947. Additionally, I wanted to explore the extent to which the political history
      of the various Muslim minority groups in the Madras Presidency conformed to the general pattern of Muslim
      political development in India during the period under review.
    


    
      Since 1969, with changing approaches to colonial histories in general and widening perspectives on the period
      1901 to 1947 in particular, further questions/anomalies have become apparent. For instance, post-1947
      constructions of Muslim political life in British India have tended to link support for the Muslim League as
      evidence of support for the idea of a separate Muslim state. However, the Madras Muslim community was but one for
      which, geographically at least, Pakistan had small relevance. Moreover, in the Madras Presidency, and also in
      other parts of India, the 1937 election results did not preface any growing alienation of Muslims from the
      general body politic. To the contrary, a growing sense of Muslim self-consciousness and self-confidence within
      the local body politic during the first three decades of the twentieth century was given ideal expression by the
      Muslim League, which proved very popular in southern India between 1937 and 1947.
    


    
      By 1947, then, had the Muslims of the Madras Presidency, despite their support for the Muslim League during the
      previous decade, achieved a modus vivendi with non-Muslims in the area that enabled them to maintain a
      distinct Muslim political organisation whilst at the same time remaining a component part of modern India? If
      such a modus vivendi was reached, was it due to the non-monolithic nature of the community as opposed to the supposedly homogeneous Urdu-speaking Muslim community of north-western India, some
      of whose members had ardently espoused the cause of Pakistan? Indeed, Madras is the only region where a separate
      Muslim political identity has survived in post-independence India.
    


    
      Given the general political history of south Indian Muslims during those years, support for the League may well
      have expressed a Muslim desire not so much to separate, but more to defend their interests within the body
      politic of British India by united action. How much, then, was communal identity reinforced under British rule by
      the existence of separate political representation for different communities? Such representation vanished in
      1947. Yet tens of millions of Indian Muslims opted to remain in India, apparently accepting the abolition of a
      political system they had zealously defended since 1909. This brings into focus, first, the varied nature of
      communalism in British India; and, second, in the light of decisions made in 1947 and post-1947 reconstructions
      of events leading to Partition, how much communalism was the product of the grafting of an alien political system
      on the complex socio-political fabric of pre-British India.
    


    
      Ultimately, in the face of historical Imperial/colonial involvement in various Muslim areas of the world, does
      any of this Indian experience challenge widely held beliefs that, globally, Muslims belong to a uniform and
      distinctive belief system that unites them in opposition to the rest of the world?
    


    
      The original thesis was made possible by a scholarship and travel grants from the University of Western Australia
      and the Australian Academy of the Humanities. Among others in Australia I wish to thank the staffs of the Reid
      Library, University of Western Australia; the State Library of Western Australia; the Australian National
      Library, Canberra; the Victorian State Library, Melbourne; the Menzies Library, Australian National University,
      Canberra, and the New South Wales State Library, Sydney.
    


    
      In India I had the assistance and guidance of many people, including the staff of the National Archives of India,
      New Delhi; the Madras State Archives; the Mahajana Sabha, Madras; the Theosophical Library, Adyar; the Library of
      the University of Madras; the Hindu; the Southern Indian Chamber of Commerce and the Muslim Educational
      Association of Southern India (formerly the Southern Indian Muhammedan Educational Association) and the Bombay
      office of the History of the Freedom Movement. In addition, Basheer Ahmed Syed MLC, C. R.
      Rajagopalachariar and Professor E. F. Irschick enabled me to gain valuable insights into the work I had
      undertaken. There were many other people in India, including those I interviewed, to whom I owe a debt of
      gratitude for making my work enjoyable and possible. My sincere thanks also to the late Dr Hugh Owen, my MA
      supervisor, for the guidance and friendship that fired my enthusiasm for the history of Islam in South Asia.
    


    
      During the last few years as Mercator Professor at the University of Heidelberg and subsequently as an Alexander
      Humboldt Senior Fellow at the South Asia Institute of the University I was blessed with both the time and the
      facilities to renew my interest in the Muslims of India. My sincere thanks go to colleagues at the South Asia
      Institute, particularly Professor Subrata Mitra. In Australia I have had the support and sharp critical eye of
      Professor Brian Stoddart and Dr Sarah Schladow, both of whom have reined in my purple prose, questioned the logic
      of my arguments and — particularly Brian — spurred me on to complete this book.
    


    
      Kenneth McPherson
    


    
      Asia Research Centre
    


    
      Murdoch University
    


    
      Perth
    


    
      Australia
    

  


  
    
      Introduction
    


    
      Too often Indian Muslims are treated as a homogenous community. However, this
      religious community is, like many others, a conglomerate of different cultural, linguistic and economic groups.
      Certainly, at the turn of the twentieth century there was no singular identifiable ‘Muslim’ community in
      south-east India, but rather scattered communities of Muslims divided from one another by language and history
      although sharing a common religion. From 1901, however, these scattered communities began in some respects to
      coalesce, developing a political and social self-consciousness as members of an All-India Muslim community.
    


    
      In 1901, Muslims formed approximately 4 per cent of the Madras Presidency’s population and were divided into
      three linguistic groups: Urdu, Tamil and Telugu. The Urdu- and Tamil-speaking Muslims who claimed these languages
      as their mother tongues were the largest groups in the Presidency, with the Muslims who claimed Telugu as their
      mother tongue accounting for less than 10 per cent of the total Muslim population.1 In 1901, Urdu Muslims numbered 1,075,394 (although the
      British estimated their number at closer to 894,000, given the tendency of some native Tamil and Telugu Muslims
      to claim Urdu as their mother tongue); Tamil Muslims, 406,793 (probably c. 580, 000); Telugu Muslims, 74,534
      (probably c.100, 000).
    


    
      Tamil Muslims lived in districts which equate with the modern Indian state of Tamil Nadu—Tiruchchirappalli
      (Trichinopoly), Thanjavur (Tanjore), Madurai (Madura), Ramnad and Tirunelveli (Tinnevelly)—whilst Urdu Muslims
      comprised half the Muslim population in what are now the northern districts of Tamil Nadu including Chennai:
      Coimbatore, the Nilgiris, Salem, North Arcot, South Arcot and Chingleput. In all
      other districts, with the exception of South Kanara and Malabar, the majority of Muslims spoke Urdu. However, in
      the Telugu-speaking Andhra coastal districts of Nellore, Guntur, Kistna, West Godavari, East Godavari and
      Vizagapatnam, as well as the inland district of Chittoor, at least 25 per cent of the Muslim population claimed
      Telugu as their mother tongue.
    


    
      Despite linguistic divisions, the Presidency’s Urdu and Tamil Muslims shared some unique characteristics. First,
      although they comprised only 4 per cent of the Presidency’s population, Muslims collectively constituted (after
      Europeans and Christians) the most highly urbanised group in the Presidency: with some 32 per cent of Muslims
      urbanised compared with 9 per cent of Hindus. Across the Presidency Muslims comprised more than 13 per cent of
      the urban population although they were only 4 per cent of the entire population.2 This demographic profile together with their
      penchant for mercantile occupations—particularly in the case of the Tamil Muslims who were known
      throughout the Presidency as shrewd shopkeepers—gave them a disproportionate share in the commerce of the
      Presidency.3
    


    
      In terms of literacy in their mother tongue, the Urdu and Tamil Muslims ranked third after Indian Christians and
      Brahmins among the non-European population: some 7.4 per cent of Muslims compared with 6.1 per cent of Hindus,
      although female literacy amongst Muslims lagged behind the other communities.4 Literate Urdu Muslims were often proficient in both
      Urdu and Telugu, whilst literate Tamil Muslims were almost exclusively proficient in Tamil with a limited
      knowledge of Urdu.5 Telugu
      Muslims ranked much lower than Urdu and Tamil Muslims in the literacy stakes. Collectively, however, Muslims
      lagged far behind their non-Muslim counterparts in literacy in English.
    


    
      The high degree of urbanisation and literacy among the Tamil and Urdu Muslims, and their common religion made
      them susceptible to external influences that later encouraged the growth of an encompassing Muslim
      self-consciousness. The urban concentration of Muslims made social and political organisation easier than if the
      community had been scattered uniformly throughout rural areas.
    


    
      Very few Muslims in the Tamil and Telugu areas of the Madras Presidency were
      substantial landowners or tenant farmers. Some Tamil Muslims were agriculturalist, but most were artisans, owners
      of small trading craft and petty traders, with the wealthiest amongst them investing also in urban property and
      the tanning industry. Many Urdu Muslims appear to have lost whatever land they may have held in the years of
      anarchy and confusion, which preceded the coming of the British, and in the years of re-organisation and land
      re-settlement which followed. Some were wealthy merchants but the majority were artisans and petty traders.
      However, there was a bond of similar economic interest between the modern Urdu and Tamil Muslim mercantile élite
      by the early twentieth century, although Tamil Muslims were generally more prosperous and more thoroughly imbued
      with a mercantile ethos.
    


    
      Like Indian Muslims elsewhere, the Tamil and Urdu Muslims in the Madras Presidency had a self-conscious sense of
      identity separate from the larger society within which they lived. But, this self-consciousness was not
      monolithic: language divided the community into groups with distinct social and cultural characteristics.
    


    
      The Urdu Muslims possessed the greatest degree of group self-consciousness during the nineteenth century. They
      were originally a politically dominant immigrant group whose settlement in the south began some 400–500 years
      ago. By the nineteenth century they were part of local society as a culturally and religiously distinctive group
      with a definite sense of its own identity. As an essentially urbanised group it was relatively easy for them to
      maintain group solidarity based on their adherence to Islam, even as their political and economic fortunes
      declined from the advent of British rule.
    


    
      For Tamil Muslims, whilst religion and social organisation set them apart from non-Muslim Tamil-speakers, they
      had lived in a Tamil cultural environment for more than 1,000 years and developed their own niche in local
      society.6 Tamil society was
      fractured into socially distinctive—but economically inter-dependent—groups. Each group had a clearly defined
      socio-economic identity, but was tied by language, history and a complex web of interactions into the totality of
      Tamil society. Thus the Tamil Muslims functioned as an integral part of Tamil society. In contrast, Urdu
      Muslims—found mostly in the Telugu-speaking areas of the Presidency—were
      culturally and linguistically distinct from their non-Muslim neighbours. Many Urdu Muslims spoke Tamil and Telugu
      in addition to Urdu and undoubtedly had a niche in local society, but the nature of their relationship with their
      non-Muslim Telugu- and Tamil-speaking compatriots was qualitatively different from that of the Tamil Muslims with
      their non-Muslim Tamil-speaking compatriots.
    


    
      The identity of the Telugu Muslims was less clear than that of either the Tamil or Urdu Muslims. Impoverished,
      scattered and numerically insignificant, Telugu Muslims existed on the fringes of Muslim society. With
      prosperity, individual Telugu Muslims merged with their Urdu-speaking co-religionists, and there was a slow
      decline in the number of Muslims claiming Telugu as their mother tongue.
    


    
      Between 1901 and 1947 the Urdu- and Tamil-speaking Muslims of the Madras Presidency became a part of the body
      politic of British India. At the turn of the twentieth century there was no identifiable ‘Muslim’ community in
      south-east India, but rather scattered communities of Muslims divided from one another by language and history.
      In the decades after 1901, these scattered communities began to coalesce, developing a political and social
      self-consciousness as members of an All-India Muslim community.
    


    
      The differing degrees of self-consciousness and self-identification between the two major linguistic groups in
      the Muslim community of the Madras Presidency (leaving aside the Mapillas) in part explain the differing
      responses of these groups to political developments both within the élite arena of all-India politics and the
      more parochial forum of provincial politics. In many ways, the history of the Madras Presidency Muslims in the
      decades after the First World War reflected that of their co-religionists elsewhere in India, and they
      undoubtedly responded to multiple stimuli from outside the Presidency. Domestic and international developments
      during the First World War and in the years immediately following it had extended the political view of the
      Madras Presidency Muslims from the confines of their province to include the national scene. However, closer
      examination indicates that, in the decades after the First World War, the nature of the various Muslim political
      responses in southern India was moulded by their particular history and sociology.
    


    
      Such an examination reveals those local issues—and the emergence of Tamil Muslims as middlemen who managed to
      form a coalition of leading Muslim spokesmen to represent most of the community— played a central role in determining the nature of communal politics which evolved amongst Muslim in
      the Madras Presidency during the inter-war years. From this it can be argued that Partition and the foundation of
      Pakistan in 1947 were neither the goal nor the necessarily inescapable result of the growth of communal politics
      and sentiment amongst Madras Presidency Muslims during these years. This in turn leads one to question post-1947
      constructions of events leading to Partition that discounted the variety of Islam in India and the many
      permutations of Muslim political activity.
    


    
      While it may be drawing a long bow to extrapolate from the Madras Muslim experience to the experience of Muslims
      across India, a study of the Madras Muslims suggests a common link between the events of 1947 and the development
      of an India-wide Muslim consciousness between the First and Second World Wars should be examined carefully. In
      both Bengal and the Punjab, as in the Madras Presidency, the rise of Muslim consciousness in the inter-war period
      did not presage an inevitable move towards the creation of a Muslim state. However, that consciousness did
      provide fertile ground in a critical period from 1942 to 1947, making it possible for the idea of partition to be
      mooted as one solution to a political situation which many Muslims believed had to be resolved by the threat, if
      not the reality, of shock therapy.
    


    
      It may be time to reassess the origins of Pakistan. They cannot be found in histories that simplistically relate
      the divisions that grew between Congress and many Muslims in the 1920s and 1930s to a pernicious and readily
      identifiable form of communalism, supposedly dormant in the heart of most Indian Muslims, apart from those who
      sided with Congress. The view—held both by many Western and Indian historians—which holds the growth of a Muslim
      political life in India separate from Congress during the 1920s and 1930s as necessarily conservative and evil,
      is in itself an intolerant and perhaps ‘orientalist’ view of Muslims in India. It is a view, formed by Western
      concepts of political and cultural correctness, which regards the pronounced Western secular political objectives
      of Congress as evidence of the righteousness of Congress and the reprehensibility of the cultural conservatism of
      many Muslims.
    


    
      Even now, in an age ostensibly concerned with ideals of multiculturalism and conservation of the world’s
      cultures, such conservatism is not regarded emphatically as an understandable part of the human heritage. Rather,
      it is regarded as a threatening backwardness foreshadowing the bogey of militant Muslim fundamentalism. This
      view effectively condemns the growth of a political consciousness determined by
      one’s religious identity as both pejoratively fundamentalist and fundamentally unacceptable.
    


    
      Such views are not necessarily as explicit in their condemnations as outlined here. Orientalism is a subtle
      disease to be found in unexpected quarters and in many forms. For example, in 1989 Kenneth W. Jones wrote in his
      volume for the New Cambridge History of India, Socio-Religious Reform Movements in British India, that in
      granting separate electorates the British ‘linked religion…political power, and political patronage giving rise
      to a Muslim League that [by] the 1930s…began to articulate a Muslim nationalism expressed through the concept of
      Pakistan’.7 It can certainly
      be argued that separate electorates did link religion and politics. However, such a linkage is not necessarily
      dependent upon separate electorates. Notwithstanding, Jones sees the religion of India’s Muslims as something
      fatally entwined with their political life. A debatable view at best, reinforced by his very suspect claim that
      there was such a creature as ‘Muslim nationalism’ in the 1930s based on the concept of Pakistan. Is this the face
      of a new Orientalism underpinned by simplistic and unsustainable historical interpretations and coloured by the
      imposition of Western concepts of religion, politics and national identity? One would hope not.
    


    
      Marc Gaborieu argued a more balanced view in 1993. When discussing the argument that Islam is essentially an
      egalitarian religion he commented that:
    


    
      What explains Muslim separatism is not the [supposed] egalitarianism of a Muslim social order…but the desire to
      identify with a religious community to lay the foundation of an exploitable solidarity on [a] political level,
      among Muslims as among Hindus.8
    


    
      Gaborieu not only questioned the assumption that Islam is inherently an egalitarian socio-religious system but
      pointed out the common reaction of both Muslim and Hindu leaders in British India using religious identification
      as a means of creating voter banks to reinforce their participation in the
      political framework of British India between 1909 and 1947.
    


    
      Sanjay Subrahmanyam provides another way of analysing the political actors the historian places under the
      microscope when he suggests that, in examining their activities, we should bear in mind the possibilities and
      limits of the historical moment in which they found themselves.9 Decisions could only be made on the basis of a
      particular body of present, rather than future, knowledge and opportunity.
    


    
      Because of a temptation for commentators to interpret historical actions with the benefit of hindsight, so we
      inherit histories in which the actors operate in an evolutionary manner leading them consciously and knowingly
      from the past to a modern world. This is particularly relevant when examining the events of 1947 and the way in
      which Partition and the creation of Pakistan are seen by many as the culmination of a conscious movement on the
      part of Indian Muslims following the breakdown of the communal political accord between Hindus and Muslims agreed
      at in Lucknow in 1916. Indeed, Subrahmanyam’s argument influenced me to change the original title of the book to
      include the phrase ‘How best do we survive?’: a leit motif that ran through the political history of
      Muslims in southern India. It was a question whose answer changed over time, for as Patricia Gossman noted,
      ‘communal identity is not fixed but is a political construction’, and
    


    
      The process of identity formation is also variable, as competing groups within the same ‘community’ attempt to
      define the issues and symbols that will unite members who may respond to many different claims on their
      loyalty.10
    


    
      Given the resurgence of political movements determined by religion in Europe and Asia in recent years, it is
      timely to re-examine the history of Muslims in British India and the labels used to describe that history. The
      political history of the years leading to 1947 and the bloody birth of modern India and Pakistan have not
      encouraged unbiased studies of Muslim communalism. At one extreme lie the apologists for Pakistan who seek a
      sense of nation and separateness in the actions of the majority of Muslims
      between the fall of the Mughals and 1947. At the other extreme are those who see 1947 resulting from the sheer
      bloody-mindedness and megalomania of men like Jinnah who blinded the Muslims of British India to the view of an
      independent and secular India espoused by Congress.
    


    
      In between lie myriad views. Few, if any, of these attempt a micro view of the workings of what was historically
      and sociologically a very diverse and complex range of communities. In any case the diversity of Islam as a
      social organism within British India has been dealt with only superficially. The idea of diversity is anathema to
      the believers in a ‘nation’ of subcontinental Muslims. Similarly, it interests other observers only in terms of
      the violent exotica of the Mapilla troubles of 1921 or the religious history of major convert groups such as the
      Muslims of Bangladesh. Generally, it is assumed that the political history of Muslims in British India is
      essentially the history of the Urdu Muslim élite of northern India, who provided the leadership for the movement
      to establish Pakistan just as, ironically, they provided the most eminent representatives of Indian Islam in
      Congress.
    


    
      Reading such a monolithic approach to the history of Muslims in British India can only lead to the assumption
      that supporters of separate Muslim political representation under the British were the progenitors of Pakistan,
      who believed in the idea of a separate Muslim ‘nation’within British India. Yet an examination of the history of
      Tamil and Urdu Muslims in the Madras Presidency until 1947 demonstrates that their fierce defence of separate
      Muslim political representation waged between 1909 and 1947 had nothing at all to do with any concept of a
      separate Muslim state, or with any idea that Muslims formed a distinctive ‘nation’ within British India.
      Moreover, the reasons Muslims in southern India defended separate Muslim political representation in government
      varied enormously, from the archaic social views of pensioned aristocrats to crypto-Congressmen not convinced
      that Gandhi or Nehru could deliver a secular independent India. In fact, in British India, support for separate
      Muslim political representation within the existing political framework came from all sections of a very diverse
      Muslim community, and was a cause uniting Muslims holding very different views on many other issues. Examined in
      fine detail, this cause reveals a very complex community facing challenges and frustrations varying enormously
      across British India. For the Muslims, communalism was not necessarily a prelude to the events of 1947, but a
      means of coping with very real local concerns.
    


    
      Ironically, while Gandhi is recognised for his genius in holding together a
      plethora of the diverse interests within the majority Hindu community under the umbrella of Congress, the fact
      that neither Gandhi nor Nehru were sensitive to the diversity of Islam in India is overlooked. In their treatment
      of Muslims even the most sympathetic Congress leaders accepted a stereotyped view of Muslims as an essentially
      homogenous community with a perverse sense of insecurity. Impatience with Muslim concerns was obvious within
      Congress, as was its oversimplification of those concerns. Jinnah did not repeat this tragic mistake when he
      re-entered the Indian political scene in the early 1930s. He recognised the diversity of interests amongst
      Muslims in British India, and constructed an India-wide political movement that ironically took much from
      Gandhi’s tactics in the early 1920s. Jinnah did not preach Pakistan but initially created a coalition of diverse
      regional interests, each of which was looking for a national platform and a share in the fruits of the 1935
      constitution. The failure of Congress to recognise the innate strength of Jinnah’s approach after the elections
      of 1937 led it to act, once again, as if Muslim concerns could be ignored, and in doing so they gave Jinnah a
      power base which resulted in the formation of Pakistan.
    


    
      Neither the fact of Muslim communalism per se before 1947 nor the existence of separate Muslim electorates
      provide an explanation for Pakistan. But micro-level studies of the operation of the former, and the defence of
      the latter, in British India can lead to a better understanding of the origins of communalism. The recent
      creation of new aggressive ‘communalisms’ in Europe and Asia is similarly—like Muslim communalism in British
      India—dismissed and treated as an aberrant form of political and social behaviour rooted simply in cultural and
      religious conservatism. Holding this view effectively means that we have moved no closer to understanding and
      dealing with the complexities of communalism—be it Hindu, Muslim or Christian— and its often tragic consequences.
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      The Muslims of the Madras Presidency–Origins and History to 1901
    


    
      In 1901 the Muslims of the Madras Presidency, excluding the Mapillas of Malabar and
      South Kanara, were not a single community but rather were divided into three distinctive groups defined by
      language and history. Apart from their shared religion, interaction between the groups was limited, but after
      1901 increasing interchange led to the emergence of a broadly based Muslim political identity in southern India
      by the 1930s. But the mix of differences and commonalities between the various Muslim groups that existed in 1901
      determined the nature of the political compact that emerged in succeeding years.
    


    
      Origins and History: Tamil Muslims
    


    
      Before the British arrived, Tamil Muslims were found mostly in populous rice-cropping coastal areas south of
      Chennai. Merchants from the Middle East introduced Islam to southern India as early as the seventh and eighth
      centuries when they settled in ports along the Gulf of Manaar and the southern Coromandel Coast, from
      Kayalpatanam in Tirunelveli district to Pulicat, north of Chennai. They married Tamil women and were incorporated
      into local society by Hindu rulers eager to use them as intermediaries in international maritime trade. Over the
      centuries the community grew in size as Arab missionaries and wandering sufis gained converts.
    


    
      Muslims in the Tamil areas readily integrated into local society through intermarriage and mercantile activity
      backed by local rulers. Dress, language, social customs and even some religious observances marked local Muslims
      as an integral part of Tamil society despite their exotic religion. The place
      of Muslims in local society was not dictated by their religion, but by their relationships with local power
      élites and other groups in the Tamil social landscape.1 As late as 1902, for example, a Tamil Muslim (a Rowther) from Tirunelveli district was
      convicted of siding with Maravars in a Shanar–Maravar riot, and as the judge observed, ‘there was a social side
      to the anti-Shanar disputes; the Mahommedans had a strong interest in opposing the claims of the Shanars for a
      high place in the social scale of Hindu society.’2 Communal conflict based on religious differences was rare in both Tamil- and Telugu-speaking
      areas of the Madras Presidency in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. There were some clashes occasioned by
      religious differences after 1901, but they were less common than clashes between rival Hindu groups, and
      certainly less common than Hindu–Muslim clashes elsewhere in British India.
    


    
      Before the coming of Europeans, most Tamil Muslims lived in urban centres forming substantial mercantile
      communities. Indeed, in towns like Nagore and Nagapattinam in Thanjavur district they were in the majority and
      sustained a thriving urban-based religious and cultural life. From the early medieval period, Tamil Muslim wealth
      was underpinned by the coastal carrying trade, the pearl and chank fisheries of the Gulf of Manaar, trade with
      the Malay peninsula and Sumatra, and later the Middle Eastern horse trade on behalf of local Tamil Hindu rulers.
    


    
      Tamil Muslims were not a homogeneous group. Their self-image was defined in geographic terms (birthplace) and by
      their membership of a specific endogamous sub-group. The various Tamil Muslim subgroups claimed distinct origins
      and occupations. The Marakayyars (from Tamil marakkalam) considered themselves the élite. They were
      merchants who, from medieval times, were closely involved in royal finances and with Hindu temple markets. In
      addition, they had close ties to Arab and Southeast Asian trading and pilgrimage centres.3 They were set apart from other Tamil Muslims by their
      adherence to the Shafi’i madhab (school of Qu’ranic law). Famed for
      their philanthropy they claimed Arab descent and considered themselves superior to other Tamil Muslims whom they
      regard as ‘converts’ still influenced by Hindu religious and social practices. The main centres of Marakayyar
      settlement were Nagore and Nagapattinam.
    


    
      Most Tamil Muslims were Labbais (claimed to be a term of respect used in addressing the educated, given the
      Labbais’ penchant for religious education). Although looked down upon by the Marakayyars, their main shrine was
      located in Nagore and shared with the Marakayyars. Most Labbai were found in the coastal strip between
      Kayalpatanam in Tirunelveli district to Pulicat, north of Chennai. Although few individual Labbai matched the
      wealth of the Marakayyar magnates, the British regarded them as ‘exceedingly industrious and enterprising in
      their habits and pursuits there being hardly a trade or calling in which they do not succeed’, and noted that
      ‘There are few classes of natives in Southern India, who in energy, industry and perseverance, can compete with
      the Lubbay [sic]’.4 The
      range of Labbai occupations was impressive: many depended on the sea as coastal fishermen, pearl divers and
      shipowners who traded with Sri Lanka and the Malabar coast while others were betel nut cultivators, weavers,
      petty traders, mat makers, jewellers, shop- and stall-keepers and leather workers. Unlike the Marakayyars they
      descended from converts who embraced Islam as a result of north Indian sufi activity, and they adhered to
      the Hanafi’i madhab like the Muslims of the Deccan and north India, although they had translated the
      Qu’ran into Tamil. In addition the Labbai developed a considerable body of devotional literature and poetry in
      Tamil. Although the British noted the ‘industry and perseverance’ in economic matters of the Labbai they were
      largely ignorant of their ancient and complex Tamil Muslim secular and religious culture and described them as
      ‘quasi-Mahomedans’,5 so
      entrenched was their view that orthodox Muslims in the Presidency could only be Urdu Muslims.
    


    
      A smaller group of Tamil Muslims were known as Ravuttan, Ravuttar or Rowthers. Their name was probably derived
      from the Tamil irauttar, meaning ‘horse’, based on their ancestral role as cavalrymen for local Hindu
      rulers, and they appear to have converted 400–500 years ago. Many became
      merchants, the most prominent of whom were as wealthy as the leading Marakayyar and Labbai merchants. A fourth
      group, the Kayalar, appear to be a sub-group of the Marakayyar who dealt in the socially undesirable skin and
      hide trade. They were originally from Kayalpatanam, and shared with the Marakayyars an adherence to the Shafi’i
      madhab.6 There were also
      smaller groups known as Jonagan and Panjuvettis (otherwise known as Pinjari) who were cotton cleaners.7
    


    
      Despite differences between the Labbais and Marakayyars they were united by a ‘common pattern of belief and
      worship which focussed on networks of pilgrimage and ecstatic cult devotion’ created from the fourteenth century
      by wealthy merchants.8 These
      networks were based on numerous mosques and dargahs (shrines of saints) associated with ‘kin centres’
      (ancestral villages), which were generally visited at least once a year.9
    


    
      The identification of Tamil Muslims with Tamil culture led to claims that the Tamil Muslim sub-divisions
      represent a Muslim variant of the Hindu caste system.10 Certainly endogamy is widespread, but the egalitarian ethos of Islam is strongly
      entrenched amongst Tamil Muslims and endogamy is not practiced to maintain the purity of blood, but rather to
      match spouses who share the same socio-economic and cultural traits. Intermarriage between members of the
      different subdivisions is not uncommon in urban areas, although it is certainly less common in rural areas. This
      is partly due to the territorially distinct distribution of the various sub-divisions—Marakayyars and Kayalars
      are concentrated in coastal urban centres, whilst Labbais and Ravuttars are found in both coastal and
      agricultural areas. The characteristics of Hindu caste—hereditary occupations, rigid endogamy, strict rules of
      social intercourse and commensality—are absent amongst the Tamil Muslims who exhibit a remarkably egalitarian
      outlook. Hierarchy is not based on bloodlines or membership of a particular sub-division, but rather on age, wealth, religious learning and social conduct. Exceptions do exist, most notably
      among the Kayalars whose business dealings were considered socially undesirable. However, the absence of caste
      amongst Tamil Muslims makes them exceptional amongst Indian Muslims.11
    


    
      Tamil Muslims were prominent in trade with Sri Lanka and across the Bay of Bengal with Sumatra and the eastern
      shore of the Bay from Tenasserim to Melaka. Known in Southeast Asia as Chulias, they ranked second after Gujarati
      merchants as the most important mercantile community.12 Muslims fled Melaka when it fell to the Portuguese in 1511, but Chulias continued to
      trade out of Kedah and Phuket and ports in lower Burma. Indeed, until the early decades of the nineteenth
      century, they were prominent partners of English, Dutch and Danish private and company traders between southern
      India and Southeast Asia.13
    


    
      Despite their economic power, Tamil Muslims never exerted political power. The two periods of Muslim domination
      over parts of the Tamil countryside followed invasions by Muslims from north and central India. Malik Kafur
      established the short-lived Madurai Sultanate in the fourteenth century that was dominated by Urdu Muslims.
      Likewise, Urdu Muslims dominated the regimes of the Nawabs of the Carnatic and Tipu Sultan in the eighteenth and
      nineteenth centuries. Tamil Muslims were not involved in either administration. However, the Nawabs of the
      Carnatic did seek the support of Tamil Muslims by patronising the ancient mosques and dargahs scattered
      across the Tamil countryside.
    


    
      Although lacking political power, Tamil Muslims were part of the fabric of Tamil society. Their mercantile skills
      intersected with the interests of local Hindu rulers keen to enhance their revenue by promoting international maritime trade from at least the eleventh century. By the thirteenth and
      fourteenth centuries, Tamil Muslim merchants controlled the profitable pearl and chank shell-fisheries of the
      Gulf of Manaar and the trade in cavalry horses from the Middle East until ousted by the Portuguese in the
      fifteenth century.14
    


    
      Origins and History: Urdu Muslims
    


    
      From at least the thirteenth century there was a land-based expansion of Islam into central and southern India
      from the Ganges valley. The first substantial wave of Urdu- and Persian-speaking immigrants came with Malik Kafur
      in the fourteenth century. They settled in garrison and administrative centres in the Deccan districts where they
      served first Muslim and then Hindu rulers as a service and military élite. Further immigration continued for 400
      years, under the Deccan Sultanates, the Vijayanagara empire, the Mughals, the Nizams of Hyderabad, Tipu Sultan,
      the Nawabs of the Carnatic and the British. Most immigrant Muslims were Urdu-speakers, and the élite amongst them
      brought their distinctive Indo–Persian culture with them. Some Urdu Muslims were descendants of South Asian
      converts, but others claimed Arabian, Persian and Central Asian descent.
    


    
      Like Tamil Muslims, the Urdu Muslims were divided into several groups. The Navaiyat formed a Shafi’i élite and
      claimed descent from settlers who arrived in the Deccan from Basra in the thirteenth century. They prospered as
      merchants and in the service of local rulers in central India before moving south into the Tamil country with the
      Mughals in the early eighteenth century. Following the eclipse of Mughal authority in the south in the early
      eighteenth century, the Navaiyat found employment with their successors, the Nawabs of the Carnatic. Other Urdu
      Muslims claim descent from Pathan warriors and Persian Shi’ite merchants. However, the majority had mixed
      origins—being descended from the ulema, soldiers, scholars, artisans and camp followers who settled in and
      around Muslim administrative centres.
    


    
      Urdu Muslims were not so clearly divided into sub-divisions as the Tamil Muslims. Status in Urdu Muslim society
      ostensibly stemmed from one’s particular rank or ashraf. Ideally an ashraf was an endogamous unit based on racial descent or descent from the Prophet, and these rules were
      jealously preserved to maintain the purity of bloodlines, particularly amongst Urdu Muslims who claimed foreign
      descent. But intermarriage was not uncommon given certain conditions, principally associated with wealth and the
      adoption of certain cultural and social practices. With wealth individuals could claim, and gain, a higher
      ashraf status—thus the saying ‘Last year I was a julaha [weaver], this year I am a Sheikh,
      next year, if prices rise, I shall be a Saiyidl!’15 While this saying indicates the possibility of upward mobility, it also indicates
      that amongst Muslims in lower economic strata there were caste-like attitudes relating to economic and social
      activities and their relationship with more prosperous Muslims. The egalitarian ethos of Islam was less evident
      in this Muslim milieu than it was amongst the Tamil Muslims. External boundaries (based on language, culture and
      religion) defined Urdu Muslims and gave them a stronger sense of group identity than the Tamil Muslims that was
      reinforced by links between the Urdu Muslims of the Presidency and Urdu-speakers in the princely state of
      Hyderabad and northern India.
    


    
      Although Urdu was the claimed first language of those Muslims recorded in the decennial censuses as Urdu-speaking
      Muslims, the British noted in the late nineteenth century that ‘No educated native of this Presidency employs
      Ordoo (sic) in his private correspondence or in the transaction of ordinary business’ preferring
      ‘Deccanee’ as their language of common usage.16 Given that Muslim newspapers in the Presidency were published in Urdu, it seems most likely
      that Urdu was certainly the preferred language of wealthier and aristocratic Urdu Muslims whilst ‘Deccanee’—a
      variety of Urdu modified grammatically by contact with Dravidian languages such as Tamil and Telugu—was the daily
      language of most Muslims who claimed to be Urdu speakers. But as Urdu was the language of instruction in
      makhtabs and in the mosque alongside Arabic, British claims should be treated cautiously, and most Urdu
      Muslims were likely to be acquainted with both Urdu and Deccanee.
    


    
      From the eighteenth century on, as British rule extended over southern India, there was a steady stream of Muslim
      immigrants seeking new opportunities. Most were merchants from western and northern India; others were craftsmen
      and literati who gravitated to Chennai as the new centre of political and
      economic power. By 1901, most Urdu Muslims were found in the Telugu-speaking areas of the Madras Presidency,
      north of Chennai, in the Kannada-speaking areas to the northwest and in Chennai itself (where they comprised more
      than 90 per cent of the Muslim population). Elsewhere Urdu Muslims were in the majority in northern Tamil
      districts such as Salem, Coimbatore, Chingleput, North Arcot and South Arcot. However, in the early twentieth
      century they had little regular contact with Tamil Muslims, apart from those instances where their economic or
      religious interests intersected. Chennai Muslims still live in separate quarters— the Urdu Muslims in Triplicane
      and the Tamil Muslims in Georgetown. Georgetown differs little from any Tamil urban area, whereas the
      architecture and street life of Triplicane mirror the Muslim urban landscape of northern India. However, many of
      the daily practices of Islam—participation in the hajj, a shared universalistic outlook and events such as
      the annual visits by hafizes (men who have memorised the Qu’ran) from northern India17—encouraged more regular contact between
      Urdu and Tamil Muslims in larger urban centres across the Presidency.
    


    
      Both geographic location and historical origins hindered the rapid integration of Urdu Muslims into local
      society. Most lived in areas where society was less fragmented and slower to absorb outside groups than was the
      case in Tamil-speaking areas. Also, there were more differences in language and culture between Urdu Muslims and
      their non-Muslim compatriots than between Tamil Muslims and Tamil-speaking Hindus, and culturally the Urdu Muslim
      élite identified with the Muslim culture in the Deccan and northern India. However, the evolution of ‘Deccanee’,
      with its Dravidian influences, as the majority language of Urdu Muslims indicates that most Urdu Muslims were
      part of a multicultural and multilingual milieu. Over the centuries Urdu Muslims provided soldiers and
      administrators for Hindu and Muslim rulers as well as important artisanal and trading communities. By 1901 Urdu
      Muslims—artisans, merchants and ulema–were firmly located in the fabric of daily life in the Madras
      Presidency. They had not been there as long as the Tamil Muslims, but nevertheless they were an integral part of
      life in the south. Apart from cultural and religious practices, there were no ties to other parts of the Muslim
      world or any sense of irredentism regarding claimed ancestral homelands.
    


    
      Origins and History: Telugu Muslims
    


    
      The Telugu-speaking Muslims formed the third largest group. They were a widely scattered and impoverished group
      located mainly in the Andhra mofussil, the eastern districts of the Presidency, stretching from Nellore to
      Vizagapatam, and in the Deccan districts. They were cotton cleaners and formed two groups, the Dudekulas and
      Panjuvettis. Their origins are obscure, and from all accounts they practiced a debased form of Islam. They did
      not have any distinctive group identity and with prosperity they integrated with the locally dominant urban
      Muslim group.
    


    
      The Economic Impact of British Rule
    


    
      With the establishment of British rule in southern India in the late eighteenth century, the economic position of
      the Urdu and Tamil Muslims remained initially unchanged. The Urdu Muslim bureaucratic élite of the Nawabs of the
      Carnatic was incorporated into the early colonial state once the Nawabs had been reduced to stipendiary status of
      the British as the Princes of Arcot. But their numbers in senior ranks dwindled once English replaced Persian and
      Urdu as the administrative languages in the 1830s, and a new legal system replaced the old system under which the
      former Muslim administrative class had flourished. In contrast, the maritime and entrepreneurial skills of the
      Tamil Muslims ensured them a niche in the burgeoning European maritime trade network across the Bay of Bengal.
      However, this changed with the advent of European-owned steam vessels in the nineteenth century. European
      shipping companies now dominated long-distance seaborne trade, although Tamil Muslims maintained their share in
      the coastal shipping trade and on routes to lesser ports in Sri Lanka, the Malabar coast and the Malay peninsula.
    


    
      The relative decline in Tamil Muslim maritime enterprise was compensated for by new economic opportunities,
      particularly in the expansion of the skin and hide trade in southern India, and the modernisation of the tanning
      industry. However, these occupations were located in the dryer Tamil hinterland where Tamil and Urdu Muslim
      settlement overlapped, rather than in the districts inhabited by most Tamil Muslims. Both occupations were
      traditionally dominated by Tamil Muslim merchants and entrepreneurs, and by untouchable Hindu scavenging
      castes.18 Originally both trade
      and industry had existed on a very small scale, dependent upon the scavenging
      of untouchables in mofussil villages and the production of basic items such as kavalais or buckets for
      lifting water from wells. With the establishment of new economic processes under the British, and the development
      of improved vegetable tanning processes in the 1850s, both the trade in skin and hide and the tanning industry
      rapidly expanded.
    


    
      The Presidency possessed excellent natural conditions for developing a modern tanning industry and, in the Tamil
      Muslims, an entrepreneurial group well established in the skin and hide trade. But the capital needed to
      establish modern tanneries was not readily available to Muslims, and British capitalists owned the largest
      tanneries. Nevertheless, a niche remained for Muslim entrepreneurs in the smaller tanneries, and in the raw hide
      and skin trade. The development of this modern tanning industry forced tanners to find new sources of skin and
      hide, and by the end of the nineteenth century north Indian Muslim merchants supplied raw materials to Tamil
      Muslim merchants.19 In this
      process some Tamil Muslim merchants established regular contact with northern co-religionists, becoming exposed
      to religious and cultural ideas and movements shaping Muslim attitudes elsewhere in the subcontinent.
    


    
      In southern India, European investors were not interested in the skin and hide trade, directing their capital
      into cotton textile and leather production. Hindus also had little interest in this ‘unclean’ occupation, leaving
      Tamil Muslims with few rivals. The Tamil Muslims found profitable markets for their products, utilising their
      ancient trade contacts with the Middle East and later with Europe. By the 1890s, the Madras Presidency was one of
      the leading centres of the Indian skin and hide trade and tanning industry.
    


    
      As their economic interests complemented those of the British, Tamil Muslims fitted well into the economic system
      of their new rulers. But this complementarity was more by happenstance than by the goodwill of European
      investors. Although content to leave the skin and hide trade to Muslims,
      European entrepreneurs strongly resisted and defeated government initiatives to modernise the tanning industry
      and to open it up to greater Indian participation from the 1890s.20
    


    
      Apart from Tamil Muslims involved in maritime trade, skin and hide trade and tanning, other Tamil Muslims
      maintained a foothold in the wholesale and retail trades in the mofussil as well as in Chennai. In the mofussil
      traditional crafts such as weaving survived alongside other artisanal activities as yet unaffected by the influx
      of Western-manufactured goods.
    


    
      In contrast to the experience of Tamil Muslim entrepreneurs under British rule in the nineteenth century, many of
      the traditional occupations of the Urdu Muslim élite—such as clerical and administrative positions in the
      government of the pre-British Muslim rulers in southern India—vanished as the new rulers impacted upon the
      political, administrative and economic structures of the subcontinent. This overall decline was compounded by the
      eclipse of Muslim political authority in the south, removing the most vital source of patronage for Muslim
      literati, divines, artists and artisans such as jewellers, metal workers and weavers. However, not all the old
      élite families sank into obscurity with some managing to retain land in the mofussil that continued to provide
      them with both income and prestige, enabling them to play a role in the future fortunes of their community.
    


    
      Most Urdu Muslims were urban dwellers making their living as petty artisans, bidi (cigarette) makers,
      shopkeepers, scholars and clerics and were largely unaffected by British rule until the latter half of the
      nineteenth century. But for the traditional Urdu Muslim élite in the Madras Presidency, comprising once
      politically dominant families in the service of the Nawabs of the Carnatic and a relatively small number of
      landowners, British rule was a mixed blessing as it was for their peers elsewhere in India. Some found a role in
      the new political order, but others were cast adrift in a world in which they had no immediate focus or purpose
      and many of its members faded into oblivion and poverty.
    


    
      Although Urdu Muslims were an integral part of the social landscape of southern and central India, in
      British-ruled territory economically many were on the outer fringes of that society. Apart from some families who
      made the transition to trade in larger urban centres and became very wealthy,
      and other families whose agricultural estates provided incomes sufficient to take advantage of new economic and
      educational opportunities, few had any surplus capital and many were poor. There were a few large landowners, but
      their numbers were insufficient to provide a leadership pool, as they did elsewhere in India.
    


    
      By the end of the nineteenth century, in terms of Western education, as distinct from makhtab education,
      Urdu Muslims lagged far behind non-Muslims, and as a service class were, with a few exceptions, reduced to the
      ranks of minor clerical and police posts. However, the picture was not quite as bleak as it might appear at first
      glance. An increasing number of merchant families from Chennai and landowning families from the mofussil—mostly
      Urdu Muslims—were sending their sons to university in Chennai, and sometimes abroad. A professional cadre was in
      the making that in the early twentieth century would play an active role in defending and extending the interests
      of Urdu Muslims in the Presidency.
    


    
      Ironically, in terms of literacy, Urdu and Tamil Muslims were the most literate linguistic groups in the Madras
      Presidency after Indian Christians and Hindu Brahmins. In districts such as Thanjavur, Tirunelveli, Madura, North
      Arcot, Salem and Coimbatore on an average more than 75 per cent of Muslim boys attended publicly funded
      makhtabs. In contrast, the percentage figure for Muslim girls averaged about 9 per cent.21 However, unlike Hindu Brahmins across
      British India, who embraced Western education and the Western professions, the scions of many previously
      prominent Urdu Muslim aristocratic families failed to learn the techniques and requirements of the new
      administration or to pursue Western education. During the nineteenth century many slipped into poverty while
      desperately clinging to the last vestiges of their traditional way of life. Some entered the administration, but
      only at the lowest level where there was little social prestige and even less financial reward. In the Madras
      Presidency the only aristocratic Muslim families to escape this fate were the descendants of the Nawabs of the
      Carnatic, made hereditary Princes of Arcot by the British in 1867 following the abolition of the Nawabship of the
      Carnatic in 1855, and the descendants of Tipu Sultan: all were stipendiaries of the government.
    


    
      However, the image of Urdu Muslims as a group slipping into poverty can be
      overdrawn. Whilst undoubtedly some of the old Urdu aristocratic élite slipped into obscurity, in Chennai and the
      mofussil both Tamil and Urdu Muslims were disproportionally over-represented in the ranks of income-tax payers as
      property owners and members of the professions.22 As noted, some Urdu Muslims successfully turned to trade, particularly in Chennai, to which
      many of them came from the Andhra mofussil,23 whilst others in both Chennai and the mofussil entered the Western professions. But the
      number of wealthy Urdu Muslim merchants was small, although some were enormously wealthy. However, prestige
      within the Urdu Muslim community was passing to them and professionals such as lawyers and medical doctors in the
      absence of any alternative leadership groups. In contrast to this mercantile and professional élite, most Urdu
      Muslims pursued a life as petty traders, artisans, minor government employees and agricultural labourers in which
      religion alone provided continuity in a rapidly changing world.
    


    
      Religion was indeed the cement binding the various Muslim groups in the south, in contrast to Hinduism which did
      not facilitate a unitary religious and cultural network in the Presidency. Indeed, ‘In most of Madras…the
      institutions of [the Hindu] religion did not provide a cultural network which could be used in the expansion of
      political organization’,24 with
      village deities and caste set against the Brahmanical gods of the great Hindu temples. In contrast, the religious
      institutions of Islam and the absence of caste provided a religious milieu cutting across the linguistic and
      historical differences between Urdu, Tamil and Telugu Muslims. Mosques, dargahs and traditional
      educational institutions such as the makhtab and the madrassa provided a unitary religious and
      cultural network for Muslims in the Presidency that in time would facilitate a sense of Muslim community identity
      that cut across linguistic and historical differences between Muslims in the Presidency.
    


    
      Bureaucracy, Identity and Interlocutors
    


    
      Although the Urdu Muslim community in the Madras Presidency suffered from the imposition of British rule, it was
      ironically the British who reinforced their sense of separate identity. As Eugene Irschick has pointed out, the
      creation of a Muslim ‘image’ was not the result of overt British manipulation, but rather of an intricate
      cross-pollination of European and indigenous ideas.25 The British saw Indian society as essentially feudal, patronising groups they imagined
      were the natural leaders of native society. By the late nineteenth century, through the agency of the decennial
      census reports, every inhabitant of the Raj had an official identity. This was based upon religious affiliation,
      and all Indians were treated by the British according to their understanding of that identity. For example, the
      British had a concise if trite view of India’s Muslims as members of a monolithic Urdu-speaking community shaped
      by the Indo–Persian culture of the Ganges valley. Consequently the British believed that the natural leaders of
      this community were the more substantial Urdu-speaking landholders and the remnants of old aristocratic families.
    


    
      The categorisation was simplistic, encapsulating an India-wide bureaucratic view where the term ‘Muslim’ was
      synonymous with Urdu Muslims rather than with a more complex reality that included other Muslim linguistic
      groups. The result of this ignorant rather than malevolent bureaucratic image of Muslims in the Madras Presidency
      was that the British looked to prominent, particularly aristocratic, members of the Urdu Muslim community to act
      as intermediaries for the entire community. Indeed, it was only following the political reforms of 1909 that
      Tamil Muslims were slowly incorporated into the formal political process, although they had been active in
      municipal and district politics for several decades. In the Madras Legislative Council between 1863 and 1909, for
      example, the nominated non-official Muslim members were British pensioners from either Tipu Sultan descendants or
      Arcot family. The Muslim ‘image’ portrayed and advanced by such men coincided with the need of the British to
      categorise their colonial subjects, and it assisted in the construction of an overarching Muslim identity in
      south India during the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries.
    


    
      By the end of the nineteenth century, the spokesmen for the Urdu Muslims—as
      recognised by the British—were drawn from three interrelated groups located in Chennai: a small
      mercantile-cum-professional élite, the descendants of the Nawabs of the Carnatic—of whom there were 1,669
      receiving government stipendiaries in 188526 —led by the Prince of Arcot, and religious leaders. Apart from religious leaders, none of
      these groups could effectively claim to represent Muslims in the mofussil where, in villages and towns, locally
      prominent merchants and members of the Western professions along with religious leaders provided the focal point
      for Muslim communal life through the sponsorship of numerous madrassas and other educational and religious
      institutions.
    


    
      Prior to 1901, wealthy Urdu and Tamil Muslim merchants in Chennai and the mofussil—many of whom were portfolio
      capitalists with investments in trade, property, shipping, mining and the leather industry—formed what Baker and
      Washbrook called a ‘magnate network’ that controlled local Muslim political and religious life.27 In practice the Chennai and mofussil
      magnate networks operated largely independently of one another with separate power bases only interacting when
      the economic interests of individual magnates crossed the boundaries between Chennai and the mofussil.
    


    
      Although Chennai was a powerful magnet that attracted immigrants from the mofussil, it was not a colossus
      overshadowing all other urban centres in the Presidency. In the Tamil mofussil there were smaller but thriving
      towns such as Nagapattinam, Madurai, Tiruchchirappalli and Salem. They were centres of vigorous business,
      educational and cultural life, and generated their own mercantile and Western-educated élites and magnates (both
      Hindu and Muslim) who considered themselves every bit as good as the leaders of Indian society in Chennai. In
      addition to these flourishing centres of modern life there were also more ancient centres of Tamil Muslim
      settlement such as the thriving coastal market towns of Nagore and Nagapattinam. These towns were important Tamil
      Muslim religious centres and were home to wealthy Tamil Muslim magnates with their own bases of local influence
      and power. In time Chennai would become home to many Tamil Muslim merchant dynasties such as the family of Jamal
      Moideen (a Rowther family from Madurai) in the late nineteenth and twentieth
      centuries. Nevertheless, leadership of the Tamil Muslims remained fragmented across various districts and towns.
      Although the family of Jamal Moideen and other wealthy Tamil Muslim merchants in Chennai had some influence
      amongst their co-religionists in the Tamil mofussil, it was shared with local magnates. An example of this was
      the family of Ahmed Thamby Marakayyar, a prominent merchant-contractor, banker and shipowner from Nagapattinam.
      In 1901 he was a foundation member of the Southern Indian Muhammadan Educational Association in Chennai and was
      engaged in a bitter struggle with K. S. Venkatarama Iyer, a lawyer and landowner, in Nagapattinam for control of
      the local municipal council, which was both a source of power and patronage. Both used their economic resources
      to draw a cross-communal following.28 The rivalry between Marakayyar and Iyer was repeated in towns across the mofussil where the
      British had abdicated considerable independence and authority to municipal councils and district boards. In the
      Tamil-speaking areas in particular where Tamil Muslims had little voice in the councils of the government at
      Chennai, they were nevertheless active in local politics where there was considerable scope for patronage,
      prestige and cross-communal cooperation.
    


    
      Until the early 1900s, the Urdu Muslim leadership of Chennai had few links with Tamil Muslim magnates in the
      mofussil and little influence amongst Tamil Muslims in general. Ironically the picture was much the same in areas
      where most Muslims were either Urdu- or Telugu-speakers. Apart from small market towns such as Vellore and
      Vaniyambadi, whose Muslim populations were almost entirely Urdu-speaking, and larger cities such as Salem and
      Coimbatore, with mixed Urdu and Tamil Muslim populations, there were no large mofussil urban centres in the
      northern Tamil and Telugu districts. The Muslim population of these districts was scattered amongst a large
      number of villages and small towns, few of which provided the opportunities or resources to support a significant
      mofussil-based Muslim élite, and there were few similarities in lifestyle and aspirations between city and
      village.
    


    
      The Chennai–mofussil divide between Urdu Muslims in the Presidency grew throughout the nineteenth century.
      Chennai provided an environment in which Urdu Muslims could enter the modern world through the agency of trade, industry, government service, Western education and the patronage of
      merchant magnates. The metropolis was home to a growing number of Western-educated Urdu Muslims—lawyers,
      teachers, government servants, businessmen and medical doctors—who worked with the resident Urdu Muslim
      mercantile community as interlocutors to advance Muslim interests. In the mofussil, however, in towns such as
      Vellore and Vaniyambadi, and in hundreds of smaller settlements, Western influences were less pronounced. In this
      environment new educational and employment opportunities were rare. In small towns and villages throughout the
      northern Tamil and Andhra mofussil, traditional patterns of culture, education, trade and artisanal activity
      survived, and local leadership was provided by a petty bourgeoisie of merchants, artisans, scholars and religious
      leaders who viewed the modern world with suspicion.
    


    
      From the beginning of the twentieth century the problem facing all Urdu Muslim leaders in the Presidency was how
      to bridge the gap between these different Urdu Muslim environments. If the whole community was to follow a
      particular piper, who would call the tune: the mofussil or the city? What ‘political language’ would help bring
      these two different worlds together? As Patricia Gossman noted with respect to the Muslims of Bengal at the end
      of the nineteenth century in a comment applicable also to the situation amongst Urdu Muslims in the Madras
      Presidency:
    


    
      The process of identity formation is…variable, as competing groups within the same ‘community’ attempt to define
      the issues and symbols that will unite members who may respond to many different claims on their
      loyalty.29
    


    
      The same problem did not exist amongst the Tamil Muslims, given their different economic background and the ease
      with which they moved between city and mofussil. As previously noted, at the beginning of the twentieth century
      two networks of Muslim magnates existed: the Urdu Muslim magnates of Chennai and the Tamil Muslim magnates of the
      Tamil mofussil. Interaction between the two groups was restricted to a limited number of areas of common
      interest, most notably the leather industry, and to a small number of families from both groups who came into contact in Chennai and through their common devotion to Islam, charity and
      community organisations.
    


    
      Old Influences, New Influences
    


    
      Prior to the formation of educational and political organisations in the first decade of the twentieth century
      there were only sporadic attempts, mostly by Urdu Muslims in Chennai, to develop organisations to address the
      challenges facing Presidency Muslims. However, by the late nineteenth century, various economic and religious
      developments were at work, and a new Madras Muslim political and communal identity was emerging. Such
      developments were underpinned by the emergence of Chennai as the centre of the Presidency’s trade and
      communications, and the growth of the modern tanning industry centring upon the districts of Salem, North Arcot
      and Chingleput.
    


    
      In the latter half of the nineteenth century, Muslims from all parts of the mofussil settled in Chennai, and
      there was an increasing exchange of ideas between Urdu and Tamil Muslims. Paralleling this migration was the
      development of a modern tanning industry by Tamil Muslim entrepreneurs leading to the rise of wealthy Tamil
      Muslim magnates in cities where Muslims had previously been Urdu-speaking. As in Chennai, there was a blurring of
      the lines of division between the two groups. Indeed, for a time it seems that integration between them proceeded
      at a faster rate in Salem and other mofussil centres than in Chennai, and many Tamil Muslims adopted Urdu. By the
      1890s, however, there was a sufficient number of wealthy Tamil Muslim magnates in Chennai for Tamil Muslim values
      to be reinforced by the foundation of the Madrasa Jamalia in 1898 by the leading leather and hide
      merchants. The languages of instruction at the Madrasa were Tamil and Arabic, and did not include
      Urdu.30 But to an extent the
      Tamil Muslims of Chennai had what Mattison Mines has described as a ‘dualistic existence’ between their rural and
      urban milieus: in the villages, Tamil Muslims did not differentiate themselves from the rural social structure;
      in the cities,
    


    
      rural-based caste-like identity [was] replaced by non-corporate ethnic identity [based on the] need to acquire
      status among fellow [Urdu-speaking] Muslims’.31
    


    
      Outside Chennai the process of integration can partly be explained by the
      desire of wealthy Tamil Muslims to gain greater social prestige and social acceptance in a region where Muslim
      society was dominated by Urdu linguistic and cultural values. In these centres in the late nineteenth century the
      ‘dualistic existence’ was for some Tamil Muslims replaced by an identification with the Urdu Muslim urban milieu.
      The process of integration was also partially a response to religious revivalism in southern India. This was as a
      form of Wahabism, a puritanical and self-proclaimed reformist movement strong in northern India in the early
      decades of the nineteenth century.32 In the south the movement lacked any of its fanatical north Indian overtones, but it
      prompted some Tamil Muslims to abandon non-Muslim accretions that were considered unorthodox.
    


    
      The Wahabis had greater impact amongst Urdu Muslims. In the 1850s an Arabic and Urdu language college, the
      Madrasa Al-Baqiyat-us-Sahihat, was established in Vellore, North Arcot, where a famous madrasa and
      dargah had flourished since the late eighteenth century. It was a traditional theological college with a
      few concessions to Western educational concepts. The foundation of the college did little to raise the
      educational level of the Madras Muslim community by British standards, and in the later nineteenth century the
      provincial government despaired of interesting Muslims in the government-sponsored education system. The
      Madrasa did, however, aid the revival of Urdu Muslim communal self-consciousness, and by the 1880s had
      become an important centre of Islamic learning in the south.
    


    
      The college was a beacon for orthodox Muslims throughout the Presidency and helped halt the despair and
      aimlessness enervating the Urdu Muslim group. In addition, from the 1850s there had been some stirring of activity in Chennai as some Muslims, frequently supported by British officials,
      began to establish organisations to encourage modern education within their community. In 1859, the last Nawab of
      the Carnatic established the Mahommedan Public Library, which was endowed with a collection of Urdu, Persian and
      Arabic works, and in 1856 the Harris High School was set up by the Church Missionary Society (which ran it until
      1923) to provide Muslim boys with a Western education. In 1873, Madras University began to teach Honours courses
      in Urdu, Arabic and Persian (Urdu and Persian having been taught at the undergraduate level since 1859); and in
      1876, the Anjuman-i-Islamiah (Islamic Society) was formed to further education amongst Muslims and to gain
      them a fair share of public service positions.33 In 1883, Mir Humayun Jah and Abdul Khuddas Badsha formed a local branch of the Central
      National Mahommedan Association (founded in Kolkata in 1875). Jah was reputedly one of the wealthiest Muslims in
      southern India and nominated Muslim member of the Madras Legislative Council between 1867 and 1893, and Badsha
      was member of a wealthy Urdu Muslim merchant dynasty founded in Chennai in 1819 by his father Haji Mahomed
      Badsha. In 1885, the Prince of Arcot and a sympathetic British official, Justice Tudor Boddam, established the
      Anjuman-i-Mufid-i-Ahl-i-Islam (commonly known as ‘the Anjuman’) to promote modern technical and industrial
      education amongst Muslim boys.34 In 1886, in an attempt to reduce the number of competing Muslim organisations, the
      Anjuman merged with the Muhammedan Society, which had been formed with the same objectives. In 1890, Aziz
      Badsha, elder brother of Khuddas, helped establish the Anjuman-i-Himayat-i-Islam (Society for the Support
      of Islam) to promote the spiritual and material well-being of Muslims in south India. Nearly all these
      institutions received the support of prominent Muslim and Hindu magnates and the Presidency government.
    


    
      By 1901, all were in a sorry state. The Library had only just begun to acquire English-language publications; the
      principal of the High School, Reverend Snell, was concerned that Muslims were not interested in Western education and warned that government favours would sap the energy of the Muslim
      community; the Anjuman-i-Mufid-i-Ahl-i-Islam had become a debating society run by Europeans such as its
      President Justice Tudor Boddam and Vice-President Colonel H. Harvey-Kelly; the Anjuman-i-Himayat-i-Islam
      did little more than run a boy’s orphanage; and the University cut the Honours courses in Urdu and Persian, owing
      to the paucity of candidates. All the other Muslim organisations established in the 1880s were by now defunct.
    


    
      The two primary reasons for the decline of these organisations were the continuing indifference of many Urdu
      Muslims to Western education, and suspicions regarding the pernicious effect of Western-oriented organisations on
      traditional cultural values. Culturally the Urdu Muslims of the Presidency were untouched by the debates raging
      amongst Urdu Muslims in northern India between cultural conservatives and modernists who sought different paths
      to aid the cultural and economic survival of their community.
    


    
      To galvanise Muslims, the energetic Snell encouraged the formation of The Mahommedan Association at the High
      School, organising ‘uplifting’ weekly talks on subjects as diverse as ‘The Evils of Early Marriage’ and ‘The Pen
      is Mightier Than the Sword’, whilst other Europeans held a fund-raising drive to provide the
      Anjuman-i-Mufid-i-Ahl-i-Islam with its own quarters to enable it to pursue its original objectives. In
      similar vein, wealthy magnates like the Cutchi Memom Walji Lalji Sait and Mirza Hashim Ispahani ran the
      Mahommedan Literary Society where Muslims and Hindus met to discuss issues of public interest. The pace of change
      was slow and considered, but beneath this rather lacklustre public façade a new community life was stirring.
    


    
      Although Urdu Muslims dominated the public face of the Muslim community, there was a growing community of wealthy
      Tamil Muslim skin and hide merchants in Chennai, most of whom were Rowthers. In March 1901, many of these
      merchants, led by Jamal Moideen—the wealthiest Tamil Muslim magnate in the city, and a leading exporter of Indian
      tanned goods to Europe—met to petition the government to limit the export of skin and hide to the United States.
      They were concerned that Indian tannery owners would have inadequate supplies and that the existence of the
      industry would be threatened. Such men were not part of the Muslim ‘establishment’ as perceived by the British,
      but they were thoroughly modern in their business interests, which stretched across the globe, had close
      commercial links with influential Hindu businessmen, and financially were the
      equals of most Urdu Muslim and Hindu magnates in Chennai.
    


    
      Within the Urdu Muslim community there was a new mood emerging among the small group of young Western-educated
      Muslims in business and the professions. While many of them were locally born and were products of Madras
      University, others were born outside the Presidency and were often graduates of the Mahommedan Anglo-Oriental
      College at Aligarh in the United Provinces (founded by Sir Syed Ahmed Khan in 1886 to provide Muslims with a
      modern tertiary institution). Increasingly these men were involved with community organisations, and provided a
      link between the Muslims of Chennai and the major reform movements taking shape amongst the Muslims of north
      India. Muslim magnates supported these young men, boosting their income and enabling them to act as ‘publicists’
      for community causes.35
    


    
      The British supported the development of modern education amongst Muslims in the Madras Presidency, just as they
      supported the establishment of the Mahommedan Anglo-Oriental College. From the late 1870s, the Madras government,
      like provincial governments elsewhere in British India, was under considerable pressure from Kolkata and London
      to play a more proactive role in government and not remain simply a revenue-collecting agency. Provincial
      governments began to take initiatives that led to an increasing centralisation of administration—although
      municipal and district boards remained largely independent of direct government control—and the collection of
      information about social and economic conditions.
    


    
      In this context the Madras government became aware of the backward condition of various sections of the
      Presidency’s population: particularly various non-Brahmin castes and the Muslims. From the 1870s, it was
      government policy to intervene in the social fabric to remedy perceived backwardness, most particularly in the
      area of education and government employment. But, despite the support of the local administration, the impact of
      the Anjuman and similar organisations remained limited. Nevertheless, they were the first examples of a
      community response to a problem, and an indication of some degree of community consciousness.
    


    
      The main reason for the failure of the Urdu Muslims to gain entry into the
      higher ranks of the administration, as recognised by Urdu Muslims and government officials alike, was the
      widespread antipathy of Urdu Muslims towards Western education. Urdu Muslims regarded government primary and
      secondary schools as irreligious and did not take advantage of government funds to improve the quality of
      education offered in makhtabs. They believed that instruction in the major local vernacular or in the
      English language was detrimental to the preservation of the Urdu language, ‘regarded among many Muhammedans as an
      indication of social and even of religious status’.36
    


    
      From the 1870s, the government of Madras had been concerned that Muslims and non-Brahmin Hindus did not use
      public education facilities. In 1872, the government took steps to establish ‘without delay’ separate elementary
      schools and corresponding classes in other schools at the principal centres of Muslim population, where
      instruction might be given in Urdu. In addition the government sent circulars to all heads of departments
      advising
    


    
      that we are anxious to see [Muslims] take part in [government service] in proportion to their numbers and
      intelligence and that with this in view we desire that the claims of those Muhammedans who have satisfied the
      prescribed tests should be subject to special consideration when vacancies occur.37
    


    
      Along with some non-Brahmin groups amongst the Hindus, the Muslims were in the process of being recognised as
      ‘backward’: a term which came into current use in the Education Department in the late nineteenth century, and
      which included 39 Hindu castes by 1895.38
    


    
      Education and employment problems for Urdu Muslims were exacerbated by their preference for Qu’ranic schools,
      makhtabs, which taught Urdu, Arabic and the Qu’ran, but did not prepare
      their students for entry into the modern secondary school system. Tamil Muslims did not share Urdu Muslim
      suspicion of government schools, although they were dubious about the value of secondary education for a
      mercantile career and rarely took advantage of the opportunities offered them by the British.
    


    
      A further force for change amongst Muslims in southern India was the Indian National Congress, established in
      1885. Between 1885 and 1890, the response of many leading Chennai Muslims to Congress was sympathetic. Along with
      Muslims from Bengal and the Bombay Presidency, Madras Muslims provided the bulk of Muslim delegates to the annual
      Congress sessions during these years. Madras Muslims continued to attend Congress sessions for several years
      after some north Indian Muslim spokesmen had condemned it. For example, although the Central National Muhammedan
      Association (with its headquarters in Kolkata) was strongly anti-Congress, the President of the Chennai branch,
      Mir Humayun Jah, was one of the earliest and most consistent Muslim supporters of Congress.
    


    
      However, the response of men such as Jah to Congress was in no way representative of a ‘community view’. It was
      rather the response of individuals from a community with a limited degree of self-consciousness, and without any
      significant degree of communal organisation.
    


    
      By the 1890s, the activities of anti-Congress Muslims appear to have had some effect in Madras, and Madras Muslim
      attendance at Congress sessions declined. Undoubtedly the development of trading contacts between Muslim skin and
      hide merchants in northern and southern India was a means of transmitting north Indian Muslim biases to the
      south. Nevertheless, a handful of prominent Madras Muslims such as Nawab Syed Muhamed Bahadur, the son of Mir
      Humayan Jah and through his mother descended from Tipu Sultan, and Moulvi Ziauddin, a magnate whose fortune was
      derived from the skin and hide trade, continued to attend various sessions of Congress.39
    


    
      Parallelling the slow emergence of a new community consciousness amongst Urdu Muslims and some Tamil Muslims
      there was, by the late nineteenth century, a decline of the process of integration between Tamil and Urdu Muslims
      in Chennai and the larger tanning centres. No doubt integration continued on a
      limited scale and it is recorded that many Labbais adopted more distinctively Muslim titles—such as Sheikh—as
      late as 1911.40 In subsequent
      years, however, the process of adopting Urdu ceased, and the percentage of Urdu- and Tamil-speakers in the Muslim
      community varied little. Part of the reason for this may have been a ‘closing of ranks’ within the Urdu Muslim
      group, which developed from a growing sense of exclusiveness stimulated by developments amongst Muslims in
      northern India. This would explain the growth of a more intolerant attitude towards the supposedly unorthodox
      religious and cultural practices of Tamil Muslims. Part of the answer may also be found in the fact that by the
      1890s the influx of Tamil Muslims into the areas where the tanning industry had developed, and also into Chennai,
      had subsided and integration in these areas had proceeded as far as possible.
    


    
      Obviously in 1901 there was no Madras Muslim community in any sense but that of adherents of a common religion.
      Only occasionally was there a response to events and new ideas amongst Muslims elsewhere in India. The wealthiest
      Urdu and Tamil Muslims—the merchant magnates—tended to be parochial in outlook, and while wealthier Urdu Muslim
      magnates were increasingly involved in local politics in Chennai and Tamil Muslim magnates in municipal and
      district politics in the Tamil mofussil, there was no sense of common purpose. As Washbrook noted, the political
      activities of the magnates frequently cut across communal lines where they often chose their political direction
      in opposition to rival Muslim magnates. By 1901, while Chennai may have been the great southern metropolis that
      in many ways overshadowed all other urban centres in the Presidency politically, mofussil-based magnates
      maintained power bases that remained independent of the Muslim magnates of Chennai until after the First World
      War.
    


    
      While the public profile of Islam in the Presidency by the end of the nineteenth century was still dominated by
      Urdu Muslims in Chennai, in the mofussil an increasing number of Urdu and Tamil Muslim magnates were active as
      members of municipal and district boards. These institutions were not only sources of patronage and prestige, but
      were also the nurseries of political life that prepared many magnates for entry into the new political
      institutions that took shape in the early years of the twentieth century.
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      The Politicisation of the Urdu Muslims of the Madras Presidency, 1901–1909
    


    
      Overview
    


    
      Until the late nineteenth century political change in British India was relatively
      slow. Indians were introduced to Western political ideas and forms of political activity through the spread of
      Western education, access to Western professions, and by the opening up of municipal and local government to
      Indian participation. By the late nineteenth century a Western-educated professional élite had emerged which
      began to agitate for a role in the political life of the Raj. Although the British were tentatively, and
      selectively, encouraging Western-educated and aristocratic Indians to participate in that political life, British
      ideas about the social composition and functioning of the colonial state were hardly uniform and they were
      divided by differing views of the nature of Indian society. Some regarded it as a feudal society in which a
      landowning aristocracy provided the natural leaders and, therefore, the natural partners for the British in
      maintaining order. Other British administrators, however, whom Barney Cohn described as ‘modernists’, were
      convinced that a broadly based representative mode of government must be introduced to give voice to the opinions
      of ‘communities and interests with individuals representing both these entities’.1
    


    
      By the late nineteenth century, British policy attempted to accommodate both views. In the limited areas where
      Indians could participate in government they were nominated to represent
      communities and interests. Many of these Indian leaders were drawn from the ranks of those the British regarded
      as the natural and historical leaders of a feudal society. In the Madras Presidency—given the absence of a
      substantial landowning aristocracy such as existed in many other parts of British India—the Hindu Brahmin
      professional élite provided a reservoir of natural leaders to represent the Hindu community, while the nominated
      Muslims on the Governor’s Legislative Council until the Minto–Morley Reforms of 1909—when more Indians were drawn
      into the government of the Raj at both the provincial and central levels—were recruited from the remnants of the
      province’s Urdu Muslim élite.
    


    
      Changes in Muslim Consciousness
    


    
      Even before the entry of Muslims into the political life of British India between 1908 and 1916, however, a
      sustained Muslim community consciousness had emerged in the Madras Presidency. For, although the first Muslim
      political organisation in Madras was established only in 1908, Muslim educational and self-improvement
      associations had encouraged the growth of Urdu Muslim solidarity from 1901, in parallel with a widespread and
      vigorous political awakening amongst the majority Hindu community.
    


    
      Until the early years of the First World War, the Chennai Brahmin ‘Mylapore clique’—identified with the Moderate
      faction—dominated the low-key political life of the Presidency. Members of the clique were in a powerful position
      to dispense patronage although it had rivals within the Brahmin community. The clique held sway until 1916 when
      the Extremist faction within the All-India Congress, expelled in 1908, was reconciled to the national
      organisation. In Chennai this meant that the local Extremist faction, known as the ‘Egmore clique’, could now
      openly challenge members of the Mylapore clique for control of the Presidency Congress organisation. Unlike their
      Moderate colleagues, the Extremists advocated a more confrontational form of nationalism to achieve
      constitutional reform.2
    


    
      Muslims were not members of these cliques. However, in all walks of life in
      Chennai the Muslim élite, both Urdu and Tamil, rubbed shoulders with members of the Mylapore clique. This
      continuing intimacy was matched by a parallel growth of Muslim communal consciousness in Chennai and a few of the
      larger mofussil towns.
    


    
      Obviously daily life in the mofussil was not immediately affected by the realities of daily life in Chennai, and
      in the mofussil the accommodation achieved between the two urban élites in Chennai was not necessarily repeated.
      In rural areas communal relations were based on complex historical, economic and cultural factors: in
      Tamil-speaking areas, for example, Tamil and Urdu Muslims had quite different relations with the majority Hindu
      community. Tamil Muslims did not share many of the concerns of the Urdu Muslim group, and the gap between them
      was reflected in their different economic and social positions within Madras society. It is these differences
      that provide the main clues to the variation in communal attitudes between Urdu and Tamil Muslims between 1901
      and 1908.
    


    
      This was a period of commercial and economic prosperity for the Tamil Muslims with their strong and traditional
      bias toward mercantile pursuits, and particularly in the tanning industry they dominated (Tamil Muslims owning
      most smaller tanneries). A temporary recession in the tanning industry during the last years of the nineteenth
      century — a result of competition from the recently established chrome tanning industry of the United States—had
      seen the number of Indian tanneries (as distinct from leather works) decline. The Presidency government attempted
      to encourage the development of chrome tanning in Madras. However, their attempts to assist indigenous tanners
      upgrade their facilities were defeated by the British-dominated Madras Chamber of Commerce, which effectively
      lobbied to protect the larger European-owned tanneries against competition from the more efficient and viable
      locally-owned businesses.3
      Notwithstanding, the value of their tannery products actually increased from 1901, with a compensatory rise in
      the value of exports of partially-treated hide and skin, and Tamil Muslim entrepreneurs in the tanning industry
      flourished.
    


    
      Tamil Muslims involved in other types of trade also benefited from the general prosperity of the south Indian
      economy during these years: a result of good agricultural seasons, and high
      internal and external market prices for south Indian primary products. Given their ancient links with the
      maritime and coastal trade of southern India, Tamil Muslims shared in the prosperity of the Indian-dominated
      coastal and Sri Lanka carrying trade in which they had a major interest. The trade developed slowly from 1901,
      its annual value reaching a peak of approximately 15 million rupees in 1916.4 Similarly, the bidi (cigarette) industry—a cottage
      industry dominated by poor Tamil and Urdu Muslims—expanded rapidly and profitably (at least for the Muslim
      middleman) throughout the mofussil in the years before the First World War.
    


    
      For the majority of Urdu Muslims, however, the years between 1901 and 1908 were not uniformly economically
      prosperous. Individually, some of the Urdu Muslim élite did well as merchants, especially in Chennai. As a whole,
      however, the group lacked widespread interests in trade or industry, and thus generally occupied a relatively low
      economic position. Further, they believed that the British had denied them their traditional share of, and
      pre-eminence in, the administration, formerly the major source of Urdu Muslim economic prosperity and
      socio-political dominance. Indeed, their general displacement from upper administrative positions and their
      subsequent inability to secure new occupations to elevate their social standing eventually prompted some Urdu
      Muslims to seek solutions to the problems facing their community.
    


    
      However, despite their widely held belief that they were under-represented in the public service, the percentage
      of Muslim employees in the public service rarely fell below 14 per cent from 1901 until the First World War. This
      figure represents more than twice their proportion of the total population of the Presidency. Nevertheless, the
      proportion of Muslim representation in the higher public service ranks was usually well below their percentage of
      the population, a fact that had concerned the provincial government since the 1880s.5
    


    
      Although this failure to enter the higher ranks of the public service fostered a strong sense of Urdu Muslim
      frustration, it was a problem created mainly by their own antipathy towards
      Western education on religious, linguistic and cultural grounds. Many Urdu Muslims regarded government secondary
      and primary schools as irreligious. Further, they believed that instruction in either Tamil or English undermined
      the status of Urdu, which they considered an indication of social, religious and cultural status. Whilst content
      to see their sons educated in government-funded makhtabs where Urdu was the medium of instruction, few
      were prepared to send them on to any form of higher education where English was the medium of instruction. Given
      this bias, Urdu Muslims in the Presidency culturally identified with their predominantly Urdu-speaking
      co-religionists in north India, making them more susceptible than Tamil Muslims to a growing sense of Muslim
      self-consciousness originating in north India. Largely aimed at protecting Urdu cultural and linguistic values,
      these movements evoked a sympathetic response from some Urdu Muslims of the Madras Presidency, particularly
      merchants and ulema, to whom language and culture symbolised orthodoxy and social prestige.
    


    
      For these reasons, the history of the emergence of organised Muslim community and political expression within the
      Presidency between 1901 and 1908 is the history of Urdu Muslims, not of the Muslim community as a whole.
    


    
      Chennai, 1901
    


    
      On 24 January 1901, the following notice was posted on the door of Messrs H. Md. Badsha Sahib & Co:
    


    
      The offices of this firm will be closed for 3 days from the 25th instant, in accordance with the resolution
      passed in Wednesday’s meeting at the Victoria Hall that the Hindu and Mahommedan mercantile community should
      close their places of business for 3 days…on account of the demise of Her Most Gracious Majesty Queen
      Victoria.6
    


    
      On the same day a memorial meeting was held at the city’s largest mosque, the Walajah mosque in the Urdu Muslim
      quarter of Triplicane, under the chairmanship of the Prince of Arcot, Sir Muhammad Munawar Khan Bahadur (held
      office as Prince from 1889–1903), who addressed his audience in Urdu extolling the virtues of the deceased monarch. Along with Arcot were leading members of the Chennai Muslim community,
      amongst whom the most prominent were the Badsha brothers (Abdul Hadi, Aziz and Khuddas), Nawab Syed Mahomed
      Bahadur, and Walji Lalji Sait. Apart from the Prince of Arcot and the Nawab, all were Urdu Muslims, merchant
      magnates and community philanthropists. In addition Aziz Badsha had been one of the founders of the
      Anjuman-i-Himayat-i-Islam in 1890 and was the Turkish Consul. Nawab Syed Mahomed Bahadur, a great grandson of
      Tipu Sultan, was the sole Muslim member of the Madras Legislative Council, as well as Persian Consul, member of
      Congress, and an intimate of the Mylapore clique.
    


    
      Such were the men—Urdu-speaking pensioned aristocrats and wealthy merchants—who were regarded by the British as
      the natural leaders of the Presidency’s Muslim community in 1901. Intensely loyal, they helped shape the British
      view of Islam in southern India. Politically, the Muslim south was quiet. Certainly several prominent
      Muslims—Nawab Syed Mahomed Bahadur and his father Mir Humayun Jah amongst them—had attended the annual meetings
      of the Indian National Congress, but they were the exception rather than the rule. A greater number, particularly
      amongst the young Western-educated Muslims, were enamoured of the modernist influences emanating from the
      Mahommedan Anglo-Oriental College at Aligarh, but the influence of both groups barely extended beyond the
      municipal limits of Chennai, and in the mofussil most Urdu Muslims turned their backs on both Congress and
      Aligarh.
    


    
      However, while the pace of change within the Presidency’s broader Muslim community was apparently slow, new ideas
      and social relationships were stirring Muslims in Chennai. Not all prominent Muslims in Chennai were
      Urdu-speakers as there was a growing number of wealthy Tamil Muslim skin and hide merchants. In March 1901, many
      of these merchants, led by Jamal Mahomed—the wealthiest Tamil Muslim (‘Rowther’) merchant in the city, and a
      leading exporter of Indian tanned goods to Europe—met to petition the government to control the export of skins
      and hides to the United States. They were concerned that Indian tanners would not have adequate supplies and the
      existence of the industry would be threatened.7 Such men were not part of the Muslim ‘establishment’ as perceived by the British, but they were thoroughly modern in their global business interests, and had close
      commercial links with influential Hindu groups.
    


    
      Amongst the Urdu Muslims of Chennai, of whom only a few were involved in the tanning industry, a new
      assertiveness was also emerging. A small group of Western-educated young men who were patronised by leading Urdu
      Muslim merchant families began to take part in various community organisations. These young professionals
      maintained contact with their peers in north India, linking the Urdu Muslims of Chennai to the major reform
      movements affecting Muslims in northern India.
    


    
      Early in 1901, the All-India Mahommedan Educational Conference (founded by Sir Syed Ahmed Khan in 1886) held its
      annual session in Sind. A group of young Urdu Muslim delegates from the Madras Presidency, upon their return
      home, met to discuss the formation of a provincial Muslim educational organisation. With the support of a British
      official, Mr Justice Boddam, the Anjuman-i-Mufid-i-Ahl-i-Islam proposed that the next meeting of the
      Educational Conference be held in Chennai in December 1901. An organising committee was formed with the financial
      assistance of the Badsha family, Walji Lalji Sait and Mirza Hashim Ispahani.8
    


    
      The Muhammedan Literary Society held a meeting in support of the proposal, under the chairmanship of Justice
      Boddam, at which Abdul Khader Khan, MA, from the Mahommedan Anglo-Oriental College, spoke on ‘The Great Education
      Movement of Northern India’. Young, Western-educated Urdu Muslims—such as the Aligarh-educated brothers Abdul
      Hamid and Yakub Hasan who were merchant protégés of a wealthy skin and hide magnate, Abdul Hakim—enthusiastically
      supported the organising committee. But elsewhere within the community support was lukewarm, and the
      organisational work fell to the Badsha and Hasan brothers, Walji Lalji Sait, and Justice Boddam.9
    


    
      While many of the more prominent Urdu Muslim merchants in Chennai were attracted to the educational ideas of the
      reformist Muslims at Aligarh, orthodox Urdu Muslims in the mofussil regarded the aims of the conference and the
      modern teaching methods and curriculum of the Aligarh College as irreligious. To counter such criticism British officials in towns with large Urdu Muslim populations organised meetings at
      which prominent Urdu Muslims sought to calm the fears of their more conservative co-religionists.10
    


    
      On 26 December 1901, the All-Indian Muhammedan Educational Conference began its Chennai session with the election
      of Justice Boddam as President. On the following day the Governor, Lord Ampthill, attended the Conference, and
      the Southern Indian Muhammedan Educational Association (SIMEA) was formed out of the conference organising
      committee. The first action of the new committee was to request the government to recognise Urdu as one of the
      Presidency’s official languages.11
    


    
      The Southern Indian Muhammedan Educational
      

      Association (SIMEA)
    


    
      Prior to the establishment of the Madras Presidency Muslim League (MPML) in 1908, the Association was the main
      platform for the expression of Urdu Muslim concerns and assumed the mantle of representing the entire Muslim
      community. Even after the establishment of the Presidency League, the Association continued its educational
      activities, and remained a prominent institution in southern India.
    


    
      The success of the Association in slowly breaking down Muslim antipathy towards government-sponsored primary and
      secondary education was due to several factors. Between 1902 and 1908, the Association had the practical
      leadership of Justice Tudor Boddam, who had been President of the All-India Conference in 1901, ‘at a time when
      leadership was lacking amongst the Muslims’.12 Financial support was also provided by the Nizam of Hyderabad, leading Urdu Muslim
      mercantile families, various sympathetic Hindus such as Sir Raja Ramaswami Mudaliar, and British administrators
      including the Governor of the Presidency, Lord Ampthill.13
    


    
      Both the founders of the Association and its British supporters believed that
      Muslim interests were synonymous with the interests of the Urdu Muslim community. Indeed, the first resolution
      passed by the Association was ‘to devise means for disseminating Western Sciences and literature among
      Mahommedans and to promote the study of Urdu, Persian and Arabic.’14 The British showed no interest in tapping Tamil Muslim
      opinion. The only Muslims with an entrée to government before 1909 were those—always Urdu Muslims—that the
      British appointed to the Madras Legislative Council, or the occasional Tamil Muslim merchant whose concerns were
      primarily economic rather than educational or cultural.
    


    
      Muslim members of the Madras Legislative Council (1863–1909)
      

      1900–1904: Nawab Syed Muhammad Bahadur
      

      1904–1906: Prince of Arcot
      

      1906–1909: Nawab Muhammad Raza Khan
    


    
      The Association profited also from a growing awareness among many Urdu Muslims across the Presidency that Western
      education was a pre-requisite for advancement in the public service. This awareness was due in part to the
      Association’s propaganda, and to the example of the success achieved by the very small Hindu group, the Brahmins,
      in the Presidency public service. The Brahmins had embraced Western education with a vigour unmatched by any
      other group in the Presidency, and as a result they held a preponderant share of the higher public service posts
      open to Indians.
    


    
      The Educational Association was utilised by the Urdu Muslims to impress upon the government the educational needs
      and aspirations of their own group without reference to the different educational needs of Tamil Muslims. The
      success of the Association in gaining the support of Urdu Muslims can be gauged by the fact that at its first
      Presidency-wide conference in Vellore in 1906, ‘the Moulvis of Vellore, who wielded the greatest influence on the
      Muslim masses and who were hitherto regarded as inimical to progress… took a leading part in the Conference.’
      This stamp of approval from the most prominent religious leaders of the Urdu Muslims sent a surge of enthusiasm
      through the 5,000 delegates at the Conference,15 and other Urdu Muslim ulema quickly followed suit by blessing the efforts of the
      Association.
    


    
      Becoming the focal point of Urdu Muslim educational activity in the Presidency,
      the Association provided a forum for discussion of the group’s educational grievances and was quick to make
      representation to the government on these matters. The bulk of Urdu Muslim demands regarding education centred
      upon the backward state of Muslim participation in secondary education. While satisfied with the steady progress
      of the Muslim community in primary education, the Association demanded that the government provide financial
      concessions for all Muslim secondary school students, claiming that high costs deterred many Muslims from
      pursuing higher education. There were also calls for more Urdu-language secondary schools; for the provision, in
      all secondary schools, of facilities for teaching the Urdu language and the tenets of Islam; and for a greater
      number of Muslim school inspectors, as it was felt that they would be more sympathetic to Muslim needs than their
      Hindu counterparts.16
    


    
      The local government was sympathetic to these demands. Some members of the Education Department, however, feared
      that any concessions would encourage the separatist tendency of Muslims, although it was admitted that
      ‘everything that we have done so far for their education has had that tendency and it seems hopeless now to
      attempt to go back’.17 A
      half-fee concession was granted to all Muslim students at government secondary schools, and they were permitted
      to have religious instruction. Facilities were provided for the study of Urdu, and special finance was provided
      for the construction of Muslim Urdu-language secondary schools and for the upgrading of makhtabs willing
      to provide a government-approved curriculum.18
    


    
      Apart from the obvious importance of the Educational Association as a public platform for Urdu Muslims in the
      Presidency, it also provided the first formal bond between the Muslims of southern India and those of the north.
      The presence of prominent Madras Urdu Muslims at annual sessions of the All-India Muhammedan Education
      Conference, and the similarity between resolutions submitted by both the All-India body and the provincial
      Association to the Presidency government, indicate the close links maintained between the two organisations. This
      close relationship helped the ideas of northern Muslims permeate the Urdu
      Muslim community of southern India, stimulating pride in their language and culture and confirming their sense of
      identity.
    


    
      The Association was not interested in the Tamil Muslims per se. There were several wealthy Marakayyars amongst
      its biggest financial supporters, but there was insufficient support from Tamil Muslims to establish a branch in
      Nagapattinam, the largest Marakayyar urban centre.19 For most Tamil Muslims the vernacular educational facilities provided by the
      government and their maulvis were suitable for their needs. They had no interest in Urdu, careers in
      government service or access to universities. They were a mercantile community for whom the current system
      provided adequate educational facilities and means to maintain their cultural and religious heritage.
    


    
      Muslim Leadership
    


    
      The events leading up to the establishment of SIMEA indicate the subtle shifts in leadership of the Chennai
      Muslim community evident by the first years of the twentieth century.
    


    
      Although Urdu Muslims still dominated the public face of the community in Chennai and the mofussil, the role of
      the old aristocracy as sole spokesmen of the community was being eroded. Urdu Muslim magnates were beginning to
      take an active part in establishing community organisations in Chennai in cooperation with a small group of
      young, Western-educated professionals with links to reformist-minded Muslims elsewhere in India. These young men
      were few in number, and financially dependent upon patrons from amongst the Urdu Muslim merchant community. Their
      patrons were attracted by the energy and zeal of these young men who, under the influence of Aligarh, wished to
      promote modern education amongst Muslims and to encourage their economic uplift. In addition, this young cadre of
      Muslims had extensive links with like-minded Muslims across India and provided the Chennai mercantile community
      with an entrée into the modernist Muslim milieu of northern India.
    


    
      Paralleling these changes within the Urdu Muslim leadership, the leading Tamil Muslims (and some Urdu Muslims)
      involved in the skin and hide trade and tanning were beginning to form a distinct interest group under the
      leadership of Jamal Moideen and later his son Jamal Mahomed. If economic
      interests held this group together initially, whatever the ultimate motivation, its formation marked the first
      emergence of any Tamil Muslims into the wider public life of the Presidency apart from the involvement of some in
      municipal and district councils.
    


    
      In any case, whatever the changes in the nature of Muslim leadership, most Muslim leaders were conscious of the
      need to maintain a dialogue with the public spokesmen of the majority Hindu community. However, the nature of
      this dialogue altered as the Presidency’s Urdu Muslims established links with co-religionists elsewhere in India.
      In 1901 local alliances were perceived as the sole means of achieving any political, social or economic
      advancement; by 1908 new possibilities for advancement had been opened up by the prospect of an India-wide Muslim
      alliance.
    


    
      The initial success of the Educational Association in the Presidency depended upon non-Muslim leadership and
      north Indian Muslim stimulus, but its continued existence and popularity were due to the emergence of a
      leadership which was both widely respected and capable. This role was filled by a group of wealthy and energetic
      Urdu Muslims living in Chennai: some were merchants, some were descendants of Tipu Sultan while others were
      members of the Arcot family. The Prince of Arcot, Sir Ghulam Muhammad Ali Khan (1903–1952), magnates such as the
      Badsha family and Janab C. Abdul Hakim, and many other merchants ‘donated liberally’ to the Association in its
      formative years. Other merchants—led by the brothers Yakub Hasan and Abdul Hamid Hasan, supported financially by
      Abdul Hakim, and their friends amongst the young Western-educated Muslims in Chennai undertook ‘extensive tours
      to whip up enthusiasm’ for the Association. Branches of the Association were soon established in mofussil centres
      such as Vaniyambadi and Vellore in North Arcot, Salem, Cuddapah, Tirunelveli, Kurnool and Bellary, all of which
      had large Urdu Muslim populations.20
    


    
      Members of the Urdu Muslim mercantile élite were well suited to provide leadership. Not only were they prosperous
      and in some instances very wealthy, but also they had a reputation for piety, enhanced by the fact that many had
      performed the haj and were noted community philanthropists.21 The Badsha brothers epitomised such leadership. Their father, Haji Mohamed Badsha Sahib, had established their family firm in 1819,
      and by the early twentieth century they were leading importers of Manchester cotton goods, and exported indigo,
      tamarind, mica and Madras cotton piece goods to Britain. They also had considerable investments in mica and
      manganese mines. The Arcot family, which was the only significant aristocratic Muslim family in the Presidency
      (apart from the Shi’ite Muslim ruling family of the tiny and impoverished state of Banganapalle in the Bellary
      district and the descendants of Tipu Sultan), was also highly regarded. It had a legacy of historical prestige
      and a handsome government pension which enabled it to complement the philanthropic activities of the merchants.
    


    
      No doubt the relatively sophisticated political and cultural environment of Chennai, when compared to the
      mofussil towns, heightened the group identity of its Urdu Muslim inhabitants, as did the trade contacts of the
      wealthier Muslim merchants with centres of Muslim religious and cultural life in northern India and the Middle
      East. There were several wealthy Tamil Muslim merchant families in Chennai, but by the turn of the century they
      appear to have adopted Urdu in public, although they retained Tamil in their homes. Undoubtedly they were
      influenced by the scorn of Urdu Muslims for those of their fellow believers who spoke Tamil as their mother
      tongue.22 Even Jamal Moideen,
      whose family in later years under the leadership of his son Jamal Mahomed was to emerge as a Tamil-speaking
      leader of both Urdu and Tamil Muslims, at this time did not promote Tamil Muslim interests. Leading Tamil Muslims
      kept a low profile, and apart from defending the interests of the indigenous tanning industry they left the
      public arena to Urdu Muslims.
    


    
      The absence of any influential body of Muslim landowners enhanced the social position of the Urdu Muslim
      merchants of Chennai. In many areas of northern India, in contrast, particularly in the United Provinces,
      landowning Muslim aristocrats and zamindars provided leadership based on tradition and local influence. In
      Chennai the Muslim merchant élite that approximated in wealth, if not in traditional influence, to the
      aristocrats and zamindars of the north, provided this leadership.
    


    
      Like all groups in the Presidency, the Urdu Muslims were attempting to gain
      access to the centre of provincial power. To achieve this they sought contact with men who had contacts in
      government and who were able to distribute patronage. From the 1850s, the most important Muslim cliques centred
      on the family of the Princes of Arcot and the descendants of Tipu Sultan. The Arcot clique centred upon a kin
      group led by the Prince and distinguished relatives such as his cousin Sir Mohamed Habibullah (who had a
      successful career in government service until the 1930s). Other members of this clique included a host of
      relatives ranging from conservative ulema to angry young men such as the journalist Abdul Latif Farookhi
      who was to be active in communal politics from the 1920s through to the 1940s.
    


    
      Nawab Syed Muhammad Bahadur led the descendants of Tipu Sultan. In addition to these cliques, wealthy merchant
      families such as the Badshas also provided leadership within the Urdu Muslim community. All these cliques had the
      ear of government so could voice community views and distribute various forms of patronage. Members of the Arcot
      and Tipu Sultan cliques represented Urdu Muslims in local, national and communal politics before the First World
      War. At the same time they interacted closely with similar groups in other communities, most particularly the
      ‘Mylapore’ clique of Brahmins who dominated the political and professional life of the Presidency.
    


    
      Within the Madras Urdu Muslim community, however, the pool of aristocratic spokesmen was small and therefore
      operated in alliance with merchant magnates to represent the community. The presence of merchants, most of whom
      had close links with their Hindu peers, reinforced the tendency of the Urdu Muslim leadership in Chennai to
      cooperate with the spokesmen of other communities, most particularly the Brahmin leaders of the Hindu community
      in the years before the First World War.
    


    
      The merchant faction included the Badsha brothers; the Cutchi Memom merchants, Walji Lalji Sait and Muhammad
      Moosa Sait; Mirza Hashim Ispahani, a leading figure in the small Persian Shi’ite community in Chennai; and Janab
      C. Abdul Hakim, a leading skin and hide merchant who was the patron of the Hasan brothers, who had business links
      with the Tamil Muslim skin and hide commercial group and to the Hindu business community. Such merchants formed
      an important part of the dominant Urdu Muslim clique not only because of their wealth, but also because of their
      support for religious establishments, traditional scholars, modern schools, and the patronage they gave to the growing number of young Western-educated Muslims, many of whom they employed. On
      the periphery of this group were Jamal Moideen and his son Jamal Mahomed, the leading Tamil Muslim skin and hide
      merchants, who ran their family business from Chennai although they maintained close links with their ancestral
      village in Madurai district.
    


    
      Amongst the descendants of Tipu Sultan, Nawab Syed Muhammad Bahadur was pre-eminent. The Nawab’s leadership role
      was, however, qualified by his great interest in the nationalist movement which he actively supported as a member
      of Congress from 1894 until his death in 1919. His participation in organisations and activities of the Muslim
      community—he was the nominated Muslim representative on the Legislative Council between 1900 and 1904—was rarely
      more than nominal, to the chagrin of some Urdu Muslims who came to regard him as a Hindu lackey, especially when
      he was elected repeatedly to the Presidentship of the Mahajana Sabha, the pre-eminent Presidency nationalist
      organisation, between 1907 and 1917. Nevertheless, the Nawab could not be discounted. His activities in Congress
      stood him in good stead with the pro-Congress members of the ‘Mylapore’ clique, one of whose members, C. P.
      Ramaswami Iyer, was voluntary legal adviser to the Educational Association.23
    


    
      Attacks on the Nawab tended, however, to increase after the establishment of the Muslim League in 1908. Indeed,
      before then he was not the only Madras Muslim to be involved with Congress, although he was the most prominent.
      In 1902, for example, the Mahajana Sabha elected—in addition to the Nawab—three prominent Chennai Muslim
      merchants as delegates to the Ahmedabad session of Congress: Abdul Hadi Badsha, Mirza Hashim Ispahani and Hyder
      Sheriff.24 In comparison with
      the Arcot family, however, the descendants of Tipu Sultan were far less numerous. After the death of the Nawab in
      1919 the family sank into political obscurity and no longer played a prominent role in community life.
    


    
      Between 1901 and 1908, Urdu Muslim merchants from Chennai helped establish various Muslim educational
      organisations throughout the Presidency. Outstanding among these associations were the Anjuman-i-Auzum of
      Thanjavur and the Anjuman-i-Islamiah (Islamic Association) with branches in
      Chennai, Coimbatore and Tiruchchirappalli which was established in 1908.25 In all these towns the Muslim population was
      predominantly Tamil-speaking, so that the membership of the various Anjumans was drawn from scattered enclaves of
      Urdu Muslim merchants.
    


    
      On several occasions, prior to 1908, apart from the establishment of the Educational Association, north Indian
      Muslim organisations intervened in the south to foster a stronger sense of Muslim identity. Some of these
      organisations were strongly influenced by the teachings of Sir Syed Ahmed Khan, and attempted to reconcile
      traditional Muslim religious, cultural and linguistic values to the new challenges provided by British rule,
      particularly in the sphere of education. Others were more concerned to impart their view of religious orthodoxy
      to the Muslims of southern India.
    


    
      In 1901, for example, the annual session of the Nadvath-ul-Ulema (Association of the Learned) was held in
      Chennai. Founded in 1894, the Nadvath, was an all-India organisation of Muslim divines based in Lucknow
      dedicated to furthering the adoption of Western education amongst Muslims, while maintaining their religious
      beliefs. In contrast, in 1908, a new Anjuman-i-Himayat-i-Islam (the first had been established in 1890)
      was established in Chennai and Madurai, modelled on a conservative religious association founded in Lahore in
      1884.26
    


    
      Neither the Nadvath nor the Anjuman-i-Himayat-i-Islam grew to rival the Southern Indian Muhammedan
      Educational Association. It was the Association alone that voiced a broad spectrum of Urdu Muslim grievances in
      the years before 1908. Participation in its activities nurtured such leaders as the Hasan brothers, the Badsha
      family and Moulvi Syed Murtaza (an Urdu Muslim landowner from Tiruchchirappalli whose ancestors had served Tipu
      Sultan), who were to take the Muslims of the Madras into the formal political life of the Presidency and the Raj
      in the years following the Minto–Morley Reforms of 1909 which were to increase Indian participation in the
      government of British India.
    


    
      The Educational Association provided these men with a platform from which to spread their influence amongst the
      Presidency’s Urdu Muslims. With the advent of the 1909 Reforms they were elected to the reformed councils as the Muslim’s representatives. All the elected Muslim members of the
      Madras Legislative Council between 1909 and 1920 were foundation members of the Educational Association: Murtaza,
      1909–12; Khuddas Badsha, 1909–12; T. Zyn-ul-abidin, a leading unani practitioner educated at Madras
      University, 1912–16; Yakub Hasan, 1916–20; and Ahmed Thambi Marakayyar, doyen of the Thanjavur Tamil Muslim
      community, 1912–20. This was also the case with the Madras Muslim representatives in the Imperial Legislative
      Council: the Prince of Arcot, 1909–13 and Mir Asad Ali Khan, 1913–20, a younger brother of the Nawab of
      Banganapalle.
    


    
      The Madras Presidency Muslim League
    


    
      In 1906 a small deputation of Muslims met with the Viceroy at Simla and set in motion a chain of events that
      changed the face of communal politics and relations across British India. The Simla Deputation was led by the Aga
      Khan, leader of the Ismaili sect of Islam and comprised a motley group of Muslims who by no stretch of
      imagination could be called representative of the Indian Muslim community. The Madras Muslims appear to have been
      caught unawares by the Deputation, and there is no evidence—apart from the presence of an obscure scion of the
      Arcot family on the Deputation, Ahmed Muhiuddin, who was probably recruited by the Aga Khan when he visited
      Chennai immediately before leading the Deputation—of the involvement of any prominent Urdu or Tamil Muslim in the
      Aga Khan’s courting of the Viceroy.27 Indeed, there is no evidence that the Aga Khan attempted to rouse popular support for the
      event anywhere in India. The organisation of the Deputation was the work of a small clique of conservative and
      aristocratic Muslims who were ultra-loyalist and anti-Congress, and who were concerned to preserve their roles as
      interlocutors between the British and the Muslim community at large.
    


    
      The Aga Khan was prompted to action by the plans of the British government to introduce constitutional reforms
      that would increase Indian participation in the Government of India. A group of prominent Muslims in northern and
      western India seized upon the announcement of the planned reforms to place before the Viceroy a list of Muslim
      grievances, and a plea for separate Muslim representation in the proposed
      reformed government councils.
    


    
      Urdu Muslim spokesmen in Madras were generally in agreement with the sentiments expressed by the Deputation,
      especially the demands for separate electorates and representation commensurate with their alleged political
      importance rather than their numerical strength. The only Muslim voice raised in Madras against the Simla
      Deputation was that of Nawab Syed Muhammed Bahadur. The Nawab opposed the demand for separate electorates as
      detrimental to the nationalist cause and to the creation of a united India. It has been alleged, however, that
      his refusal to join the Deputation stemmed not so much from high principles as from his jealousy of the
      leadership of the Deputation by the Aga Khan. His refusal earned him the Aga Khan’s antipathy and the enduring
      hostility of many Madras Urdu Muslims.28
    


    
      At one level the support of most Urdu Muslim spokesmen for separate electorates was due to grievances concerning
      education and employment in public service, as well as growing dissatisfaction with their political position
      within the Presidency. Neither the constitutional reforms of 1861 nor those of 1892 had granted the Muslims
      separate representation but, indeed, at the time there does not appear to have been any demand for such a
      concession: so what had happened by 1906 to convert Urdu Muslim leaders in the Presidency to eager partisans of
      separate Muslim representation?
    


    
      It could be argued that the British had sown the seeds of separate representation during the late nineteenth
      century. They have been accused of pursuing a policy of ‘divide and rule’ as a mechanism for controlling the
      subject peoples of India, but as we have seen there were reservations amongst bureaucrats in the Madras
      Presidency regarding any move that might increase the divide between Muslims and Hindus. There were particular
      concerns that this might be the case if Muslims gained special educational privileges or if there was a
      reservation of public service positions for them. The British were caught between a rock and a hard place, given
      their view that Indian society comprised a conglomeration of discrete entities based on a plethora of religions,
      castes, languages and races. To maintain their authority they believed it
      necessary to conciliate a multitude of views, and to this end they created a bureaucratic and political system
      that gave weightage to a range of aspirations. Like Mughal architects, the British rulers of India were
      ‘passionate in their pursuit of system and symmetry’, but unlike Mughal architects the British applied this
      passion to society in addition to monuments.29
    


    
      As we have seen in the area of education in the Madras Presidency, there was a concern to distribute the fruits
      of modern education equally across the social spectrum by promoting the interests of groups perceived to be
      backward. This led to the creation of a separate stream of Muslim education (and also to educational concessions
      for backward Hindu castes). In addition, in the councils of government a de facto system of separate
      representation existed from 1861 when Muslims were nominated to the governors’ council to represent their
      community’s views: but the provincial government baulked at the formalisation of separate electorates.30 By 1908 the idea of separate Muslim
      representation was neither new nor bold, and its formal extension to electoral procedures was a logical extension
      of a system already enshrined in bureaucratic practice.
    


    
      In fact, since 1861, one of the nominated non-official members of the Madras Council had been Muslim. Between
      1861 and 1892 such representation accounted for 25 per cent of the non-official membership of the Council, but
      after 1892 Muslims accounted for approximately only 12 per cent of the nominated non-official representatives.
      This final percentage was, however, still more than twice the Muslim percentage of the population of the
      Presidency. As a more articulate Urdu Muslim leadership began to emerge in Chennai in the years after 1901,
      increasing dissatisfaction was expressed with the types of Muslims nominated to the Governor’s Council. The
      Muslim member of the Council between 1906 and 1909, Nawab Muhammad Raza Khan, a retired District Collector, was
      frequently out-of-step with more progressive opinion amongst Muslims in Madras. He was an open and avowed
      opponent of higher education for Indians which alienated him from the Educational Association and the majority of
      Urdu Muslim leaders in general. Resentment against Raza Khan, and the system that appointed him without consulting the Muslim community, rapidly mounted during his term of
      office.31
    


    
      In addition to concerns relating to education, employment in government service and the system of nominating
      Muslim representatives to the Governor’s Council, there was an appreciable rise in Pan-Islamic sentiment amongst
      Urdu Muslims from 1906. This Pan-Islamism lacked any strictly religious content and was rather an expression of
      alarm at the decline of the temporal power of the Turkish Ottoman Empire, the last great Muslim state now that
      Persia was under the de facto control of Britain and Russia. Declining Ottoman power in Crete, Egypt and the
      Balkans combined with the interference of the European powers in Morocco and Persia to create a sense of
      insecurity and alarm amongst Urdu Muslims across British India, which gave rise to antipathy towards the
      perceived enemies of the temporal power of Islam: most particularly Russia and Britain.
    


    
      Pan-Islamism in India was important not so much because of its specific content regarding the troubled Ottoman
      Empire and the wider Islamic world, but because it added a new international dimension to the sense of identity
      of many Indian Muslims. Initially, few Tamil Muslims were influenced by Pan-Islamism, but for many Urdu Muslims
      the movement was yet another means for their dysfunctional community to redefine, or even to regain, its identity
      in a rapidly changing world, and to help reinforce their sense of distinction from other groups within Indian
      society. Pan-Islamism in India was not a tool used to cement a sense of communal separation, but was rather a
      means of setting community boundaries in a threatening and all-consuming modern world.
    


    
      Separate electorates became increasingly associated with the desire of Urdu Muslims to assert their identity, to
      voice their vague but deep sense of unease and dissatisfaction, and as a means of surviving in a rapidly changing
      world. Although the Southern Indian Muhammedan Education Association was far from being a failure, it had not
      worked a miracle overnight by removing the causes of Muslim discontent. It was not a political organisation, and
      it lacked any effective means of voicing the increasing number and variety of Muslim grievances and demands.
    


    
      Urdu Muslim spokesmen were by 1906 increasingly conscious of the value of political activity as a means of
      gaining redress for their aspirations and grievances. In general most spokesmen
      of the community had shunned any overt political involvement since the uprising of 1857 that resulted in the
      severe repression of both Muslims and Hindus in the Gangetic heartland of northern India. However, by 1906 fears
      that the constitutional reforms planned by the British would not make allowance for a satisfactory exposition of
      Muslim grievances and aspirations precipitated some prominent Muslims into seeking a role for their community in
      the new political environment being created by the British.
    


    
      Such Muslims feared that without secure separate representation in the reformed provincial councils the voice of
      Muslims would be stifled by the creation of purely non-Muslim councils, except in those areas which had a Muslim
      majority. The only such major province in British India with a Muslim majority was East Bengal which had been
      created in 1903. The sympathy of the Madras Muslim press, and indeed, of the Muslim press generally throughout
      British India, for the demand for separate electorates was heightened by increasing Hindu agitation against the
      partition of Bengal and the principle of separate electorates. The visit of the Bengali Congress agitator, B. C.
      Pal, to Chennai in 1907 to rally opposition to the 1903 partition of Bengal when the British had created the
      Muslim majority province of East Bengal, did not improve relations between Muslims and non-Muslims although it
      did not lead to any overt communal strife. The oldest Urdu Muslim daily newspaper in the Presidency, the
      Shams-ul-Akhbar (established in 1858), and its bi-weekly English language edition, the Muhammadan,
      vented their spleen on the British, commenting that the British treated Hindu agitators with leniency and
      toleration but paid ‘no attention to the balance of power’ and failed to conciliate their loyal Muslim subjects.
      But the views of these two newspapers, which had a combined circulation of about 700, must be contrasted with the
      fervently loyalist tone of newspapers such as the Aftab-i-Dakhan, the Alhami, the
      Jaridah-i-Rozgar, and the Mukhbir-i-Dakhan whose combined circulation exceeded that of their more
      radical rivals.32
    


    
      The Shams-ul-Akhbar and the Muhammadan undoubtedly represented the opinion of a younger group of
      Western-educated Urdu Muslims, who were impatient with the political conservatism of older community spokesmen.
      In the wake of the Simla Deputation this faction of younger Muslims seized the opportunity to force the pace of
      political change within their community. The most immediate result of the Simla
      Deputation was the foundation in 1906 of the All-India Muslim League at Dhaka in East Bengal at the annual
      session of the All-India Muslim Education Conference attended by more than 1,500 delegates. Five Urdu Muslims
      from Madras were among the members of the first Provisional Committee in Dhaka: Abdul Hadi Badsha, Yakub and
      Abdul Hamid Hasan, Nawab Ghulam Ahmed (a one-time business partner of Yakub Hasan in the Kolar goldfield) and
      Ahmed Muhiuddin. With the exception of Ahmed Muhiuddin who was a stipendiary of the Arcot family, all were
      merchants from Chennai.
    


    
      Of this group, Nawab Ghulam Ahmed was a native of Mysore and in 1910 he returned to Mysore where he became
      President of the local branch of the Central National Muhammedan Association. Muhiuddin was an obscure member of
      the Arcot family, whose moment of fame as a member of the Simla Deputation was followed by a return to obscurity.
      Abdul Hadi Badsha was a member of the Madras Corporation between 1904–05, and was only briefly active in
      politics; his importance however was that he was the favourite younger brother of Abdul Khuddas Badsha, the doyen
      of the Badsha family and one of the wealthiest Muslim magnates and community philanthropists in the Presidency.
      The leaders of this group were the energetic Hasan brothers, most particularly Yakub Hasan with his links into
      the Muslim business community and to leading north Indian Muslim spokesmen through Aligarh of which he was the
      only Trustee from southern India.
    


    
      In March 1908, at the second session of the League at Aligarh— attended by several Madras Muslims including Walji
      Lalji Sait, Syed Murtaza and Yakub Hasan—an annually-elected Central Committee of 40 was established with two
      seats being allocated to representatives of the Madras Presidency Muslim community.33 Late in 1908, as a result of the Committee’s activities,
      provincial branches of the League were set up in the Punjab, Bihar, East Bengal, the Bombay Presidency, the
      United Provinces and the Madras Presidency.
    


    
      The links between the Presidency League and the older Muslim organisation, the Educational Association, were
      close. The Arcot family, and in particular the Prince of Arcot who was also the President of the annual session
      of the All-India Muslim League in 1910, provided the nominal leadership—and financial support—for both
      organisations at various times, while the Hasan brothers provided the
      organisational muscle and de facto leadership for the two associations.
    


    
      By 1908 leading Urdu Muslims in the Madras Presidency had linked up with like-minded Muslims elsewhere in India.
      In 1901 Muslims in the south had been largely isolated from their co-religionists elsewhere in India, but by 1908
      institutional mechanisms were in place that ensured a regular flow of ideas between north and south, linking
      Muslims in the Madras Presidency to the emerging nationalist movement.
    


    
      Urdu Muslims and the Minto–Morley Reforms
    


    
      Although the membership of the Madras Presidency Muslim League remained smaller than that of the South Indian
      Muhammadan Educational Association until the 1930s and failed to develop branches in the mofussil, it provided
      the main channel for Muslim political expression in southern India. As such it gained the support of many younger
      Urdu Muslim merchants and professionals in Chennai who were strongly influenced by the modernists, Islamic
      influence of the Aligarh college and of other Muslims who had come to regard the Indian Natio-nal Congress as a
      Hindu communalist organisation given its agitation against the partition of the province of Bengal into Hindu and
      Muslim majority areas, and its vocal opposition to the idea of separate electorates. Also, a perceived Hindu
      domination of local nationalist organisations combined with growing Pan-Islamic sentiment to increase the sense
      of Urdu Muslim alienation from their non-Muslim compatriots.
    


    
      Support for the Presidency Muslim League was justified by the only Muslim English-language newspaper, the
      Muhammadan, on the grounds that:
    


    
      Backward as they [the Muslims] are when compared with the great body of their fellow countrymen, it will be
      suicidal to the cause of their healthy progress, if they allowed themselves to be merged in the bulk of the
      Indian people.34
    


    
      The local Urdu-language Muslim press also reflected a growing belief that ‘right is might’ and urged Muslims to
      organise and agitate as the Hindus had done to extract concessions from the British. British plans for
      constitutional reform were seen as a direct response to Hindu agitation dating from the partition of Bengal in
      1903, and an increasing number of Urdu Muslims believed that they would do well
      to follow the Hindu example to protect their own interests.35
    


    
      The number of Urdu Muslims politicised in these years was relatively small and restricted to the mercantile and
      professional élite. Most lived in Chennai but there was a scattering of such men in many larger mofussil towns.
      What was evident at this stage was the absence of widespread popular support for either organisation within the
      Urdu Muslim community. Tamil Muslim participation in either SIMEA or the League was even more limited given that
      both organisations were run by Urdu-speaking Muslims and had as part of their brief the preservation of Urdu as
      the language of Indian Muslims.
    


    
      The Presidency League was established with the objective of ‘safeguarding the political, social and religious
      interests of the Mussalmans’,36
      and its membership was drawn primarily from Chennai’s Urdu Muslim mercantile élite and member of the Arcot
      family. Among its foundation members were several members of the wealthy Badsha family (Saadullah, Khuddas and
      Valiullah); the Cutchi Memom landowners and hide and skin merchants, Walji Lalji Sait and Mohammad Moosa Sait;
      and Yakub Hasan’s patron Janab C. Abdul Hakim. Nominally the Prince of Arcot and several of his relatives along
      with some prominent Urdu Muslim government employees were also members of the League—indeed the Prince was its
      foundation president—however from its inception the most active members of the organisation came from the ranks
      of the Urdu Muslim mercantile élite. Although the membership of the MPML was small, it included some of the most
      prominent Urdu Muslims in the Presidency and its influence cannot be gauged solely by the number of its paid-up
      members.37
    


    
      Within a year of its foundation the League memorialised the Presidency government regarding the proposed
      constitutional reforms. It advocated separate electorates, urging that
    


    
      Any Mussulman member who is not thus elected by a purely Muslim agency be not recognised as a Mussalman
      representative as he will be virtually the mandatory of his electors and his opinions passing for those of his
      community will only tend to weaken genuine Mussalman representation. 38
    


    
      The League also protested against the proposal that Muslim members of the
      provincial Legislative Council should be nominated, given widespread Muslim discontent with the current nominated
      member, the retired district collector Nawab Raza Khan. At a meeting of the Presidency League in April 1909 Yakub
      Hasan stated:
    


    
      The Honourable Raza Khan is supposed to be our representative in the Madras Council. Does he really represent us?
      Do we subscribe to his queer views? Do we feel honoured by his utterances in the Legislative chamber? His latest
      pronouncement has disgraced us in the eyes of our fellow countrymen.39
    


    
      The League sent a second memorandum to the Presidency government outlining Muslim demands for all-India Muslim
      representation in the Imperial Legislative Council. In the memorandum the League’s President, the Prince of
      Arcot, also stated that the Muslims of the Presidency would be satisfied with two separately elected Muslim seats
      at the provincial level.40
    


    
      Although the Presidency government was not inclined towards any form of ‘divide and rule’, being averse to the
      ‘principle of racial, caste and religious representation in the election of members to the Provincial Legislative
      Council’,41 prominent Urdu
      Muslims strongly supported the demand for separate representation, and agreed that they should have at least two
      elected representatives in the Provincial council. The sole exception among the prominent Muslims interviewed was
      Nawab Raza Khan who, while panning the idea of introducing Advisory Councils, did support the principle of
      separate electorates: at least he was consistent in his ‘queer views’!
    


    
      The reasons that prompted south Indian Muslims to support separate electorates ranged from outright antipathy
      towards Hindus of the Qazi of Nellore and some Urdu Muslim newspapers to a more general concern of the Muslim
      Collector of South Kanara, a ‘genuine nationalist’, who believed that the backward conditions of the Muslims
      merited special safeguards in the form of separate representation. Even Nawab
      Syed Muhammad Bahadur, an avowed supporter of the Indian Nationalist Congress and a former opponent of separate
      electorates, gave his support to separate representation although without stating his reasons.42
    


    
      The constitutional reforms that were announced in 1909 were well received by the Urdu Muslims of the Presidency.
      They were granted two out of the 21 elected seats in the Madras Legislative Council and one of the five
      non-official seats. One of the elected seats was allocated to Chennai and the northern districts, the other to
      the southern Tamil Muslim districts.
    


    
      Although they were less than 7 per cent of the Presidency’s population, Muslims received nearly 10 per cent of
      the elected seats and 20 per cent of the nominated seats: in total nearly 12 per cent of the non-official seats.
      In the Imperial Legislative Council, Madras Muslims gained one of the five elected Muslim seats— another generous
      weightage. The electoral qualifications for Muslims were considerably lower than those demanded of Hindu voters,
      but even so the total number of Muslim voters was relatively small at around 1,500.43 Given the absence of any protests concerning electoral
      qualifications it appears that this number was sufficient to enfranchise the mercantile and professional Urdu and
      Tamil Muslim élites.
    


    [image: Image]


    
      Between 1901 and 1909 the Urdu and Tamil Muslims of the Madras Presidency had emerged from
      almost total political obscurity to being participants in mainstream constitutional politics in British India.
      The number of Muslims directly involved in the formal political process was small but nevertheless they comprised
      a relatively well-educated and wealthy group who articulated the various aspirations of a community searching for
      the best ways in which to survive in a rapidly changing world.
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      Lucknow and Muslim Leadership, 1909–1918
    


    
      Overview
    


    
      Between 1909 and 1918, the political life of the Urdu Tamil Muslims of Madras
      Presidency underwent profound changes. In 1909, political leadership of the community was provided by a small
      élite group of Urdu-speaking Muslims—mostly landowning aristocrats and a few wealthy merchants—but by 1918 new
      groups had emerged to challenge the role and views of the old leadership.
    


    
      By 1918, leadership of both the Urdu and Tamil Muslims was passing into the hands of various alliances of
      Western-educated Muslims and prominent merchants from the Urdu and Tamil groups. The most active alliance
      comprised men drawn from all these groups, united by a growing distrust of the British and a burgeoning sympathy
      for the objectives of the Indian National Congress. Members of this alliance were behind the establishment of the
      Madras Presidency Muslim League (MPML) in 1910 and supported a formal understanding with Congress that in 1916
      led to the signing of the Lucknow Pact, which included an acceptance by Congress of separate representation for
      Muslims. There were, however, other alliances, comprising men from the same mix of backgrounds, less enamoured of
      Congress, and more firmly wedded to a conservative and constitutional view of political change. Some of them
      formed the Islamia League in opposition to the MPML and the Lucknow Pact, giving voice to Muslim political
      conservatives in the Presidency.
    


    
      Examination of the evolution of Muslim politics in the Madras Presidency between 1909 and 1918 reinforces three
      general points. One is that the Muslims of British India cannot be treated as a homogenous group—in cultural,
      linguistic, economic or political terms. We therefore need to understand the
      histories of their diverse groups. Second, general Muslim involvement with the Congress movement was well
      underway before Gandhi emerged as an apostle of communal harmony in 1918–19. Third, developments amongst the
      Muslims of the Madras Presidency between 1909 and 1918 provide a microcosm of developments within the Muslim
      community India-wide.
    


    
      The Road to Lucknow
    


    
      Nationalist opposition to the Morley–Minto reforms, and in particular to the creation of separate electorates,
      led to increasing Urdu Muslim antipathy towards the Hindu-dominated nationalist movement. The belief that Hindus
      were bent on dominating them was heightened in Chennai when the Hindu majority in the city council forced the
      closure of a Muslim slaughterhouse and cemetery in the Muslim quarter of Triplicane.1 However, Urdu Muslim suspicion of Hindus was being
      overridden by their dissatisfaction and disenchantment with the British.
    


    
      As early as 1906 the Urdu Muslim press in the Presidency had begun to complain—albeit as loyal supporters of the
      Raj—about the decline in the economic and political position of Muslims under British rule. By 1909 it had
      adopted a more confrontational tone. This was partly due to increasing demands by Muslims for special concessions
      in education and employment in the public service, and partly due to a belief that the British were
      discriminating against prominent Muslims by not appointing them to Executive Councils throughout India. By 1909,
      however, Muslims in the Madras Presidency had four platforms from which to proclaim their mixed bag of concerns:
      the Southern Indian Muhammadan Educational Association, the Madras Presidency Muslim League, the Madras
      Legislative Council and the Imperial Legislative Council.
    


    
      Growing Pan-Islamic sentiment and an increasing sense of India-wide identity amongst many Urdu Muslims (fostered
      by the Educational Association, the Presidency Muslim League and a variety of communal organisations) heightened
      general Muslim suspicions of the European imperial powers. Even the political concessions granted to Muslims did
      not silence their complaints, in fact, quite the reverse, for such concessions reinforced their sense of separate
      identity. This may not have been a united or clearly defined political
      identity, comprising as it did a range of interests from those of the modernists to those of conservative
      traditionalists, but it certainly offered many views of how Muslims should survive in the modern world. While
      many of these views were at odds with one another, there were increasing signs of accommodation as the tide of
      anti-British sentiment mounted along with a growing assertiveness spreading amongst Urdu Muslims. This once loyal
      Muslim citizenry increasingly began to think more kindly of their Hindu, and less kindly of their British,
      overlords.
    


    
      The Reforms were insufficient to solve the many Urdu Muslim grievances. If the granting of separate electorates
      removed the fear that Muslims would be denied a voice in the councils of government, educational and employment
      grievances remained. For instance, Muslim participation in secondary education in the Madras Presidency was still
      meagre despite fee concessions. The fact that such concessions applied to government schools but not to private
      schools was claimed by some Urdu Muslims to be the main cause in the continuing lag in their educational
      standards. The logic of this argument was rather tortured as existing Muslim private secondary schools were few
      and far between and generally of poor quality. What Urdu Muslims were in effect demanding was a
      government-subsidised separate Muslim educational system.2
    


    
      The local administration was conscious of Muslim concerns and in 1908, in response to Muslim agitation, appointed
      a Bengali, Abdur Rahim, who had been a member of the Simla Deputation, as a High Court Judge.3 But this concession to Urdu Muslim sentiment was
      insufficient and in the next few years there were pleas that a Muslim should be appointed to the provincial
      Executive Council, and that the principle of reservation of places for Muslims should be extended to the public
      service—where it was argued that qualified Muslims were not being promoted—as well as to local governing bodies
      and secondary schools.4
    


    
      In the years after 1909 the Urdu Muslim sense of alienation was exacerbated by events outside the Presidency. The
      annullment of the Bengal Partition in 1911, the Tripolitanian and Balkan Wars between 1911 and 1913 in which the Ottomans lost territory to hungry European states, and the Cawnpore Mosque
      affair in 1913 stirred a growing number of Muslims across British India.
    


    
      While the annullment of the Bengal Partition in 1911 evoked limited response in the Urdu-language press in the
      Madras Presidency, it nonetheless reinforced sentiment amongst some Urdu Muslims that the main cause of their
      distress was the British rather than the Hindus.5 At the same time, Urdu Muslim interest in the Presidency was at the time more concerned with
      the outbreak of hostilities between the Ottoman Empire and Italy in Tripolitania in 1911. Some Muslims saw the
      neutral stance of the British in this affair as proof that they were the enemies of Islam: a view reinforced by
      Britain’s continuing policy of neutrality in the wars between the Ottomans and their former subjects in the
      Balkans in 1911 and 1913.
    


    
      The considerable attention paid by the Urdu Muslim press in the Presidency to the struggles of the Ottomans
      compared to the limited attention it paid to the annullment of the Bengal Partition was indicative of the
      strength of Pan-Islamic sentiment in the south. In Chennai and various mofussil centres, for example, Red
      Crescent societies were organised to collect funds to send medical aid to the Ottomans and meetings were held to
      pledge moral support for the beleaguered empire.6 The initiative for the establishment of Red Crescent societies came from Aligarh with
      leadership at the provincial level provided by the Presidency Muslim League. Fund-raising activities gained
      considerable support from Urdu Muslims whose pro-Ottoman sympathies were heightened by the visit of a leading
      alim from Baghdad.7
    


    
      Although the Urdu Muslim press avoided overt criticism of British policy once the Balkan Wars were underway, it
      was however full of advice about the ways in which the British could help the Ottomans. The eventual defeat of
      the Ottomans in these wars at the hands of Christian states gave credence to the belief that these states plus
      the British and the Russians were intent upon destroying the last stronghold of Muslim temporal power and the
      seat of the Ottoman ruler who was also considered the religious leader, Khalif, of Sunni Islam.
    


    
      The Cawnpore Mosque affair in 1913, involving the demolition of an
      insignificant adjunct to a mosque to facilitate road construction, further stimulated Urdu Muslim discontent.
      That such a relatively insignificant incident could cause such widespread anger amongst Indian Muslims is
      evidence of the rising tide of anti-British sentiment within the community. Many younger Western-educated Urdu
      Muslims in the Presidency were drawn into the agitation over the mosque and came to believe that they must resort
      to more intensive political agitation to protect communal interests.
    


    
      The local administration admitted that: in general it may be said that the Balkan war and, in a lesser degree,
      the Cawnpore affair, have aroused Mahommedans of the Presidency to a more active political interest than is usual
      in this part of India.8
    


    
      Across India, even Urdu Muslims loyal to the British were stirred by the clearly declining power of the Ottomans.
      In the Presidency Mr Justice Abdur Rahim spoke to the Governor’s Secretary ‘with vehemence about the lack of
      sympathy with Islam on the part of the British Government’.9 Although there is no evidence that Rahim was directly involved in Muslim politics before
      1916, his prominent position as a High Court Judge, his presidency of the South Indian Mahommedan Educational
      Association in 1911, of the All-India parent body in 1915 at Pune and his contacts with Muslim leaders elsewhere
      in British India made him a central figure in the development of a network of like-minded Muslims across India.
      In 1916 Rahim did get involved in local politics when he publicly supported Yakub Hasan who was standing for
      election to the Madras Legislative Council,10
      and following his retirement he played an active role in the politics of his native province, Bengal.
    


    
      As criticism of the British increased amongst Urdu Muslims, a more accommodating attitude developed within
      sections of the Muslim community towards the nationalist movement. The 1909 Reforms had provided Urdu Muslims
      with greater self-confidence with respect to Hindus and this combined with growing alienation from the British to
      draw some Muslims closer to their Hindu compatriots. In 1913, the Muhammadan noted this latter tendency,
      claiming that the recent troubles besetting the Ottomans at the hands of
      Christians ‘have…tended towards the consolidation of Hindus and the Muslims’.11
    


    
      The Presidency Muslim League gave the lead towards communal reconciliation in the Presidency. In 1910, the
      Muhammadan, an ardent supporter of the League, commented favourably on the absence of ‘anarchist elements’
      in Congress.12 In the same year at the annual
      session of the All-India Muslim League in Nagpur the speeches of the Madras delegation, led by Yakub Hasan and
      the Prince of Arcot, kept to issues of non-communal national concern such as the problems facing Indian
      immigrants in South Africa.13 In 1911, Yakub
      Hasan and the Prince of Arcot represented the Presidency League at the abortive Allahabad Conference when an
      attempt was made to reach an understanding with Congress.14 Also in 1911, and again in 1912, the Muhammadan gratefully acknowledged the help
      Muslims in Chennai had received from Hindus in both promoting the Red Crescent Society and organising public
      meetings to support the Ottoman cause.15
    


    
      While a number of members of the Presidency Muslim League, led by Yakub Hasan, were in favour of a communal
      accord, there was little unity of opinion amongst Urdu Muslims in the Presidency. Urdu Muslim opinion was in a
      state of flux and widespread dissatisfaction with the British was not matched by a unanimous desire to find a
      solution to the problem of Congress–League relations. In general Muslim opinion of Congress appears to have
      depended upon their attitude towards the British at particular times, for example during the Balkans Wars and at
      the time of the Cawnpore Mosque Affair. But even at such times there was never a unanimous swing of sentiment
      towards Congress. For many Urdu Muslims, fears of Hindu domination persisted. Regional grievances also stood in
      the way of a communal rapprochement because they stemmed from an Urdu Muslim desire to improve their educational
      status and employment opportunities in the public service. For if Muslim demands were to be met it would be at
      the expense of members of the Brahmin caste, who, despite their relatively small numbers, held a preponderant share of higher posts in the public service, the professions and education, and
      who also provided most of the local leaders of the nationalist movement. In addition, the rise of Pan-Islamism
      diverted Muslim interests and energy away from the nationalist struggle.
    


    
      Although Urdu Muslim interests on the eve of the First World War in 1914 were thus divided, there were
      indications that the pro-rapprochement lobby was gaining in influence. In 1910, the staunch Congressman Nawab
      Syed Muhammad Bahadur was reconciled to the Presidency Muslim League. In 1911, he was elected President of the
      Southern Indian Muhammadan Educational Association and in 1913, as President of the annual session of Congress in
      Karachi, he argued strongly for communal unity.16 At the 1914 session of Congress in Chennai he and Yakub Hasan represented the local Muslim
      community. It was at this session of Congress that the custom of appointing a Muslim as one of the General
      Secretaries of the All-India Congress Committee was initiated although it was never given constitutional
      form.17 The Nawab was the first incumbent of
      this office, a gesture that undoubtedly strengthened the hand of Urdu Muslims keen to promote a communal accord.
    


    
      In August 1914 Germany and Britain commenced hostilities, but the Ottomans did not ally themselves with the
      Germans until late September. Between August and September the Muslim press in Chennai voiced the belief that war
      between the Ottomans and Britain was impossible and exhorted all Indian Muslims to give their full support to
      Britain.18 Even when the Turks entered the war
      on the side of Germany, Muslims continued their protestations of loyalty and levelled bitter criticism at the
      Germans and Young Turks who had dragged the innocent Khalif and Turkish people into an unholy war.19 When the Presidency government restricted the movements
      of the Honorary Ottoman consul, Khan Bahadur Abdul Aziz Badsha, he protested, ‘I am a Muhammedan and a British
      subject and not a Turk’.20 The All-India
      Muslim League cancelled its annual session as a gesture of loyalty to the
      King–Emperor and it appeared that the British had succeeded in their desire to keep Muslims away from the
      ‘subversive’ Congress.
    


    
      The Lucknow Pact
    


    
      Once the initial shock of the outbreak of war had worn off there was a resurgence of interest, at least within
      the Madras Presidency Muslim League, in the question of communal rapprochement. By early 1915 patriotic fervour
      had begun to wane, and Muslim newspapers were questioning press restrictions and suggesting that Indian loyalty
      warranted the post-war gift of Swaraj.21 The most vociferous Madras Muslim critic of Britain’s actions in India was the Urdu
      daily, the Qaumi Report, the leading Presidency Pan-Islamic newspaper, edited by Moulvi Abdul Majid
      Sharar, son of a Chennai alim and a keen supporter of the Pan-Islamist leaders, the Ali brothers. Under
      Sharar the Qaumi Report gave increasing support to Congress, particularly after the internment of the Ali
      brothers late in 1915.
    


    
      In nationalist circles, too, the initial surge of support for the war had similarly begun to evaporate. Congress
      had approached the British for further constitutional reforms in return for supporting the war effort, but the
      British response was disappointing and some prominent leaders in Congress began to cast about for means to bring
      more Muslims into the organisation. By broadening the base of Congress it was hoped that more pressure could be
      put on the British to make realistic political concessions.
    


    
      In November 1915, the Madras representatives on the Council of the All-India Muslim League voted at Lucknow to
      accept the invitation of Congress—delivered by Mohammad Ali Jinnah—to hold the annual session of the League in
      December 1915 concurrently with the Congress session in Mumbai.22 Despite considerable opposition from conservative Muslims, who opposed both Jinnah and any
      cooperation with Congress, the invitation was accepted. Amongst the Madras Muslims at the session, Yakub Hasan,
      Nawab Syed Mahomed and Walji Lalji Sait were appointed to the committee set up to consult with Congress on the
      reforms scheme. At Lucknow in 1916, the Madras League’s delegation supported
      Jinnah’s plea for a communal rapprochement. Undoubtedly, Yakub Hasan, who was both Secretary of the Presidency
      League and a member of the All-India Muslim League Council, played a critical role in this decision. The
      best-known League member in Madras, he was, as Secretary, the pivot of its organisation.23 Hasan was the only Madras Muslim appointed to the League
      committee established to cooperate with its Congress counterpart in 1916 to prepare a scheme of reforms to be
      adopted at Lucknow. In addition, it was Hasan, rather than the Prince of Arcot, who had the personal support of
      the merchant members of the Presidency League, with some of whom he had been involved in business ventures.
    


    
      The reasons why the Presidency League threw its wholehearted support behind Jinnah are complex. Jinnah claimed to
      have considerable influence within the Presidency.24 This most likely stemmed from several factors: the endorsement Jinnah received from the Aga
      Khan in 1915, the temporary eclipse suffered by the Pan-Islamic movement across India as a result of the
      internment of its leaders—the Ali brothers, Abul Kalam Azad and Zafar Ali Khan—in the same year, the middleman
      role played by Yakub Hasan between the provincial and India-wide League organisations, and the activities of the
      Home Rule League in the Presidency.
    


    
      The support of the Aga Khan effectively neutralised pro-British and politically conservative Muslim opposition to
      a communal rapprochement. Paradoxically, however, the eclipse of the Pan-Islamic movement left rapprochement as
      the only avenue available to Muslims to expend their aroused political energies and frustration with the British.
      In this respect, the Madras Presidency was fortunate that communal relations had not been soured—as in the
      Punjab, for instance—by the activities of organisations such as the anti-Muslim Arya Samaj.
    


    
      For Jinnah to win support in south India, Yakub Hasan’s support was vital. For it was Hasan rather than the
      Prince of Arcot who had the personal support of the most important power brokers within the Urdu Muslim
      community—the merchants of Chennai. Like his contemporary Fazlul Huq in Bengal,
      Hasan can best be described as a ‘nationalist communal Muslim’25 who believed that the interests of his community could best be served by rapprochement with
      the Hindus. He participated in Besant’s Home Rule Movement, which was at the cutting edge of nationalist
      agitation in the period between the eclipse of the Pan-Islamic movement and the rise of Mahatma Gandhi.
    


    
      The Home Rule League provided a bridge between Congress and sympathisers in the Muslim community who were wary of
      the apparent political extremism of Congress in the years immediately preceding the First World War. During the
      early years of the War, Congress was seeking new political directions. At the outbreak of war the organisation
      was dominated by the Moderates who sought an orderly and constitutional progress towards self-government, in
      opposition to the Extremist faction that pressed its demands more urgently upon the British. The Extremists had
      been driven from Congress in 1908, but by 1915 had found a champion in Annie Besant, the charismatic English
      Theosophist, who effected their re-entry into Congress.
    


    
      Lacking clear leadership, Congress was pulled in many directions by feuding factions. But Annie Besant had
      established the All-India Home Rule League outside Congress, and for a time it provided the more radical members
      of Congress with a model for future action. The League, at least in 1915 and 1916, worked assiduously to achieve
      a broader basis of popular support than Congress by establishing a national network of branches, and it laid the
      foundations for the mass political action which was to be so successfully developed by Gandhi a few years later.
      In attempting to win popular support across communal lines, the Home Rule League adopted the cause of the Ali
      brothers and communal rapprochement, established a de facto independent Parliament in Chennai,26 and temporarily attracted the support of many Muslim
      spokesmen ranging from the pro-rapprochement Yakub Hasan to the more cautious Muhammad Usman, scion of the Arcot
      family, foundation member of the Presidency League and a member of the Madras Corporation.
    


    
      The League focussed on winning the support of communal élites for a rapid and constitutional evolution towards
      independence by means of nation-wide agitation on a scale previously unknown in India. Although the League prefaced the emergence of mass popular involvement in politics developed
      by Gandhi from 1919, it lacked Gandhi’s radicalism, which effectively pushed the nationalist movement beyond
      boundaries Besant was prepared to cross. Indeed, Besant’s attachment to Theosophy limited her appeal to many
      Hindus and Muslims, and her essentially Western approach to politics in time lost her the support of more
      Extremist nationalists who, like Gandhi, were moving towards a rejection of political activity within the Western
      constitutional framework.
    


    
      In early 1915, Annie Besant gained the approval of two prominent north Indian Muslim leaders, Mazharul Haque and
      Wazir Hasan, for her proposed Home Rule League, and in the same year she attempted to win the active
      participation of Madras Muslims and Hindus in her organisation. In the Presidency she gained support from S.
      Kasturi Ranga Iyengar and his nephew A. Rangaswami Iyengar, who came from a Brahmin family with a long
      association with government and the legal profession, and who were successively editors of The Hindu, the
      premier nationalist newspaper in the province. Her newspaper, New India, ran a series of articles on
      ‘Hindus and Mussalmans’, lauding the cause of communal unity and blaming communal friction on the
      British.27 New India also welcomed the
      decision of the council of the All-India Muslim League to hold the League’s annual session in Mumbai in December
      1915 as ‘a distinct step towards common action’. To secure a wider base for Muslim support Besant dropped her
      opposition to separate electorates in 1915 and, in 1916, made overtures to Mr Justice Rahim of the Madras High
      Court in a blatant attempt to win his approval for the Home Rule movement.28
    


    
      Rahim’s well-known sympathy for the cause of Indian advancement recommended him to Annie Besant. As a member of
      the Public Service Commission in 1913, Rahim had dissented from the majority report and strongly recommended that
      Indians be given a larger share of responsibility in the public service. Also, in 1913, when passing judgement
      against Besant’s New India newspaper for contravening the Press Act, Rahim had intimated his disapproval
      of the scope and terms of the Act.29 In
      December 1916, Rahim became President of the Young Men’s Indian Association,
      organised by Besant, but there does not appear to have been any other response on his part—or from the community
      in general—to her overtures which continued into 1917.
    


    
      Despite the fact that by the terms of the Lucknow Pact the Madras Muslims, who formed barely 5 per cent of the
      population, were conceded 15 per cent of the elected seats at the provincial level, there was not unanimous
      support for the Pact within the community. The Pact evoked no response from Tamil Muslims, and was subject to
      some criticism from several Urdu Muslim newspapers. The pro-British Jaridah-i-Rozgar—the oldest Urdu daily
      in the Presidency and subsidised by the Nizam of Hyderabad—was critical of Jinnah and argued that the differences
      between the Hindu and Muslim communities were unsurmountable: its circulation dropped rapidly from c.1,500 in
      1914 to c.300 in 1916! On the other hand, although the anti-British Qaumi Report initially supported the
      Pact after months of criticising plans for communal rapprochement, it finally declared that our [Muslim] mode of
      living is entirely different and nowhere has there been any contact between the two communities’: its circulation
      had risen steadily since the outbreak of war and stood at c.1,000 in 1916. The Pact was anathema to both
      newspapers, whose editors represented the extremes of the Muslim political spectrum in Madras. The volte
      face by the editor of the Qaumi Report, Abdul Majid Sharar, was due to a strong personal animosity
      towards Hasan, and to Sharar’s belief that the Pact was a farce.30 In fact, Sharar’s relations with most Muslim leaders in Madras were strained, and his
      outrageous swings of temper and opinion infuriated them. However, his pessimism regarding the Pact was provoked
      by bickering between Muslim and Hindu politicians in northern India over the final details of Muslim political
      representation. In the end, Sharar turned away from Congress and became a propagandist for a highly personal and
      religious brand of Pan-Islamism.
    


    
      In the mofussil there was some criticism of the Pact as an instrument of Nawab Syed Muhammad Bahadur—regarded by
      some Urdu Muslims as a lackey of the Hindus.31
      Clearly, two other prominent Urdu Muslims supporters of the Pact did not suffer the same bitter criticism as the
      Nawab. Yakub Hasan was elected by Urdu Muslims to the provincial Council in
      July 1916, and Mir Asad Ali Khan, a younger son of the ruler of Banganapalle who was a foundation member of SIMEA
      and the Presidency League, won the Madras Muslim seat in the Imperial Legislative Council, at a time when their
      pro-Pact views were well known. Hasan and Asad Ali Khan’s advocacy of separate electorates for Muslims ‘because
      they are an important part of the Indian nation and must have equal opportunities with the other component part
      to serve the motherland’ apparently compensated adequately for their adherence to the Pact.32
    


    
      Despite mixed feelings amongst Urdu Muslims over the Lucknow Pact, the Presidency League formally accepted it.
      Although this did not lead to any official liaison between the Madras League and local nationalist organisations
      prior to the rise of the Khilafat movement in the early months of 1919, the meetings of the League’s Executive
      Committee were held from January 1917 until April 1921 in the chambers of the Mahajana Sabha, a leading Congress
      organisation in Chennai.
    


    
      The tentative nature of the Congress–League understanding was due to two major factors: the restricted membership
      of the Presidency League, and the slow politicisation of the Tamil Muslims.
    


    
      Membership of the Presidency Muslim League was small and confined almost entirely to Chennai with no provisions
      in its constitution for mofussil branches. Between 1917 and 1920 the number of members increased to 300, but
      until 1918 there were few Tamil Muslim members.33 The small membership of the Presidency League reflected the small size of the Urdu Muslim
      élite and a consequent propensity for personal differences and rivalries—often cloaked in the guise of
      differences in political beliefs—lead to the creation of hostile factions. For example, the long-standing dispute
      between Abdul Majid Sharar and Yakub Hasan, each backed by claques of ulema and merchants came to a head
      in 1917, ostensibly over Hasan’s support for a communal rapprochement, but more immediately because of a quarrel
      between Hasan and some prominent members of the Educational Association over the establishment of a Muslim
      college at Vaniyambadi in North Arcot district. Hasan appealed over the heads of a rather lethargic fund-raising
      committee to the Nizam of Hyderabad for financial support and promised that the college would be named Osmania
      College, after the Nizam’s family. Outraged members of the fund-raising committee joined an anti-Hasan chorus of
      condemnation led by the Sharar’s Qaumi Report, which helped confuse the
      issues already dividing the Urdu Muslim community by casting the pro-rapprochement Hasan as an agent of the
      Hindus as evidenced by his interference in the affairs of the proposed college! The whole business was a storm in
      a teacup, but shows how insignificant events could in times of tension be turned into major controversies as
      rival groups within the Urdu Muslim community struggled for dominance.34
    


    
      Apart from differences of language and culture between the Urdu and Tamil Muslims, the activities of Urdu Muslims
      in the period 1901–17 maintained the barriers between both communities. For instance, neither the Educational
      Association nor the Presidency Muslim League displayed any interest in Tamil Muslims. Both organisations were
      dominated by Urdu Muslims, and they articulated their educational and employment grievances without reference to
      Tamil Muslim opinion. Indeed, neither the Pan-Islamic movement nor the pursuit of communal rapprochement stirred
      the Tamil Muslims as they did the Urdu Muslims. Rapprochement with the Hindus, with whom the Tamil Muslims had
      long lived in harmony, was regarded as unnecessary, while the Turkish bias of the Pan-Islamic movement in its
      early stages found only limited support from Tamil Muslims who traditionally regarded the Arabian peninsula as
      its source of inspiration. Tamil Muslims were more responsive to concerns for the safety of the Khalif and the
      Holy Places of Islam, but as yet these had only been peripheral to the main thrust of Muslim political agitation.
      The worldview of Tamil Muslims was firmly rooted in southern India and Arabia; the worldview of Urdu Muslims
      linked them to their coreligionists in northern India. Thus, while the mélange of nationalism, Pan-Islamism and
      communalism could strike a chord in the minds and hearts of Urdu Muslims in the Madras Presidency, these meant
      little to Tamil Muslims until threats were posed to the Holy Places of Islam in Arabia and the office of the
      Khalif by the Arab revolt against the Ottomans in 1916.
    


    
      Muslim Leadership and the Communal Rapprochement
    


    
      Support for the Presidency Muslim League spread rapidly amongst articulate Tamil and Urdu Muslims in Chennai.
      Among the provincial League’s major sympathisers between 1917 and 1919 were the
      Muslim members of two leading Presidency mercantile organisations, the Southern Indian Chamber of Commerce and
      the Southern Indian Skin and Hide Merchants’ Association led by Jamal Mahomed. Neither was a purely Muslim
      organisation, but the former had a large number of Muslim members and the latter was Muslim-dominated. The
      Chamber of Commerce had been founded in 1909 in the wake of the Minto–Morley Reforms, as a result of the growing
      realisation amongst many Indian merchants that ‘while the European commercial community had organisation to
      influence policy, the Indian commercial community lacked the power and instrument to express its
      views’.35 The Skin and Hide Merchants’
      Association, founded in 1917, was likewise established by Indian merchants—such as Yakub Hasan and Ahmed Thambi
      Marakayyar— to influence government policy.
    


    
      The support of the Muslim members of the two trade organisations was due to increasing dissatisfaction with
      wartime restrictions on trade and industry implemented by the Government of India in 1916 and 1917, as well as to
      wartime increases in taxation.36 The President
      of the Chamber of Commerce, P. Theagaraya Chettiar, who was unsympathetic to Congress and prominent in the South
      Indian Liberal Federation—the precursor to the anti-Brahmin Justice Party he was later to lead—temporarily broke
      with the Chamber over the presentation of an address to Montagu in 1917. However, Chettiar was later apparently
      reconciled to the Chamber of Commerce, although his political views did not prevail within the body, and it was
    


    
      due mainly to the efforts of the Muslim members of the Southern Indian Chamber of Commerce that the Madras
      Presidency Muslim League resisted the reactionary efforts [of Arcot and Usman] within the Muslim
      League.37
    


    
      Chettiar’s off and on relationship with the Chamber of Commerce was mirrored by many other merchants, Hindu and
      Muslim, whose political conservatism was increasingly tempered by rising resentment against the British and the
      way in which they manipulated the colonial economy. Chettiar and men such as
      Ahmed Thambi Marakayyar were essentially cautious players in local politics and were never fully persuaded by the
      nationalists and communalists to declare their loyalty to either camp. Ironically, their very caution made
      possible in coming years an alternative communal rapprochement based on an alliance between Hindus and Muslims in
      the Presidency supportive of a conservative approach to the devolution of political power by the British.
    


    
      Despite the antipathy of Chettiar towards Congress, the Muslim members of the Chamber of Commerce, led by its
      Vice-Presidents between 1909 and 1920—Khuddas Badsha (member of the Presidency and All-India Muslim Leagues) and
      Govindoss Chathurbujadoss (a prominent merchant of Gujarati descent who was Vice-President of the Chamber between
      1909 and 1936)—gave increasing support to the cause of communal rapprochement for two primary reasons. First,
      Chathurbujadoss had long been a generous supporter of Muslim charitable and educational institutions. Then,
      government restrictions on trade and industry, particularly affecting the prosperity of Tamil Muslim traders and
      entrepreneurs, were promulgated to conserve tanning materials and to build up stocks of raw hide and skin for
      military use. Although the government bought up stocks of skin and hide held by the merchants, and diverted
      contracts to idle tanneries, their actions caused a drop in market prices for both raw and tanned skin and hide,
      and brought to an end the boom enjoyed by tanners and merchants in the first two years of the War. But the Skin
      and Hide Merchants’ Association was a divided lobby. Its membership included both tanners and skin and hide
      merchants whose interests were to diverge over the next few years. The skin and hide merchants actively lobbied
      the government to lift export restrictions and duties intended to boost the Indian tanning industry, whilst the
      Europeans who owned the tanneries were more concerned to urge the government to maintain such restrictions and
      ease taxes on local materials needed in vegetable tanning processes!38 Tamil Muslim businessmen particularly resented the Government Orders of December 1916
      and January 1917 prohibiting the tanning of skins and the export of raw hides and skins. In October 1917, they
      gave their support to the efforts of Yakub Hasan, Ahmed Thambi Marakayyar and Jamal Mahomed to form an association for skin and hide merchants to agitate for the removal of restrictions.
      Haji Moulvi Ziauddin, an alim and hide merchant from Vellore and member of the Presidency Muslim League,
      was elected the Association’s first President. In January 1918, a deputation from the Association consisting of
      Ziauddin, Hasan, Mahomed and C. P. Ramaswamy Aiyar (editor of the nationalist newspaper, The Hindu, and a
      prominent member of Congress) presented a petition to the Viceroy and secured the relaxation of some of the
      export prohibitions.
    


    
      Prior to this success, the Association attempted to present an address to Montagu, but the government rejected
      its plea on the grounds that it had been submitted too late. This rejection, combined with the galling ease which
      the Islamia League obtained permission to present an address, further strained relations between Muslim merchants
      and the government, particularly when it was remembered that prominent members of the Presidency Muslim League
      had joined with members of the Home Rule League to persuade the government to reverse a similar decision
      regarding the non-Brahmin, pro-Congress Madras Presidency Association.39
    


    
      The rise of animosity between the government and an important section of the Muslim mercantile community was of
      vital significance for the future development of Muslim politics in the Madras Presidency. Not only did it lead
      to an increase in the membership of the Presidency Muslim League—from some 70 members in 1916 to approximately
      200 in 1918 and 300 in 1920—but it also marked the first occasion upon which any sizeable number of Tamil Muslims
      had joined with their Urdu co-religionists on a common political platform. Indeed, for the majority of such Tamil
      Muslims it was the first occasion on which they had participated in any form of overt political activity.
    


    
      As the Presidency Muslim League grew in strength and prestige between November 1917 and July 1918, when the
      Montagu–Chelmsford Reforms proposals were published, the Islamia League rapidly sank into obscurity. By 1919, it
      was a spent force, having urged the conservative Muslim viewpoint upon Montagu without success. It lost influence
      as the Muslim community became preoccupied with grievances and demands that weakened its loyalty to the British.
      The Islamia League did not seek representation before the Parliamentary Joint Select Committee on the reforms in
      London in 1919, and appears to have been bereft of any effective leadership. Arcot had never been more than a figurehead within the organisation: inspiration for the movement lay with his
      kinsman Muhammad Usman, who by 1919 had abandoned the League for an alliance with the Justice Party. Arcot played
      no decisive role in the activities of the Islamia League, and between his presentation of the Islamia League’s
      address to Montagu in December 1917 and his death in 1952, he stood aloof from the politics of the Muslim
      community.
    


    
      Not all of the members of the Islamia League followed in the footsteps of Arcot and Usman. Moulvi Zyn-ul-abidin,
      a member of the Madras Legislative Council, 1913–16, returned briefly to the bosom of the community at the height
      of the Khilafat agitation in 1920, and then vanished into obscurity. Others, such as Ahmed Thambi Marakayyar, who
      was hailed in 1917 as one of the foremost leaders of the politically conservative non-Brahmin movement, followed
      Usman into the reformed councils in 1920–21,40
      but was restrained in his support of the alliance with the Justice Party, preferring instead to retain some
      semblance of independence.
    


    
      In contrast to Marakayyar, the other leading Tamil Muslim merchant, Jamal Mahomed, remained a supporter of the
      Congress–League rapprochement, although he retired temporarily from public life during the Non-Cooperation
      campaign in the early 1920s. In the 1930s, he re-emerged as the leading spokesman for the community. Despite
      superficially different political paths, Marakayyar and Jamal Mahomed were typical of the new type of Muslim
      leadership which emerged in the Presidency during the War. They were not driven by the historical and cultural
      legacy of the Urdu Muslims and had little sympathy for their grievances. On the other hand, they had very
      particular economic grievances which provided an incentive for political activity. Entrée to formal political
      processes was through the system of separate electorates, but once elected, men such as Marakayyar were
      frequently more comfortable with politically moderate Hindus than they were with more radical Urdu Muslims.
      Caution was the watchword of this orthodox Muslim mercantile leadership, which sought to maintain links with a
      broad spectrum of political and social interests in the Presidency.
    


    
      Within the Urdu Muslim community, leadership also passed to merchants. They carried a more complex cultural
      baggage than their Tamil Muslim peers, but economic grievances and aspirations were incentives which provided common ground when they began to work with Tamil Muslim leaders such as
      Jamal Mahomed. Even amongst more politically conservative Urdu Muslim merchants and professional men, the
      rejection of the Congress–League rapprochement did not necessarily herald a move towards communal isolation. For
      example, the Urdu Muslim majority in the Islamia League supported Usman in seeking an understanding with the
      Justice Party. The beginnings of this conservative Muslim–Justice Party alliance may be traced back to November
      1917 when the Islamia League claimed ‘a fraternity of creed’ with the South Indian Liberal Federation, the
      precursor of the Justice Party, which had Usman as its first Secretary and P. Theagaraya Chettiar (nominal
      President of the Southern Indian Chamber of Commerce) as President. This ‘fraternity of creed’ was based upon
      non-Brahmin promises of special consideration of Muslim wishes concerning education and employment, and was
      strengthened by the antipathy and suspicion of both conservative Muslims and non-Brahmins towards the
      Brahmin-dominated Congress organisation in the Presidency, as well as the Lucknow Pact.41 Both Usman and Chettiar were in favour of constitutional
      reform and ultimate independence, but they envisaged a slow and cautious devolution of power which would enable
      their respective communities to improve their educational and social positions vis-à- vis more dominant
      groups. They opposed any demand for a rapid devolution of political power, seeing it as the seal which would
      confirm the traditional dominance of Brahmins in southern India.
    


    
      Between 1909 and 1918, the leadership of the Urdu and Tamil Muslims of the Madras Presidency passed firmly into
      the hands of the Muslim mercantile élite. This did not preface a monolithic outlook; rather it meant that common
      class and socio-economic interests now provided a bridge for leaders from both groups to work with one another in
      defence of perceived Muslim interests. From a situation where leading Tamil Muslims were largely absent from
      Muslim political life in the Presidency until 1916, they had become a more influential force in Muslim political
      activity across the political spectrum within two years. The leadership role of the mercantile élite was never
      challenged after 1918, and men from this group were to shape the many and varied political alternatives the Urdu
      and Tamil Muslim pursued from 1918 to 1947.
    


    
      By 1918 it is possible to discern a new type of leadership that— despite petty
      quarrels and factionalism—was united by common economic interests and driven by the realisation that to achieve
      their objectives Muslims could not operate in political isolation from non-Muslims. Under the leadership of Urdu
      and Tamil Muslim merchants in the 1920s and 1930s, various Muslim factions would champion communal interests, but
      the leadership of these factions always kept a weather eye on the possibilities of cross-communal alliances, be
      they with Congress, the Justice Party or the Liberal Party in southern India, until the development of an
      India-wide Muslim political movement in the late 1930s.
    


    


    
      1  See Madras Newspapers
      (hereafter MN, 1909), e.g. Muhammadan, 25 January 1909, Aftab-i-Dhakan, 31 January & 30 May
      1909.
    


    
      2  Madras Education (hereafter
      ME), GO 968 (Ms) 5 November 1912.
    


    
      3  Home Judicial (hereafter HJ),
      B, April 1921, nos 28–30.
    


    
      4  The Hindu, 1910, 23
      August & 22 September 1910; MP. GO 100 (Ms) 25 January 1912; see also MN (1911 and 1912); ILCD (1912), vol.
      40, part 2, p. 884.
    


    
      5  Mukhbir-i-Dhakan, 27
      December 1911, MN (1912).
    


    
      6  Madras Times, 30
      November 1911; ibid., 7 & 14 November 1912; Muhammadan, 22 April & 20 May 1912, MN (1912).
    


    
      7  Madras Times, 17
      October & 4 November 1912.
    


    
      8  Home Poll (hereafter HPL), A,
      Nov. 1914, nos 33–38.
    


    
      9  HPL, A, Marr.1913, nos 45–55.
    


    
      10  ME, GC 1071 (Ms) 22 August
      1917; Non-Brahmin, 4 February 1917, MN (1917).
    


    
      11  Muhammadan, 14 August
      1913, MN (1913).
    


    
      12  Ibid., 23 November
      1910, MN (1910).
    


    
      13  Madras Times, 5
      January 1911; Hindu, 31 December 1910.
    


    
      14  Madras Times, 5
      January 1911.
    


    
      15  Muhammadan, 9
      November 1911, MN (1911) and 14 October 1912, MN (1912).
    


    
      16  Congress Presidential
      Addresses, 1865–1934, pp. 113–21.
    


    
      17  B. P. Sitaramayya,
      History of the Indian National Congress, Madras, 1935, p. 182.
    


    
      18  MP, GO 882–83 (Ms) 27 July
      1914 and 1065-A (Ms) 27 August 1914.
    


    
      19  MN (1914), September to
      December, passim.
    


    
      20  MP, Pol. Confidential, File
      GO 640, 2 December 1919.
    


    
      21  Qaumi Report, 24
      March & 12 May 1915, Shams-ul-Akhbar, 2 May 1915, MN (1915).
    


    
      22  H.Owen, The Indian
      Nationalist Movement 1912-1922: Leadership, Organisation and Philosophy, Delhi, Manohar, passim; The
      Hindu, 26 February 1916.
    


    
      23  Y. Hasan, Party Politics:
      A Restatement of Policy and Creed, Madras: Natesan, 1930, p. 1.
    


    
      24  Bihar and Orissa, Police,
      para 143; extract UP abstract 13 January 1917, para 94; AIML Council Meeting, 27 December 1916.
    


    
      25  J. H. Broomfield, Elite
      Conflict in a Plural Society: Twentieth Century Bengal, Los Angeles: University of California Press, 1968, p.
      91.
    


    
      26  The Madras
      Parliament, n.d., p. 1, and 1915, p. 1.
    


    
      27  New India, 11 and 13
      September 1915.
    


    
      28  Ibid., 11 November
      1915, and 5 May 1916.
    


    
      29  G. Natesan, ed., Indian
      Judges: Biographical and Critical Sketches with Portraits, Madras: Natesan, 1932, pp. 460–63.
    


    
      30  See MN (1917).
    


    
      31  C. Ramalinga Reddy to P.
      Kesava Pillai, letter dated 6 March 1917, Kesava Pillai Papers.
    


    
      32  Y. Hasan, Hindu-Muslim
      Problem, Madras: Natesan, 1917, p. 5.
    


    
      33  See MPML Minutes, 1917–1921.
    


    
      34  The Hindu, 26 March
      1921; New India, 2 January & 31 July 1917; ME, GO (Ms) 6 August 1917, GO 1071 (Ms) 22 August 1917, GO
      1088 (Ms) 27 August 1917, MN (1916 and 1917).
    


    
      35  Golden Jubilee Souvenir
      1902–52, Madras: Southern India Chamber of Commerce, pp. 2–3.
    


    
      36  MP, GO 729 (Ms), 19
      September 1916.
    


    
      37  The Hindu, 24
      November 1917.
    


    
      38  Indian Trade Inquiry
      Report on Hides and Skins, London: Imperial Institute, 1920, p. 87; Mussalman, 16 July 1920.
    


    
      39  MPML, Minutes, 30 December
      1917.
    


    
      40  Non-Brahmin, 1 April
      1917.
    


    
      41  The Hindu, 25
      November 1917; MLCD, vol. 25, 27 November 1924, p. 50.
    

  


  
    
      4
    


    
      From Lucknow to the Reforms, 1917–1919
    


    
      Overview
    


    
      Between 1917 and 1919, Muslim political activity in southern India increased
      rapidly. This was due to the Lucknow Pact, the collapse of the Ottoman empire, political reforms introduced by
      the British, and the impact of Gandhi’s leadership of Congress.
    


    
      As noted earlier, the defeat of the Ottoman empire in 1918 raised Muslim fears concerning the future of the last
      great Muslim state and of its ruler, the Khalif, considered the leader of Sunni Islam. Muslim unease was
      exacerbated by the prospect of Indian political reforms involving devolution of power by the British. However,
      although some Muslims were alarmed that any devolution would mean Hindu domination, others supported the Lucknow
      Pact and looked increasingly to Gandhi and his new-style Congress as the vehicle for communal rapprochement.
    


    
      Gandhi transformed Congress from a relatively élitist organisation, comprising mainly Western-educated Indians
      wedded to the concept of constitutional agitation, into a mass organisation which rejected the political ground
      rules the British had attempted to inculcate in India. Congress became a national political movement
      incorporating a greater spectrum of Indian interests that reflected the enormous social, linguistic, historical
      and economic diversity of the subcontinent.
    


    
      In eliciting mass support for Congress, Gandhi sought to include Muslims in the nationalist movement by backing
      various Muslim causes, and by channelling Muslim grievances against the British through Congress. As a result,
      Muslim participation in the politics of British India was broadened to include groups previously outside the
      select arena of Muslim public life.
    


    
      During the last years of World War I, many Muslims, who might otherwise have
      avoided any form of radical political activity, were unsettled by the British struggle with the Ottoman empire.
      They suffered an acute conflict of loyalties, and no longer unquestionably supported British rule in India. Their
      unease turned to outrage in 1918 and 1919 when the victorious Allies proceeded to dismember the Ottoman empire
      and, it was rumoured, planned to occupy the Holy Places of Islam and abolish the office of the Khalif. Groups
      formerly at loggerheads—conservative ulema, fervent Pan-Islamists, Western-educated professionals, and
      Congress sympathisers—drew together under the umbrella of the Khilafat movement to oppose Britain and its Allies.
    


    
      Congress, under the emerging leadership of Gandhi, rallied to the Muslim cause and supported the Khilafat
      movement as a means of strengthening the Lucknow communal rapprochement. Many Muslims who despaired of changing
      British policy through constitutional methods welcomed the radical forms of agitation and protest introduced by
      Gandhi and many joined Congress. An even greater number rallied to the Khilafat movement which, although
      supported by Congress, remained a separate political organisation. Within the Khilafat movement, loyalty to the
      Khalif blended with anti-British sentiment and support for new forms of political activity developed by Gandhi.
    


    
      Amongst Indian Muslims of all political persuasions, except the most Anglophile, increasing anti-British
      sentiment moderated their suspicions that Congress was a Hindu-dominated political organisation. This change in
      sentiment enabled Gandhi to harness Muslim anger to the nationalist cause. More cautious political leaders such
      as Annie Besant were swept aside, but in 1919 the new-found unity of the nationalist movement was challenged when
      the British announced the Montagu–Chelmsford Reforms that would transfer further powers to elected legislatures
      and maintain separate electorates.
    


    
      This British move tested the commitment of many erstwhile Hindu and Muslim nationalists to the more radical
      political programme urged by Gandhi who was moving towards a total rejection of any cooperation with the British
      rulers of India. The British were offering a major, although partial, devolution of power; Gandhi demanded full
      independence.
    


    
      To the latter end Gandhi countered the British move by announcing the Non-Cooperation programme whose goal was
      full independence from British rule. Gandhi planned to sabotage the Reforms by
      calling on all Indians to boycott government institutions, all forms of government service from schools to
      legislatures, and British goods.
    


    
      Throughout India the choice between the Reforms or Non-Cooperation tested Hindu and Muslim political unity and
      the communal rapprochement. Some Muslim critics of the British believed the Reforms should be worked to pressure
      the government by constitutional means; some fervent supporters of the Khalif urged a more radical political
      path; other Muslims—most notably the younger Western-educated élite—despaired of moving the British by
      constitutional means and threw in their lot with Gandhi and Congress.
    


    
      The boundaries between these groups were porous, the anger of the moment creating unusual alliances amongst
      Muslims. The pro-Reform lobby comprised conservatives essentially loyal to the British and hence anti-Congress,
      as well as genuine critics of the British nonetheless wedded to constitutional forms of agitation. Khilafatists
      were spread between two poles. On extreme were the firebrand Pan-Islamists—with a background of political
      activity—who had little time for either Congress or the British, but for whom Congress was for the moment an
      expedient political ally. The other extreme comprised Muslims for whom participation in the movement was a
      political baptism that would lead them into the Congress fold and full support for the objectives of the
      nationalist movement.
    


    
      This latter group comprised many members of the Western-educated Muslim élite, who now consciously abandoned
      constitutional politics for total submersion in Congress and the nationalist movement.
    


    
      Wherever they stood, the testing point for all Muslims was to be Gandhi’s programme of Non-Cooperation which
      demanded total commitment to the communal rapprochement, and the rejection of all privileges and special
      concessions won from the British: not the least being access to Western education and government service.
    


    
      Madras Presidency Muslims and the Reforms Proposals
    


    
      Rumours of impending constitutional reforms, circulating in India since late 1916, were confirmed in August 1917
      by the announcement from Edwin Montagu, Secretary of State for India, that the British intended to increase
      Indian participation in governing India. This announcement, and the visit of Montagu to India later in 1917 to
      gauge public opinion, caused excitement throughout the subcontinent.
    


    
      Politically conscious Indians faced the prospect of rapidly crystallising their
      objectives and building organisations to support these objectives if they wished to impress Montagu.
    


    
      In the Madras Presidency, the announcement created an open split within the Presidency Muslim League, between
      supporters and opponents of the Lucknow Pact. After failing to reverse the League’s support for the Pact,
      opponents of rapprochement seceded from the provincial League in November 1917, and formed a rival organisation,
      the Islamia League. The men behind this move were not fanatical communalists such as Sharar, the editor of the
      Qaumi Report, who detested both the British and Hindus, but politically cautious men like the Prince of
      Arcot and Ahmed Thambi Marakayyar, Madras Legislative Council, who favoured constitutional evolution in
      cooperation with the British.
    


    
      The immediate cause of the rift concerned the preparation of an address to Montagu by the Presidency Muslim
      League. The League’s President, the Prince of Arcot, objected to certain demands in the address and some
      alterations were made to satisfy him. However, the League refused to delete a reference demanding the curtailment
      of the Viceroy’s power of veto, and Arcot, his three brothers and many other relatives resigned from the body.
      The real reasons for the secession went much deeper than the question of the address. Arcot represented the
      conservative Muslims of the Presidency who had their counterparts elsewhere in India, especially in Bengal and
      the Punjab. In Bengal, a group of politically conservative Muslims, led by C. Hussain Cassim Ariff, Nawab Syed
      Ali Choudhury and Dr A. Suhrawardy defected from the pro-Pact Bengal provincial Muslim League to form the Indian
      Moslem Association, and in the Punjab the provincial League under Mian Mohammed Shafi was disaffiliated by the
      All-India Muslim League for its opposition to the Lucknow Pact.1
    


    
      Muslims such as Ariff, Shafi, Arcot and Marakayyar represented the conservative section of the Muslim community
      that opposed the Lucknow Pact. The term ‘conservative’ Muslim covered a variety of biases within the community. They ranged from blatant communalists who rejected any form of
      cooperation with Hindus, to politically cautious politicians and spokesmen who both feared and opposed
      nationalist aims in the belief that Indians, and in particular Muslims, were inadequately—equipped, politically,
      economically and socially— for any rapid moves towards self-government.
    


    
      In the Madras Presidency, Muslim conservatives rejected the provincial League and its address to Montagu for
      several reasons. Many felt that Muslim representation under the terms of the Lucknow Pact was inadequate, but
      more important still the majority opposed the entire spirit of the Pact which was directed towards securing a
      rapid and substantial devolution of political power from the British. One of their spokesmen, Ahmed Thambi
      Marakayyar MLC, wrote to Annie Besant’s newspaper, New India, that he believed the differences between
      their community and the Hindus were far from being solved, and that Muslims needed a long period of preparation
      to equip themselves adequately for even the mildest form of Indian self-government. Without such preparation the
      conservatives believed Muslims would be subject to Hindu domination.2
    


    
      The Islamia League prepared its own address to Montagu, and began strengthening links with Muslim conservatives
      and communalists elsewhere in India. The provincial government was certainly sympathetic towards the League, and
      willingly accepted its address while rejecting the address of a large, pro-nationalist, Muslim-dominated
      organisation, the Southern Indian Skin and Hide Merchants’ Association.3
    


    
      It is difficult to assess the influence north Indian Muslim conservatives and communalists had in the south. It
      is worthwhile noting, however, that Arcot and Marakayyar were elected respectively President and Vice-President
      of the All-India Muslim Conference at Kolkata in January 1918.4 The Conference was arranged by the Punjabi Muslim leader,
      Shafi, in an attempt to form a rival conservative Muslim political organisation to the All-India Muslim League.
      However, it did not survive beyond 1918.
    


    
      Some defectors from the Presidency League, who formed the Islamia League and
      denounced the Presidency League’s address on 30 November 1917, had accepted the terms of that address as recently
      as 8 November. It is tempting to see the hand of the British administration behind this apparent volte
      face, but in fact many of Arcot’s supporters had only grudgingly approved the Presidency League’s address at
      its meeting on the 8th, and Muhammad Usman—a kinsman of Arcot and a Western-educated unani practitioner,
      who was the main organiser of the Islamia League under the aegis of the Prince of Arcot—left the meeting before a
      final vote was taken.5
    


    
      Although the defection of Arcot and his followers meant the loss of many of the Presidency Muslim League’s
      office-bearers, in particular Arcot (President), and Walji Lalji Sait and Raouff Ahmed Purthou (Vice-Presidents),
      the League recovered quickly. Yakub Hasan retained his post as Secretary and Mir Asad Ali Khan, the Madras Muslim
      representative on the Imperial Legislative Council, was elected President, and C. Abdul Hakim
      Vice-President.6 Both Asad Ali
      Khan and Hasan had been amongst the most energetic members of the League since 1908, and they and their
      supporters were perfectly capable of filling positions that had rarely, if ever, been filled more than nominally
      by members of the Arcot clique.
    


    
      Arcot and his followers supported the Muslim League before December 1916, but the organisation in the Presidency
      had always depended upon the energy and initiative of the wealthier Chennai Urdu Muslim merchants who arranged
      and chaired meetings, attended sessions of the All-India Muslim League and acted as delegates from the Presidency
      League on the Council of the parent body. The defection of the conservatives gave full rein to the
      pro-rapprochement merchant members of the League, and proved the deathblow to any notions of community leadership
      that may have been entertained by the Arcot faction.
    


    
      To describe this breach as a division between ‘conservatives’ and ‘modernists’ is, however, too simplistic. The
      dispute certainly contained an element of rivalry between an old clique of leaders wedded to British rule and
      younger Muslims scornful of their ways. But it also represented the clear emergence of a new leadership drawn
      from the mercantile and professional élite of the community. Initially, at
      least, this new leadership was united in rejecting the old leadership, but it contained its own contradictions
      comprising wealthy merchants, petty industrialists and rentiers in temporary alliance with artisans, petty
      merchants and local Muslim religious leaders. For the moment they united against the old leadership and against
      the British, but it was a fragile unity waiting to be tested as the nationalist movement became more radical.
    


    
      Many of the new leaders of the Presidency Muslim League were also members of Congress, the Home Rule League, and
      local nationalist organisations such as the Mahajana Sabha. Following the departure of Arcot from the Presidency
      Muslim League there was an increase in contact between the League and the nationalists who, attempting to
      stimulate Muslim support for the communal rapprochement, were busy organising protest meetings against the
      internment of the Ali brothers and other popular Muslim leaders in northern India.7
    


    
      In August 1917, the espousal of the cause of the Ali brothers by the Home Rule League captured the interest of
      the Presidency’s Muslims for a few months—at least in Chennai—and the British noted that ‘the Muhammedan
      community [is] being stirred up to an extent which has never been equalled for very many years’.8 But by the end of 1917 the Reforms
      announcement and Montagu’s visit had diverted the attention of both the Muslims and Annie Besant from the cause
      of the Ali brothers. Concern for the Ali brothers had been the only common bond between Muslims and Annie Besant,
      and once the attention of both shifted from the brothers, Annie Besant’s influence waned amongst
      Muslims.9
    


    
      Although the Home Rule League failed to capture widespread Muslim support in Madras, several prominent members of
      the Presidency League took an active part in other ventures organised by Annie Besant as early as February 1915
      when she set up a mock ‘Parliament’ in Chennai ‘to promote the civic education of the citizens of Madras, by the
      full and free discussion of all questions affecting the public interest under the rigid rules of Parliamentary
      Procedure.’10 Yakub Hasan and his close ally Khuddas Badsha were amongst the earliest members of the
      ‘Parliament’, and they became Deputy Speaker and Secretary for the Navy respectively. Several other Muslim League
      members also sat in the ‘Parliament’. These included Nawab Syed Muhammed Bahadur, Mir Asad Ali Khan and Muhammad
      Usman, although the Presidency Muslim League rejected Hasan’s attempts to incorporate the demand for Home Rule in
      its objectives.11
    


    
      The presence of Usman, who was later to play an important role in the formation of the Islamia League, amongst
      the members of the ‘Parliament’ illustrates both the vague nature of political thought and objectives among
      Muslims as late as 1915. But events during 1916 polarised Muslim political opinion, and in January 1917 Usman
      severed his connection with the ‘Parliament’. Even before the November troubles within the Presidency Muslim
      League, the Muslim members of the Madras Parliament were divided into opposing camps.12
    


    
      The addresses presented to Montagu and the Viceroy, Lord Chelmsford, in December 1917 by the two major Muslim
      political organisations in the Presidency illustrate the two divergent strains of Muslim political sentiment at
      the time. The Presidency Muslim League’s address stated its full and unqualified support for the Lucknow Pact,
      while the Islamia League decried any rapid devolution of power to provincial legislatures or curtailment of the
      Viceroy’s power of veto, and urged the continuation of a strong, British-dominated centralised administration.
      The Islamia League was also firmly against the principle of ministerial responsibility being delegated to
      popularly elected legislative chambers.13
    


    
      Some of the ulema threw their support behind the Islamia League, in active opposition to the growing
      nationalist sentiment in the community, reflecting similar divisions amongst Muslim religious leaders elsewhere
      in India. A group of Chennai ulema, styling themselves the Ulema of Madras’, told Montagu that ‘we does
      [sic] not want Home Rule’, adding that they could find no sanction in any Holy Book for the
      Congress-League Pact.14
    


    
      They elaborated their opposition to the Pact, and echoed the sentiments of the
      Islamia League, claiming that
    


    
      if the British Government were to make over the administration of India to the Hindu community (polytheists) as
      that community desires it is feared that many rights of Mussalmans would be destroyed [and that it] is contrary
      to the Sacred Law [for Muslims] to reside in a place where there is no security and which is hostile.
    


    
      A similar address was presented by Dr Zyn-ul-abidin, a prominent unani medical practitioner, former MLC
      and one-time Sheriff of Chennai, on behalf of the Muthiapet Muslim Anjuman. Muhammad Usman was the organising
      force behind this ephemeral educational and religious organisation of ulema, and used its office bearers
      to provide the first ad hoc committee of the Islamia League. It is difficult to assess the extent of support from
      the ulema for such political views. At least one prominent alim, Moulvi Mir Zynuddin of Vellore in
      North Arcot, who, like Dr Zyn-ul-abidin, was a foundation member of the Southern Indian Muhammedan Educational
      Association, and was also President of the Southern Indian Skin and Hide Merchant’s Association, remained an
      active supporter of the Lucknow Pact and the Presidency Muslim League after the formation of the Islamia
      League.15
    


    
      The pro-Islamia League stance of some ulema reflected their hostility towards Hasan and other Muslim
      nationalist sympathisers as well as towards the Home Rule movement.16 Hasan emerged as the leader of pro-rapprochement
      sentiment within the Muslim community by November 1917, and set the Presidency League on a course paralleling
      that of the nationalist movement. His connections with Annie Besant, and his election to the Provincial Congress
      Committee for 1918 in November 1917, appealed to the predominantly pro-rapprochement Urdu Muslim merchants of
      Chennai and the growing number of Western-educated Muslims, but these
      connections only aroused further the suspicions of many conservative and traditionally educated
      Muslims.17
    


    
      Opposition to Hasan amongst the ulema was compounded by several events between 1917 and 1919. Some
      ulema first voiced their disapproval of Hasan in late 1916 and early 1917 when the Vaniyambadi College
      dispute was at its height. Although the angry cries of the ulema during the middle months of 1917 were
      drowned temporarily by concern for the Ali brothers (when critics of the Ali brothers amongst the ulema
      were out of sympathy with many other members of the Urdu Muslim community), their activities against the
      nationalist cause and the Home Rule movement revived during the latter half of 1917 when agitation over the Ali
      brothers declined.18
    


    
      In October 1917 a group of Chennai ulema issued a fatwa in Urdu condemning the Home Rule agitation.
      Also, individual alim printed and issued Urdu-language pamphlets taking a similar stand. Even the
      fanatical Pan-Islamist editor of the Qaumi Report, Abdul Majid Sharar, who had been at the forefront of
      the agitation over the Ali brothers in cooperation with Hasan and Besant, condemned the Home Rule
      movement.19 This apparently
      contradictory attitude can, in part, be explained by the strong communal bias of Sharar, and his firm belief in
      the virtues of the gosha (purdah) system (even for Mrs Besant!). But it was also due to a fairly
      widespread belief among Muslims that the Hindu supporters of communal rapprochement were not sincere. Muslim
      attitudes towards both the Hindus and the British were confused and inchoate. The Hindus were not fully trusted,
      while the British were not completely distrusted. The local Muslim press was often critical of the British, but
      in general it remained wary of the draconian press laws and maintained grudgingly loyalist in tone throughout
      1917–18.
    


    
      The split between Hasan and some of the ulema was exacerbated in 1918 when he introduced a Bill into the
      Madras Legislative Council for the voluntary registration of Muslim marriages and divorces. Presidency-wide
      agitation developed against the Bill, led by ulema and the Islamia League. With the aid of the
      Mukhbir-i-Dakhan, a Chennai Urdu weekly edited by a member of the Islamia League, Mohammed Abdul Qadir,
      who was a landowner and merchant, they sought to arouse orthodox opposition to
      the proposed legislation.20 The
      Bill was intended to bring some order in a situation rendered chaotic by lax qazis, who failed to register
      Muslim marriages and divorces. The fact that it only entailed voluntary registration promised to make the Bill
      fairly ineffective, but this did not prevent the Islamia League opposing it as a means of rallying orthodox
      Muslim opinion against Hasan.
    


    
      The activities of the Islamia League backfired and split the conservative opposition to Hasan. Despite the
      activities of the ulema and the Islamia League, the Bill won support from the reformist-orientated
      Southern Indian Muhammedan Educational Association, and the Presidency Muslim League organised at least one
      meeting of ulema in support of the legislation. Hasan’s proposal caused dissension within the Islamia
      League: the prominent Tamil Muslim merchant, Ahmed Thambi Marakayyar MLC opposed the Bill on the ground that it
      was too mild and should have provided for the compulsory registration of marriages and divorces! Opposition to
      the Bill was halfhearted and ill-organised despite the condemnation of some ulema, and its eventual
      enactment elicited little comment from the Muslim press.21
    


    
      Notwithstanding attacks by the Islamia League and its supporters amongst the ulema, the Presidency Muslim
      League drew closer to the nationalist movement. In December 1917, Sarojini Naidu, a leading nationalist, spoke at
      the Presidency League’s annual session, and later delivered an address on self-government to a Muslim meeting in
      Triplicane, the Urdu Muslim quarter of Chennai. Also, a revival of agitation over the Ali brothers in 1918 led to
      a further upsurge of support for Hasan and other Muslim Leaguers who helped organise the agitation.22
    


    
      Some of these meetings were arranged in cooperation with non-Muslim
      nationalists, but there was no appreciable growth in sympathy for the nationalist movement amongst the majority
      of Muslims. However, the authority of leaders such as Yakub Hasan within the Urdu Muslim community was enhanced
      at the expense of many ulema and members of the Islamia League, whose credibility suffered when they
      attempted to maintain loyalty to the British at a time when Muslim concern for the Ali brothers made such a
      stance impossible.
    


    
      Pan-Islamic sentiment and fears regarding the future of the Ottoman empire gathered momentum throughout 1917–18.
      This undermined the loyalist stand of opponents of the Presidency Muslim League. As early as January 1917,
      ulema from Aligarh, accompanied by translators, toured southern India, stirring up the Tamil Muslims by
      declaring that the defeat of the Ottomans would mean the end of the Khalif and of Islam.23
    


    
      Until this period, the Tamil-speaking Muslims showed little interest in the Pan-Islamic cause, and were not
      concerned about the temporal aspects of the Khalif’s authority. However, by identifying the fate of the temporal
      power of the Khalif with the fate of Islam, the ulema shrewdly manipulated the intense religious
      consciousness of the Tamil Muslims and ensured wide support for the Pan-Islamic propaganda and the Khilafat
      movement.
    


    
      Until 1917, the only prominent Tamil Muslim voice in local politics was that of Ahmed Thambi Marakayyar MLC, the
      representative of the Tanjavur Marakayyar mercantile élite. But other prominent Tamil Muslims were beginning to
      provide an alternative Tamil Muslim voice increasingly sympathetic to nationalist demands. These alternative
      spokesmen came mostly from the wealthy Rowther hide and skin merchants and tanners, such as Jamal Mahomed. Set
      apart from the Marakayyars by history and economic interests, such men were closely aligned to their Urdu Muslim
      merchant counterparts and in the next few years were to provide a new leadership and political voice for many
      Tamil Muslims.
    


    
      In May 1917, the Pan-Islamic movement in Madras received a further boost when the all-India session of the
      Nadvath-ul-Ulema was held in Chennai for the first time since 1901. The headquarters of this
      religious–educational association was in Lucknow, which by 1917 was with Aligarh one of the main centres of the
      Pan-Islamic movement in India. Justice Rahim was President of the Reception
      Committee, and leading Chennai Urdu Muslims supported the conference. The presence of many prominent north Indian
      Pan-Islamists at the session helped keep Madras Muslims abreast of developments and Muslim sentiment elsewhere in
      India.24 Even though opinions
      expressed at this conference did not directly arouse sympathy for the nationalist cause, they served the aims of
      the Lucknow Pact indirectly by weakening Muslim loyalty and attachment to the British.
    


    
      The Montagu–Chelmsford Reforms
    


    
      The Montagu–Chelmsford Reforms created a scheme of ‘dyarchy’ or dual rule in which the provincial Governor in
      Council shared responsibility for government with three Indian Ministers who were selected from among the members
      of the new Legislative Council and who were responsible to it.25 In the Madras Presidency the allocation of Muslim seats
      mirrored those allocated to Muslims under the terms of the Lucknow Pact.
    


    
      The Reforms proposals were well received in the Presidency when published in July 1918, even though the
      concession to Muslim demands for separate electorates was only grudgingly made. Muslim newspapers of different
      political persuasions—such as the loyalist Jaridah-i-Rozgar and the Pan-Islamist Qaumi Report—were
      quick to accept and support the proposals.26 Unlike many nationalists, who attacked and rejected them as insufficient later in 1918, the
      majority of Muslims approved the proposed reforms, seeing a platform from which the Muslim viewpoint could be
      voiced and the power of the administration curtailed. Hasan gave qualified approval of the proposals and, like
      other leading nationalists, argued that they would be even more acceptable once modifications put them in line
      with the terms of the Lucknow Pact.27
    


    
      The enthusiastic reception of the Reforms proposals by the Muslims vindicated the policies of the Presidency
      League and the pro-rapprochement activities of Hasan, and assured the League
      its position as the premier provincial Muslim organisation. But Hasan’s willingness to accept the proposals led
      to a temporary decline in relations between the League and the more extremist nationalist leaders. This decline,
      developed in the last months of 1918, was exacerbated in the early months of 1919 by the development of Gandhi’s
      Rowlatt Act satyagraha which many Muslims opposed.
    


    
      By late 1918, Gandhi was radically altering the political complexion of Congress. The advocates of more radical
      extra-constitutional forms of protest, culminating in the Non-Cooperation programme, sidelined Congress Moderates
      who wished to follow a path of strictly constitutional agitation. Gandhi was fast moving towards total rejection
      of the Reforms, to the discomfort of most Muslims and the Moderates within Congress.
    


    
      The difference of opinion between Hasan and the main body of the nationalist movement came to a head when he
      attended the Special Session of Congress at Mumbai in August 1918 where hostility towards the Reforms dominated
      discussions. Upon his return to Chennai, he and other leading Muslim Leaguers joined the Madras Liberal League
      formed by those nationalists who were willing to work the Reforms once they were implemented.28
    


    
      Annie Besant, struggling to convince many Congressmen to work the Reforms, prevented a breach between the Madras
      Liberals and the main body of the nationalists, and persuaded many members of the Liberal League to attend the
      December 1918 session of Congress in an attempt to strengthen the pro-Reforms proposals bloc. But Besant’s
      influence amongst the Muslims of Madras was fast waning, and neither Hasan nor any other member of the provincial
      Muslim League attended.29
      Besant had also lost the support of the Extremist faction within the Madras Congress organisation. The Extremists
      were well on the way to capturing control and no longer needed Besant’s support. In addition, although they
      shared her concern that the Reforms should be accepted, they did so for quite different reasons. The Extremists
      regarded council entry as a vital plank in the nationalist platform. Entry into the legislatures would allow them
      to more effectively keep the pressure on for constitutional change. Besant
      believed that the changes achieved were enough. But to enter the councils the Extremists needed to woo voters who
      were wary of their reputation as radicals. As part of their campaign to revamp their image they, like Tilakites
      elsewhere, adopted the new name, ‘Nationalists’.30
    


    
      The Presidency Muslim League was unrepresented at the annual session of the All-India Muslim League in December
      1918. The meeting was marked by a struggle for influence between the Pan-Islamists, led by Dr Ansari and Hakim
      Ajmal Khan, who dominated the occasion, and the secular Muslims led by Jinnah. In a period of seesawing political
      emotions, the focus of the All-India Muslim League was swinging away from the broader interests of Congress to
      particular concern with the international fortunes of Islam.
    


    
      The decline in relations between the more extremist nationalists and the Madras Presidency Muslim League did not
      last long, but reconciliation was delayed by the Rowlatt Act satyagraha in April 1919 which provoked a
      variety of responses from Muslims nationally. Most Muslims opposed the Act, but the majority remained aloof from
      the agitation despite attempts by Congress newspapers to link the names of the Ali brothers and the cause of the
      Khalif with the agitation. Antipathy towards the ‘un-Islamic’ nature of the satyagraha movement—seen as
      both a Hindu term and form of protest—and a strong desire to avoid a final break with the British, which might
      prejudice the terms of the Turkish peace treaty, were the main reasons for Muslim abstention from the
      campaign.31 The Rowlatt Act
      satyagraha was a litmus test of the extent of Muslim commitment to the nationalist cause, and the growing
      influence of Gandhi within Congress. Muslim support was revealed as patchy, in part because of Gandhi’s use of
      Hindu terms to describe his political actions, but also because many Muslims still hoped that by displaying their
      loyalty to Emperor and empire they would influence the British to treat the
      prostrate Turks more kindly.
    


    
      The Presidency Muslim League remained aloof from the agitation, although Hasan reportedly took Gandhi’s civil
      disobedience pledge, and individual Muslim merchants in Salem and Thanjavur supported the campaign financially.
      Even Madras Pan-Islamists, such as Sharar, condemned the campaign and failed to develop links with the
      nationalists, unlike Pan-Islamists in other parts of India, most noticeably in Mumbai.32 A hartal was held in Chennai on 6 April
      1919, followed by a mass meeting of some 100,000 people on the beach front in the evening: observance of the
      hartal was patchy within the city, although it was observed by Hindu merchants in the Gujarati quarter and
      by many Muslim shopkeepers.33
      Compared with the rest of India, the Rowlatt satyagraha was a quiet affair in Madras.
    


    
      That limited impact was due to several inter-related factors and was not evidence of a decline in communal
      relations. Certainly many Muslims were still hesitant about new forms of political agitation, but 1918 and 1919
      were tense years in India. An acute shortage of grain along with high kerosene prices (needed for cooking) caused
      widespread rioting in Chennai and elsewhere in the Presidency, accompanied by more than 600,000 deaths from the
      influenza epidemic that swept the world. All this contributed to the ‘irritability’ of people and inclined many
      to political agitation.34
      Police bullets and imports of Burma rice quelled the riots, and many nationalists who were not sympathetic to the
      rioting masses tacitly accepted tough action on the part of the authorities. Given the riots and the shock they
      caused, few local politicians were keen to mobilise popular support for the Rowlatt satyagraha, and Muslim
      criticism of the protest movement struck a sympathetic cord in many a nationalist heart in southern India.
    


    
      By late 1919, closer relations were restored between the Extremist nationalists and the Presidency League. This
      reconciliation was prompted by the rising tide of Muslim discontent and
      apprehension, stimulated ironically by the activities of the Pan-Islamists at the 1918 session of the All-India
      Muslim League, regarding the fate of the Ottoman empire. The British delay in announcing the terms of the peace
      treaty with Turkey heightened Muslim anxiety, and stimulated Pan-Islamic sentiment in Chennai’s Muslim press led
      by the increasingly popular Qaumi Report.35
    


    
      Plans by the Allies to dismember the Ottoman empire and the Turkish heartland, based on the publication of the
      secret Anglo-French Sykes–Picot Agreement of 1916 (which divided the Arab territories of the Ottoman empire into
      British and French spheres of influence and gave imperial Russia Constantinople), were revealed following the
      Russian revolution in 1917. Russia gave up its claims in the Ottoman empire, and Lenin released a copy of the
      Sykes–Picot Agreement, embarrassing the Allies and heightening the distrust of Muslims. In India there was a
      change amongst Muslims ‘from their early attitude of passive acquiescence to a later hope that the Government’s
      hand might be forced’,36 and
      the Sykes–Picot Agreement abandoned. However, although embarrassed by the publication of the terms of the
      Agreement the British did not renounce it. Finally in 1920, the ‘alliance’ between the Muslims and the British,
      supported by many more conservative Muslims in their desire to gain protection against the Hindus, snapped.
    


    
      Stimulated by anxiety over the Khilafat and fearing the dismemberment of the Ottoman empire in the face of Indian
      Muslim opposition, Hasan and the Presidency Muslim League swung back towards the mainstream of nationalist
      politics. Having dispensed with the external support of the British, the Muslims ‘began to look for support in an
      organised development of the Pan-Islamic idea as an alternative to the British connexion’, and they found this in
      the Khilafat movement.37
    


    
      Apart from instilling a unique unity into the community, the support of extremist nationalists for the movement
      swept away any lingering doubts about the desirability of a communal rapprochement. Ultimately this led to
      Muslims rejecting the Reforms proposals which they had so eagerly welcomed in July 1918.
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      Experiments and Frustration, 1919–1921
    


    
      Overview
    


    
      The decline in relations between the more Extremist nationalists and the Madras
      Presidency Muslim League was short-lived and by late 1919 closer relations were restored. Increasing Muslim
      discontent and apprehension regarding the fate of the Ottoman empire prompted reconciliation.
    


    
      The British delay in announcing the terms of the Turkish peace treaty heightened Muslim anxiety, and promoted
      Pan-Islamic sentiment in the Madras Muslim press, led by the increasingly popular Qaumi Report.1 Rumours of proposals to dismember the
      Ottoman empire widened the breach between the British and the Muslims. There was ‘a change from their early
      attitude of passive acquiescence to a later hope that the Government’s hand might be forced.’2 Finally, by 1920, the ‘alliance’ between
      the Muslims and the British, supported by many conservative Muslims in their desire to gain protection against
      the Hindu majority, had been critically weakened with only a few conservative spokesmen openly supporting it.
      Stimulated by anxiety over the Khilafat and hostility towards the British, Yakub Hasan and the Presidency Muslim
      League swung back towards Congress. Having dispensed with the external support of the British, the Muslims ‘began
      to look for support in an organised development of the Pan-Islamic idea as an alternative to the British
      connexion; and they found this in the development of the Khilafat movement.3
    


    
      Apart from instilling a unique unity into the community, Congress support for
      the movement swept away any lingering doubts about the desirability of a communal rapprochement. Ultimately this
      led to many Muslims rejecting the Reforms proposals, with a rump of conservatives casting about for ways to work
      the Reforms.
    


    
      Satyagraha and Khilafat
    


    
      Although strained relations between Congress and the Presidency Muslim League lasted only a few months, the
      Rowlatt Act satyagraha delayed reconciliation. Few Muslims supported the Act, but equally few actively
      opposed it despite pro-Congress newspapers’ attempts to link the cause of the Khalif with the
      agitation.4 Muslim press comments
      indicated antipathy towards the ‘un-Islamic’ nature of the satyagraha, and concern that opposition to the
      British would prejudice the peace treaty terms between the Allies and the Ottoman empire.
    


    
      The Presidency Muslim League remained aloof from the agitation, although Yakub Hasan reportedly took Gandhi’s
      Civil Disobedience pledge, and individual Muslim merchants in Salem and Thanjavur contributed funds to the
      agitation. In Mumbai the Pan-Islamists, led by Mian Chotani, supported the campaign, but in the Madras Presidency
      local pan-Islamists condemned the agitation.5
    


    
      However, by late 1919 Muslim opinion in the Presidency began to swing in favour of Congress and the nationalists,
      following the satyagraha campaign, when concern over the fate of the Ottoman empire caused new levels of
      apprehension and discontent amongst Indian Muslims. Pan-Islamists were active at the 1918 session of the
      All-India Muslim League and throughout 1919 there was growing popular support for the movement, heightened by the
      British delay in announcing the terms of the peace treaty. In the Madras Presidency the Qaumi Report led
      the charge against the British, changing an earlier attitude of passive acquiescence to a hope that the
      government’s hand might be forced once they understood that the Anglo-Muslim alliance, forged by the Muslims to gain protection against Hindus, had been replaced by a vital
      communal accord between Muslims and Hindus.6
    


    
      Yakub Hasan and the Presidency Muslim League re-entered the mainstream of nationalist politics. Having dispensed
      with the support of the British, Muslims ‘began to look for support in an organised development of the
      Pan-Islamic idea as an alternative to the British connection’,7 and found it in the development of the Khilafat movement.
      Apart from instilling a unique degree of unity into the Muslim community, the support of Congress for the
      movement swept away lingering doubts about the desirability of a communal rapprochement and to the rejection of
      the Reforms proposals which had been so warmly welcomed in July 1918.
    


    
      Khilafatists and Justicites, 1919–1920
    


    
      At the beginning of 1919, politically active Madras Muslims were divided into three major groups. Some advocated
      the communal rapprochement supported by the Presidency Muslim League. Some were political conservatives
      supporting the Islamia League now in the process of forming an alliance with the Justice Party. Others were
      Pan-Islamists, led by Sharar, the editor of the Qaumi Report. This latter group was wary of both the
      communal rapprochement, and of the unqualified loyalty of Muslim conservatives towards the British.
    


    
      These divisions are readily traced across the Urdu Muslim community, but are less definable amongst Tamil
      Muslims. Certainly, individual Tamil Muslims can be identified with one or other of these groups, but in the
      absence of clearly identifiable leadership groups amongst the Tamil Muslims (and of a Tamil Muslim press, apart
      from the Saiphul Islam), there is little indication of widespread Tamil Muslim participation in the
      debates stirring Urdu Muslims.
    


    
      But early 1919, although most politically active Muslims were still drawn from the Urdu Muslim community, an
      increasing number of Tamil Muslims were found amongst supporters of the Lucknow Pact and in the ranks of
      conservative Muslims. There were no Tamil Muslim Pan-Islamists of note, partially explained by the strong
      historical attachment of the Tamil Muslims to Arabia rather than to the
      Ottoman empire. This attachment in no way diminished their religious fervour or orthodoxy, but did initially
      limit interest in events concerning the Ottoman empire. The championing of the Tamil Muslim skin and hide
      merchants’ trade grievances by the Presidency Muslim League and other nationalists, combined with their parochial
      outlook, perhaps accounts for the fact that most politically active Tamil Muslims in 1919 were supporters of the
      Lucknow Pact, reinforcing their traditionally amicable relations with their Hindu neighbours.
    


    
      Tamil Muslims, in general, may have lacked overt Pan-Islamic sympathies and concern for the office of the Khalif,
      but they were stirred by rumours concerning the fate of the Holy cities of Islam in the Hejaz during the turmoil
      created by the British-supported Arab revolt of 1916. In February 1919, Ahmed Thambi Marakayyar MLC
      unsuccessfully attempted to ask a question concerning the future of the ‘Sacred Places of Islam’ in the
      Legislative Council, and subsequently wrote to the editor of the Hindu asking him to note his efforts ‘for
      the information of the members of my community’.8
    


    
      In the latter half of 1919, Muslim political opinion crystallised into two groups in Madras. The supporters of
      rapprochement and the Pan-Islamists united under the banner of the Khilafat movement, while a smaller group of
      conservative Muslims supported the ‘Muslim Justicites’ (as Muslims in alliance with the Justice Party were
      called).
    


    
      The rapid development of the Khilafat movement temporarily marginalised politically conservative Muslims across
      India. In Madras, it swept most politically active Muslims into the mainstream of the nationalist struggle, and
      away from the conservative and constitutional politics of groups such as the ‘Muslim Justicites’, despite their
      sporadic avowals of support for the Khalif in 1919 when community concern for the future of the Khilafat
      escalated rapidly.9
    


    
      The Khilafat movement encapsulated Muslim fears regarding the future and integrity of the Khalif following the
      defeat of the Ottoman empire in 1918. It received formal expression in March 1919 when a group of wealthy Mumbai
      Muslim merchants, led by Mian Chotani, formed the Central Khilafat Committee influenced by the Rowlatt Act
      agitation with the public support of Gandhi.
    


    
      However, concern for the Khalif was not simply a product of events between
      1914 and 1918. The earliest stirrings of publicly expressed Muslim interest in the Khilafat in the Madras
      Presidency are associated with the rise of Pan-Islamic sentiment in southern India in 1911–12. But the events of
      the First World War gave scattered concerns an urgent focus. Throughout 1917–18, anti-British sentiment increased
      among Muslims in the Presidency as elsewhere in British India. Economic grievances, the continued internment of
      the Ali brothers and other leading Muslims, the repressive nature of the Rowlatt Act and general insecurity
      regarding the future of the Khalif and the Ottoman empire, all contributed to an unease and resentment against
      the British permeating both the major Madras Muslim linguistic groups.
    


    
      The defeat and collapse of the Turkish regime late in 1918 caused widespread grief and anxiety amongst Indian
      Muslims. Although the Presidency Muslim League was temporarily out of sympathy with Congress over the Rowlatt
      satyagraha and with the main body of Pan-Islamists within the All-India Muslim League, it expressed its
      concern at the Ottoman defeat, hoping that friendly relations would be maintained ‘between the largest Muslim
      empire and the greatest Muslim power and that the Turkish [Ottoman] empire would remain intact and not be divided
      into spheres of influence under the protection of the victorious powers.’10
    


    
      In the first few months of 1919, the Presidency Muslim League organised meetings in Chennai and the mofussil in
      support of the Khalif.11 Hasan
      was prominent at many meetings, having initiated debate about the future of the Khilafat at a public meeting in
      Chennai in December 1918, held to demand self-determination for India, when he discussed the Ottoman defeat and
      argued for self-determination within the Ottoman Empire. He claimed that
    


    
      If foreign pressure is not brought to bear on…. Mesopotamia, Syria, Arabia, Egypt and even Armenia, they would
      naturally choose to be internally free and still remain integral parts of the Turkish Empire, to avoid being
      swallowed up one by one European powers.12
    


    
      At the first meetings, speeches were mild and attendance was poor, but the
      audiences increased as Hasan’s speeches became more critical of the British following a visit by Mian Chotani on
      19 April 1919, when about 100,000 people gathered on the beachfront of Chennai to celebrate Gandhi’s Satyagraha
      Day. The British claimed that the large number was due more to the fact that 19 April was a major public holiday
      but if that was the case then obviously many people, Muslim and Hindu, sacrificed a rare public holiday for the
      national cause.13
      Pan-Islamists, especially Sharar, joined the agitation despite their antipathy towards local Muslim nationalist
      supporters and their Hindu friends. It was in the latter half of 1919, however, with the strain of waiting for
      the peace terms bearing heavily on the Muslims, that the Khilafat movement evolved its final shape and became a
      nationalist movement adjunct.14
    


    
      From the first months of 1919, Pan-Islamic sentiment increased dramatically throughout India. Sharar, editor of
      the Qaumi Report, was particularly active in Chennai, urging the ulema to be more proactive in
      Khilafat agitation. He spoke frequently at mosques, particularly after Friday prayers, and in September his
      speeches concerning the fate of the Khalif so deeply stirred the alim and congregation of the Great Mosque
      in Triplicane that, following prayers, they raised the Turkish flag over the mosque.15
    


    
      An important group of ulema from Chennai joined with Moulvi Syed Murtaza of Tiruchchirappalli in reviving
      the near moribund Majlis-ul-Ulema—a religious-educational association of Muslim divines founded to promote
      Muslim culture amongst Tamil Muslims— and converted it into an association of ulema from throughout the
      Presidency. The association received substantial financial support from leading Chennai Tamil Muslim merchants
      (particularly the family of Jamal Mahomed), and held its first all-Presidency conference in Thanjavur in May 1919
      with Justice Rahim as President. A large number of ulema attended, and after expressing their sympathy and
      concern for the Khalif, they organised a cadre of their more fervent members
      to tour the Presidency and whip up support for the Khilafat.16
    


    
      Throughout the Presidency, from Bezwada in the north to Tiruchchirappalli in the south, scores of meetings
      organised by Muslims and Hindus discussed the future of Islam, the Khalif, Turkey and the Muslim Holy Places.
      Muslims of all political persuasions and social backgrounds were involved, ranging from retired government
      officials to prominent businessmen like Ahmed Thambi Marakayyar MLC. On the Hindu side, leading local Congressmen
      such as S. S. Satyamurthi (Secretary of the Madras Provincial Congress Committee), and C. R. Rajagopalachariar
      (Rajaji), a lawyer from Salem who settled in Chennai in 1919, moved resolutions supporting Muslim control of the
      Holy Places and the preservation of the Ottoman empire, attracting more Muslims to meetings of the various
      Congress District Committees.17
    


    
      While both Satyamurthi and Rajaji publicly supported the concerns of their Muslim compatriots, it was Rajaji who
      led the attempt to convince Muslims that Congress was with them. Rajaji worked within the local Congress to
      promote the leadership of Gandhi, whose talk of non-cooperation with the British and of a boycott of the upcoming
      elections to the reformed legislatures alarmed many erstwhile nationalists determined to contest the elections
      and work for full Dominion Status for India. In 1919, Congress membership in the Madras Presidency was small and
      limited to the mainly Brahmin professional middle class. Rajaji challenged the traditional leadership, and
      countered opposition to Gandhi by enlisting Muslim support, and adopting the Khilafat cause making it part of the
      Congress programme.18
    


    
      Between May and October 1919, there was steady development of Khilafat agitation in Madras as elsewhere in India.
      Hasan and the Presidency League drew closer to mainstream nationalist sentiment and became intimately involved with the Pan-Islamic movement within the Presidency. Hasan was still a
      political Moderate in that he favoured working the Reforms, but he was straying from the secular path followed by
      like-minded Muslim nationalists such as Jinnah, and by the middle of 1919 he was on close terms with the
      Khilafatists in Mumbai.19
    


    
      By the latter half of 1919, the British were increasingly concerned at the spread of Pan-Islamism in the
      Presidency. They feared its incorporation in the nationalist movement, especially after leading Hindu
      nationalists, particularly K. V. Rangaswami Iyengar MLC from Tiruchchirappalli and Rajaji, made speeches at the
      Madras Congress Provincial Conference in August, proclaiming their support for the Khalif, and moving a
      resolution calling for the release of the Ali brothers. The CID Special Branch drew up a list of ‘Mohammedans of
      doubtful loyalty; including Yakub Hasan, Syed Murtaza, the Badsha family, Abdul Hamid Khan and Muhammad Moosa
      Sait. Their mail was censored and they were marked as dangerous extremists.20
    


    
      In June 1919, Hasan sailed with Jinnah—who shared his willingness to work the proposed Reforms—for Britain to
      give evidence before the Joint Parliamentary Select Committee on Reforms. Both were All-India Muslim League
      representatives, but Hasan was also the official representative of the Mumbai Khilafatists, and charged by the
      intercommunal Southern Indian Chamber of Commerce to argue their case for separate representation in the reformed
      Madras Legislature.21
    


    
      While in England, Hasan undertook Khilafat propaganda and wrote articles for the local Khilafatist publication,
      Muslim Outlook, of which he was co-editor with Muhammad Marmaduke Pickthall, a noted Islamic scholar and
      convert to Islam from Christianity. He raised funds for the Islamic Information Bureau, a short-lived but active
      centre of pro-Turkish propaganda, and crossed to France where he established the Bureau Islamique and its
      journal, the Echo de I’lslam, in Paris. The journal was edited by a young Calcutta graduate of Oxford
      University, M. A. H. Ispahani, from a wealthy family with both family and business links to the Chennai Shi’ite
      community. In London, Hasan soon quarrelled with other Khilafatists. His heated speeches in favour of the Turkish empire alarmed them and he found the Aga Khan and Amir Ali ‘very
      timid’.22
    


    
      In Madras, the Khilafat movement rapidly gained momentum during Hasan’s absence. Before leaving, he agreed Sharar
      would maintain the agitation in the Presidency during his absence, and that was done with great success. Hasan’s
      agreement with Sharar was based on a shrewd assessment of the temper of the Muslim community. Few if any of his
      fellow Presidency Muslim Leaguers shared Sharar’s energy or enthusiasm for agitation, and Hasan recognised the
      need to keep pressure on the British while he was in England. By selecting Sharar, Hasan secured the support of
      Pan-Islamists and increased their influence within the Muslim community.
    


    
      In September 1919, the first All-India Khilafat Conference was held in Lucknow with Gandhi present as an
      uninvited but welcome guest. The Conference was attended by Pan-Islamists from across India and resulted in the
      formation of the All-India Khilafat Committee. Further decisions were made to establish provincial branches and
      to observe ‘Khilafat Day’ on 17 October as a day of Muslim mourning throughout India. Gandhi’s suggestion that
      the 17th be observed with a hartal in which Hindus could join was readily accepted, and from this meeting
      on his role in the movement was assured.
    


    
      Sharar enthusiastically participated in the Conference and returned to Chennai determined to carry out its
      decision to observe 17 October as ‘Khilafat Day’. His position within the Muslim community was strengthened by
      events between August and October 1919. In August, the Mumbai Khilafatists despatched agitators to Chennai to aid
      him on the express advice of Hasan, following which Sharar attended the Lucknow Khilafat Conference. In addition
      Sharar was courted by Rajaji who threw the resources of the local branches of Congress behind his efforts to
      organise ‘Khilafat Day’. Following his pro-Muslim resolutions at the annual Madras Provincial Conference at
      Tiruchchirappalli in August 1919, Rajaji assured several Presidency Muslim League delegates of the support of
      their Hindu compatriots.
    


    
      Returned from Lucknow, Sharar convened a large meeting on the great beach fronting Chennai. Amongst the 20,000
      who braved the sweltering heat were local leaders of Congress, Presidency
      Muslim League members, and a representative of the Prince of Arcot. Motions were passed declaring a hartal
      for 17 October, and a provincial Khilafat Committee was formed with Sharar, Khuddas Badsha and his nephew
      Saadullah Badsha, and Rajaji amongst its members. The motions echoed those passed at Lucknow, including Rajaji’s
      pledge of Hindu support for the hartal.23 The stage was set to transform the Khilafat movement into an adjunct of a supra-communal
      nationalist struggle.24
    


    
      Despite the different attitudes towards the Reforms by the Presidency Muslim League, and Rajaji’s local Congress
      faction opposed to working the Reforms, Rajaji’s harnessing the Khilafat movement to the national cause and
      creating a common front against the British facilitated reconciliation. It was not, however, until the
      publication of the final peace terms between the Allies and the Turks in May 1920 that Muslim bitterness and
      despair cemented the bond between Muslims and Congress, and drove leaders like Hasan into the mainstream of the
      nationalist movement.
    


    
      In Hasan’s absence from Chennai, between June 1919 and January 1920, all did not go well within the Madras
      leadership of the Khilafat movement. Although Hasan temporarily abdicated leadership to Sharar, the latter was
      not a member of the Muslim League and he was soon in conflict with Hasan’s lieutenant in the League, Khuddas
      Badsha. Badsha was genuinely sympathetic to the Khilafat cause, but was even more of a political Moderate than
      Hasan and moved warily. He was averse to Sharar’s fanaticism but, unlike Hasan, was no match for Sharar in the
      political in-fighting.
    


    
      Dissension first appeared in October 1919. ‘Khilafat Day’ on 17 October passed without trouble, and was an
      impressive statement of communal accord and Muslim sentiment. But when Badsha defeated efforts on the part of
      Sharar’s League supporters to present a strongly worded address to the Viceroy concerning the Ali brothers, the
      unity of the Muslim leadership was sorely tested. The meeting was particularly acrimonious because, shortly
      before, Badsha was invited to discuss with the Governor the draft of the address, after which he urged the
      committee to temper its tone. Sharar was furious.25
    


    
      On 17 October, the hartal was observed on a massive scale throughout
      India. In Chennai and the larger mofussil towns, Hindu and Muslim shops closed, market places were deserted, and
      meetings were organised by leading Muslims and Hindus. Posters in Tamil, Urdu and English urging Hindus and
      Muslims to support the hartal were plastered on walls across Chennai. Following special prayer meetings in
      mosques throughout the city, a mass meeting of Muslims and Hindus was held on the beachfront. According to police
      agents, the speeches at the meeting were ‘moderate’ in tone with both Khuddas Badsha and Sharar pointing out that
      the Khilafat movement was ‘purely a religious one and that it was not intended to embarrass the
      Government’.26
    


    
      December saw the inevitable trial of strength between Sharar and Badsha over leadership of the Madras Muslims.
      Ostensibly, the cause was the question of Muslim participation in the peace celebrations, but the main reason was
      their different views regarding the methods and pace of the agitation. Badsha secured a League resolution vetoing
      a boycott of the celebrations, leaving the final decision to individual Muslims. Sharar organised a rival meeting
      supported by Rajaji, urging a complete boycott and most Muslims in Chennai followed his lead.27
    


    
      In the mofussil, however, the October hartal and the December boycott were only patchily observed. In
      larger urban centres in the Tamil mofussil and in Urdu Muslim strongholds such as Vellore and Vaniyambadi,
      Muslims and their Congress allies organised displays of strength, but in most towns and villages across the
      Presidency most Muslims and Hindus appeared indifferent to the appeals of Congress and its allies.
    


    
      In Chennai, Sharar’s position as leader of the Presidency Khilafat movement now seemed secure. The success of the
      October hartal and the December meeting reversing the Presidency League’s decision regarding the peace
      celebrations assured his domination of Muslim politics in Chennai. The Moderate policy of Khuddas Badsha led to
      the eclipse of the Presidency Muslim League which became moribund when its leading members transferred their
      attention to the Khilafat Committee.
    


    
      The decline of the League, which floundered on until 1921, ostensibly stemmed from the conflict of ideology and
      pace between Badsha and Sharer. This was true, but it went deeper than that.
      The League had only one branch—in Chennai—and was oriented almost exclusively towards Urdu Muslims. In contrast,
      the newly-formed Khilafat Committee had a broader basis of support. Although its initial support in 1919 in the
      mofussil was limited to major urban centres, its influence spread with the organisational help of Congress whose
      branches throughout the Presidency became centres of Khilafat–nationalist propaganda.28 In this process, Khilafat Committee branches were
      established in various parts of the mofussil like Salem, Tiruchchirappalli, Vellore, Madurai, Vaniyambadi,
      Thanjavur and Kurnool, all with the help of local Congressmen who recognised the movement as a valuable and
      pliable instrument for fostering intercommunal unity and the nationalist struggle amongst Muslims.29 The relationship between the various
      local Khilafat Committees and their parent body is obscure. The local bodies were largely independent, both
      financially and organisationally, but they were often closely tied to local Congress organisations whose support
      was vital in sustaining agitation.
    


    
      When Yakub Hasan returned to Chennai in January 1920, the Khilafat movement was flourishing in the Presidency,
      but at the cost of a bitterly divided Muslim leadership. He was given a hero’s welcome by delegations from the
      Provincial Congress Committee, the Presidency Khilafat Committee, the Mahajana Sabha, and leading Muslims, all of
      whom looked to him to stop the in-fighting within the Muslim community. His return did temporarily heal the
      breach within the leadership of the Khilafat Committee. Despite his advice to the Mumbai Khilafat Committee to
      increase agitation over the Khilafat, and his vitriolic public utterances regarding the British which won him the
      approval of Pan-Islamists, Hasan’s continuing support of the Reforms, in opposition to Rajaji and other leading
      Congressmen in Madras, assured him the approval of Moderates amongst Muslim nationalist sympathisers such as
      Khuddas Badsha.30
    


    
      Although in contact with the intransigent and fanatically anti-British Ali
      brothers, released in 1919, Hasan pursued conciliation amongst the Muslims of Madras in an attempt to restore the
      internal unity dissipated by events since 1916. This desire for unity had been amply illustrated by his attempt,
      in December 1916, to prevent the expulsion of Shafi, the politically conservative Punjabi leader opposed to the
      Lucknow Pact, from the All-India Muslim League. Similarly, as recently as February 1920, he joined with the
      Prince of Arcot (whom he was once more meeting socially) in presenting a ‘loyal address’ to the Governor
      concerning the Khalif, and renewed his membership of the Madras Liberal League.31
    


    
      For the next couple of months Hasan managed to maintain the unity of the Muslim leadership, at least in public.
      On 7 March, for example, he organised a large beach meeting in Chennai at which Khuddas Badsha joined with Sharar
      and Satyamurthi in condemning the British Prime Minister, Lloyd-George, and ‘reaffirming unswerving loyalty to
      the Khalif’. On 16 March at a meeting of the Madras Provincial Congress Committee, he got Badsha to add his
      signature to that of Satyamurthi, Rajaji, Mohamed Moosa Sait and Abdul Hakim on an appeal to all Hindus and
      Muslims to observe a hartal on 19 March in support of the Khilafat. In April, both Khuddas and Saadullah
      Badsha were persuaded to be on the organising committee, with Sharar, for a mass meeting addressed by Shaukat
      Ali, Rajaji and other Congress luminaries on 17 and 18 April.32
    


    
      In May 1920, nevertheless, the old conflict between Hasan and Sharar resurfaced. Sharar refused to work under
      Hasan, and also came into conflict with Rajaji who objected to his extreme Pan-Islamism and his lukewarm
      nationalism. Indeed, during the early months of 1920, Rajaji successfully worked amongst supporters of the Madras
      Presidency Khilafat Committee to ensure that Pan-Islamism was dropped from its programme.33 Sharar resigned from the Provincial Khilafat
      Committee, although he remained a member of the All-India Committee and
      supported the activities of the Provincial Committee. His differences with Hasan aside, Sharar was also annoyed
      by the increasing prominence Rajaji was taking in the provincial Khilafat movement through meetings organised by
      various District Congress Committees across the Presidency.34
    


    
      Rajaji’s opposition to Sharar best illustrates the nature of nationalist support for the Khilafat movement.
      Ostensibly directed towards the preservation of Turkey, nationalist support was primarily intended to convince
      Muslims that they were an integral part of the Indian community with the full support of their non-Muslim
      compatriots. Hindu nationalist Khilafat sympathisers were thus opposed to the exaggerated Pan-Islamic sentiment
      that undermined the concept of Indian unity and loyalty by preaching an extra-Indian loyalty that denied
      identification of Muslims with the Indian nation.
    


    
      However, the cracks that were appearing within the leadership of the Madras Presidency Khilafat movement were the
      result of more than differences over Pan-Islamism or the character of Sharar. Behind the scenes there were
      concerns on the part of Khuddas Badsha, who was treasurer of the Presidency Khilafat Committee, and Jamal
      Mahomed, who had contributed liberally to its funds, that Yakub Hasan had mismanaged its finances. An increasing
      number of Urdu and Tamil Muslim merchants who had previously been the financial mainstay of the Committee now
      began to distance themselves from the organisation.35
    


    
      Non-Cooperation
    


    
      Rajaji’s determination to dominate the local Khilafat movement was reinforced by the struggle for power within
      the local Congress organisation that came to a head in 1920. By early 1920, local Congressmen such as Kasturi
      Ranga Iyengar and Satyamurthi were openly undermining Gandhi’s ideas concerning non-cooperation with the British,
      and were bitterly opposed to the pro-Gandhi faction led by Rajaji. In the struggle, Rajaji was increasingly
      reliant upon young Muslim activists who packed local Congress meetings to voice their support of Gandhi’s radical
      plans to bring down the British Raj.
    


    
      In the months following Sharar’s resignation, control of the Khilafat movement
      in the south passed from Hasan to Rajaji. After his initial success in conciliating the divergent elements within
      the community as represented by Badsha and Sharar, Hasan found himself out of sympathy with younger, more
      excitable Muslims. His moderate nationalist outlook was unaltered by the development of the Khilafat movement,
      even though his attitude towards the British changed. Nevertheless, he believed a united nationalist organisation
      would wring concessions from the British, so there was no need for any more agitation. Once the British were
      impressed by Hindu and Muslim unity, Hasan thought they would heed nationalist demands, and constitutional
      progress towards independence could be pursued without hindrance.
    


    
      But many Muslims, particularly the more youthful, did not share Hasan’s patience. They were roused to a high
      pitch of excitement by the Khilafat agitation, and demanded a positive means of expressing their feelings. They
      turned to Rajaji for more radical leadership.36 In the early months of 1920, Rajaji was the major exponent in southern India of Gandhi’s
      proposals for non-cooperation. The proposals included a boycott of the reformed legislatures, the administration,
      government-funded educational institutions and the sale of foreign goods. All imperial honours would be returned
      as a means of attacking ‘the capacity of the government to make meaningful and binding its authority through the
      creation of honours’.37 Seizing
      upon non-cooperation, Rajaji presented it to younger Muslims as a means of extracting concessions from the
      British, and as a catharsis for their pent-up emotions regarding the Khilafat.
    


    
      Throughout April 1920, Hasan opposed attempts to adopt a formal programme of ‘Non-Cooperation’ as part of the
      Khilafat agitation. He openly opposed Shaukat Ali’s Presidential speeches in favour of the programme at the first
      Madras Khilafat Conference that month, due to his dislike of unconstitutional agitation, and fears of the
      programme’s impracticability. Rajaji, on the other hand, quickly enlisted the support of local
      Muslims.38
    


    
      The publication of the draft Treaty of Sévres in May 1920 was a turning point
      for Hasan. His faith in the British was shattered, as was his belief in the value of constitutional agitation. He
      resigned from the Madras Legislative Council and, despite his continuing pessimism concerning its practicability,
      he gave Non-Cooperation his full support.39
    


    
      Hasan’s resignation letter to Lord Willingdon, Governor of Madras, reveals the betrayal felt by so many Muslims
      throughout British India:
    


    
      I have read the official terms of the Treaty offered to Turkey and I find that the solemn pledge given by the
      Prime Minister has been flagrantly broken…. As a protest against the gross breach of faith with the Muslims of
      the world in utter disregard to the solemn promise of the responsible ministers I resign my seat on the Madras
      Legislative Council and H.R.H. the Prince of Wales’ reception Committee…I am also tendering my resignation as
      Member of the Madras Corporation and Port Trust to their respective presidents. In this connection I am
      constrained to remark that the oft-repeated ideals for which Great Britain entered the war, have been but too
      soon forgotten and the Turkish empire is being dismembered and broken up not in the interest of humanity and
      justice, but only out of vindictiveness and the religious prejudice of the Europeans to provide fresh fields for
      the Imperialistic exploitation of the Allies and for the aggrandisement of England. This gross act of
      international injustice is highly resented by the people of India and the Mussalmans feel that Muslim blood and
      Muslim treasure have been used for the destruction of Islam and its traditional institutions. A Government that
      after exploiting the loyalty and moral and material resources of a subject people and employing them to attain
      triumph for its arms in war, deliberately breaks faith with them and uses the victory obtained mainly with their
      help to destroy the integrity, power and prestige of the Khalif, the religious head of a very large section of
      them, has forfeited its rights to their goodwill and even their loyalty. This act of Britain has destroyed the
      last remnant of faith that India reposed in her. The nationals of such a Government are unfit to rule over
      another nation, and outraged and exasperated India cannot rest till she,
      through her renewed efforts, emerges from the helpless status of dependency to a position of equality with, if
      not independent of, Great Britain.
    


    
      I as a humble servant of my faith and my country, feel it my religious and national duty to devote hereafter all
      the influence I may possess and the resources I may command towards the attainment of this object and for the
      re-establishment of the fullest spiritual and temporal integrity of the Ottoman Khilafat.40
    


    
      Hasan could not provide the Muslims with an alternative to Non-Cooperation and, at the Madras Provincial
      Conference held at Tirunelveli in June 1920, supported Gandhi’s Non-Cooperation proposals in the face of
      considerable opposition from Moderate nationalists led by Annie Besant who regarded Gandhi as a quixotic dreamer.
      Rajaji packed the Conference with excited and enthusiastic young Muslims who roared their support for Hasan and
      shouted down Annie Besant when she attempted to speak.41
    


    
      Following his stand at the Conference, Hasan became a leading figure in Khilafat agitation. In July he became a
      Joint Secretary of the Mumbai Khilafat Committee. The government attempted to hold a by-election to fill the seat
      vacated by Hasan in the Legislative Council. When nominations closed only one name had been put forward: Saiyid
      Yusuf, Secretary of the Presidency Muslim League and friend of Sharar. Immediately upon the declaration of his
      election, Saiyid Yusuf informed the Governor of his inability to take the Oath of Allegiance and
      resigned.42
    


    
      Even though Non-Cooperation fired the imagination of Muslims throughout India, it also caused serious divisions
      within their national and provincial leadership. Whilst Hasan’s actions refurbished his image in the eyes of the
      most fervent Khilafatists, it split the Presidency Khilafat Committee.43 Indian Muslims were torn by a variety of
      sentiments—loyalty to the Khalif, to their religion, to their community and to India. Some were challenged by the
      audacity of Gandhi’s ideas, while others were frightened and had doubts
      regarding the enormous sacrifices demanded by Gandhi.
    


    
      In Mumbai, the Khilafat Committee split over Non-Cooperation on the grounds that the boycott of government
      schools and public service employment would entail sacrifices that would bear heavily on the educationally
      backward and impoverished Muslim community. Several members resigned from the Committee in May 1920 with ‘intense
      grief and…reluctance’.44 In
      Chennai a split was avoided until June 1920, when Gandhi’s formal inclusion of the boycott of the elections to
      the reformed Councils as a central part of Non-Cooperation precipitated resignations from the Presidency Muslim
      League, which had accepted the Tirunelveli Conference and the Khilafat Committee decisions despite Khuddas
      Badsha’s opposition.45
    


    
      Those who resigned from the League believed, like their Hindu counterparts, that the boycott of the reformed
      Councils was shortsighted. Many Muslims may have believed the boycott would bring the British to their senses
      regarding the fate of the Khilafat, but others felt it could only harm the long-term educational and economic
      objectives of the Muslim community. They saw the Councils as a source of power and as a platform from which
      Muslim interests could be furthered. Like many of their co-religionists elsewhere in India, some Madras Muslim
      spokesmen regarded Non-Cooperation as impracticable and dangerous. They believed the boycott of schools,
      legislative and government positions in order to settle a short-term grievance was illogical, and felt such
      actions would undo the advances won, and aimed at, by Muslims in all these fields.46
    


    
      Mir Asad Ali Khan, titular President of the Presidency Muslim League, and Mir Abbas Ali Khan, a
      Cambridge-educated barrister related to the ruling family of Banganapalle and a prominent Leaguer, resigned from
      that body. In his letter of resignation, Asad Ali Khan stated that:
    


    
      while fully aware of the incompetence of the present bureaucratic administration to cope with the growing
      political situation in the country, I should certainly hesitate to advise the
      adoption of any unconstitutional or impracticable program of public action to make the deep resentment
      felt…However excellent the principle of non-co-operation may be, it cannot be adopted as a practical measure
      unless the country [is] prepared to carry it out in spite of all anticipated obstruction.
    


    
      He thought the country was neither prepared for nor capable of carrying out such a programme, and believed it was
      ‘both inadvisable and inexpedient besides being calculated to do more harm than good to the people in the present
      condition of Indian society.’47
    


    
      Mir Asad Ali’s relations with the League had been little more than nominal since May 1918 when, as President of
      the Malabar District Conference, he was ‘howled down’ for advocating support of the War effort and the suspension
      of nationalist agitation for the remainder of the War.48 Unsympathetic to the trend of nationalist agitation, he drew closer to the
      conservative and constitutional cause, encouraged by speeches opposing Gandhi’s plans given by Shafi, the Punjabi
      Muslim leader, who visited Chennai in November 1920. In opposition to Gandhi’s policy, Mir Asad Ali supported the
      election of Usman to the Madras Legislative Council in 1920, and successfully stood for election to the Imperial
      Legislative Assembly.49
    


    
      Abbas Ali Khan, on the other hand, was an active nationalist supporter until the latter half of 1920.
      Non-Cooperation alienated him from the movement. Only then did he resign from the Presidency League to contest
      the Legislative Council elections, the boycott of which he regarded as a foolish waste of a chance to obtain
      power from the British.50
    


    
      Non-Cooperation divided the Muslim community in southern India. There was considerable ill feeling against
      Muslims who opposed it. In Chennai the shop of Saadullah Badsha—an unrepentant critic of Non-Cooperation—was
      picketed, while other former leaders and prominent local Muslims received abusive and threatening letters as well
      as visits from delegations of enthusiasts urging them to resign their offices
      and honours. Two of those who succumbed to pressure were Ahmed M. Bavotti, MLC, from Malabar, and a brother of
      Jamal Mahomed who was an Honorary Magistrate in Madurai. Following the boycott of his niece’s marriage, Bavotti
      undertook to resign his seat although he later changed his mind, while Jamal Mahomed’s brother was ‘persuaded’ to
      resign his position.51
    


    
      Prominent ulema were popular targets for the agitators. Late in August 1920, reports appeared in some
      Muslim newspapers that the government pensioner Maulvi Shah Zahid Hussain Sahib, Shams-ul-Ulama, had resigned his
      title of Shams-ul-Ulama and given up his government pension in protest against the peace terms imposed upon the
      Ottomans. However, the maulvi informed the Chief Secretary of the Government of Madras that:
    


    
      The resignation of my title…was not rendered by me of my own free will and accord. Two persons came and asked me
      to resign my title, and showed me a notice which said that those who retained…titles would not be allowed burial
      in a Muhammedan burial ground. Out of fear thus created…did I surrender my title. I hope the Govt. [sic]
      will be pleased not to accept my resignation.
    


    
      The day after the government published his letter, it received a telegram from the maulvi who claimed that
      the letter was ‘signed under compulsion and threat [and] I still sincerely reject the title of
      Shams-ul-Ulama’.52 Caught
      between a rock and a hard place—the ruthless and opposing forces of nationalism and government—the maulvi
      emerged from this débacle rejected by both sides.
    


    
      The resignations occurred in September and October. In August 1920, Gandhi and Shaukat Ali toured the Presidency,
      visiting important mofussil Muslim centres such as Vellore in North Arcot, Nagore in Thanjavur district and
      Salem, to raise funds, stimulate public enthusiasm for Non-Cooperation, and urge the programme upon local Hindu and Muslim leaders in private meetings. The British regarded the tour as a
      failure, but it rallied a growing number of Muslims to Non-Cooperation. Such Muslims were invaluable allies for
      Rajaji in his battle with provincial Congress opponents of the Gandhian programme. Capitalising on Muslim
      enthusiasm for Non-Cooperation, Hasan and Rajaji organised a special trainload (the ‘Congress Special’ direct
      from Chennai to Kolkata) of more than 200 Muslim Non-Cooperators to help pack the Special Session of Congress at
      Kolkata in September.53
    


    
      The large voting block of Madras Muslims at Kolkata was crucial in the battles Gandhi and his supporters had in
      persuading Congress to accept Non-Cooperation. The programme was adopted by a bare majority of 15 votes after 306
      votes were cast. Without the Muslim vote the programme would have been rejected.54
    


    
      The Kolkata victory for Non-Cooperation reinforced Rajaji’s position in Madras, and his most intransigent local
      Congress opponents resigned. However, most Congress supporters accepted the Kolkata decision and prepared to work
      within Congress to reverse the decision, and to cooperate with like-minded Congressmen ‘in other provinces to
      regain the initiative [from Gandhi] at the national level’.55
    


    
      Reactions to the Kolkata decision were more drastic among the leaders of the Muslims of Madras. Khuddas and
      Saadullah Badsha resigned from the Muslim League and the Khilafat Committee in protest against the likely effects
      of Non-Cooperation on Muslim education and upon law and order. Khuddas Badsha had earlier presided over Gandhi’s
      public meeting on Triplicane beach in Chennai on 12 August when Gandhi had urged Hindus to support their Muslim
      compatriots in the fight against the government’s attempt to ‘dishonour their religion’.56 Khuddas Badsha now retired from the political
      battlefield, but Saadullah stubbornly maintained a public profile.
    


    
      More radical Chennai Muslims vilified Saadullah Badsha. His textile business
      collapsed following a boycott organised by the Madras Khilafat Committee who convinced other cloth merchants to
      stop supplying him with stock. Not only had he accepted government nomination to the seat vacated by Yakub Hasan
      on the Madras Corporation, but he had issued a pamphlet against the Khilafat Committee; nominated for election to
      the Imperial Legislative Assembly (he later withdrew from the contest); was made a Khan Bahadur in the King
      Emperor’s birthday honours list in 1921; and in the same year was nominated to the Madras Legislative Council.
      However, when nominated to the Madras Legislative Council in 1921, Saadullah Badsha did not join the Anglophile
      and politically conservative Justice Party or take an active interest in the Council.
    


    
      More senior members of the Badsha family were equally opposed to Non-Cooperation. Saadullah’s uncles, Khan
      Bahadur Hakim Abdul Aziz and Khan Bahadur Khuddas Badsha, also refused to give up their titles and got away with
      their resistance, perhaps because of their age and standing within the community. Indeed, if the Badsha family
      was an example, the greatest rows occurred within the younger generation, with Saadullah at odds with his cousins
      Valiullah and Abdul Wahid who denounced the lack of support for Non-Cooperation on the part of their elders and
      also their unwillingness to resign their titles.57
    


    
      The adoption of the Non-Cooperation programme in Madras effectively destroyed the vestiges of unity within the
      old Muslim leadership. Amongst the more prominent Muslim merchants and businessmen there was a cleavage between
      supporters and opponents of the programme, while amongst Western-educated Muslims, those with established careers
      tended to withdraw from the nationalist struggle, leaving the field to their younger co-religionists. Not only
      was the community’s political leadership divided, but also organisations such as the Southern Indian Muhammedan
      Educational Association lost their most stalwart members whose energies were now directed into the nationalist
      struggle. The end result was that the Educational Association became a sterile meeting ground for political
      conservatives, and was eclipsed as an effective community organisation.
    


    
      The nationalist programme, as it took shape in the latter half of 1921, also
      alienated Muslim sympathisers within the Southern Indian Chamber of Commerce and the Southern Indian Skin and
      Hide Merchants’ Association, particularly the then President of the former organisation, Jamal Mahomed, whose
      personal relations with Yakub Hasan were, at the best of times, strained.58 The whole idea of Non-Cooperation was alien to the
      primary interest of Tamil Muslim merchants in the peaceful development of trade and industry. The skin and hide
      trade in the south was in the midst of a post-War depression, and the Southern Indian Skin and Hide Merchants’
      Association was lobbying the government for assistance.59
    


    
      Wealthy Tamil Muslims such as Jamal Mahomed did not oppose Gandhi’s programme solely out of a crude desire to
      protect their economic interests. Admittedly, Jamal Mahomed was a successful businessman with interests in
      British-owned textile mills and a directorship on the Madras Stock Exchange, but he also belonged to a Muslim
      community whose very existence was based upon commerce. Gandhi’s call to cut economic links with the British
      struck at the mainspring of Tamil Muslim life.
    


    
      Jamal Mahomed and his peers amongst the Urdu Muslims were also constrained from supporting Gandhi by their desire
      to improve their community’s education and employment record. The latter concern also caused the Educational
      Association to draw away from Hasan, especially when his former patron Sir Abdul Rahim (knighted upon his
      retirement in 1919), as President of the All-India Muhammadan Educational Association in October 1920, condemned
      the whole Non-Cooperation movement, particularly the boycott of schools.60
    


    
      The loss of such valuable support, coinciding with the rise of the Presidency Khilafat Committee, led to the
      eclipse of the Presidency Muslim League which, like its parent body, was torn by dissension. The stamp of
      approval given by the Special Session of Congress and the All-India Muslim League at Kolkata in September 1920
      added to the dissension. The reiteration of support for Non-Cooperation at the Nagpur session of the All-India
      Muslim League in December, against the opposition of such men as Jinnah,
      marked the virtual demise of the All-India Muslim League, which, with its provincial branches, faded into
      oblivion as Muslim leadership passed to the mainly Muslim-controlled Khilafat Committees.61
    


    
      For Hasan, the Special Session was of particular importance. Having broken his ties with the moderate
      nationalists of Madras in June, he completed his transformation into a devout Non-Cooperator by rejecting
      Jinnah’s arguments against Gandhi’s programme at the All-India Muslim League session in Kolkata.62 Unlike Jinnah, Hasan (who married a
      Turk in 1919) found his secularism severely tested by the fate of the Khilafat and Turkey, and he could not
      maintain his commitment to a Moderate nationalist outlook. Like Jinnah, Hasan believed in progress and reform in
      a spirit of temperance and moderation, but this belief was overwhelmed by events in 1919 and 1920 which caused
      him to adopt a radical approach to the nationalist struggle.
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      Non-Cooperation and Council Entry, 1920–1926
    


    
      Overview
    


    
      Against a background of India-wide political turmoil the first elections under the
      Montagu–Chelmsford Reforms took place in November 1920. The electoral provisions of the Reforms were similar to
      those of the Lucknow Pact. Altogether 59,000 Madras Muslims were enfranchised, and they were allocated 13 out of
      98 (14 per cent) of the elected seats in the Madras Legislative Council: only 1 per cent less than that agreed
      upon at Lucknow. They were also allocated three (10 per cent) of the total number of elected Muslim seats, and
      three (29 per cent) of the elected Presidency seats in the Imperial Legislative Assembly, as well as one (9 per
      cent) of the total elected Muslim seats and one (20 per cent) of the elected Presidency seats in the Council of
      State.
    


    
      The total electorate, Muslims and non-Muslims, was small. The first elections under the new constitution directly
      involved few Indians. Congress in 1919 was ‘a small political club, with little active support outside the
      predominantly Brahmin professional middle class’.1 From 1920, this was to change across India as Mahatma Gandhi broadened the basis of Congress
      support. In the Madras Presidency Gandhi’s lead was followed by Rajaji and his Muslim allies.
    


    
      The elections of 1920 were boycotted by most Muslim voters, and the communal rapprochement in the south was
      strengthened by Rajaji’s adoption of the Khilafat cause and its incorporation in the Gandhian nationalist
      platform. However, by 1923 the development of Non-Cooperation and the Malabar
      Mappila uprising weakened the rapprochement.
    


    
      By 1923, Congress in the south had split with Rajaji’s opponents in the organisation committed to Council entry
      through the newly constituted Swaraj Party. Over the next few years the Swaraj Party courted the Muslim vote, and
      in 1926 a significant number of Muslim ‘Swarajists’ were elected to the Provincial Legislative Council. The
      elected Muslim MLCs came from various backgrounds. Most, but not all, had prior links to the nationalist
      movement, and all were men of local rather than provincial standing. Whatever their ideological affiliation most
      MLCs were drawn from the ranks of the Urdu and Tamil Muslim mercantile and professional élite, sharing a common
      interest in determining how best their community could survive in a politically turbulent period.
    


    
      Council Entry, 1920–1923
    


    
      Congress and its Muslim supporters opposed council entry and supported Non-Cooperation. In Madras, as elsewhere
      in India, some Congressmen resigned from the organisation to stand for election, but most stood by the decision
      of the Kolkata and Nagpur conferences.
    


    
      In the elections, only six of the 13 Muslim Provincial Council seats in the Madras Presidency were contested, and
      one of the Muslim seats in the Central Assembly. Ahmed Thambi Marakayyar won the Council of State seat with its
      small electorate of wealthy Muslims, as well as the Madras Legislative Council seat of Tanjore. Few enfranchised
      Muslims voted—6.6 per cent of those eligible—less than any other community in the Presidency.2
    


    
      Most of those elected in 1920 were obscure figures of whom little is known or remembered. The Qaumi Report
      called down the curses of God upon them, and, as previously noted, one MLC, Ahmed M. Bavotti from Malabar, was
      forced to pledge to resign his seat—although he failed to keep his promise!3 Few of the Muslims elected to the legislature had any clear political philosophy or belonged to any political organisation. Many
      lacked a basic knowledge of English, and most were graduates of makhtabs and Arabic colleges.*
    


    
      However, some candidates did have a more cosmopolitan background and were linked to distinct political
      organisations. For example, Muhammad Usman, the founder of the Islamia League, represented the Justice Party and
      won the seat of Madras City. Three other prominent Muslims were also elected. Abbas Ali Khan was elected to the
      Madras Legislative Council and Mir Asad Ali Khan and Mahmud Schamnad, a wealthy and respected landowner from
      Malabar, were elected to the Imperial Legislative Assembly along with M. A. Rahman a retired District Registrar
      from Rajahmundry. Apart from Rahiman, who was active in local government in the Kistna district, these men were
      nationalist sympathisers, but diverged from Congress in their opposition to Non-Cooperation. Mirza Abdul Hussain
      who had made his fortune as a timber merchant in Burma, was Persian Consul in Chennai, Sheriff of the city in
      1919, and a political non-entity, was nominated to the Legislative Council. On his death in 1921 he was replaced
      by Saadullah Badsha—a nationalist turned supporter of the Justice Party over the issue of Non-Cooperation.
    


    
      The Justice Party won the largest block of seats in the Madras Legislative Council, and formed the first reformed
      Provincial Ministry. The Justice Party, and its precursor the South Indian Liberal Federation, had attempted
      between late 1917 and the 1920 elections to rally Muslim support. Muslims were urged to join with non-Brahmins in
      the fight against Brahmin domination,4 but this failed to attract Urdu Muslims who believed they had nothing in common with
      non-Brahmins. In addition, although most Muslims were slow to adopt the cause of communal rapprochement and
      Non-Cooperation, they were increasingly anti-British and did not sympathise with the pro-British sentiments of
      the Justice Party.
    


    
      Whilst Usman was a supporter of the conservative Muslim–Justice Party alliance, the sympathies of Ahmed Thambi
      Marakayyar are not clear. By 1921 he adopted a neutralist stance, committing himself to neither the
      Khilafat–nationalist cause nor the Justice Party. After his election to the
      Council of State in 1921 he took little interest in the Justice Party before his death in 1924.
    


    
      The mechanics behind the foundation of the Muslim–Justice Party alliance after the elections are unknown. With
      the exception of the election of Usman, the Justice Party seems to have played a minor role in the election of
      the Muslim MLCs. The alliance was a post-election mariage de convenance, which emerged despite the desire
      of some Muslim representatives to form a party of their own. Usman persuaded them that their future lay with the
      Justice Party, assuring them ‘he would get whatever we wanted from the Justice Party’. ‘After a good deal of
      hesitation’, reported one Muslim MLC, ‘[we] consented to assist them and made up our mind to join the Ministerial
      Party’.5
    


    
      The Justice Party sought to secure continuing Muslim support in the Council by extending educational concessions
      for the Dudekulas, and the half-fee concession for Muslim secondary-school students in government-aided private
      schools. In addition, a system of communal representation in the various branches of government service was
      implemented, receiving the enthusiastic support of the Muslim MLCs.6
    


    
      Despite such concessions the alliance began to show signs of strain. The failure of the Justice Party to appoint
      a Muslim to the Madras High Court on the retirement of Sir Abdur Rahim provoked resentment amongst the Muslims in
      the Council, as did the failure of the Justice Party to implement legislation concerning communal representation
      in government service.7 The
      initial split between Muslims and the Justice Party in the Council occurred in March 1921 when Muslims voted
      unsuccessfully against a government motion to enfranchise women. The Muslim Councillors believed such legislation
      offended their beliefs, and even Usman, who declined to vote after the debate, stated that all he wanted was
      ‘that my community should be left alone’.8 Muslim MLCs felt they were pawns in the struggle between non-Brahmins and Brahmins, and this
      helped fatally weaken the alliance long before the majority of ‘Muslim Justicites’ were swept from the Council
      chamber in the July 1923 elections.
    


    
      Later in 1923, during the first session of the Second Council, Mir Abbas Ali Khan, one of the few Muslim members
      of the preceding Council to be re-elected, launched an attack on the Justice
      Party. This was in support of the Swaraj Party’s no confidence motion, and laid bare the bones of Muslim
      discontent in the previous Council. He stated that
    


    
      whenever the question of appointments came in, they [the Justice Party] always referred a Mudaliyar, a Nayadu, a
      Chettiar or a Pillai [caste groups controlling the Justice Party] but not a Muhammedan [and] we entrusted our
      destiny into their hands…What have they done to that trust? Their record is summed up in one word ‘cipher’, so
      far as the Muhammedan interests are concerned [and] for three years we have been ignored and
      neglected.9
    


    
      Abbas Ali, despite his opposition to Non-Cooperation had remained a nationalist sympathiser. Although considered
      the ‘buffoon’ of the Council by some of his Muslim colleagues, his remarks are a fair assessment of Muslim
      opinion on the ill-fated alliance.10
    


    
      Meanwhile, throughout 1921, the Presidency Khilafat Committee, with the support of Rajaji and local Congress
      organisations, held meetings across the Presidency explaining Non-Cooperation. Relations between Rajaji and
      Sharar were strained, but Rajaji found a firm ally in Yakub Hasan who avoided Sharar’s religious extremism.
    


    
      In early 1921, various north Indian Muslim leaders, including the Ali brothers, Choudhury Khaliquzzaman, Maulana
      Abdul Bari and Dr Ansari, visited Madras to stimulate Muslim support for Non-Cooperation. Following the
      observance of a complete hartal in Chennai to promote communal cooperation on 27 February there was a huge
      meeting of 50–70,000 Hindus and Muslims on the beachfront where a number of Hindu and Muslim speakers—including
      Rajaji and Sharar— condemned British repression.11 In March 1921, the presence of the Ali brothers at the Erode session of the
      Majlis-ul-Ulema gave a further boost to the Khilafat–nationalist agitation, as did their presence in April
      at various Chennai beach meetings that drew huge crowds of Hindus and Muslims.12 Late in 1921, Gandhi visited Tiruchchirappalli
      accompanied by Syed Murtaza and Hasan, giving yet a further boost to the Khilafat cause.
    


    
      Earlier that year both Murtaza and Hasan had actively promoted a boycott of
      government and aided schools, and titles and positions in the administration particularly amongst the Malabar
      Mappilas. In February 1921, Hasan was arrested ‘for raising trouble in Calicut’ and given a six-month sentence
      which caused a protest by a crowd of 10,000 in Calicut. Hasan secured an early release on the grounds of ill
      health, but in July he was briefly jailed in Coimbatore, and in October he was arrested for sedition and
      sentenced to a long term in prison.13
    


    
      This final arrest was associated with Hasan’s activities during Gandhi’s visit to Tiruchchirappalli when he
      signed a manifesto urging Indians not to serve in government or the military, and the outbreak of troubles in
      Malabar in August 1921. Armed Mappila bands attacked government employees and property, murdered Hindus and set
      up their own Khilafat kingdom. The causes for the rebellion were many and varied, but Mappila sentiment had been
      inflamed by visits of the Ali brothers in August 1920 and April 1921 when they heard stirring appeals for the
      defence of Islam.
    


    
      The Madras government took advantage of the troubles in Malabar to link them with the Khilafat and
      Non-Cooperation movements, and ‘to open the eyes of the saner elements of the population to the disasters into
      which these movements are leading the country’.14 The government also used the tragedy in Malabar as an excuse to arrest and imprison as many
      Muslim and Hindu agitators as possible. To the government’s delight many previously sympathetic Hindus dropped
      out of the Khilafat movement. Hasan was arrested and accused, along with Sharar, of fomenting trouble in Malabar
      and both were eventually imprisoned.
    


    
      Repression decimated the radical Muslim leadership. Hasan was the Muslim spokesman the government were most
      concerned to silence. Much to their annoyance, when he was released from jail in July 1921 because of illness,
      more than 2,000 nationalists cheered him at the gates of the Coimbatore jail, whilst ‘thousands’ welcomed him on
      his return to Chennai.15 But
      his arrest in October removed the most charismatic Muslim leader in southern
      India from the nationalist struggle and undermined the more radical Muslim political leadership.
    


    
      Until late 1921, Sharar followed an erratic course through the nationalist movement in the Presidency. While his
      newspaper, the Qaumi Report, attacked the large number of Muslims who still sent their children to
      government and government-aided schools, and he was organising huge public protests in Chennai to protest against
      British action against the Mappilas—as did Rajaji—he was fined by the police for violently disrupting a
      Hindu–Muslim meeting in Chennai where Rajaji was speaking. Finally, in November 1921, he was removed from the
      scene for several years when the British sent him to jail for sedition, and he died in 1924.16 In December 1921, Rajaji—the most
      effective Hindu advocate of the communal rapprochement and the Khilafat movement—joined Hasan and Sharar in
      prison along with other leading Congressmen.
    


    
      By the end of 1921, the Non-Cooperation movement was waning although it continued with sporadic Muslim support
      into 1923. Hindu support for the programme was undermined by rivalry between ‘Nationalists’ (members of Congress
      opposed to Non-Cooperation) and pro-Gandhians in the local Congress organisation, inadequate finances and poor
      access to the press.17 The
      basic problem for Muslims in the Presidency was leadership. Whirlwind tours by national luminaries gave a false
      impression of unity, but once the visitors had departed, parochial squabbles set local leaders at odds with one
      another. Additionally, the merchant group—both Urdu-and Tamil-speaking— which had previously provided much of the
      leadership for the community had been largely alienated by the adoption of Non-Cooperation in 1920. Furthermore,
      events outside and inside the Presidency during 1921, unconnected with problems of leadership, led to a decline
      in support for the nationalist struggle and the communal rapprochement, and undermined the raison d’êetre
      of the Khilafat movement.
    


    
      In the Presidency the Mappila rebellion in 1921 severely strained Hindu–Muslim relations. Many erstwhile
      nationalists, both Hindu and Muslim, reconsidered their view of
      Non-Cooperation. Even Rajaji was shaken by the Malabar troubles. He wrote:
    


    
      It is no exaggeration to say that the events have inflicted a mortal wound on the movement here. The doings of
      the Moplah [sic] bands have made woman and child among the Hindus here lose faith in Hindu–Muslim
      unity..nothing can make up for the universal feeling of distrust and hatred that has taken the place of the
      Hindu–Muslim amity that had been built up with so much trouble.18
    


    
      His reaction was exaggerated, but the alliance between nationalists and Khilafatists, which he cultivated between
      1919 and 1921, never recovered. Once Rajaji and Hasan were imprisoned their followers proved incapable of
      sustaining the communal rapprochement in the south. There was no sudden rift between nationalists and
      Khilafatists, but rather a withering of enthusiasm on the part of many Hindus for the Muslim cause.
    


    
      Events outside the Presidency also undermined the Khilafat agitation. Kemal Ataturk’s creation of a Turkish state
      and abolition of the Khilafat, in tandem with the division of the non-Turkish territories of the Ottoman empire
      amongst the victorious Allies and their Arab clients, left little for Indian Muslims to agitate about.
    


    
      With the decline of the Khilafat as the focal point of Muslim agitation, interest in more mundane community
      problems revived. The Educational Association and other Muslim institutions experienced a renewal of
      activity.19 Even the Anjuman’
      revived in February after several years of inactivity. The new President was A. Y. G. Campbell, ICS, and the
      Vice-President was A. Abdul Hamid who, although still a Khilafatist and member of Congress, was prepared to work
      with a British official within a traditional community organisation.20
    


    
      Education had been a factor limiting the support of many Muslims for Non-Cooperation. In 1921, for example at
      Vaniyambadi, it led to a split within the local Muslim Educational
      Association, which had been founded with the cooperation of Yakub Hasan years earlier to establish the Osmania
      College. Two rival organisations were formed, one to establish a ‘national’ school, and the other to encourage
      Muslim participation in government-aided Muslim schools. Both Associations claimed to be loyal to the Khalif and
      organised meetings at which they hurled abuse and more damaging material at one another!21 Non-Cooperation was touted as the cause of the
      trouble, but its root cause was a tussle between Hasan and the College trustees for control of its funds. The
      revival of Muslim charitable and educational organisations from 1922 inevitably led to an increase of interest in
      the reformed councils as an instrument for achieving redress of local grievances and demands previously
      overshadowed by the Khilafat agitation.
    


    
      Despite lingering support for the Khilafat movement in such mofussil centres as Vaniyambadi, Salem and
      Tiruchchirappalli, the Presidency Khilafat Committee was moribund by late 1922. North Indian Muslim agitators
      attempted to revive the Committee in 1923 and 1924, but the movement had lost its cohesion and unity.22 A measure of the loss of momentum
      within the Khilafat movement can be seen in events surrounding the visit of the Aga Khan to Chennai in March 1923
      as a guest of the Governor. Reviled by Khilafatists and nationalists since 1919, he was formally welcomed by a
      Muslim delegation comprising C. Abdul Hakim, Khuddas Badsha, the ailing Sharar, and most members of the Madras
      Provincial Khilafat Committee which had been hastily reconstituted for the occasion!23
    


    
      Another major factor in the decline of Gandhian nationalism and the Khilafat agitation in southern India was the
      formation of the Swaraj Party in 1923 by members of the anti-Rajaji ‘Nationalist’ faction within Congress.
      Congressmen who had grudgingly accepted Gandhi’s call to boycott the reformed councils in 1920 remained convinced
      that Non-Cooperation was a chimera that offered nothing, and were determined to carry the nationalist struggle
      back into the formal political process. The formation of the Swaraj Party
      greatly weakened the internal unity of the Khilafat–nationalist alliance when many prominent Madras Muslim
      Khilafatists, such as Sharar and Murtaza, supported the Swarajist Council Entry decision despite Rajaji’s
      opposition.24
    


    
      The decision of former Muslim Non-Cooperators to adopt the Swarajist creed was influenced by their disappointment
      with Gandhi’s cancellation of the programme in 1922, following violence at various places in north
      India.25 Although many
      Khilafatists had had serious reservations regarding Non-Cooperation, most eventually supported it, and despite
      their non-compliance with Gandhi’s call for the boycott of government schools, they regarded his decision to call
      it off as quixotic and as a betrayal of Muslim interests. By 1923, Muslim sentiment in Madras had swung strongly
      in favour of Council Entry, a factor impossible for any Muslim leader to ignore. The cancellation of
      Non-Cooperation and events in Turkey left many fervent Khilafatists dazed, and were galling for men such as Yakub
      Hasan. At great personal and financial cost they had abandoned their professional, business and political
      careers; in many instances had suffered imprisonment; and had risked all for a political gambit about which they
      had had misgivings. At the behest of Gandhi and his lieutenants, they had abandoned caution only to find
      themselves helpless victims who had sacrificed everything for nothing. The bitterness this engendered was to
      haunt Hindu–Muslim relations for the next decade.
    


    
      The 1923 Elections
    


    
      The extent of Muslim disillusionment with Gandhi’s vision of the nationalist movement can be gauged by the fact
      that nearly 38 per cent of eligible Madras Muslims polled at the 1923 elections, compared with barely 7 per cent
      in 1921.26 Muslims had turned
      away from the Khilafat movement and were focussing once more upon immediate problems facing the community. While
      sympathetic to the nationalist cause, the community in general was set against the British and the Justice Party.
      Many Muslims viewed Council Entry as the only means of securing the survival of their community in a rapidly
      changing world. Hence their support for the Swaraj Party at the 1923 elections.
    


    
      Few Madras Muslims appear to have supported the nationalist ‘No-Changers’, led
      at an all-India level by Gandhi and in Madras by Rajaji. With the decline of the Khilafat agitation the community
      had lost political cohesion, but retained a legacy of a heightened political consciousness. The majority of
      Muslims directed this towards the Legislative Councils where, lacking any firm Muslim leadership, they followed
      in the footsteps of the Swaraj Party. By default they continued the Muslim–Congress alliance, forged in the heady
      days of Non-Cooperation, into the Legislative Councils between 1923 and 1926.
    


    
      By 1923, new Muslim leaders had emerged, whose political baptism had been in the turbulent period between 1917
      and 1923, and whose political views were radically different from the pre-war leaders of the community. Certainly
      no leader representing all Muslims in the Presidency had appeared by 1923. Most prominent Muslims could only
      claim influence over a specific group or within a particular area of the Presidency. However, the majority had
      been involved in the nationalist struggle at one stage or another, and shared a basic identity of interests. In
      addition, the Khilafat movement and Non-Cooperation provided the mechanism linking Muslim interests across
      British India and introducing Muslim leaders in the Presidency to national politics.
    


    
      In the years between 1917 and 1923, new groups of Presidency Muslims were politicised. The most important group
      was the Tamil Muslims whose sense of Muslim identity and consciousness was heightened by events during these
      years. The barriers between Tamil and Urdu Muslims weakened during the Khilafat agitation, and the two groups had
      a sharpened awareness of one another and their common interests. The Tamil Muslims still, however, lacked any
      significant group organisations which could be defined as ‘Tamil Muslim’ organisations in contrast to the Urdu
      Muslims who controlled the Educational Association and other community bodies. However, many of their most
      prominent leaders, Jamal Mahomed in particular, were widely regarded as belonging to the Presidency’s Muslim
      political élite which now had a voice in local and national affairs.
    


    
      Within the Urdu Muslim group political activity had been dominated by the Urdu Muslims of Chennai until the early
      years of the First World War. But from 1917 to 1923, Urdu Muslims from the mofussil begun to play an important
      role in the political life of the community, and were no longer the silent partners of their Chennai
      co-religionists. Paradoxically, by heightening religious consciousness amongst the Urdu Muslims the Khilafat
      movement—fostered as a means of cementing Hindu–Muslim rapprochement—had
      reinforced their group identity. The same cannot be said of Tamil Muslims outside Chennai whose economic and
      cultural links with Tamil society tempered any increase in their sense of Muslim identity in the immediate
      post-War years.
    


    
      The Aimless Years, 1923–26
    


    
      In the years after 1923 political bonds between Hindus and Muslims in the Madras Presidency as elsewhere in
      British India weakened. Between 1917 and 1923, Hindus and Muslims in the Presidency developed two major political
      alliances: one between Congress and various Muslim factions and individuals, the other between the Justice Party
      and various Muslim factions and individuals. By 1923, both these alliances were greatly weakened, but until the
      late 1930s both continued to attract the support of declining numbers of Muslims. In general the climate of
      Muslim opinion in the Presidency was pro-nationalist, if not specifically pro-Congress. It was also critical of
      the British, although there remained a conservative stream of Muslim opinion that saw the British as a bulwark
      for Muslims against a Hindu raj.
    


    
      What was clear was that by 1923 it was well nigh impossible to speak of ‘Muslim politics’ in the Presidency.
      Briefly, between 1919 and 1920, it was possible to discern a major direction in political sentiment and action
      that appeared to include the majority of articulate Muslims in southern India, but the moment was short-lived.
      Thereafter the community split into a host of political factions. Some of these reflected pre-War currents within
      the community, but most were an outgrowth of the politicisation of large numbers of Muslims which occurred during
      the War years. But this politicisation had not resulted in either the integration of the majority of Muslims into
      a supra-communal political organisation, or in the contrary creation of a national or provincial Muslim political
      organisation that commanded the loyalty of most Muslims.
    


    
      Despite the absence of a united Muslim political front, most Muslims—with the exception of those who actively
      supported the Justice Party—were to some degree or other critical of the British. Extreme Muslim antipathy
      towards the British was reflected by newspapers such as the Qaumi Report (edited after Sharar’s death by
      various relatives), and the Azad Hind, an Urdu-language weekly published in Chennai by Maulana Mohamed
      Abdul Latif Farookhi who was related to the Arcot family and had previously worked with Sharar. Both newspapers
      were Pan-Islamist in persuasion and kept a sharp and critical eye on British
      policy in the Middle East. It is difficult to gauge their popularity, but their combined circulation was around
      1,000. The Azad Hind changed from a weekly to a daily in the 1930s, and its editor maintained an
      uncompromisingly hostile attitude towards the British who imprisoned him twice for sedition between 1924 and
      1935.
    


    
      The Muslim–Justice Party alliance was undermined by the belief that the Justice Party had betrayed Muslim
      interests, and surviving Muslim ‘Justicites’ did not form a cohesive ideological group united by political
      conservatism and loyalty to the British. Some, such as Sir Mohamed Habibullah and Sir Muhammad Usman, were
      politically conservative and pro-British, but others—including men such as the Mappila spokesman Mahmud
      Schamnad—were anti-Congress rather than pro-British. In general, Urdu Muslims considered themselves superior in
      status to non-Brahmins, while the Justice Party neglected to conciliate the Tamil Muslims who could have perhaps
      identified more readily with the non-Brahmin Justice Party than the Brahmin-dominated Congress movement.
      Moreover, the nationalists had fought for a Muslim interest— the Khilafat—which concerned both Urdu and Tamil
      Muslims, whereas the Justice Party had studiously avoided any involvement with the issue.
    


    
      With the Presidency Muslim League and Khilafat Committee defunct by 1923, Muslims lacked leaders with either
      Presidency-wide appeal or any national standing. Most Muslims still looked to moderate nationalists for support
      and direction, but given the reduced stature of Muslim leaders in the Presidency, it was difficult to breathe
      fresh life into the fragile communal entente. In addition to problems of leadership in the Muslim
      community, the nationalist movement was totally preoccupied by the question of Council Entry. Bitterly divided by
      Gandhi’s political tactics, Congress was unable to act as a united body to counteract charges of communalism
      which were being levelled at it by conservative and communalist Muslims across India.
    


    
      Muslim nationalist leaders in Madras were in no position to calm Muslim fears regarding Congress, and were more
      immediately concerned with establishing a consensus within their community rather than between communities. The
      most prominent Muslim leader, Yakub Hasan, had been released from prison late in 1923, but he was disillusioned
      with Gandhi, and had been barred by the British from standing for election to official bodies until
      1930.27 Hasan’s popularity
      amongst Muslims had declined, and the adulation he had received at the height
      of the Khilafat and Non-Cooperation agitation in 1920 and 1921 had evaporated. For many Muslims he symbolised the
      frustrations resulting from their participation in those movements, in addition to which he had a talent for
      quarrelling with other prominent Muslims, provincially and nationally. Other leaders, such as the members of the
      Badsha family, as well as Abbas Ali Khan and Asad Ali Khan, had been alienated from both Congress and the Justice
      Party, and sought to follow an independent course. They were essentially political Moderates and lacked any clear
      objectives beyond the immediate grievances and demands of the Muslim community. In addition, none of these men
      had large followings. The influence of Asad Ali Khan and the Badshas was restricted to Chennai, while the
      influence of Abbas Ali Khan was strongest in his native district of Madurai.
    


    
      In the elections of 1923, most Muslim seats in the Madras Legislative Council and Assembly went to Muslims who
      had been sympathetic to the nationalist cause.* Only one—T. M. Moidu, a wealthy Mappila
      merchant—was a member of Congress. Three of the elected MLCs had sat in the previous Legislative Council—Abbas
      Ali Khan, Haji Abdullah Beary and Syed Diwan Razzack—but they insisted that they had never sympathised with, or
      actively supported, the Justice Party. The other re-elected member was V. H. Sultan Marakayyar, a wealthy
      merchant and government qazi from Nagapattinam, who had been elected to Sir Ahmed Thambi Marakayyar’s seat
      when he moved to the Council of State in 1921. Apart from being prominent in local government and municipal
      affairs, V.H. Sultan Marakayyar had no involvement in politics before 1921.
    


    
      Three of the elected were ‘Justicites’—Abdullah Ghattala, an Aligarh-educated High Court vakil from
      Vellore who had flirted briefly with the Khilafat movement in 1920;28 the relatively unknown T. N. B. Ravuttar Mohamed from
      Tirunelveli; and Munshi Abdul Wahab who, like M. A. Rahman—the previous incumbent—was a prominent landowner from
      West Godavery District. His only previous political activity had been as a member of the Kistna and West Godavery
      District Boards.
    


    
      The remaining members were divided into two groups. One comprised Abdul Hye, a wealthy merchant and mica mine
      owner from Bellary district, and Yahya Ali, Public Prosecutor and jagirdar from Nellore, who was the son-in-law of Sir Muhammed Habibullah of the Arcot family. Neither Hye nor Ali
      had any previous political experience. The other group comprised P. Khalifullah, a wealthy Rowther merchant and
      Pleader from Tiruchchirappalli and a rival of Syed Murtaza for local influence, who had been sympathetic towards
      the nationalist movement until he withdrew from it over the question of Non-Cooperation; and Muhammad Moosa Sait,
      a wealthy Chennai merchant. Sait had been an intermittent supporter of the Khilafat movement from 1920 to 1923,
      had opposed the Non-Cooperation movement, and in the 1923 elections had defeated Muhammad Usman for the seat of
      Madras City. The third member of this group was Kottal Uppi, a mission school-educated Mappila with vague
      Khilafatist contacts. Muhammad Usman was appointed by the Governor to the nominated seat reserved for Muslims in
      the Legislative Council which he held until the constitutional reforms of 1935 when he was nominated to the
      Madras Legislative Assembly.
    


    
      Failing to organise its campaign adequately, the Swaraj Party was unable to field a body of Muslim Swarajist
      candidates, with the result that none of the Muslims elected to the Provincial Council were Party members, apart
      from Moidu, although Muhammad Moosa Sait had the backing of the Swaraj Party. All the Muslim MLCs were men of
      local rather than provincial influence. None had any widespread support outside either Chennai or their mofussil
      power bases, and could be divided into two, rather amorphous, groups. There were the proclaimed Justicites—Hye,
      Marakayyar and Yahya Ali—who had no previous record of alignment with any political grouping, and a larger group
      with vague pro-nationalist and anti-Justice Party sentiments. This latter group comprised men who were
      ideologically closer to Congress than any other political organisation, but who for various reasons were no
      longer part of that organisation.
    


    
      The political affiliation of the Muslim MLCs was vague. Most Muslim Justicites’ were either personal followers of
      Usman rather than formal members of the Justice Party, or mavericks such as Schamnad who was totally preoccupied
      with his Muslim sub-group, the Mappilas. Apart from Usman and Schamnad, the ‘Muslim Justicites’ took little
      interest in the politics of the Council. Usman alone remained a staunch ‘Justicite’, although he lost his seat to
      Moosa Sait in the elections, reentered the Council as a nominated member and became Home Member in the Justice
      Party ministry.
    


    
      Apart from the Justicites, there was an ill-defined Muslim bloc within the
      Council comprising politicians whose primary loyalty was to their community and not to any political party. Abbas
      Ali claimed that attempts were made to formalise a Muslim council party, but they failed as the community lacked
      leaders with a wide base of support or clear political philosophy.29
    


    
      In the central Imperial Legislative Assembly, one Justicite (Mahmud Schamnad) and two former nationalists (Syed
      Murtaza and Abdul Khader Jeelani) were elected. Schamnad had previously held the seat as an independent. He was
      bitterly critical of Congress, and of Muslims such as Yakub Hasan whom he believed were in large part responsible
      for the Malabar troubles. Syed Murtaza was an independent candidate with known nationalist sympathies, and
      Jeelani was a former army doctor who had been active in both the Madras and Central Khilafat
      Committees.30 Mir Asad Ali Khan
      who had formerly held Murtaza’s seat did not stand for re-election. Murtaza and Jeelani were on good terms with
      the Hindu leaders of the Swaraj Party.
    


    
      As in 1921, the Justice Party held the single largest block of seats in the Legislative Council with 44 of the 98
      elected seats, and the certain of the 18 nominated MLCs and the eleven officials in the Council. In November
      1923, a Justice Party ministry was formed. The Swaraj Party was divided on how to react to this development. Some
      wished to boycott the legislature until the Justice Party collapsed, while others argued that they should enter
      the Council and wreck the reformed constitution from within. All were, however, agreed that Congress needed to
      expand its social base to include at least some of the non-Brahmin population. Ironically, the Justice Party
      leader, Panagal, had embarked on much the same course, and he was attempting to persuade all non-Brahmin MLCs to
      coalesce around the Justice Party. The bait for the Muslim MLCs was the appointment of Usman as Home Member in
      the Justice Party Ministry.31
    


    
      Between 1923 and 1926, the Swarajists and Justicites tried to keep the Muslim MLCs on their side. But both
      parties put much greater energy into controlling internal factionalism and securing the support of non-Brahmins
      than they did into attracting Muslim support. Neither party deliberately discounted Muslims, rather they were
      sidelined as Swarajists and Justicites engaged in a bitter struggle for
      control of the non-Brahmin electorate. By 1926, the Swarajists had abandoned attempts to destroy the reformed
      constitution and concentrated upon dislodging the Justice Party from government.
    


    
      Between 1923 and 1926, Muslim interest in politics declined and their attention turned to the practical problems
      facing the community. The Educational Association once more became the focal point of community activity, and was
      neutral ground for Muslims of all political factions. The list of office bearers in the Association between 1923
      and 1926 illustrates this point. Sir Mohamed Habibullah was President from 1921 to 1925. His kinsman Usman then
      held the post until 1935. Amongst other office bearers were Khuddas and Saadullah Badsha, C. Abdul Hakim, Moulvi
      Ziauddin, Jamal Mahomed and Hamid Hasan, Yakub Hasan’s brother.32
    


    
      These men came together in a common effort to work for their community. Disappointed with political alliances,
      Muslim leaders drew away from involvement in party politics and channelled their energy into Muslim
      organisations. In the years after the 1923 elections Hindu–Muslim political relations declined. The Madras Muslim
      press produced lengthy articles on the communal strife in northern India, with bitter comments about Hindu
      communalist leaders, and the inability of Gandhi to control them and preserve the intercommunal nature of
      Congress. The Tanzim movement developed in Madras in 1925 to combat the Hindu Suddhi and
      Sangham movements. All three were of north Indian origin. The Tanzim organisation was an expression
      of Muslim concern at the activities of the latter movements which were directed at winning back converts to
      Islam. However, conversion was not an issue in Madras and there was little communal strife so that all three
      organisations were soon defunct.33
    


    
      There were, however, occasional flurries of Muslim activity aimed at reviving Muslim discussion of important
      local and national social and political issues. For example, in February 1925, a prominent Tamil Muslim merchant,
      who was also a Municipal Councillor and President of the Panchayat Board, organised a gathering of Tamil Muslims
      at Petai in the Tirunelveli district addressed by Maulana Abdul Kalam Azad,
      the famous north Indian Congress Muslim.34 In September 1926, there were more ambitious moves at the provincial level with two attempts
      to revive the Muslim League in Chennai.
    


    
      One of the instigators was Abdul Latif Farookhi, leader of the now defunct Tanzim movement in southern
      India, editor of the Urdu-language Azad Hind and formerly sub-editor of Sharar’s Qaumi
      Report.35 In 1922, he
      established the anti-British Azad Hind with a meagre weekly circulation of 200. In reviving the Presidency
      League he was supported by Mohammed Ghattala, a ‘Muslim Justicite’ MLC, and Syed Muhammad Padsha, a politically
      conservative lawyer from Bellary and member of the Council of State, who had been an MLC from 1920 to 1923 before
      being defeated in the 1923 elections. Padsha became President of the ‘New Muslim League’ although Farookhi
      remained its driving force.
    


    
      The main objective of Farookhi’s League was to ‘fearlessly’ safeguard ‘the political existence of Mussalmans and
      their right as a community’, but there were to be no links with the All-India Muslim League which had been
      revived in January 1926 at Aligarh. Farookhi’s League, which represented an alliance between politically
      conservative Muslims and the remnants of the old Pan-Islamic movement in Madras, failed when Farookhi became more
      virulently anti-British and his political sentiments more erratic. None of the men involved had any clear
      political outlook or objectives. Indeed, the columns of Azad Hind veered abruptly between outbursts of
      praise for the nationalist movement and savage statements of communalist views, while Farookhi was in fact still
      a nominal member of Congress!36
    


    
      Later in 1926, there was a second attempt to revive the Presidency League when it was clear that Farookhi’s
      League had collapsed. This attempt was led by Yakub Hasan and Jamal Mahomed, prompted by the revival of the
      All-India Muslim League. Hasan hoped to create a third nationalist bloc that would provide a balance to the
      alleged Hindu bias of Congress and the Anglophile Justice Party.37 Leading Madras Muslims were invited to attend a
      preliminary meeting chaired by Hasan. Many prominent Muslims, including
      Farookhi and members of the Madras Legislative Council and all three Madras Muslim members of the Imperial
      Legislative Assembly, attended the meeting at which a committee was elected. Committee members included Syed
      Murtaza (President), Mahmud Schamnad, Dr Jeelani, Farookhi, Yakub Hasan, Moulvi Ziauddin and Jamal
      Mahomed.38
    


    
      The League claimed a membership of nearly 400, but from its inception it suffered from the general political
      apathy of most Madras Muslims and was seriously weakened by internal disputes. There was considerable ill-feeling
      between the more aggressive communalist faction led by Farookhi, and the pro-nationalist faction dominated by
      Hasan and Murtaza, while the support of political Moderates such as Schamnad for the League was never more than
      nominal. In addition, both Hasan and Murtaza became increasingly disillusioned with the internal squabbles of
      their community. Murtaza joined the Swaraj Party to fight the 1926 elections, although he did not immediately
      sever his links with the All-India Muslim League.39 Hasan, in contrast, turned his efforts towards the foundation of an intercommunal
      nationalist party to replace Congress and the Muslim League, both of which he considered had failed to serve the
      cause of Indian unity.40
    


    
      Following the withdrawal of Hasan and Murtaza from any active role in the Presidency League, Jamal Mahomed
      assumed its leadership. But Mahomed was by nature a cautious merchant, inclined to adopt neither a positive
      nationalist programme nor a communalist platform. His passivity and limited personal following undermined the
      influence of the League amongst both pro-nationalist and communalist Muslims, and it collapsed. Given Jamal
      Mahomed’s considerable commercial interests, and the prominent role he played in the intercommunal Southern India
      Chamber of Commerce, of which he was either President or Vice-President throughout the 1920s and 1930s, his
      failure to provide his community with viable leadership was somewhat surprising, particularly in view of the role
      he was to assume eight years later. Part of the explanation may be that many Muslims were still working through a
      variety of political alliances and experiments, and that Jamal Mahomed like many other leading Muslims was still
      torn between conflicting sympathies.
    


    
      The 1926 Elections
    


    
      While the local Muslim press conveys the impression of rising communal sentiment between 1923 and 1926, this is
      partly belied by the results of the 1926 elections to the Madras Legislative Council in which overt communalists
      failed to gain election to any Muslim seat.*
    


    
      The Swaraj Party sponsored several Muslim candidates, although none were members of the Party.41 Altogether, seven ‘Swarajist’ Muslims
      were elected to the Madras Legislative Council and one to the Imperial Legislative Assembly. The other six
      Council seats were evenly divided between ‘Muslim Justicites’ and independents.
    


    
      On closer examination, however, the election results confuse rather than clarify any attempt to detect the
      political directions in which the Muslims were moving. Two of the ‘Swarajist’ Muslims elected to the Council had
      been in the previous Council: Kottal Uppi and M. Khader Mohideen. Mohideen was a former Khilafatist and had
      replaced Yahya Ali in the Legislative Council when he resigned to take up the post of Public Prosecutor in 1924.
      Of the five other ‘Swarajist’ Muslims, three had some background in nationalist politics— Basheer Ahmed Syed, a
      young lawyer and member of a prominent Navaiyat family from South Arcot, who had been on the Provincial Congress
      Committee for several years; Syed Tajuddin, member of a prominent Kashmiri-descended Urdu Muslim landowning
      family from Thanjavur, and former member of the Khilafat movement; and Abdul Hamid Khan, the prominent Chennai
      merchant, Khilafatist and member of Congress. The remaining two ‘Swarajists’ were M. Meera Ravuttar, a
      zamindar and a Rowther merchant from Nagapattinam who had been a Special Magistrate between 1920 and 1923
      and had no nationalist credentials, and Syed Ibrahim from Ramnad who had made his fortune as a merchant in Burma
      and was similarly bereft of nationalist credentials. Syed Murtaza, member of the Imperial Legislative Assembly
      and a former prominent Khilafatist who was determined to unseat P. Khalifullah, the previous incumbent and former
      nationalist who had opposed Non-Cooperation and was a rival of Murtaza for local influence, supported Ravuttar’s
      election to split the Rowther merchant vote.
    


    
      The ‘Swarajist’ Muslim group comprised various factions made up of men of local rather than provincial
      importance. The voters in three of the four Tamil Muslim seats returned
      ‘Swarajists’ drawn from local wealthy merchant and landowning families (Tajuddin, Ravuttar and Ibrahim). Ibrahim
      had no background in politics, Tajuddin had been involved in the Khilafat movement and Ravuttar had been a
      Special Magistrate from 1920 to 1923. The fourth Tamil Muslim seat was won by Abbas Ali, the previous incumbent.
      All four were elected on local issues rather than on their previous political backgrounds. The remaining
      ‘Swarajist’ Muslims were elected to seats with a predominantly Urdu Muslim electorate (Basheer Ahmed Syed,
      Mohideen and Abdul Hamid Khan), and by west coast Muslims (Uppi). All had been involved in the nationalist
      movement to some extent, and two were members of Congress (Khan and Uppi).
    


    
      In Tamil Muslim areas, prominent community leaders who had lain low during the previous years of nationalist
      agitation were prepared to join the movement now that it had chosen the constitutional path. In the other Muslim
      seats, two of the non-Tamil Muslim MLCs (Mohideen and Uppi) had sat in the previous Council; another, Abdul Hamid
      Khan, had been unopposed when the previous incumbent Moosa Sait resigned his seat to unsuccessfully contest the
      Madras Muslim Council of State seat won by Farookhi’s friend Syed Mahmud Padsha; while Basheer Ahmed Syed had
      easily defeated the very obscure sitting member for the Central Districts constituency, M. Ghouse Mian. In
      general the Tamil Muslim ‘Swarajists’ were drawn from the traditional mercantile élite, while the Urdu Muslim
      ‘Swarajists’ were drawn from the Chennai mercantile and professional élite with some history of involvement in
      the nationalist movement. The one ‘Swarajist’ Muslim from the west coast, Uppi, was a merchant who had maintained
      tenuous and cautious links with the Khilafat movement.
    


    
      Apart from the Muslim ‘Swarajists’, three ‘Justicites’ and three ‘independents’ gained election. One ‘Justicite’,
      Munshi Abdul Wahab, had been in the Council since 1923; another, Abdul Razzack, had been prominent in local
      government in the Chingleput district since 1914; and the third, Mahmud Schamnad from South Kanara, had
      previously sat in the Imperial Legislative Assembly and swapped seats with Abdul Qadir Beary who replaced him in
      the Assembly. All were men of considerable standing in their native districts and were elected primarily—like the
      Swarajist Muslims—as a result of their local standing rather than on the basis of their political beliefs.
    


    
      The three ‘independents’ were Abdul Hye, one of the wealthiest Muslims in the Presidency, who had held his seat
      since 1923; Abbas Ali who had been an MLC since 1920; and T. M. Moidu,
      formerly a fervent nationalist. Moidu had broken with the local nationalist leadership when he opposed agitation
      to allow Yakub Hasan to stand for election in 1926 rather than having to wait until 1930 because of the ban the
      British placed on him.42 The
      reasons for Moidu’s intransigence are unknown, but the suspicions regarding Hasan’s involvement in the Mappila
      tragedy may have been a factor. As with the ‘Justicites’ and ‘Swarajists’, all three ‘independents’ had
      considerable personal followings in their native districts.
    


    
      In the Imperial Legislative Assembly, Murtaza was joined by Farookhi and Abdullah Qasim Beary. Farookhi claimed
      to have been a de facto Swarajist candidate, but the evidence does not support him. His electioneering speeches,
      comments in his newspaper, and the fact that the Andhra Provincial Congress Committee, of which he was a member,
      opposed his election, throw doubt on this claim and suggest that he belonged rather to the thin ranks of southern
      communalists.43 Beary had been
      a remarkably silent member of the provincial Legislative Council between 1920 and 1926, why he was elected is a
      mystery; perhaps there was some political deal with Schamnad. Murtaza, on the other hand, was elected as a
      Swarajist with the overt support of Motilal Nehru.
    


    
      The election results indicate limited support for overt communalism in the south, but more important still they
      represent yet another attempt to achieve communal modus vivendi at the political level in the Presidency.
      The majority of Muslim leaders were drawn from mercantile and professional backgrounds, and were inclined away
      from the excesses of communal politics in northern India. They were sympathetically disposed towards the goals of
      the nationalist movement, although wary of its leaders.
    


    
      The Justice Party made no inroads into the main body of the Tamil electorate, drawing its strength primarily from
      seats with an Urdu Muslim and Mappila population, while the three seats secured by independents represented
      electorates based in the three major Muslim linguistic areas of the Presidency: the Urdu-, Tamil-and
      Malayalam-speaking districts. Muslim voters were returning locally prominent men in general noted for their
      political moderation. As such they were anxious to avoid the intercommunal
      violence that had occurred elsewhere in India, and were receptive to overtures from the Swaraj Party. The leader
      of the Madras Swarajists, S. Satyamurthi, was equally eager to achieve a sincere understanding with the Muslims
      and made efforts to cultivate the trust and friendship of prominent Muslims in many parts of the Presidency whom
      he later sponsored for election on the Swaraj Party ticket. In competing for the favour of the Muslim electorate
      the Swarajists were in a far better position than the Justice Party. Swarajist attempts to get the political ban
      on Hasan lifted—attempts which were opposed by the Justice Party, several Muslim MLCs and Farookhi—helped deflect
      accusations of Hindu communalism levelled at the Swaraj Party, and struck a responsive chord among many Muslims.
      The resurgence of Muslim claims to educational and employment concessions increased their dissatisfaction with
      Justice Party rule and strengthened the position of the Swarajists who appeared to offer a more effective outlet
      for the expression of Muslim demands and grievances.44 As a result of the 1926 elections, the Swaraj Party now controlled the single biggest
      bloc of seats (forty-one) but it was still short of the numbers it needed to form a ministry in the 132-member
      Council.
    


    
      The Governor, Lord Goschen, invited the Swaraj Party to form a ministry but his offer was regretfully refused
      when after much soul-searching the Swarajists accepted the decision of the All-India Congress leadership to
      refuse to take office. The Governor, who interpreted the election results as a rejection of the Justice Party,
      then called on S. Subbarayan, a lawyer and friend of Rajaji who had once been a member of the Justice Party, to
      form a ministry of ‘independents’. The Subbarayan ministry solved the dilemma for the local Swarajists. It
      excluded the Justice Party from government and put ministerial power in the hands of men sympathetic to the
      nationalist movement.
    


    
      By late 1926, the Madras Muslims were drifting politically. Political leadership of the community was divided and
      concentrated in the hands of local prominenten. Most Muslim leaders followed in the wake of the Swaraj
      Party, yet were not really part of it. The majority of them, especially the Tamil Muslims, were vaguely
      sympathetic towards Congress, or at least preferred it to any other political organisation. But their sympathy was in a sense negative, as it resulted from the lack of any political
      alternative that satisfied their aspirations and sense of grievance, rather than from a genuine commitment to the
      Swaraj Party. The preoccupation of both Swarajists and Justicites with internal ideological and power struggles
      had led to a neglect of Muslim sensitivities by both parties, while within the Muslim community itself
      factionalism and personal rivalries had prevented the formation of any distinctively Muslim political
      organisation.
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      In Search of Muslim Political Unity
    


    
      Overview
    


    
      The path to Muslim political unity in southern India was difficult. The Urdu Muslim
      leadership was divided by bitter personal rivalries and different attitudes towards the nationalist movement,
      while Tamil Muslim spokesmen were conditioned by their social and economic interests to tread a cautious path
      avoiding the extremes of either communalism or nationalism. In addition, the national political landscape
      provided no template for Muslims in southern India if they sought Muslim unity. Nationally, the Muslims of
      British India were divided amongst a variety of groups ranging from the so-called ‘Nationalist’ Muslims, who
      stood with Congress, to outright communalists who rejected the communal rapprochement begun at Lucknow in 1916.
    


    
      Most Muslims were caught between these two positions. Little trust remained in the British, or indeed in any
      single authority or political organisation, and the late 1920s and the 1930s were years of political confusion
      for the community. Muslims were pulled in many directions as would-be leaders promoted a variety of political
      alternatives, seeking that elusive formula which would resolve Muslim grievances and aspirations. For much of
      this period Muslim leaders failed to attract the support of all but select factions. In some provinces, most
      notably the Punjab and Bengal, communal rapprochements of a sort were constructed outside Congress as provincial
      leaders developed political programmes that temporarily united both Hindu and Muslim. Elsewhere, however,
      factional interests in the Muslim community, and the unshakeable belief of Congress that its programme for
      freedom and communal unity was the only path to salvation, served only to exacerbate Muslim political confusion
      and alienation from mainstream nationalist politics.
    


    
      The old All-India Muslim League vanished during the Khilafat agitation leaving
      Muslims with no national political forum. In desultory fashion Congress attempted to maintain Muslim support
      after the failure of Non-Cooperation, whilst Muslim spokesmen across India called a bewildering round of
      conferences in futile attempts to create a new national Muslim political organisation.
    


    
      The British, involved in a complex cat-and-mouse game with Gandhi while they plotted a further cautious
      devolution of political power, heightened the confusion. Most Muslim spokesmen supported moves towards greater
      political freedom, and antipathy towards the British was widespread amongst Muslims. But Muslim support for
      Congress was restrained by wariness of it as a political organisation that spoke with many voices when it came to
      the Muslim community: some were conciliatory towards Muslims, some righteous in their conviction that Congress
      was the only truly national political organisation, and some openly hostile to Muslims.
    


    
      In fairness to Congress leaders they, and many Muslim leaders also, faced a conundrum in defining Muslim
      sentiments. The Muslim community of India was not monolithic beyond its adherence to Islam. It was divided by
      language, historical experience and wealth: it was in fact a microcosm of that elusive entity, ‘India’. Just as
      Gandhi struggled to maintain a nation-wide movement directed against the British—juggling myriad regional,
      economic, linguistic and historical interests— any potential Muslim spokesmen had to address an equally broad
      spectrum of interests and experiences. The interests of the Western-educated lawyer had to be reconciled with
      those of the traditionally educated alim, just as the preoccupations of the city dweller had to coalesce
      with those of the rural Muslim—and cutting across these potentially conflicting views of the world were
      linguistic divisions and differing historical legacies. In Chennai these conflicting interests were intensified
      by a marked advance in the number of Muslim graduates with a Western education. Many of them undoubtedly became
      active in community organisations, adding to the apparently discordant choir of Muslim plans about how best their
      community was to survive.
    


    
      Instead of recognising Muslim diversity and the emergence of increasing numbers of Western-educated Muslims,
      Congress believed it could fathom Muslim sentiment through the lens of the ‘Nationalist’ Muslims—an error
      mirrored by extreme communalist Muslims who promoted equally fictitious views of the nature and aspirations of
      the Muslim community in India. Within the Muslim community at large there was
      no agreement on the nature of community aspirations beyond a broad slate of educational and employment
      grievances, although there were widespread (if vague) concerns about the future of Muslims in a rapidly changing
      world. Few Muslims could claim a clear political vision or programme, apart from extreme communalists and
      ‘Nationalist’ Muslims. Most were caught between these opposing views, and faced with the dilemma of having to
      make clear-cut political choices as the battle lines between Congress and the British were drawn in the 1930s.
      Most politically involved Muslims sought compromise. Few opted for outright communalism. Most took a middle
      position during the 1930s, balancing sympathy for the aims of the nationalist struggle with a concern that
      freedom from the British should not mean the eclipse of their demands for a just and equal place in Indian
      society. In many parts of India such sentiments, and the prospect of a devolution of power, encouraged the
      revival of the All-India Muslim League in 1934. Muslim factions across India sought to reconcile differences and
      present a united front to both Congress and the British as those protagonists battled over the form and extent of
      constitutional change. Apparently marginalised by Congress, many Muslim spokesmen considered they had little
      option to reviving the League if their community was to have a voice in shaping the changing political structure
      of British India.
    


    
      Multiple Identities, 1927–1932
    


    
      Between 1927 and 1932 Madras Muslims, mirroring that of their coreligionists elsewhere in India, reverted to
      political disorganisation and aimless bickering. This resulted from the failure of the alliances with the Justice
      and Swaraj Parties, and political developments elsewhere in India. Nevertheless, the Khilafat agitation had
      politicised Madras Muslims, and a desire for cooperation with the Congress-dominated nationalist movement
      persisted.
    


    
      But communal tension elsewhere in India reinforced the growing insecurity and political disorientation of the
      Madras Muslim community from the late 1920s, and some leaders attempted to draw the Muslims towards distinctly
      communal politics and agitation. However, despite disillusionment with Congress over specific issues, most
      politically articulate Muslims displayed little sympathy for aggressive communalism. In particular the mixed Urdu
      and Tamil Muslim mercantile group in Chennai city retained its hopes for an eventual reconciliation with
      Congress.
    


    
      By 1932, the gulf between Congress and the Muslims had widened, and the hopes
      of Madras Muslim nationalist sympathisers for a détente with Congress weakened. Disillusioned
      nationalists, from both the Tamil and Urdu Muslim groups, turned from Congress and towards unifying and
      organising their community. Sympathetic towards nationalist goals and lacking any penchant for aggressive
      communalism, the Madras Muslims, led by a dominant personality—Jamal Mahomed—evolved their own distinct political
      organisation to express both their nationalist and communal sympathies.
    


    
      The alienation of Madras Muslims from the Congress-dominated nationalist movement in 1927 and following years is
      surprising in view of the 1926 election results. But it can be explained by reference to political developments
      in northern India that stimulated unease amongst the Muslims of the south.
    


    
      By 1926, Muslims of Madras looked with alarm towards the turbulent horizon of northern India where their
      co-religionists were caught in a maze of abortive attempts at intercommunal reconciliation, and of growing
      Hindu–Muslim antagonism. This insecurity was increased by the failed attempts in 1926 to revive local Muslim
      political organisations. As a result many Madras Muslims were increasingly wary of mainstream nationalism as
      represented by Congress, and increasingly felt the need to revive and develop their own distinct political
      organisations.
    


    
      The March 1927 ‘Delhi Proposals’ ended the honeymoon involving the Swaraj Party in Madras and its Muslim
      supporters in the Legislative Council. In that month Jinnah and Dr Ansari, both nationalist sympathisers,
      organised a Delhi conference of prominent Muslims to find a lasting solution to the communal situation. As
      apostles of intercommunal unity they prevailed upon the conference to accept certain proposals that were
      submitted to Congress as a basis for a new communal rapprochement. The main proposal offered was to surrender
      separate electorates in return for the creation of a new Muslim majority province, and the extension of the 1920
      reforms to two Muslim majority provinces originally excluded.
    


    
      The plan obviously benefited Hindus and Muslims in provinces where the respective communities held an electoral
      majority. It offered small solace, however, to minority communities, who were to be granted reserved seats based
      on their population percentage. As minority groups had gained weighted representation in 1920, this would have
      entailed a loss of seats for groups like the Madras Muslims.
    


    
      The Punjabi leader, Sir Muhammad Shafi, and one of the Madras representatives,
      Abdul Latif Farookhi, opposed the Delhi Proposals at the conference. The other Madras representative, Syed
      Murtaza, wholeheartedly supported Jinnah.1 Both opponents of the Proposals believed that such an electoral arrangement would make Muslim
      representatives, in electorates where Muslims were a minority, responsible to the majority of electors who would
      be non-Muslims.2 Muslim opinion
      in Madras favoured Farookhi’s stand. However, two of the most fervently nationalist Muslim MLCs, Basheer Ahmed
      Syed and Abdul Hamid Khan, were prepared to accept the Jinnah–Ansari proposals, given the advantages they
      conferred upon Muslim majority provinces, and as a means of bridging the communal gap.3
    


    
      Nevertheless, most leading Muslims—including Yakub Hasan—shared Farookhi’s view, and late in March the other
      Madras Muslim MLCs issued a statement explaining that:
    


    
      under present circumstances, joint-electorates for Muslims in this Presidency…will not only prove detrimental to
      the political advancement of the Muslim community but will also jeopardise the interests of Muslims and to a very
      great extent hamper the friendly relationship that exists between Hindus and Muslims.4
    


    
      The Presidency Government felt that the statement was inspired purely by particular MLCs’ fears for their
      re-election, but this was a naive view of a far more complex situation.5
    


    
      Despite the fact that the majority of Muslim MLCs elected in 1926 were nationalist sympathisers, Madras Muslims
      maintained a strong undercurrent of concern for their educational and economic position. This prevented them from
      entrusting their fate wholeheartedly to Congress. Most politically articulate Muslims supported the goal of
      Swaraj, but had reservations about the sincerity and intentions of the Congress leaders and the Swaraj Party.
      Leading Madras Muslims were not prepared to endorse any demand for independence until economic and educational parity was reached between Muslims and Hindus on the basis of their proportions
      in the population.
    


    
      Most Madras Muslim leaders were convinced that parity could only be achieved by separate electorates that would
      ensure Muslim sentiment was expressed by representatives responsible to Muslim constituents alone. The electoral
      alliance of 1926 with the Swaraj Party had proved a disappointment. Despite the Party’s sweeping success in
      gaining a majority of seats in the Legislative Council, it refused to form a ministry. The independent ministry,
      under Dr Subbarayan, formed with the tacit support of the Swaraj Party, had as little sympathy for Muslim
      educational grievances as the previous Justice Party ministry, and Muslim chagrin was directed at the
      Subbarayan’s Swarajist backers.6
    


    
      Although many leading Muslims rejected the Delhi Proposals, there was no dramatic split between Muslims and
      Hindus in the Madras Legislative Council. But the Muslim community could not remain completely detached from
      rising communal tension elsewhere in India. Many Madras Muslims were still in a political wilderness with a
      divided leadership, but increasing numbers were falling prey to the unease and suspicion that permeated the
      community throughout India, largely as a result of the threat to separate electorates. Keenly aware of the
      communal strife in northern India, and of their position as a weak minority, many Madras Muslims viewed
      non-Muslim politicians with increasing concern.
    


    
      The acceptance of the Delhi Proposals by the All-India Congress Committee in May led to communal rioting in many
      parts of India, and between June and August similar outbreaks occurred on a smaller scale in Madras. The riots
      originated in Nellore, an orthodox Urdu Muslim stronghold in the southern Telugu country with a history of minor
      communal strife, ostensibly the result of a long-standing local dispute. Fanned by lurid newspaper reports of
      riots elsewhere, especially those in the Punjab, minor communal disturbances spread from Nellore to Chennai where
      Yakub Hasan and Farookhi emerged as the spokesmen for Muslim discontent.
    


    
      Independently (they detested one another), they organised large protest meetings on the Chennai beachfront
      denouncing ‘Hindu acts of aggression’ and the Delhi Proposals.7 There was, however, a difference in tone in their
      protests. Hasan restricted his speeches to bitter criticisms of the activities
      of Hindu extremists within Congress who were destroying the last vestiges of Hindu–Muslim cooperation in the
      nationalist movement. Farookhi, on the other hand, directed his agitation against the ‘perfidious’ Hindu
      community in general, and dismissed Congress as a purely Hindu communalist organisation.8
    


    
      However, both soundly condemned the Delhi Proposals, and attacked Jinnah for suggesting that the ‘safeguard’ of
      separate electorates should be surrendered. No other prominent Muslim leaders took part in the agitation in the
      south, which was restricted to Nellore and Chennai and evoked no response from the Tamil Muslims. By August the
      disturbances had subsided, but this did not mean that Muslim fears and resentment had vanished. Rather, it
      reflected the absence of united Muslim leadership, and the fact that as yet the threat to the Muslim community’s
      political position remained hypothetical.
    


    
      Although they operated in what might be considered a Muslim political backwater, Hasan and Farookhi were typical
      of two opposed types of Muslim politicians found throughout India at the time. Hasan typified the
      Western-educated Muslim elite, torn between his nationalist sympathies and loyalty to his community, increasingly
      embittered about developments in Congress that he saw undermining the secular basis of the nationalist movement.
      Frustrated by their inability to alter the Congress course, men such as Hasan tried various ways to restore that
      secular basis. Whilst Jinnah, for one, sought to break the impasse by means of the Delhi Proposals, Hasan, unable
      to countenance joint electorates in the immediate future, sought to rectify the evils in Congress by stimulating
      Muslim criticism of the activities of Hindu extremists to impress upon Gandhi the depth of Muslim feeling. But
      Hasan could only go so far without joining the chorus of his more communally minded co-religionists. To avoid
      this pitfall he also condemned the All-India Muslim League as an equally communalist organisation and attempted
      to establish an intercommunal nationalist party to replace Congress and the League in 1928.
    


    
      Farookhi, on the other hand, lost faith in any reconciliation with Congress and believed the only means of
      protecting Muslim interests lay in strengthening Muslim self-consciousness and the formation of a distinct
      political organisation. Unlike the conservative Muslims of 1917, who formed the communalist Islamia League,
      Farookhi felt no loyalty towards the British. He symbolised the more extremist communalist Muslims in many parts of India. Farookhi’s vehement anti-British sentiment made him an
      exception within the Madras Muslim community, as did his intransigent criticism of Hindu politicians, but his
      attitude towards his own community and the political course it should adopt vis à vis other Indian communities
      was the same as other, less prominent, Madras Muslims although his acerbic personality alienated many of them.
      Farookhi’s inconsistency ultimately discredited him within his own community. His behaviour was erratic at best,
      but while firing broadsides at Congress and the Hindus, he still claimed to be a Congress supporter! Such
      contradictions were too much for many to accept, and Farookhi was regarded as a bad-tempered eccentric rather
      than as a serious politician or spokesman of his community.
    


    
      Most south Indian Muslim leaders fell, for the most part, between these two extremes, neither of which captured
      any widespread support in the Presidency. They were essentially cautious concerning Hindu–Muslim relations. They
      sought a middle path between the aggressive communalism of Farookhi and the attempts of men like Jinnah and Hasan
      to reach a close understanding with Congress.
    


    
      The precarious communal peace that reigned in the Madras Presidency, as in many other parts of India in the wake
      of the disturbances between May and August 1927, was upset in November by the appointment of the Indian Statutory
      Commission under Sir John Simon. The Commission was to review the Indian political situation as the first step
      towards constitutional reform, the mere mention of which revived Muslim fears concerning the future of separate
      electorates.
    


    
      The decision by Jinnah’s All-India Muslim League (reformed in northern India but not in Madras during 1927), and
      by Congress to boycott the ‘all-white’ Simon Commission and to cooperate in drawing up their own proposals for a
      Swaraj Constitution again brought the whole issue of separate electorates to the forefront of Indian politics.
      Fearing that Simon would construe the Delhi Proposals and the facade of unity between Jinnah and Congress as
      reflecting the outlook of the majority of Indians, many Muslims cut themselves adrift from Jinnah and Congress
      and formed their own organisations to present their views to Simon.
    


    
      In December 1927, Hindu–Muslim tensions were exacerbated when Congress, at its annual session in Chennai,
      reiterated demands for joint electorates and ‘complete independence’. Such demands put Yakub Hasan and other
      pro-nationalist Muslims in a difficult position. Hasan opposed the Simon
      Commission, but he also opposed joint electorates. He was also convinced that Congress should be satisfied with
      Dominion status, which would provide self-government and protection for minority groups by retaining the link
      with Britain. In the early months of 1928, Hasan was still inclined to support Congress, but during the year the
      depth of Muslim feeling over separate electorates and the intransigence of Congress tested his loyalty to the
      organisation and in July he resigned from the Party.9
    


    
      Madras Muslims as a whole were confused by the appointment of the Commission. They did not wish to force the
      issue with the nationalists, but even cautious Tamil Muslim spokesmen were concerned over the threat to separate
      electorates and no longer believed that the situation would resolve itself without direct action by Muslims. The
      Madras Swaraj Party set the pace in January 1928 by staging a walk-out from the provincial Legislative Council to
      protest the appointment of the Commission. No Muslim MLCs joined the Swarajists.10 Even the most pro-nationalist Muslim MLCs, such as
      Basheer Ahmed Syed and Abdul Hamid Khan, refrained from openly supporting the stand adopted by Jinnah and
      Congress. Later in the month, when the Swaraj Party organised a Presidency-wide hartal against the Simon
      visit, the Muslim community mood was frankly antagonistic. Many Muslims ignored the hartal, and in some
      places, particularly in Urdu Muslim centres such as Nellore in North Arcot, provoked Hindu protesters by waving
      the Union Jack and singing patriotic songs!11
    


    
      The pro-nationalist Muslim MLCs were playing a delicate game, as was Yakub Hasan. Although Hasan had his
      differences with Congress in 1927, and Basheer Ahmed Syed had publicly remained silent on boycotting the Simon
      Commission, both were attempting to reconcile Muslim and Hindu views on the matter. Early in January 1928, Hasan,
      Syed Murtaza and Basheer Ahmed Syed—under the auspices of the Presidency Muslim League which Hasan had revived in
      1926 and again resuscitated for this occasion—met the Swarajist leaders Srinivasa Iyengar (President of Congress,
      1926–27) and S. Satyamurthi to discuss Muslim support for the Congress
      boycott. The result was that Hasan agreed to speak at a Congress-organised protest on Triplicane beach to
      denounce the Simon Commission. Initially, the meeting passed without incident, but after Hasan had spoken, ‘hired
      hooligans’ led by Abdul Latif Farookhi disrupted the meeting, impressing upon Hasan the bitter divisions amongst
      Muslims.12
    


    
      At the All-Parties Conference at Delhi in February 1928 a vain attempt was made to restore nationalist movement
      unity. Hasan attended the Conference and sought some change in the Congress attitude that would enable him to
      reconcile his nationalist and communal loyalties, but he was disappointed as neither Jinnah nor Congress
      compromised on the question of joint electorates. Many Muslims ignored the Conference, and the more articulate
      conservatives and communalists set up their own Muslim League under Shafi to rival the Muslim League headed by
      Jinnah.13 Despite the
      alienation of many prominent Muslim leaders, the Conference appointed a Committee under Motilal Nehru to draw up
      proposals for the constitution of a free and independent India.
    


    
      Many Madras Muslims reacted with hostility to the Nehru Committee, seeing it as another attempt by Congress to
      foist joint electorates upon Muslims. Hasan drew even further away from the nationalist movement and into a
      self-imposed exile from active politics while he reassessed his political future. Although he was prepared to
      join Congress in calling for a Simon Commission boycott he could not stomach the Nehru Report, turning his back
      on Congress and the pro-Congress Madras Presidency Muslim League he had revived in 1926 with the aid of Jamal
      Mahomed and Syed Murtaza. With his defection the organisation lapsed once more in all but name.
    


    
      Neither Jamal Mahomed nor Murtaza was prepared to lead the Madras League. Torn between sympathy for their
      community and the nationalist cause, they sublimated their energies in other activities: Murtaza furthered the
      ideal of communal unity in the Imperial Legislative Assembly, and Jamal
      Mahomed plunged wholeheartedly into the political lobbying of the All-India Federation of Chambers of Commerce
      and Industry and the Southern Indian Chamber of Commerce.14
    


    
      Other Muslims decided upon more active opposition to the Nehru Committee. In July 1928 there was yet another
      attempt to revive the Presidency Muslim League: the ‘New Madras Muslim League’ was formed by a group of Urdu
      Muslims who favoured separate electorates.15 It was led by S. M. Muazzam (a High Court vakil and former member of the Presidency
      Muslim League and Khilafat Committee who had been defeated in the 1926 elections by Abdul Hamid Khan for the
      Madras City seat in the Legislative Council). Members included Saadulla Badsha, S. Diwan A. Razzack, MLC (a
      ‘Muslim Justicite’ MLC), Abdulla Ghattala (a former ‘Muslim Justicite’ MLC), and Mir Muzheruddin, a prominent,
      retired government employee.
    


    
      These were political conservatives who had parted company with Congress and the majority of their co-religionists
      in 1920. Some had close links with the Justice Party, and all were critical of Congress and more consciously
      communalist than Hasan, Murtaza or Jamal Mahomed. In addition to favouring slow constitutional progress towards
      self-government, the ‘New League’ advocated the retention of separate electorates and special treatment for
      Muslims in education and public service employment. Led by Muslims who had lost faith in both Congress and the
      Justice Party, and to a certain extent pro-British, it opposed attempts by nationalist Muslims and Congress to
      solve the communal question. The ‘New Madras Muslim League’ was symptomatic of a renewed sense of
      self-consciousness and feelings of isolation amongst some Madras Muslims. Its early history is obscure and its
      membership was small. But with the publication of the Nehru Report, the child of the All-Parties Conference, in
      August 1928, many Muslims gave the ‘New’ League their support, and by February 1929 it claimed nearly 800
      members.16
    


    
      Despite this claim to large membership, it was purely a Chennai organisation of Urdu Muslims and there is no
      evidence of Tamil Muslim support. Although disillusioned with Congress, the
      Tamil Muslims were averse to any aggressive form of communal politics. The ‘New Madras Muslim League’ was
      obviously a distinct, communal political organisation, but it did not receive Farookhi’s support. This may have
      been due to its pro-British bias and its failure to indulge in any anti-Hindu diatribes. Personal factors were
      also important. Farookhi had few friends and many enemies, and aspired to be a leader rather than a follower.
      None of the New Madras Muslim League’s’ leaders was associated with the extreme Muslim faction dominated by
      Farookhi, and the most prominent amongst them, for example Muazzam, Badsha and Ghattala, had, at various times,
      worked closely with non-Muslim political leaders. Nevertheless, the organisation was sufficiently conservative to
      prevent Muslims such as Hasan, Murtaza, Mahomed, Basheer Ahmed Syed and Abdul Hamid Khan from giving it their
      support.
    


    
      The Nehru Report, with its demand for joint electorates, was bitterly censured by many Muslims throughout India,
      convinced that Congress was blind to their fears. The Madras Muslim MLCs denounced the Report, and even the most
      Congress-sympathetic amongst them— Basheer Ahmed Syed and Abdul Hamid Khan—regarded it as a tactical blunder,
      although they later dropped their criticism to preserve the intercommunal nature of Congress and restore some
      unity to the Muslim community ‘which today stands in utter discord and disharmony’.17 Several prominent mofussil Muslim members of Congress
      resigned in protest against the intransigent attitude of non-Muslim nationalist leaders towards Muslim sentiment,
      and the Madras Muslim members of the Imperial Legislative Assembly joined with their co-religionists in the
      Assembly and issued a statement denouncing the Report.18
    


    
      In a letter to Motilal Nehru in March 1929, Syed Murtaza set out his reasons for joining the opposition:
    


    
      Dear Panditji
      

      According to your letter…calling upon me to explain as to why I had signed the manifesto advising the Muslims not
      to participate in the demonstrations of the Congress intended mainly for popularising the Nehru Committee Report I have to inform you that so far as the said report is
      concerned there are admittedly three sections among the Muslims. One section being quite in favour of the Nehru
      Committee Report, the other are dead against it and the 3rd [sic] consisting of those who were prepared to accept
      it with such modifications as are calculated to safeguard the interests of the minorities, particularly of the
      Muslims who form the most important minority community in India and whose uplift is indisputably necessary for
      the rejuvenation of Indians as a whole.
    


    
      As I fortunately belong to that province where there is no Hindu-Muslim tension; nay, as there is much cordiality
      between the two sister communities in Madras, I was under the impression that the Hindu leaders who are free from
      bias and have a burning desire to bring about a settlement between the two communities will see their way to it.
      Alas! I have been sadly disappointed in it.
    


    
      You may rest assured that by personally watching the proceedings of the Committee held at Kolkata in December
      last I have become a pessimist. The reason is as set forth hereunder:
    


    
      Swaraj, it can’t be gainsaid, is the rule of the majority and yet a section of the Hindus who have now a strong
      hold on the Congress would not care for the most important minority.
    


    
      Their main object seems to be that Muslims should merge themselves culturally, economically and even
      religiously….19
    


    
      The Nehru Report and the Simon Commission boycott reinforced the anti-Congress position of Muslim communalists
      who reaped the benefit of Muslim discontent. The All-India Muslim League split on the issue of a boycott and the
      Report. Opponents of the League and the Report, led by Sir Muhammad Shafi from the Punjab, organised the Muslim
      All-Parties Conference at Delhi in December 1928 where Congress and Motilal Nehru were condemned. Many of
      Jinnah’s former supporters attended the Conference, and his All-India Muslim League rapidly disintegrated in the
      wake of these defections.20 The
      ‘New Madras Muslim League’ affiliated with Shafi’s League during this period, and Muslim communalism grew in the
      south in pale reflection of developments elsewhere in India.21
    


    
      Events crowded one upon another in the early months of 1929. The Simon
      Commission visited Chennai and received a deputation from the ‘New Madras Muslim League’.22 The influence of Muslim communalists was growing in
      all parts of India following the collapse of Jinnah’s All-India Muslim League and his self-imposed exile in
      Britain. As a result of the Muslim All-Parties Conference a new and somewhat ephemeral India-wide Muslim
      political organisation emerged. At first composed of Muslims of all political persuasions united in support of
      separate electorates, it came increasingly under the influence of rabid Muslim communalists and conservatives,
      led by Shafi, and lost the support of men such as Hasan disgusted by both Hindu and Muslim communalism.
    


    
      The new group, known as the All-India Muslim Conference, rapidly established branches in many parts of India. The
      ‘New Madras Muslim League’ was affiliated to the central organisation and Farookhi, after having failed to form
      his own branch of the Conference in Madras, formed a subsidiary body to the League called the Madras Presidency
      Muslim Conference.23 Neither
      body was well organised or could claim a broad basis of support.
    


    
      Yakub Hasan’s withdrawal from mainstream nationalist politics late in 1928, after he and Murtaza attended the
      Kolkata session of the All-India Muslim League, provides an interesting parallel with the reaction of Jinnah to
      events in India during 1928.24
      Hasan was outraged by the Simon Commission and the revival of communalism, but was at odds with Congress over its
      demand for complete independence. Attempting to find common ground with Congress he supported a modified Nehru
      Report at the All-Parties Conference in Lucknow on October 1928. But the determination of Congress to pursue the
      goal of complete independence, as opposed to Dominion status, finally caused Hasan to call on Muslims to follow
      his lead and leave Congress.25
      Jinnah, on the other hand, despaired of both sides and left India to settle in England.
    


    
      In the wake of Lucknow, Hasan abandoned both the Muslim communalists and Congress calling for Dominion status
      rather than full independence outside the Commonwealth.26 Unlike Jinnah, Hasan did not abandon Indian
      politics but throughout 1929 moved closer to the National Liberal Federation—made up of former Congressmen from
      across India who had left the organisation when Gandhi swept it into Non-Cooperation—and in January 1930 spoke at
      the Federation’s annual session in Chennai in support of a constitution based on Dominion status. Hasan was drawn
      to the Federation by the leadership of Tej Bahadur Sapru, a former Congressman attempting to rally Indian support
      for the Round Table Conference called by the British to discuss constitutional reform following the Simon
      Commission’s report.
    


    
      At the Chennai meeting Hasan spoke strongly in favour of forming ‘an Indian National Union to counteract the
      independence movement (led by Congress which opposed participation in the Round Table conference) and to promote
      the cause of Dominion status’.27 Sapru was intent on reconciling both Hindus and Muslims, and in February 1930 organised an
      All-Parties Conference with Hasan’s enthusiastic support.28
    


    
      Muslim political opinion in Madras was bitterly divided from 1928 to 1930. It would over-simplify an extremely
      complex situation in Madras to regard the ‘New Madras Muslim League’ as the major focus of local Muslim political
      attention. Further complications were provided by personal rivalries and old quarrels that divided the relatively
      small groups comprising the Muslim leadership in Chennai and the larger mofussil towns. There was a great variety
      of reactions amongst the opponents and supporters of the Nehru Report, the Simon Commission and the First Round
      Table Conference in the Presidency. Some like Hasan were disgusted with Extremists amongst both Hindus and
      Muslims and shifted their support to the Liberals. Some like S. M. Muazzam and Farookhi turned with renewed
      vigour to com-munalist politics. Others, principally Basheer Ahmed Syed and Abdul Hamid Khan, were eventually
      reconciled to the Report and Congress and supported the formation of the pro-Congress All-India Nationalist
      Muslim Party at Allahabad in July 1929.29
    


    
      Of all these groups the Nationalist Muslims were the most controversial and were condemned by both the supporters
      of the Muslim Conference and disillusioned nationalist Muslims such as Syed
      Murtaza.30 None of these groups
      represented anything more than a section of Madras Muslim opinion. Most politically-articulate Presidency
      Muslims, both Tamil-and Urdu-speaking, were uninterested in Farookhi’s extreme communalism, and, although wary of
      the strongly pro-Congress outlook of Basheer Ahmed Syed and Hamid Khan, they still retained a sympathy for
      nationalist goals, if not for Congress itself.
    


    
      By the end of 1929, Madras Muslims still lacked united leadership and a clear sense of political objectives. But
      more articulate Muslims realised the need for greater political cooperation. Most were uninterested in emulating
      the rabid communalism of their northern co-religionists, although they had cut their formal links with Congress
      and the Swaraj Party.
    


    
      Muslims, Civil Disobedience and the Round Table Conferences
    


    
      Between 1930 and 1932, Gandhi’s Civil Disobedience campaign and the series of Round Table Conferences in London
      exacerbated Hindu–Muslim relations throughout India and facilitated a drawing together of diverse political
      strands within the Muslim community. In Madras both these developments occurred. In conjunction with the Swaraj
      Party decision to boycott the 1930 elections, they were the catalyst for the formation of a loosely organised
      Muslim bloc within the Madras Legislative Council.
    


    
      In previous Council sessions, Muslim members occasionally voted as a body on specific issues but generally the
      majority sat in the chamber as de facto, if not actual, members of one or other of the political groupings that
      were predominantly Hindu. Between the pro-nationalist Muslim MLCs, often distrustful of tradition and eager for
      change, and the more conservative Muslim MLCs, there were many bitter clashes, yet events between 1927 and 1930
      helped weaken further the faith in many concerning their former non-Muslim allies, and they became increasingly
      conscious of their own common interests.
    


    
      In addition to their common religion, they shared a commitment to separate electorates although they disagreed as
      to how and why they should be preserved. They were often members of the same organisations, in particular the
      Educational Association, and were drawn together by a variety of family and
      business ties. In the coming years these links were to supply a basis for common action.
    


    
      By 1929, the Tamil and Urdu Muslim press in the Madras Presidency was increasingly critical of Congress reactions
      to specific issues, for example the Simon Commission, and of the organisation of the pro-Congress Nationalist
      Muslim Party at Allahabad in July. The popular Chennai Tamil language Muslim daily, Saiphul Islam, claimed
      that Muslim Congressmen ‘ignore the real views of the Muslim community’, and the Urdu daily, the Qaumi
      Report, launched a bitter attack on Congress, claiming that
    


    
      Muslims have become disgusted with the absolutely pro-Hindu mentality of Congress, [which] is under the thumb of
      the Arya Samajists and the Hindu Maha Sabha and is at present a tool for the propagation of Hindu ideals
      only.31
    


    
      From 1926, Madras Presidency Muslims were sidelined by political developments at the provincial and national
      levels. Provincially, the erratic fortunes of the Subbarayan ministry (which by 1929 had broken with Congress and
      the Swaraj Party), endemic factionalism within the Swaraj Party, and a recovery in the fortunes of the Justice
      Party had relegated Muslims to a political shadowland. The Muslim vote was of marginal concern to the main
      political organisations. To an extent the same happened at the national level. The All-India National Congress
      followed Gandhi’s leadership, moving it towards increasing confrontation with the British and losing it the
      support of many Moderates, both Hindu and Muslim. Simultaneously Muslim national-level spokesmen quarrelled
      amongst themselves and formed rival organisations and factions within these organisations. This disunity amongst
      Muslims eliminated them as significant players in national politics, and convinced many in Congress that in time
      Muslims would be absorbed into mainstream nationalism.
    


    
      For Muslims in southern India the neglect of their interests by the Swarajists and the Justicites increased their
      alienation from mainstream politics and encouraged the growth of a parochial worldview. Muslim spokesmen
      exhibited an increasing sensitivity to slights and threats, imaginary or real, and the failure of many such
      spokesmen to find a niche within mainstream nationalism encouraged them to
      look afresh at their community as a source of political power. This in turn revived distinct Muslim political
      organisations although not necessarily a single Muslim political organisation as ideology, class and other
      conflicting interests ensured the survival of factional and personal differences within the community of Islam in
      the Presidency.
    


    
      Although there was no political consensus amongst the leading Madras Muslim spokesmen, amongst Muslim MLCs and
      local businessmen at least there still existed a cautious support for the nationalist movement objectives. But
      the bitterness left by the abortive Civil Disobedience and Non-Cooperation movements had yet to wane and
      reinforced Muslim suspicions of the Congress leadership. The local Muslim press grew even more vociferous in its
      criticism of Congress during 1930. Muslim newspapers articulated Muslim suspicions of the political direction
      taken by Congress, and reflected Muslim concern over the renewed communal rioting in northern India where ‘Muslim
      blood has become so cheap…that it is made to flow like water.’32
    


    
      The initiation by Congress and Gandhi of the Civil Disobedience campaign in 1930 increased tension between many
      Muslims and Congress, raising memories of the bitter disappointment concerning the Khilafat movement and
      Non-Cooperation failures. With the boycott of the Legislative Councils as one of its main planks, the campaign
      divided nationalist sympathisers throughout India. For many Muslims the situation was reminiscent of the decision
      to adopt Non-Cooperation in 1920, but without the compensation of the associated movement to save the Khilafat.
      Now, as then, they had to choose between constitutional and unconstitutional means of gaining redress of their
      demands and independence for India. Muslim opinion in the Presidency regarding Civil Disobedience was moulded
      primarily by concern over the position that Muslims would occupy in an independent India. Most Muslims believed
      that a constitutional progression towards Swaraj was the only means of protecting their interests. The local
      Muslim press was not quite sure what attitude to adopt towards the Congress programme. At first the strongly
      anti-British Qaumi Report praised the motives behind the whole campaign, but later it joined with other
      anti-Congress Muslim newspapers in decrying Civil Disobedience as a ‘Hindu plot’.33
    


    
      In general, however, the Qaumi Report and most Muslim newspapers
      restrained their criticisms and stated that ‘Muslims are keeping aloof not because they do not desire to achieve
      India’s freedom but because their own position in the future constitution of India remains undefined’.34 This was a valid reflection of local
      Muslim sentiment, which was shared by the more fervent nationalist Muslims. They ignored the call to Civil
      Disobedience and supported the cause of constitutional progress towards Swaraj, seeing it as the only means of
      safeguarding Muslim interest. Also, no doubt, many Muslim merchants opposed Civil Disobedience for fear of its
      effect upon the Indian economy. For the Tamil Muslim merchants and entrepreneurs in particular the period 1924–29
      had been one of increasing economic prosperity with the skin and hide trade reaping handsome profits. By the end
      of 1929, however, the growing world trade depression was being felt in Madras and export prices had fallen
      considerably, although this was partly compensated by a rise in the volume of exports.35 Facing an uncertain economic future such merchants
      would naturally have reservations about any political movement threatening to disrupt civil order and the working
      of an already weakened economy.
    


    
      The nature of Muslim sentiment is best illustrated by the results of the 1930 elections.* As a result of the
      Congress boycott and destructive factionalism within the Swaraj Party, the Justice Party won a sweeping victory
      and formed a ministry under B. Muniswami Naidu, although it only won one Muslim seat compared with the three it
      had won in 1926.36
    


    
      Of the thirteen Muslim MLCs elected, nine were nationalist sympathisers who had, however, ignored Gandhi’s call
      for a boycott of the election. Five held seats in the previous Council to which they had been elected with the
      support of the Swaraj Party: Basheer Ahmed Syed, Syed Tajuddin, M. M. Ravuttar, T.M. Moidu and Abdul Hamid Khan.
      Four were newcomers: S. M. K. Bayabani who was formerly a member of Congress; Yakub Hasan, P. Khalifullah, the
      former Khilafatist and MLC from 1923 to 1926; and B. Pocker, a lawyer from Malabar and Secretary of the Madras
      Presidency Muslim League in 1926, who replaced Kottal Uppi who won a seat in
      the Imperial Legislative Assembly replacing A. Q. Beary, an independent.
    


    
      Nationalist sympathisers secured three of the four seats with a majority of Tamil Muslim voters, four of the six
      seats with a majority of Urdu Muslim voters (including Madras City) and two of the three west coast Muslim seats.
      The four other Muslim MLCs—two from Urdu Muslim constituencies and one each from a Tamil Muslim and Mappila
      constituency—were independents with a politically moderate outlook. These were: Ahmed Meeran, a former
      Khilafatist and Congressman who left the party in 1930 and defeated the previous incumbent, Syed Ibrahim, who had
      been elected with the support of the Swarajist Party; Mahboob Ali Baig, a barrister educated at Madras
      University; Mahmud Schamnad, a former ‘Justicite’ who retained his seat of South Kanara; and Yahya Ali, a member
      of the Arcot family. Ali had previously held the seat before retiring to take up the post of Public Prosecutor in
      1924 (in 1934 he again retired and his place was taken by S. M. Laljan, a prominent local merchant).
    


    
      Party politics aside, there was more than an element of the personal in the election results for some
      constituencies. Ahmed Meeran, for example, had defeated a de facto Swarajist, but the local campaign was fought
      over the issue of personalities rather than party affiliation, and the same can be said for the elections of Baig
      and Schamnad.
    


    
      The Justice Party did poorly in the contest for Muslim seats in the Provincial Council. Two of the
      ‘independents’, Mahboob Ali Baig and Yahya Ali, were political Moderates who in following years became de facto
      supporters of the Justice Party. Both men represented constituencies with scattered and impoverished
      Telugu-speaking Muslim populations who had returned political Moderates to the Legislative Council since 1920.
      The leading Muslims in these areas came from the Urdu Muslim families living in the larger urban centres who,
      although personally conscious of their Muslim identity, faced a weakly organised Muslim community in the
      surrounding countryside and an impoverished Muslim urban community, and were largely cut off from the mainstream
      of Muslim activity with its source in Chennai. As a result Muslim MLCs from these areas followed a Moderate
      political policy and tacitly supported the Justice Party ministries formed between 1920 and 1926, and 1930 and
      1936. Indeed, the Justice Party showed more sympathy for their grievances and aspirations than any of the various
      Chennai-based Muslim educational and political organisations or the Khilafatists and Swarajists.
    


    
      More than 56 per cent of the Muslim electors polled in contested
      electorates.37 A similar number
      voted in the elections for the Imperial Legislative Assembly, where two former Swarajist Muslims (Kottal Uppi and
      Syed Murtaza) and Mahmud Muazzam, the General Secretary of the ‘New Madras Muslim League’, were elected. Muazzam
      defeated Farookhi, indicating a split in the more communalist Muslim faction in the Presidency.
    


    
      These results suggest that sympathy for broadly nationalist goals was still strong within the Muslim community,
      if the number of overt nationalists and nationalist-sympathisers elected can be accepted as a valid criterion.
      The election also revealed that communalists and conservatives had been truly ‘dished’ by candidates with
      moderate nationalist sympathies in the struggle for the leadership of the community in the formal political
      arena. But despite the commitment of Madras Muslims to the ultimate nationalist goal of Swaraj and their
      rejection of extreme communalist leaders, Muslim participation in the elections was a direct challenge to
      Congress and illustrates the fact that Madras Muslims no longer looked to Congress or the Swaraj Party for
      leadership and direction.
    


    
      Gandhi’s boycott of the first Round Table Conference in the latter half of 1930 heightened Muslim disillusionment
      with Congress and further undermined Hindu–Muslim relations in many parts of India. The Conference was organised
      by the British to bring all political factions to the conference table to discuss constitutional reform following
      the report of the Simon Commission. The Madras Muslim press viewed the Conference as an ideal opportunity to
      resolve the communal question, and urged the participation of all political organisations.38
    


    
      Gandhi’s boycott decision was a great blow to Muslim hopes of a détente with Congress. Gandhi was accused
      of foolishly missing an opportunity to resolve the communal problem and as having ‘rejected our [Muslim] moderate
      demands’.39 His decision was
      believed to have been influenced by Extremist Hindu communal organisations such as the Hindu Mahasabha,
      confirming Muslim fears of the Hindu bias of Congress.40 Certainly Hindu Extremists were prominent in
      Congress, but it is far more likely that Gandhi’s attitude was influenced by the lack of unity within the Muslim
      community with both communalists and disillusioned nationalists claiming that they alone represented Muslim
      opinion.
    


    
      Communal relations in Chennai soured further in the wake of Gandhi’s boycott of the Round Table Conference.
      Tension was particularly strong in late 1930 and early 1931. In the major business areas of the city there were
      clashes between Muslim shopkeepers who dominated the cloth trade and Hindus who were picketing their shops, which
      continued to sell imported cloth despite Gandhi’s call for a boycott of foreign goods.41
    


    
      By 1930, Rajaji was once more dominant within Congress in southern India. He closely followed Gandhi’s policies,
      and in April organised a provincial salt satyagraha in response to Gandhi’s national satyagraha.
      The movement degenerated into violence in Chennai, and Indian leaders of all political persuasions were angered
      by the heavy-handed reaction of the police. But Muslim outrage with the police was balanced by their distaste for
      Civil Disobedience and their disappointment with Rajaji, their one time champion. However, despite Rajaji’s
      admiration of Gandhi his participation in Civil Disobedience was strictly qualified. The local Congress wanted to
      use the movement to achieve constitutional advances and had basically agreed on a return to the legislature. By
      October 1934 this intent was given clear shape when Rajaji and Satyamurthi formed the Madras Swarajya Party to
      contest the 1936 elections.
    


    
      Some prominent Madras Muslims were aware of these developments within the local Congress, and their hopes revived
      of reaching a communal modus vivendi at the political level. Prominent amongst these were Yakub Hasan and
      Jamal Mahomed who over the next few years were to attempt to revive the spirit of Lucknow 1916.
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      The Failure of Reconciliation
    


    
      Overview
    


    
      Between 1930 and 1932 pro-nationalist Madras Muslims sought various compromises with
      the Indian National Congress. Yakub Hasan and Jamal Mahomed were prominent in these activities which took place
      amidst negotiations between the British and Gandhi to bring Indian leaders of all factions to the conference
      table.
    


    
      Congress–Muslim relations were bedevilled by Muslim fears concerning the future of separate electorates, which
      Gandhi initially wanted abolished, and by the role of ‘Nationalist Muslims’ within Congress whom the
      organisations pushed as sole spokesmen for the community.
    


    
      By 1932, despite a spate of agreements and compromises on both sides, all compromise attempts had foundered on
      the rocks of misunderstanding and suspicion on both sides. After years of attempting alliances with Congress and
      other political organisations, the Madras Muslims were creating a new consensus that, while still generally
      pro-nationalist, sought a distinct Muslim political identity within the Madras Presidency as the best means for
      survival in a rapidly changing political environment with further political devolution looming.
    


    
      Attempts at Reconciliation
    


    
      Following his 1930 election to the Madras Legislative Council, barred to him since 1922, Hasan re-entered the
      political arena and concentrated on organising the nationalist sympathisers within the Council into an effective
      political body. In 1929, helped by R. N. Arogiaswamy Mudaliar, a Roman Catholic and a dissident member of the
      Justice Party who resigned his seat in the Ministry, Hasan founded the Nation
      First Party ‘with a view to provide a ticket [for the 1930 elections] for those who did not belong to the
      Swarajist or the Justice Party’.1
      Once elected to the Council he, Mudaliar and later Dr Subbarayan, who had formed an ‘independent’ ministry in
      1926 with the tacit support of the Swaraj Party, welded the Muslim MLCs and non-Muslim nationalist sympathisers
      into the United Nationalist Party (UNP) in 1931. In the absence of Congress from the legislature, the UNP was to
      be the opposition party to the ruling Justice Party.2
    


    
      Hasan was leader of the Party with Mudaliar as his deputy until Mudaliar died in 1933.3 Within the Council Chamber Hasan proclaimed his
      nationalist sympathies by praising the spirit that motivated the Civil Disobedience movement. Nevertheless, he
      condemned a movement which he felt would ‘prove the will-o’-the-wisp of our aspirations and can only lead to
      anarchy’.4 Not content with
      confining his activities for renewing the 1916 communal rapprochement to the Legislative Council, Hasan joined
      Abdul Hamid Khan, MLC, and Syed Murtaza, ILA, at the Lucknow Conference of the All-India Nationalist Muslim Party
      in April 1931. During the Conference Hasan indicated he could accept joint electorates, but only providing
      Muslims gained seats on a population basis, and only if in matters concerning religion or society Muslims would
      decide the question in the Legislative Council.5
    


    
      Hasan’s willingness to sacrifice separate electorates was not shared by most Madras Muslims, but in the first
      half of 1931 a more accommodating attitude towards Congress prevailed within the community. This resulted in part
      from the repressive measures adopted by the British towards Gandhi’s supporters in many parts of India, and in
      part from a growing belief within the local Muslim community that the authorities should assume a more
      conciliatory tone towards Congress in an effort to persuade Gandhi to attend the Second Round Table
      Conference.6
    


    
      In March 1931, the local Muslim press welcomed the news of the Gandhi–Irwin
      Pact when Gandhi agreed to attend the first Round Table Conference in London, seeing it as a new opportunity for
      a communal rapprochement. In early April, the Presidency Muslim League called for an immediate understanding
      between Muslims and Congress ‘so that a united demand might be made on behalf of the whole country at the ensuing
      [Second] Round Table Conference’.7 In May, S. Satyamurthi, the local Swarajist leader, and Jamal Mahomed established a
      Hindu–Muslim Unity Board to settle disputes between the two communities.8
    


    
      Jamal Mahomed was, with Yakub Hasan, the main force behind this move towards reconciliation. One of the
      wealthiest Presidency Muslims and a merchant with a national reputation, he was elected to the Imperial
      Legislative Assembly by the Madras Commercial constituency in 1929 and in 1931 was elected President of the
      Federation of Indian Chambers of Commerce. Mahomed now led the Presidency Muslim League towards conciliation in
      support of Hasan.
    


    
      Jamal Mahomed’s family settled in Chennai in 1850 and grew steadily wealthy and influential. It was not until the
      Khilafat and Non-Cooperation movements, however, that its members took an active interest in the Muslim
      community’s political life. Led by Jamal Mahomed, family members stepped cautiously into the disorganised
      Presidency Muslim politics of the 1920s and built a political organisation to express both Tamil and Urdu Muslim
      sentiments.
    


    
      In many ways the family was ideally suited to this task. Jamal Mahomed himself was a wealthy merchant respected
      in mercantile circles throughout the Indian subcontinent. He was intimately associated with both the Southern
      Indian Chamber of Commerce and the Skin and Hide Merchants’ Association for many years, had cross-communal
      business and political contacts throughout the Presidency and British India, and was on close terms with many
      leading Congressmen nationally and in the Madras Presidency. His family were generous benefactors of Muslim
      educational and charitable institutions. Although it had long been settled in Chennai and had adopted many of the
      external attributes of the Urdu Muslim group it was still essentially a Tamil Muslim family: within the family
      Tamil was the preferred language, and contacts were maintained with its native village in Madurai. Such a family,
      possessing considerable wealth and socially acceptable to both Tamil and Urdu
      Muslims, formed an effective bridge between the two Muslim groups.
    


    
      The Hasan and Mahomed activities were encouraged by change of heart within the Congress leadership. Under the
      Gandhi–Irwin Pact, Civil Disobedience was called-off, repressive police measures halted, leading Congressmen
      released from jail and Gandhi agreed to participate in the next Round Table Conference. The Madras Muslim press
      applauded the Pact and warned the British not to break it.9 There was general agreement amongst Muslims that the Pact and the Conference were
      god-sent opportunities to reach a compromise with Congress. In May 1931, so enthusiastic were Hasan and Mahomed
      for a compromise agreement that they issued a written appeal to Indian Muslims to reconsider the question of
      joint electorates. Apart from Hasan and Jamal Mahomed several Muslim MLCs (Hamid Khan, P. Khalifullah, and
      Basheer Ahmed Syed) and other Muslim leaders also signed the appeal.10
    


    
      In this more conciliatory political climate Hasan and Mudaliar formed the United Nationalist Party. Party
      membership was confined to the Madras Legislative Council and included most of the Muslim MLCs. Conservative and
      communalist spokesmen had made little impression on the community, as evinced by the 1930 elections and the
      readiness of most Madras Muslims to seek a compromise with Congress.
    


    
      But Gandhi’s insistence that pro-Congress Nationalist Muslim Party representatives should be invited to the
      Conference undermined the Muslim mood of reconciliation, raising a storm of protest throughout India. In Madras,
      as elsewhere, opposition came from the conservative and communalist Muslims and from dissident nationalist
      Muslims working for reconciliation between Muslims and Congress. The fear was that Gandhi would foist Nationalist
      Muslim Party members upon the Conference as sole representatives of the Muslim community.
    


    
      Antipathy towards ‘Nationalist Muslims’ was due to the widespread belief amongst Muslims throughout India that
      such Muslims had ‘sold out’ to Congress and condoned agitational methods that threatened Muslim interests.
      Nationalist Muslim Party opponents believed Gandhi would use its members to convince the British that Indian
      Muslims would accept separate electorates without prior joint discussions for
      compromise.11 Gandhi’s attitude
      negated the stand of many pro-nationalist Muslims, who had broken with Congress but were working for a
      reconciliation, by placing light emphasis on the need for reconciliation because of the existence of a
      Congress-affiliated Muslim political group.
    


    
      In the Presidency the Muslim press veered once more and criticised bitterly Gandhi and his Muslim supporters,
      seen as devoid of any sense of shame and dedicated to the destruction of separate electorates.12 Vilification of them mounted and it was
      claimed by some Muslims that they were a Congress fifth-column, the tools of Hindu communalists determined to
      subject the Muslim community to the whims and fancies of Hindu extremists within Congress. Tamil and Urdu Muslims
      held protest meetings in many parts of the Presidency.
    


    
      The ‘New Madras Muslim League’ organised a few of the meetings, but most were organised by prominent mofussil
      nationalist sympathisers such as Syed Murtaza, ILA, and P. Khalifullah, MLC, who had welcomed the Gandhi–Irwin
      Pact as providing some basis for compromise with Congress.13 These meetings ‘unanimously’ condemned the presence of
      ‘Nationalist Muslims’ at the Round Table Conference, and called for the appointment of a Madras Muslim
      representative who would voice the community’s attitude towards separate electorates.
    


    
      The question of representation for the Nationalist Muslim Party further undermined Muslim hopes of reaching a
      compromise solution with Congress, and it revived all their fears and suspicions of Hindu intentions. Rationally
      or not, many Madras Muslims felt that the presence of Nationalist Muslims’ at the Conference would effectively
      deplete the bargaining powers of Muslims who favoured separate electorates, and would make a farce of any
      settlement with Congress.14
    


    
      Gandhi’s insistence on the presence of ‘Nationalist’ Muslims at the Second Round Table Conference made the task
      more difficult for men such like Yakub Hasan and Jamal Mahomed. Against the tide of community opinion they risked
      supporting the presence of ‘Nationalist Muslims’ at the Round Table
      Conference. They believed that all sections of the community should gain a hearing at the Conference, but were
      flying in the face of popular Muslim sentiment despite the support of a small group of Muslim MLCs (B. Pocker,
      Basheer Ahmed Syed and Abdul Hamid Khan).15 These men had long favoured a united nationalist front, and they attempted to revive the
      mood of communal conciliation prevalent at the time of the Gandhi–Irwin Pact.
    


    
      Two Madras Muslims eventually attended the Second Round Table Conference: Jamal Mahomed, as representative of the
      All-India Federation of Chambers of Commerce and Industry; and Mahmud Padsha, a wealthy lawyer, the Madras Muslim
      member of the Council of State and president of the ‘New Madras Muslim League’, who was appointed as the Madras
      Muslim representative on the Minorities Committee. A colourless and unimpressive personality, Padsha took no
      prominent part in the Conference. In contrast, Jamal Mahomed used his London visit to talk with various Indian
      nationalist leaders, including Gandhi, attempting to find communal compromise.16
    


    
      In his Conference statement, Jamal Mahomed reiterated the stand he took at an April Presidency Muslim League
      meeting. He demanded responsible government and stated that with regard to internal troubles ‘between ourselves
      we have more in common than there would be between Indians and outsiders’.17 Mahomed’s views were well received by Congress and in
      October 1932 Sir Purshotamdas Thakurdas wrote to tell him
    


    
      how very much I admired and appreciated the extensive self-denying manner in which you worked as one of the three
      delegates from the Federation on the Round Table Conference irrespective of any misunderstanding or of any
      ridicule heaped on you by irresponsible and unreasonable Muslims or Government officials….You are a practical man
      with very broad sympathies…18
    


    
      In response Jamal Mahomed lauded the Poona Pact, by which Gandhi attempted to assuage minority fears by conceding
      separate representation under the new constitution, and he wrote to Thakurdas
      that as a result of
    


    
      Mahatmaji’s supreme sacrifice…the people will very soon…feel like one people, devoting their attention and energy
      not on internal irritating differences, but on things which will make for the real progress and advancement of
      the country…19
    


    
      But even with the best possible intentions it must have been patently obvious to men such as Jamal Mahomed and
      Hasan that neither Congress nor the Muslim community in general was prepared for compromise. Madras Muslim
      opinion was firmly against any review of separate electorates, and throughout the last months of 1931 there was a
      rash of minor Hindu–Muslim disturbances across the Presidency.20 Most disturbances arose ostensibly out of local disputes
      but the fact that many of them involved Tamil Muslims, who had rarely clashed with their Hindu neighbours before,
      suggests that they were the result of a widespread feeling of Muslim disappointment and frustration.
    


    
      The failure to effect any reconciliation seriously weakened the hopes of Muslim nationalist sympathisers for an
      understanding with Congress. Contrariwise, it helped develop Madras Muslim community unity by deflecting the
      activities of such men inwards towards parochial communal interests. Some prominent Muslims such as Hasan still
      hoped for reconciliation, but they followed a lonely path, their reputations compromised and their influence
      circumscribed.
    


    
      A New Consensus
    


    
      In the early 1930s, despite the collapse of communal reconciliation attempts there was no clear political divide
      between Muslims and Hindus in Madras. The Madras Hindu community in the early 1930s was split into two major
      political factions—the supporters of the Justice Party and the pro-nationalists. Within the Madras Muslim
      community there were supporters of the Justice Party and pro-nationalists, but there were also Muslims who
      adopted a more extreme political stand set against all things non-Muslim. There were also Muslims who held nationalist sympathies yet were suspicious of Congress. Within both these factions
      there were further divisions of opinion amongst both Hindus and Muslims. In the case of Muslims, for example, the
      so-called Muslim ‘Justicites’ were split amongst formal members of the party and others who sympathised with its
      generally conservative and loyalist stance. The pro-nationalists included Muslims who remained active members of
      the pro-Gandhian faction within Congress and the Swaraj Party, as well as those alienated from both parties yet
      remaining pro-nationalist in their sympathies.
    


    
      Many divisions were based on loyalty to individuals as well as to sincerely held ideological positions. Apart
      from Congress, no political group had a mass power base with all the trappings of party branches and
      sophisticated mechanisms of consultation between the leadership and their followers. The Justice Party, for
      example, was essentially a grouping of caste leaders rather than a Western-style political party. It was torn by
      internal conflicts and split into several rival cliques jostling for power. Even the local Congress movement was
      divided until 1930 between supporters of S. Satyamurthi, the advocate of Council Entry and leader of the Swaraj
      Party, and Rajaji, a more orthodox Gandhi disciple who stood fast against Council Entry and the existing
      political system.
    


    
      But by 1930, Rajaji had subtly shifted his position. In the early 1920s he supported Non-Cooperation as a means
      of wrecking the constitution; by the early 1930s he was urging Civil Disobedience as a means of accelerating the
      constitutional process, allying himself with Satyamurthi to lead a united and vigorous Congress in the Madras
      Presidency.
    


    
      But political consensus was not a strength of the Presidency Muslims. The community leadership was divided
      amongst individuals who constructed political organisations around themselves, rather than attaching themselves
      to existing political organisations. There were exceptions to the general rule. From 1916 onward there was always
      a group of Muslim leaders who attached themselves to Congress. They stood in contrast to a larger number of
      Muslim leaders who moved from one faction to another around more eminent local spokesmen, or who followed
      relatively solitary lives as leaders with a restricted personal following. Only occasionally did such men gain
      more than local prominence when they seized centre stage as community spokesmen on a particularly contentious
      issue. But within the Madras Muslim community as a whole by the end of 1931, despite a widespread distrust of Congress, the traditions of compromise and caution were strong. Within
      the community there were deeply ingrained mercantile traditions underpinned by daily contact with non-Muslims.
      The community could and did share the anxieties of the northern coreligionists regarding separate electorates,
      yet its essential identification with the region it inhabited effectively limited any growth of an aggressive
      communal movement.
    


    
      This characterisation applies more readily to Tamil Muslims than to Urdu Muslims, but even the latter group
      veered away from any sustained display of anti-Hindu sentiment. Many Urdu Muslim leaders, like most Tamil Muslim
      leaders, were Chennai merchants with extensive mofussil contact networks. For Urdu Muslim leaders in Chennai such
      networks came from both business activities and the linkages established by the South Indian Muhammedan
      Educational Association, reinforced by political developments from the First World War onwards. For the Tamil
      Muslim leaders in Chennai, mofussil links were grounded in more ancient ties which bonded them historically,
      culturally and linguistically with the Tamil heartland. But for both types of leader the Khilafat movement and
      Non-Cooperation experiences underlined the importance of mofussil support, just as it was clear in the mofussil
      that the financial and other resources of these spokesmen were necessary to give local Muslims voice in regional
      and national politics. By the late 1920s, there was a clear symbiotic political relationship between city and
      mofussil. This was reinforced by large numbers of Muslims having migrated from all parts of the mofussil to the
      Presidency capital during the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, blurring linguistic, historical and cultural
      distinctions between the various Muslim groups.21
    


    
      Some Urdu Muslim leaders, of course, had a strong communal bias but their influence was limited. Farookhi, for
      one, ultimately baulked at stirring up violent communal sentiment, and in any case his following was small given
      the erratic nature of his political views which were rarely if ever consistently communal or nationalist. Other
      Urdu Muslim leaders, such as Muazzam and Padsha, although less politically volatile than Farookhi, lacked
      personal charisma or ability to organise effective community movements.
    


    
      The most notable feature of the 1931 to 1934 period was the emergence of a united and distinct Madras Presidency
      Muslim identity that began replacing the fragmented political leadership of
      previous years. This allowed for the emergence of a Muslim political organisation that claimed support from most
      Madras Muslims. By 1934, the community was well on the way to a new unity; yet there is little evidence to
      suggest this arose from a rise in aggressive Muslim communalism, as was largely the case in other parts of India.
      More particularly, it occurred because of the inability of Congress to integrate Muslims into its political
      programme.
    


    
      At the national level, 1932 was a year of internal consolidation for the Muslim community. In December, the
      All-India Muslim League revived and was reconciled with the conservative and communalist All-India Muslim
      Conference at Delhi. Both merged in 1934 when Jinnah returned from his self-imposed exile in Britain to weld the
      League into a national Muslim political organisation.
    


    
      By 1934, Jinnah had abandoned his fight for joint electorates. He was disillusioned with Congress, and was
      determined that Indian Muslims organise nationally to secure a say in the future of India as the British prepared
      to devolve further power. The ‘apostle of unity’ was now the Muslims’ champion, embarking on a campaign to
      conciliate the various Muslim political factions into a united group to articulate their community interests.
      Jinnah was convinced that Muslims must present a united front to strengthen their hand in negotiations with the
      British and Congress, and feared that without such a front Muslim concerns would be neglected as Congress and the
      British struggled over India’s future.
    


    
      The Delhi Conference prepared the ground for Jinnah’s political re-emergence. It was prompted by the growing
      desire of many Muslims to present a united front to both Congress and the British by organising an India-wide
      Muslim response to the British Government’s Communal Award of August 1932. The Award confirmed the principle of
      separate electorates in the proposed constitutional reforms, and set the number of Muslim seats to be held in the
      new provincial legislatures.22
      Despite some complaints, Muslims seized upon the Award, and would reject any Congress invitation to discuss
      compromise on the basis of joint electorates.
    


    
      The Madras Muslims were awarded 29 out of 215 seats in the proposed provincial Legislative Assembly, which marked
      a decline of 1 per cent from the share of seats they held under the 1920
      constitution. Most Presidency Muslim spokesmen, even the former champions of the Nehru Report, Basheer Ahmed Syed
      and Abdul Hamid Khan, supported the Award.23
    


    
      The 1932 Delhi attempt to achieve Muslim unity was foreshadowed by developments in the Madras Presidency earlier
      in 1931 and 1932 when pessimism mounted amongst Muslim leaders concerning the chance of any reconciliation with
      Congress and the position of Muslims in a Congress raj. The possibility of a Congress détente seemed never
      more remote; yet looming on the horizon was the prospect of a substantial devolution of power from Britain.
      Certainly separate representation seemed assured, yet ironically that in itself had already disappointed the
      Madras Muslims. Lacking internal unity the community had not used its Legislative Council bloc as effectively as
      hoped, and Muslim MLCs scattered their loyalty and energy amongst a variety of groups rather than forming a
      strong Muslim lobby.
    


    
      Following the return of Jamal Mahomed in 1931 from London, there was a renewal of activity on the part of the
      Presidency Muslim League which he and Hasan had revived in 1926. Jamal Mahomed was now convinced that a
      rapprochement between Muslims and Congress was impossible in the near future. He believed Muslims could not
      participate confidently with Congress in the nationalist struggle, and wanted to create a distinctly Muslim
      nationalist organisation dedicated both to the attainment of Swaraj and the protection of Muslim interests. As
      with Muazzam’s ‘New Madras Muslim League’ of 1928, this revived League was confined to Chennai and initially had
      a small membership comprising Jamal Mahomed’s family and more intimate business and political associates.
    


    
      The revived League, which slowly became active in 1932, was basically an association of disgruntled nationalist
      Muslims out of sympathy with both Congress and extreme Muslim communalists. Among its more prominent members were
      Syed Murtaza and B. Pocker, MLC, both of whom were formerly active Congressmen. They remained Swaraj Party
      supporters until the dispute over Muslim representation arose at the Second Round Table Conference. In contrast,
      some Madras Muslims remained loyal to the concept of a supra-communal nationalist movement, and Hasan, Basheer
      Ahmed Syed and Abdul Hamid Khan did not join Jamal Mahomed’s League for
      several years. Instead they followed an independent political path. Of these three, Hasan was most averse to any
      specifically communal political organisation and some personal antipathy developed between Mahomed’s family and
      himself. All three, however, tacitly supported Jamal Mahomed’s League during 1933, although Hasan’s support was
      guarded and he eventually broke with it. In the 1937 election he stood as an independent and following the
      election was reconciled with Congress. Despite the hesitation of such men, Jamal Mahomed’s League provided the
      catalyst which spurred the Madras Muslims to new efforts in search of unity and a distinct political
      organisation.
    


    
      Throughout 1932, revived League members actively attempted to unite the diverse political factions within the
      Madras Muslim community. In February, the Secretary of the League, B. Pocker MLC, joined with nine other Muslim
      MLCs who were not members of it (Yakub Hasan, Basheer Ahmed Syed, Abdul Hamid Khan, Dr Syed Tajuddin, S.M.K.
      Bayabani, Moulvi H.A.M.A. Ahmed Meeran and Mahboob Ali Baig) to petition the Madras Government on the ‘effect of
      retrenchment on the Muslim employees in the [public] services’.24 In March another League member, Syed Murtaza, attended
      the Lahore session of the conservative All-India Muslim Conference where he was elected to its Working Committee.
      In October, however, Yakub Hasan deliberately distanced himself from his more anti-Congress colleagues by
      attending the Lucknow session of the All-Parties Muslim Conference at Lucknow where he was elected to the
      committee appointed to negotiate with Congress.25
    


    
      In November 1932, the desire for political unity amongst Madras Muslims led to a reconciliation between the
      conservative ‘New League’ of Muazzam and Jamal Mahomed’s Madras Presidency Muslim League, and a joint delegation
      attended the Allahabad Unity Conference in the same month.26 Obviously hopes were still cherished of a rapprochement
      with Congress, and representatives of the All-India Muslim Conference, the Muslim Nationalist Party, Congress and
      the Sikhs attended the Conference to discuss the problem of communal representation. But the Communal Award had
      sealed the fate of the Conference as it had given the Muslims more than Congress was prepared to concede.
    


    
      By the end of 1932, an apparent degree of unity had been achieved in Madras
      between conservative Muslims, as represented by Muazzam, and the pro-nationalist Muslim faction led by Jamal
      Mahomed. The word ‘apparent’ must be stressed. There is evidence that both Muazzam and Murtaza were concerned by
      the pace Jamal Mahomed was setting, and were at odds with Yakub Hasan.27 Also, many pro-nationalist Muslims were wary of joining
      the Madras Presidency Muslim League, as were more overt communalists such as Farookhi. Some nationalist
      sympathisers viewed its rapprochement with Muazzam with distaste, while some communalists regarded Jamal Mahomed
      as too pro-nationalist.28 There
      was also personal friction between Jamal Mahomed and several other leading Muslims who were suspicious and
      jealous of his pre-eminence and that of some of his relatives in the Presidency Muslim League.
    


    
      However, by early 1933, there were signs that various common interests were weakening the antipathy and suspicion
      dividing communalist and pro-nationalist Muslims. In January 1933, various MLCs, who were either members or
      supporters of Jamal Mahomed’s League, attempted, with Yakub Hasan, to force a communally-oriented amendment to
      the Madras Local Boards Bill through the Madras Legislative Council. The amendment made provision for the
      reservation of 15 per cent of seats on all local governing bodies for Muslims. Hasan’s support was lukewarm and
      couched in terms calculated to soothe non-Muslim opposition, but Basheer Ahmed Syed was more forthright and
      pushed the amendment energetically although it foundered upon the united opposition of non-Muslim
      MLCs.29
    


    
      In March 1933, the British Government published a White Paper outlining proposals for constitutional reform. This
      provided another occasion for concerted action by Muslim MLCs, illustrating the increasing bonds of common
      interest being forged between Muslims who previously held divergent political views. Within the provincial
      Legislative Council the Muslim MLCs, including an unenthusiastic Hasan, who was seemingly carried along by the
      force of Muslim sentiment, united to condemn the White Paper on the grounds that ‘the rights and claims of the
      Muslim community had not been properly safeguarded’.30 A group of six Muslim MLCs, comprising the two
      former Swarajists (Abdul Hamid Khan and Basheer Ahmed Syed), two pro-nationalists (P. Khalifullah and S.M.K.
      Bayabani), and two ‘independents’ (Yahya Ali and Ahmed Meeran), issued a statement attacking the White Paper on
      the grounds that it did not provide ‘sufficient safeguards for Muslim rights and claims’.31
    


    
      In July, further evidence emerged of the reconciliation between conservative and pro-nationalist Muslims in
      Madras when Abdul Hamid Khan MLC joined with several members of Muazzam’s defunct ‘New League’ to protest the
      activities of the Joint Parliamentary Select Committee on the Reforms. The Committee would hear representations
      from various Indian political groups on the Reforms Proposals, and Hamid Khan and his fellow Muslims objected to
      the exclusion of Madras Muslim witnesses from Committee hearings.32
    


    
      Muslim discontent was not directed solely at the White Paper. In March and November 1933, various Muslim MLCs
      voiced the Madras Muslim community’s grievances regarding Muslim public service employment. In November, Ahmed
      Meeran moved an unsuccessful resolution, supported by several Muslim and Hindu MLCs concerned to promote the
      interests of both Muslims and certain Hindu castes classified as ‘backward groups’, urging the recruitment of
      more Muslims into the public service and the abolition of the ‘communal rotation system’.33
    


    
      The communal rotation system for public service recruitment was introduced in 1926 following a 1921 resolution in
      the Madras Legislative Council. It stipulated that, ‘providing’ suitable candidates presented themselves, of
      every 12 recruited the second and ninth (approximately 17 per cent) would be Muslims. From the Muslim viewpoint
      this was unsatisfactory because there were frequently no ‘suitable’ Muslim candidates who possessed the requisite
      educational qualifications. Even if there had been, it would have taken a considerable time to build up Muslim
      representation in the higher ranks as the system applied only to recruitment and not to promotion. This was
      apparent by 1933, and in July 1934 Abdul Hamid Khan demanded that in matters of recruitment and promotion, the
      public service should reserve 25 per cent of new places for Muslims until
      their proportion of posts in the higher ranks matched their percentage of the population.34
    


    
      The Presidency government was sympathetic to Muslim concerns and, given their official categorisation as a
      ‘backward’ group, various concessions were made to secure them official employment. In 1932, the upper age limit
      for recruitment to the lower ranks of the public service was raised for backward classes and Muslims. In the same
      year, these groups also benefited from the marks concession that involved a relaxation of educational
      requirements at the secondary school level to enable a greater number of backward groups to qualify for the
      public service entry examinations.35 Such concessions were too few and too slow in coming to satisfy many Muslims who preferred
      instead an outright reservation of places in the public service for their community.
    


    
      Muslim concern over such matters spread beyond the Legislative Council. In January 1934, the Madras Presidency
      Muslim League President, Jamal Mahomed, and two MLCs, Basheer Ahmed Syed and Abdul Hamid Khan, presented to the
      Governor a petition on behalf of the Southern Indian Muhammedan Educational Association protesting the decision
      of the Education Department to abolish the half-fee concession for Muslim secondary school students. They were
      successful; the decision was revoked, impressing upon leading Muslims the benefits of united action.36
    


    
      The grievances regarding education and employment were not completely unfounded. They were based on genuinely
      held fears that Muslim educational and economic positions were not only weak but in danger of deterioration.
      Indeed, since 1929 the world depression had seriously and adversely affected public service recruitment, which
      was of particular concern to Urdu Muslims, whilst declining world trade affected Muslim merchants’ and
      entrepreneurs’ prosperity, mainly among Tamil Muslims.37
    


    
      Muslim educational standards had improved considerably since the 1914–18 war, but employment opportunities in
      both traditional occupations and the public service had not matched the
      growing number of literate and educated Muslims, and the Government was attempting to cut expenditure by
      retrenching in various fields—the half-fee concession, for example.38 Obviously the Muslims could rely neither on the British
      nor on Congress, and least of all upon the effete and disorganised Justice Party. The need for self-help was
      evident to all Muslims. But in all the 1932–33 Legislative Council moves and countermoves, while displaying a new
      degree of cooperation, Muslim MLCs of different political persuasions willingly linked their interests in various
      causes to those of certain Hindu groups. The Muslim MLCs’ objectives were to entrench reservations for Muslims
      within the existing administrative and political system in advance of any substantial British devolution of
      power.
    


    
      By January 1934, the Madras Presidency Muslim League was again the pre-eminent Muslim political organisation in
      southern India. Despite dissent over leadership, and despite the absence of any clearly defined programme or
      closely-knit party organisation, most politically articulate Madras Muslims gave it their tacit support. In
      northern India Jinnah managed to unify the All-India Muslim League and its only serious rival, the All-India
      Muslim Conference, collapsed. But Jinnah knew the Muslim League was an élitist organisation and suffered in
      comparison with the more broadly based Congress. No sooner had he reunited the Muslim League than he attempted to
      revitalise its organisation and increase its membership.
    


    
      In April 1934, the Council of the All-India Muslim League, at a meeting in New Delhi, resolved to turn the
      All-India League into a ‘mass organisation’ and to revive its provincial branches. Jamal Mahomed and Syed Murtaza
      attended the meeting, and were given the task of re-organising and revitalising the Presidency Muslim
      League.39 This task was
      undertaken with some success even though it took considerably longer than elsewhere in India.
    


    
      In 1934 Madras, the League was certainly an élitist organisation confined to Chennai. It had a small membership
      of Tamil- and Urdu-speaking Muslim merchants and MLCs, and no mofussil branches, although many of its
      members—particularly the Tamil Muslims—had strong mofussil links. Despite the fact that most prominent Muslims
      gave it their blessing, the two divergent political outlooks in the Madras
      community were hard to reconcile. On the one hand were men like Yakub Hasan, Basheer Ahmed Syed and Abdul Hamid
      Khan who, although not of identical view, had strong nationalist sympathies and decried the rabid communalism
      preached by many north Indian Muslim Leaguers. On the other hand were men like Farookhi, primarily communalists,
      unsympathetic to the sentiments of nationalist Muslims, and impatient with Jamal Mahomed’s conciliatory
      pronouncements and leadership.
    


    
      Jamal Mahomed had to weld these two divergent groups, and adherents of the range of outlooks between them, around
      the Presidency Muslim League. The Madras Muslim community, however, was well on the path to political unity by
      mid-1934. The aggressive communalism manifesting itself in northern India gained support from only a small,
      ineffectual minority in the south. Certainly Muslim political consciousness grew steadily between 1927 and 1934,
      and took several forms; but by 1934 the community was strongly influenced by leaders sympathetic to nationalist
      goals even if not towards Congress policies.
    


    
      Apart from reviving the League as a central coordinating body, Jinnah transformed factionalised provincial Muslim
      leadership groups into a united front. Initially, the coalition had few clearly defined policies and was
      constructed on widespread disillusionment with Congress, concern over the shape of the new constitution the
      British would unveil in 1935, and recognition of the futility of the factional in fighting which had dogged
      Muslims since the late 1920s.
    


    
      Jinnah and his supporters toured India initiating discussions with Muslim politicians, businessmen, landowners,
      ulema, women’s groups and students. The theme was the urgent need for Muslim political unity, and the
      meetings catalysed the pent up frustration of the last decade. A network of organisations affiliated with the
      League was established to fight the first elections to be held under the new constitution. Jinnah, nearly 20
      years on, was remoulding Muslim politics on a popular basis as Gandhi had moved Congress from a club for the
      Western-educated middle classes to a more inclusive organisation that included new groups—both Hindu and
      Muslim—during the First World War.
    


    
      Not all Muslims were persuaded by Jinnah. ‘Nationalist’ Muslims still believed in a supra-communal Congress,
      while other Muslim leaders, most notably in the Punjab, were loathe to surrender their political fiefdoms to Jinnah and sought to survive either independently or in alliance with local
      non-Muslim political organisations.
    


    
      In Madras, Jinnah’s appeal for unity was welcomed. Local Muslim leaders rallied to the call not out of crude
      communal sentiments, but out of a sense of disillusionment with Congress as a supra-communal political
      organisation. Jinnah offered many Madras Muslims a way out of their political isolation, and an opportunity to
      impress upon both Congress and the British the need to heed Muslim fears and aspirations as India moved towards a
      greater degree of self-government.
    


    
      Most Presidency Muslim leaders agreed to the formation of a common Muslim electoral front, even if they resisted
      the League’s claim to be the sole political representative of Muslims. The architect of this compromise was Jamal
      Mahomed whose background and links into both the Urdu and Tamil Muslim communities ideally placed him to play
      Presidency conciliator ahead of the elections scheduled for 1937, the first under the 1935 Government of India
      Act.
    


    
      By 1934, the Madras Muslim community had undergone radical outlook and leadership changes. Urdu Muslim domination
      in the community’s political organisations weakened as Tamil Muslim spokesmen emerged to voice the grievances and
      aspirations of the entire community. This came from growing Tamil Muslim articulateness and self-consciousness,
      and the inability of Urdu Muslim politicians to provide united community leadership.
    


    
      The world trade depression, beginning in 1929, curtailed the mercantile and trading activities of many south
      Indian Muslims, particularly Tamil Muslims. Jamal Mahomed, as President of the Skin and Hide Merchants’
      Association, actively petitioned central government in New Delhi and the Presidency government to assist the
      industry which in 1929 had been hard hit by a 15.5 per cent decrease in prices. Government did take some measures
      to help the industry but Jamal Mahomed and the predominantly Muslim membership of the Association judged them
      insufficient.40 The crisis in
      the tanning industry was a central cause of the growing insecurity of the Muslim mercantile class in the Madras
      Presidency. But the insecurity was also in part a transfusion from anxious Muslims elsewhere in India, and was
      compounded by fears that Congress politics threatened their position in the Presidency’s fractional society.
      These anxieties encouraged many Tamil Muslims—particularly the mercantile
      élite— to look for new and effective ways of providing their community with a unified political expression.
      However, this new Tamil Muslim political assertiveness did not conceptualise the Muslim community of southern
      India as set apart from the majority of the population.
    


    
      The new Tamil Muslim leadership offered Presidency Muslims a clear rejection of both outright communal separation
      in politics, and the total integration of Muslims in Congress, in favour of Muslim political unity as a means of
      winning recognition for Muslim fears and aspirations as British India moved towards freedom. The distinction
      drawn here may appear overly subtle, but Tamil Muslim leaders like Jamal Mahomed were genuinely sympathetic to
      the broad nationalist objectives and the ideal of a communal rapprochement, although they had despaired of
      influencing Congress from within. The only option left them was to form a Muslim bloc outside Congress which
      would more effectively influence both Congress and the British.
    


    
      Neither Urdu-dominated communal organisations nor Urdu Muslim leaders proved capable of giving Tamil Muslims or
      the mass of Urdu Muslims any means of effective expression. Khilafat movement failures and subsequent alliances
      with the Justice and Swaraj Parties destroyed the unity of Urdu Muslim leadership. Urdu Muslim political
      romanticism and communalism failed in Madras and the Muslim community needed a new political course. Madras Urdu
      Muslims were bitter and confused. Further, Chennai’s traditionally-dominant Urdu Muslim merchant families
      gradually lost pre-eminence amongst their co-religionists during the 1920s and 1930s to a rising group of wealthy
      and articulate Tamil Muslim families. This subversion of authority was not deliberate, but resulted from the
      failure of Urdu Muslims to provide effective community leadership, and from increasing Tamil Muslim settlement in
      Chennai. Economic prosperity between 1923 and 1929 also increased the wealth and influence of Tamil merchants and
      entrepreneurs in Chennai and the mofussil.41 Jamal Mahomed’s was the most prominent of these upwardly mobile Tamil Muslim families. His
      profile in Indian industry, high level cross-communal links and his involvement as a representative of Indian
      industry in negotiations with the British over political reform made him the ideal candidate for leadership of the Presidency Muslim community in the early 1930s as it confronted new
      challenges.
    


    
      By 1934, the Muslim unity cause in India was gaining currency throughout the subcontinent. Madras Muslims were
      among the first to espouse this cause when the Presidency Muslim League was revived in 1931–32 to bring together
      the various Muslim political factions in the south. But in Madras, as elsewhere in India, the stumbling block was
      the strength of antipathy between the various factions. Not only did Tamil and Urdu Muslims in general hold
      dissimilar political outlooks, but also political factionalism was rampant amongst Urdu Muslims. A growing
      distrust of Congress was shared by both Tamil and Urdu Muslims, but the Tamil Muslims were spared many of the
      social, political and economic frustrations of the Urdu Muslims, at least until the late 1920s. Consequently
      their attitude towards Congress was more conciliatory. They were averse to the aggressive communalism which
      appealed to some Urdu Muslims, and their vision of themselves was not defined in terms of lost social and
      political prestige. Rather they were concerned with maintaining their traditional position as Muslims in Tamil
      society.
    


    
      From 1933, it was evident the British would embark on another round of political devolution, and there was a
      scramble across India by all communities, and other interest groups, to secure their interests in the new
      constitution. The 1932 Communal Award laid down the guidelines for communal representation under the proposed
      reforms, but Congress opposed the Award and Indians outside that organisation closed ranks to defend their
      interests and improve their bargaining power.
    


    
      In Madras the prospect of constitutional reforms advantaged Jamal Mahomed and the Presidency Muslim League which
      represented a coalition of Muslim interests outside both Congress and the extreme communalist fringe. The
      Presidency League was ideally situated to become the focal point for the formation of a Muslim political bloc in
      the south, and when the Council of the All-India Muslim League revived its provincial branches in 1934, Jamal
      Mahomed’s League was affiliated with the central organisation. Two Muslim Leagues were affiliated in the
      Presidency in an attempt to copy the national organisation of Congress, which comprised a central body
      underpinned by regional committees drawn from linguistic areas rather than the political units of British India.
      The most important of these Leagues was the Madras Presidency Muslim League, intended to represent Muslims of the
      Tamil-speaking districts of the Presidency; the other was the Andhra Muslim
      League, established by Umar Ali Shah MLA, a noted Telugu and Sanskrit scholar, which was to represent Urdu
      Muslims of the Telugu-speaking areas of the Presidency.42 Within a few months the Andhra League was defunct, and its constituency absorbed by
      the Presidency League.
    


    
      The role of Jamal Mahomed and Syed Murtaza in the revival of the Presidency now stood them in good stead. Both
      men were members of the Council of the All-India Muslim League, and after its 1934 meeting their appointed task
      was to transform the Presidency Muslim League into a political organisation to represent a cross-section of
      Muslim political opinion in the south.
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      Madras Muslims and the National Movement, 1934–1937
    


    
      Overview
    


    
      The Re-Emergence of the Madras Presidency Muslim League
    


    
      The problems facing Jamal Mahomed and Murtaza in 1934 were considerable. There was
      widespread Muslim suspicion of Congress, and political factionalism within the community. Additionally, there was
      general disagreement over the methods and platform to be adopted by the League. Throughout 1934 and 1935, these
      problems hindered the process of Muslim political unity, as did the hesitation of both Mahomed and Murtaza to
      provide the Provincial League with a definite policy. They were caught between two extremes of Muslim opinion. On
      the one hand were overt communalists with a marginal interest in nationalism per se; on the other hand
      were pro-nationalist Muslims who supported the formation of a distinct Muslim political organisation as a means
      of ensuring a Muslim voice in the nationalist struggle.
    


    
      The friction between the two factions came to a head in October 1934 when elections were held in Madras for the
      Imperial Legislative Assembly. All three Muslim seats were won by members of the All-India Muslim League: Syed
      Murtaza, a one-time Congressman and Swarajist; Umar Ali Shah (former President of the Andhra Muslim League), who
      had been defeated by Farookhi in the 1926 election to the Assembly and now defeated Farookhi’s friend, Mahmud
      Muazzam, who had won the seat in 1930; and Haji Essack Sait, a Gujarati merchant who supported the goal of
      independence and was a critic of both the Justice Party and Congress.1 1
    


    
      Although both Murtaza and Umar Ali Shah maintained friendly relations with
      Congress after the elections, their election did not indicate a general decline in Muslim suspicion of Congress,
      although Murtaza had the tacit support of Congress and the pro-Congress Muslim Unity Board at Lucknow.2 The election of such men highlighted two
      aspects of Muslim political opinion in the south: its pro-nationalist bias, and its suspicion and resentment of
      Congress that was perceived as being impervious to the concerns of Muslims.
    


    
      During 1934, Muslim antipathy towards the Justice Party ministry in Madras reached new heights. The abolition of
      the half-fee concession for Muslim secondary school students in government and government-aided schools alienated
      many Muslims, especially those who were members of the Southern Indian Muhammedan Educational Association, as did
      the government’s failure to increase Muslim representation in the public service.3
    


    
      Most Muslim MLCs were loosely organised into the Muslim Council Party (MCP), which sat in opposition to the
      Justice Party. The MCP had been founded by Yakub Hasan in 1929 as a component part of the United Nationalist
      Party (UNP). By 1934, however, it had separated from the UNP under the leadership of Basheer Ahmed Syed and Abdul
      Hamid Khan. Yakub Hasan, quarrelsome and at odds with most other Muslim politicians, sat alone in the Council as
      a pro-nationalist Muslim isolated by his personality rather than by his political beliefs from most other
      prominent members of his community.
    


    
      The development of the Muslim Council Party was a reflection of the alienation of many Muslim MLCs from the
      pro-Congress United Nationalist Party. By 1934, the members of the MCP were convinced that separate electorates
      was in jeopardy, and believed that Muslims should organise and agitate to prevent the British accepting Congress
      as the sole spokesman for the peoples of India. In March 1934, both Abdul Hamid Khan and Yahya Ali spoke out in
      the Madras Council on the need to include separate representation in the proposed reforms, while Basheer Ahmed
      Syed stated that there was a factor which
    


    
      seems to be in the way of the new Constitution coming into existence early.
      That is: there has been no agreement between the majority and minority communities in the country….I would
      therefore appeal to the majority community that, having lost enough time, they should…come to some understanding
      with the minority communities.4
    


    
      Eventually Congress did grudgingly accept the Communal Award, but continuing criticism of the Award by
      Congressmen clouded communal relations well into 1936. Congress antipathy towards the British Government’s
      reforms proposals further increased Muslim suspicions. The All-India Muslim League at first condemned the
      proposals on the basis that they did not contain a full grant of self-government, but in the face of continuing
      Congress opposition to the Award the League finally accepted the position.5
    


    
      The inconsistency in this attitude was more apparent than real. Jinnah’s criticisms of the reforms were
      sincere—the All-India Muslim League was no less dedicated than Congress to the goal of freedom— but the realities
      of the situation were such that few Muslims were prepared to go along with Congress to the point of rejecting the
      reforms proposals. Neither Muslim Leaguers nor members of Congress appear to have foreseen the rapid end of the
      British raj. The illusion of permanence still surrounded British rule, and many Muslims feared that Congress
      tactics might disrupt constitutional progress towards a form of self-government in which communal safeguards were
      assured.6
    


    
      Throughout 1935, Muslim political opinion in Madras remained divided. Since his election to the Imperial
      Legislative Assembly, Murtaza had ceased to play any active role in the Presidency Muslim League and was
      reconciled to Congress until 1936 when he became a member of the pro-League Central Parliamentary Board formed to
      contest Muslim seats in the 1937 election. The onus of organisation fell upon Jamal Mahomed. The approaching
      reforms and the critical attitude of Congress towards them emphasised the urgency of the need for Muslim unity
      and action on the part of the Presidency League. But there was still disagreement over the form such action
      should take. Neither Jinnah nor the All-India Muslim League was of any help as they were also groping towards the formulation of a mode of action and a political platform. If only
      in a negative sense, a certain consensus of opinion was crystallising amongst Muslim leaders in the south. Most
      believed that there was no possibility of any immediate rapprochement with Congress.
    


    
      Yakub Hasan and Syed Murtaza, were exceptional in remaining pro-Congress to the extent that they did not formally
      join the Muslim League. Hasan had been on the periphery of local Muslim politics for several years, largely as a
      result of personal friction with other Muslim politicians and because of his pro-Congress sympathies. Murtaza, a
      less irascible character than Hasan, whose political sympathies rested somewhere between Congress and the League,
      was not at such a discount in the community. He retained considerable personal influence, was on friendly terms
      with most local Muslim politicians, was respected by Muslims of all political persuasions for his religious and
      educational achievements and for his undeniable concern for the welfare of the community.7
    


    
      In various parts of the Presidency, Muslim MLCs, ex-MLCs, members of the Madras Muslim League and other prominent
      Muslims, organised and attended ‘Muslim District Conferences’ to extol the virtues of Muslim unity, and to ‘chalk
      out a common program of action.’8
      The tone of the meetings was generally mild, and often the call for Muslim unity was qualified by a plea for
      Hindu–Muslim unity. Even Farookhi urged Muslims to organise but ‘also to be true nationalists’!9
    


    
      Political developments were not the only incentive for Muslim unity. The abolition of the half-fee concession
      made the Educational Association aware of the need for strong and united agitation, and in March 1935 the
      concession was restored as a result of protests it organised. Also, in January 1935, the central government
      abolished the 5 per cent export duty on raw skins and hides. The duty had been originally imposed to encourage
      the indigenous tanning industry and the local sale of raw skins and hides for manufacturing processes, and with
      the onset of the depression it had helped soften the blow of falling foreign
      demand. Its abolition adversely affected the Tamil Muslim-dominated skin and hide trade and caused some
      anti-government sentiment particularly amongst Tamil Muslim entrepreneurs.
    


    
      But Tamil Muslim discontent was also directed at certain sections of the Hindu trading community believed to have
      captured control of the Southern Indian Chamber of Commerce. Until 1934, Tamil Muslim merchants in particular had
      wielded considerable influence within the Chamber, but in 1934 Jamal Mahomed, its President since 1929, failed to
      gain re-election. There was a feeling that Muslims were being excluded from positions of influence in the Chamber
      by members of the non-Brahmin Chettiar trading caste who were not interested in the problems of the skin and hide
      trade and the tanning industry.10
    


    
      Although no longer President of the Chamber of Commerce, Jamal Mahomed’s influence in the Muslim community was
      undiminished. In August 1935, he was elected President of the Educational Association, replacing Sir Muhammad
      Usman who had held the office since 1925. Jamai’s election was significant in that the majority of the
      Association’s members were Urdu Muslims who had hitherto looked to Urdu-speakers for their leaders, and also
      because he was publicly critical of Usman’s Justice Party sympathies. Under Jamal Mahomed’s leadership, the
      Association rapidly extended its activities. Expenditure on scholarships increased, and the Association took a
      more active interest in the educational problems of Tamil Muslims.11
    


    
      In the Madras Legislative Council the development of Muslim unity was more difficult and during 1935 received
      several setbacks. Yakub Hasan and P. Khalifullah quarrelled over the attitude Muslims should adopt towards
      Swaraj. Hasan called for independence first and then an intercommunal settlement; Khalifullah argued that the
      reverse must happen, echoing popular Madras Muslim opinion.12
    


    
      Later in 1935, the allocation of the 29 Muslim constituencies proposed for Madras in the new constitution caused
      another quarrel amongst Muslim MLCs. At first it was between Urdu and Tamil
      Muslim MLCs, but agreement was reached through the efforts of Basheer Ahmed Syed. In November, however, two
      Mappila Muslim MLCs, Mahmud Schamnad and T. M. Moidu, revived the quarrel and demanded the allocation of more
      seats for the Malayalam-speaking Muslims on the west coast of the Presidency. Schamnad was particularly bitter
      about the issue and launched an attack on Basheer Ahmed Syed and other members of the Muslim Council
      Party.13
    


    
      Ostensibly Schamnad’s anger stemmed from the question of the delimitation of the proposed constituencies, but in
      broader terms it reflected his rejection of the pro-nationalist outlook of Basheer Ahmed Syed and other MLCs.
      Schamnad, along with Yahya Ali and Dr Tajuddin (a former Swarajist), was a supporter of the Justice Party and was
      wary of the pro-nationalist views of most other Muslim politicians in the south. T. M. Moidu was motivated by
      different reasons: he was pro-nationalist, but his attack stemmed from personal antipathy between himself and
      supporters of the Muslim League in the Council.14
    


    
      By the end of 1935, the Madras Muslim community was erratically groping its way towards internal unity. A few
      Muslim ‘Justicites’ and pro-Congress Muslims opposed the process, but in general the community had accepted the
      necessity of unity. The Presidency Muslim League had as yet to play a decisive role in the development of this
      unity, but its leader, Jamal Mahomed, was emerging as the most popular leader amongst Tamil and Urdu Muslims. For
      the first time since the turbulent events of the early 1920s, the community was moving towards a unity that
      extended beyond Chennai or mofussil power bases.
    


    
      Most leading Madras Muslims viewed the Presidency Muslim League with optimism, and branches of the League were
      formed in the mofussil. Few of the men who established these branches were as well-known as Jamal Mahomed or had
      been active in politics before 1935. However, they were influential at the district level. Most were young
      merchants and university graduates who supported the qualified nationalist outlook of Jamal Mahomed.15 Through branches of the Educational
      Association, local Muslim newspapers, widely read non-Muslim newspapers such as the Hindu and the
      Madras Times, the Tamil-language weekly newsletter of the Presidency
      League which was published during 1935 and 1936 and through business and professional contacts, the ideas of
      Jamal Mahomed were propagated.
    


    
      The Government of India Act, passed late in 1935, stirred the All-India Muslim League and its provincial branches
      to renewed efforts to unite and organise the Muslim communities of India under its leadership. Most politically
      articulate Indian Muslims appear to have been satisfied with the terms of Muslim representation in the provincial
      legislatures.16 In Madras,
      Muslim electors accounted for nearly 6.5 per cent of the 6,500,000 enfranchised voters, and gained 29 out of 255
      elected seats (13.5 per cent) in the lower house, the Legislative Assembly, and eight (seven elected and one
      nominated) out of 55 (14 per cent) in the upper house, the Legislative Council.17 The percentage of enfranchised Muslims was almost the
      same as the Muslim percentage in the population of the Presidency, while the percentage of Muslim seats gave the
      community 100 per cent weightage.
    


    
      In January 1936, the All-India Muslim League held a special session in Mumbai to discuss the Act. The session was
      also organised to map out an electoral campaign for the League, much as the Muslim District Conferences in the
      Madras Presidency the previous year had sought to evolve a common plan of action for the Presidency League.
    


    
      Jinnah was critical of the Act, believing that it fell far short of a grant of complete self-government, but was
      ‘prepared to work the constitution for what it was worth’.18 He attacked the attitude of Congress towards the Act and
      the problem of communal unity. On both counts he asserted Congress had betrayed the nationalist cause. Congress
      had agreed to contest the first elections under the new constitution, but it had not decided whether to obstruct
      the workings of the legislative councils or to follow Jinnah’s example of working the constitution.
    


    
      Jinnah believed that the only way to safeguard Muslim interests was through constitutional advances towards
      independence, although he sympathised with some of Congress’s objections to the Act. He regarded the attitude of
      many Congressmen towards the communal question as purely negative, and felt their demand for independence before
      communal unity was unrealistic. On both counts Jinnah stated that the
      ‘Mahasabha-dominated’ Congress was hindering the development of a united nationalist movement, and that ‘under
      such circumstances the Muslim community had no alternative but to fight the battle for the country under the
      auspices of the All-India Muslim League’, As if to reinforce his claim to being a true nationalist, he announced
      the formation of central and provincial Muslim Parliamentary Boards to nominate Muslim candidates for the
      elections scheduled for February 1937 who would cooperate in the struggle for independence ‘with groups and
      parties with proximate aims and ideals’.19 Obviously there was a hope that Congress might adopt a more conciliatory stand.
    


    
      Jinnah had made two shrewd moves with the establishment of Muslim Parliamentary Boards and his call for
      cooperation between political parties. He realised that many Muslims, particularly pro-nationalist Muslims, still
      had reservations about the commitment of the All-India Muslim League to the nationalist cause and were not
      prepared to contest the elections under its banner. However, membership of a Parliamentary Board was less
      contentious, as such organisations were ostensibly independent of the League and prepared to support other
      sympathetic pro-nationalist political parties. They provided a supposedly neutral rallying point for all Muslims
      critical of Congress to contest the fight for Muslim seats.
    


    
      In Madras, the news of the League session sparked off considerable controversy amongst Muslims. Abdul Hamid Khan,
      MLC, a member of the Presidency Muslim League, had attended the Mumbai session of the League and in April 1936 he
      spoke at a meeting of the Presidency League organised to discuss the session. Hamid Khan stressed Jinnah’s
      argument that the League was a nationalist organisation, and claimed that it was ‘the only organisation which
      truly represents Muslim opinion in the country’. He called for Muslim unity, and appealed for support of the
      Presidency League ‘under the guidance of Jamal Mahomed’.20 Hamid Khan was not merely echoing Jinnah’s sentiments but was advocating the policy
      espoused by Jamal Mahomed since he revived the Presidency Muslim League.
    


    
      At this stage both Jinnah and Jamal Mahomed considered themselves true nationalists and were working for the
      development of a distinct Muslim political consciousness that would ensure Muslims had an equal role with non-Muslims in the nationalist movement. Jinnah’s call for unity had brought the
      problem of differing political outlooks amongst Indian Muslims to the surface. Although some Urdu Muslims in
      Madras, like Abdul Hamid Khan, were willing to interpret Jinnah’s plea in the light of Jamal Mahomed’s political
      outlook, others such as Farookhi put a different interpretation on Jinnah’s speech. Furthermore, some
      pro-Congress Madras Muslims, in particular Yakub Hasan, completely rejected Jinnah’s arguments and spoke in
      defence of a thoroughgoing Congress–Muslim alliance. Farookhi rejected Jamal Mahomed’s interpretation of the
      Mumbai League session. He denied any possibility of an understanding with Congress, and collaborated with Padsha
      to set up his own League, in opposition to Jamal Mahomed’s. Nevertheless, Farookhi claimed loyalty to
      Jinnah.21
    


    
      The differences between Farookhi and Jamal Mahomed were partly personal and partly ideological. Both favoured
      Muslim unity, but Farookhi was more intransigent than Jamal Mahomed, urging the adoption of a more extremist
      communal outlook. He was prepared to compromise his proclaimed nationalist sympathies by seeking the support of
      politically conservative Muslim communalists. In fact a group of politically conservative Muslims under the
      leadership of an obscure but wealthy Urdu Muslim merchant from Chennai, Haji Jallaluddin, who claimed also to be
      acting ‘in accordance with Jinnah’s call’,22 had denounced Jamal Mahomed and formed the Muslim Progressive Party. The party comprised
      mainly elderly merchants who disapproved of the nationalist struggle, and opposed any form of Hindu–Muslim
      reconciliation at the political level.
    


    
      All these men, except Hasan, appealed to Jinnah to settle the controversy, but all to no purpose: Basheer Ahmed
      Syed, MLC, who had previously given his support to Mahomed’s League was disgusted by the squabbling and wrote
      that the organisation of the Presidency League was defective, and that it must
    


    
      be re-organised if it is to be a living force for the entire Muslim community and should establish intimate
      contact with the masses…Muslims cannot remain segregated in the struggle for national freedom.23
    


    
      In August 1936, Jamal Mahomed acted to achieve unity amongst the Muslims of
      Madras. He organised a meeting ‘of leading Muslims…representing all shades of opinion’ to discuss the course of
      action to be adopted by the community.24 The meeting represented most political factions in the community: the pro-Congress faction
      was represented by Murtaza, Umar Ali Shah and Hasan; the more intransigent communalists by Farookhi and Padsha;
      and in between there was a large contingent of nationalist sympathisers, including Abdul Hamid Khan, Jamal
      Mahomed and Basheer Ahmed Syed. The ‘Muslim Justicites’ ignored the meeting, with the exception of Dr Tajuddin,
      MLC, a former Swarajist protegé of Murtaza. In all 150 prominent Muslims attended, with only the ‘Muslim
      Justicites’ and the Muslim Progressive Party’ holding aloof. Jamal Mahomed chaired the meeting, and after
      reiterating Jinnah’s call for unity he proposed the formation of a provincial Muslim Parliamentary Board as
      recommended by the League at the Mumbai.
    


    
      The conciliatory nature of his policy was fully revealed by his attitude towards the organisation of the Board;
      it was to have only vague ties with the Presidency League and was to provide a general Muslim electoral board
      that would sponsor a variety of candidates. Not all the candidates would necessarily be members of the League,
      but all would at least subscribe to the ideal of Muslim unity. Several of those present opposed any such idea,
      favouring instead the resolution recently adopted by the Muslim Parliamentary Board in Mumbai stating it would
      only sponsor League members. However, both Farookhi and Hasan, along with Padsha, Khalifullah and Basheer Ahmed
      Syed supported Jamal Mahomed’s plan. This ‘unholy alliance’ did not herald any reconciliation between Hasan and
      Farookhi: it was due to Farookhi’s antipathy towards Jamal’s League, which had burgeoned following the failure of
      his own League soon after its establishment in January 1936, and his suspicions regarding Jamal’s pro-nationalist
      sympathies. By separating the Parliamentary Board and the Presidency League, Farookhi believed that the League
      would be weakened. By such convoluted means Farookhi unwittingly served Jinnah’s objective of unity without
      risking the still-fragile League.
    


    
      The reaction of some other Muslims to Jamal Mahomed’s activities during this period appear also to have been
      based on jealousy of his increasing influence and prosperity, and of his younger relatives, at least two of whom, the brothers K. T. M. Ahmed Ibrahim and Mohamed Ismail, were gaining
      influence within the League.25
      Eventually Jamal Mohamed’s proposal was accepted, and a Parliamentary Board was formed which included Jamal
      Mahomed, K. T. M. Ahmed Ibrahim, Mohamed Ismail, C. Abdul Hakim, Murtaza, Umar Ali Shah and Abdul Hamid Khan.
      Ironically, Jamal Mahomed was elected President of the Board, so that inevitably the outlook of both Presidency
      Muslim League and Parliamentary Board were much the same.
    


    
      By late 1936, however, the unity achieved in July was weakened. Most Muslims supported the Board, tacitly at
      least, but two groups withdrew their support, although only one withdrew it permanently. The first of the former
      supporters of the Board to oppose its activities was Farookhi. In August he and C. Abdul Hakim, joined the Muslim
      Progressive Party (MPP), and Abdul Hakim was elected its President.26 Initially they appear to have attempted to force a more
      aggressively communal policy on the Board, but the Board and the Presidency Muslim League denounced them and they
      formed their own party.
    


    
      Despite its claim to be willing to cooperate with ‘sister-communities’ the Muslim Progressive Party (MPP) was
      separatist and communalist. It regarded the Muslim Parliamentary Board as betraying the Muslim cause by allowing
      its members to affiliate with Congress, and ordered its own members to sever links with other political parties.
      Some of its members, notably Abdul Hakim its President, were not as overtly communalist as Farookhi but they were
      political conservatives. Hakim had been a Khilafatist until the split over Non-Cooperation when he retired from
      active politics. Throughout the 1920s and 1930s he remained active in community organisations, and was at various
      times President of the Southern Indian Muhammedan Educational Association and the Southern Indian Chamber of
      Commerce. In addition he held office in the Mahajana Sabha, the Southern Indian Skin and Hide Merchants
      Association, was member of the Madras Corporation and Sheriff of Chennai. Before joining the MPP, he had been
      Vice-President of the Muslim Parliamentary Board and seems to have switched to the MPP in a fit of pique after he
      clashed with the local Congress Committee when it unsuccessfully opposed his election as President of the North
      Arcot District Board in June 1936.27
    


    
      The other opponents of the Muslim Parliamentary Board were pro-Congress
      Muslims, in particular Yakub Hasan and Mohideen Marakayyar (the son of Sir Ahmed Thambi Marakayyar). Both issued
      appeals to Muslims to join Congress, and urged it to adopt a more conciliatory attitude towards
      Muslims.28 But the opposition
      of these men had largely evaporated by the end of 1936, and Hasan was once more a tacit supporter of the
      Board.29
    


    
      This change in attitude resulted from an understanding reached between Jamal Mahomed and local Congress leaders,
      in particular Rajaji and S. Satyamurthi. Both these Hindu Congressmen had long been on intimate terms with Muslim
      politicians who had been active in the Khilafat movement and the subsequent Muslim–Swaraj Party alliance. Rajaji
      and Satyamurthi were well known proponents of a Hindu–Muslim détente, and Jamal Mahomed and Rajaji were
      close friends.30 The local
      Congress Committee was more concerned with fighting the Justice Party at the polls than becoming embroiled in
      conflict with the Muslim community, and on at least one occasion Satyamurthi appealed to Muslims to vote for a
      particular Muslim Parliamentary Board candidate ‘because he was not a Justicite’.31
    


    
      Jamal Mahomed was more than eager to accept Congress overtures. He was sympathetic towards nationalist goals, but
      believed that Congress must change its attitude towards the communal problem if Hindus and Muslims were to
      participate in a united nationalist movement. He opposed the anti-nationalist policies of the Justice Party and
      felt that the Muslims, having strengthened their position by uniting under the leadership of the Muslim League
      and the Muslim Parliamentary Board, could now be treated on equal terms with Congress. His course was much the
      same as that espoused by Jinnah, who appears to have hoped that in the wake of the elections the Muslim League
      would be able to ‘negotiate from strength’ and perhaps achieve some post-electoral understanding with Congress.
    


    
      In January 1937, Jinnah issued an appeal to the Muslim electors in Madras to vote for candidates sponsored by the
      Muslim Parliamentary Board. He amplified this appeal and at the same time supported Jamal Mahomed’s pro-détente activities by emphasising that such a vote was ‘not a communal vote’,
      but was rather intended to unite the community so that it could take its rightful place in an independent
      India.32
    


    
      Jamal Mahomed in the meantime reached an understanding with the Tamil Nadu Congress Committee lead by Rajaji,
      that neither the Muslim Parliamentary Board nor Congress would oppose one another at the polls. There was also an
      agreement that Yakub Hasan would contest a Muslim seat as an independent candidate. The evidence regarding the
      electorate agreements is very slim. Rajaji denied that there was any such agreement but Jamal Mahomed’s nephew
      and protegé, Mohamed Ismail, claimed that such an agreement was reached.33 The fact that Muslim Parliamentary Board and Congress
      candidates clashed in only two constituencies, together with the absence of any opposing electoral appeals or
      statements issued by either side, tends to confirm the existence of an agreement.
    


    
      Thus on the eve of the elections in February 1937 the Presidency Muslim League and the Muslim Parliamentary
      Board, both under the leadership of Jamal Mahomed, were in a strong position. They had the support of most
      leading Tamil and Urdu Muslims and had reached a modus vivendi with Congress in opposition to the Justice
      Party. The Presidency League could in no way, as yet, rival Congress as a ‘mass organisation’. Rather, its time
      and energy had been spent achieving unity at a leadership level. In some areas, however, it had established
      branches and it appears to have been well organised in Tamil Muslim districts where many of the Parliamentary
      Board candidates stood.34
    


    
      Jamal Mahomed’s settlement with Congress was in line with tactics pursued by Jinnah and other Leaguers in
      northern India, but in Madras it was achieved with a greater measure of success. Indeed, the
      Congress–Parliamentary Board settlement in Madras removed the major source of possible opposition to both the
      Board and Presidency League, and compensated for the League’s failure to set up a well-organised network of
      mofussil branches.35
    


    
      The Elections of February 1937
    


    
      In all, the Muslim Parliamentary Board and Congress sponsored 26 candidates for election to the 29 Muslim seats
      to the Madras Legislative Assembly. Amongst the Parliamentary Board candidates were stalwart pro-nationalists
      like Basheer Ahmed Syed and Abdul Hamid Khan, while Congress candidates included prominent Tamil Muslim merchants
      such as Mohideen Marakayyar, M. A. Rowther, and Yakub Hasan who was a de facto Congress candidate. Jamal
      Mahomed did not stand for election; why this was so is not clear.
    


    
      Of the 14 Parliamentary Board candidates, 12 were elected; they were joined by another Muslim who was elected as
      an independent. The successful Parliamentary Board candidates were:
    


    
      
        
          	Abdul Hamid Khan (Madras City)

          	Basheer Ahmed Syed
          

          (Chingleput)
        


        
          	Rajah of Cannonore (Chirakal: Malabar)

          	M. S. Hussain (Mangalore:
          

          Malabar) (elected as an
          

          independent)
        


        
          	A. K. Kaderkutti (Kottayam:Malabar)

          	S. S. Rowther (Palghat: Malabar…
          

          one of two seats)
        


        
          	M. K. Rahmatullah (Anantapur)

          	D. A. Rawoof (Bellary)
        


        
          	K. A. Rahiman Khan (Kurnool)

          	P. Khalifulla (Trichinopoly)
        


        
          	S. Syed Ibrahim (Ramnad)

          	K. A. S. Dawood Sahib (Salem-
          

          Coimbatore-Nilgiris)
        


        
          	Sheikh Mansoor Tharaganar (Tinnevelly)

          	  
        

      
    


    
      The six of the 12 Congress Muslim candidates who were successful were:
    


    
      
        
          	P. I. Kunhammad Kutty

          	M. A. Rahman (Malappuram:
        


        
          	(Tellicherry: Malabar)

          	Malabar…one of two seats)
        


        
          	P. K. M. Kutty (Palghat: Malabar…
          

          one of two seats)

          	Yakub Hasan (Chittoor)
        


        
          	A. T. M. Marakayyar (Tanjore)

          	K. S. M. A. K. Ravuttar (Madura)
        

      
    


    
      The Justice Party sponsored eight Muslim candidates and gained seven seats. Their successful candidates were:
    


    
      
        
          	S. Ghouse Mohideen (Cuddapah)

          	S. M. Laljan (Guntur)
        


        
          	Mahboob Ali Baig

          	Mir Akram Ali (Vizagapatnam-
        


        
          	(West Godavari-Kistna)

          	East Godavari)
        


        
          	M. A. Salam (Nellore)

          	K. S. Unnikammoo
          

          (Malappuram: Malabar…one of
          

          two seats)
        


        
          	M. Schamnad (Puttur:South Kanara)

          	  
        

      
    


    
      The remaining Muslim seats were won by two independents and a member of the
      MPP:
    


    
      
        
          	Mrs Khadiya Yakub Hasan

          	P. M. Attakoya Thanagal
        


        
          	(Madras City:Women)

          	(Calicut:Malabar)
        


        
          	Nawab C. Abdul Hakim (North Arcot)MPP)

          	  
        

      
    


    
      One other party also contested Muslim seats; it was called the People’s Party, and was routed at the polls where
      it unsuccessfully contested four Muslim and 49 non-Muslim seats. The party was formed in May 1936 to occupy the
      middle ground between the Justice Party and Congress, and its policy was one of moderate nationalism through
      legislative tactics. Its Muslim candidates were obscure individuals.36
    


    
      The Muslim Parliamentary Board was the most successful party in winning Muslim seats, but its success was patchy.
      It won four of the six Muslim seats with a majority of Tamil Muslim voters (Khalifullah, S. S. Ibrahim, Dawood
      and Tharaganar); three of the nine predominantly Urdu Muslim seats (Rahiman, Rawoof and Rahmatullah) although it
      contested only five of these seats; and two of the four seats with a mixed Tamil and Urdu Muslim population
      (Abdul Hamid Khan and Basheer Ahmed Syed). It had less success in the Mappila districts on the west coast where
      it won only four out of 10 seats (Rajah of Cannanore, M. S. Hussain, Kaderkutti and Rowther).
    


    
      The Board and Congress clashed in only one seat where there was a localised failure of the Congress–Board
      understanding, otherwise the Board only contested seats against the Justice Party and independents.37 Congress victories were divided between
      Mappila seats (Kunhammad and Moideen Kutty and Rahman) and Tamil Muslim seats (Marakayyar and Ravuttar) with one
      Urdu Muslim seat being won by Yakub Hasan. The women’s seat of Madras City was won by Yakub Hasan’s Turkish wife
      who stood as an independent candidate, and should perhaps be added to the Congress score.
    


    
      The Justice Party won seven seats: all the five seats with a voter population of Urdu-and Telugu-speaking Muslims
      stretching northward from Chennai city along the coast into the Oriya-speaking district of Ganjam on the border
      with the province of Bihar and Orissa, and two Mappila seats (Unnikammoo and Schamnad).
    


    
      In contrast to election results elsewhere in the Presidency, Congress came
      third after the Justice Party in the contests for Muslim votes. The bulk of Muslim votes for Congress came from
      west coast districts where the Muslim League was poorly organised, and from two rural Tamil Muslim constituencies
      where its candidates were men of considerable local standing and influence: K. S. M. A. Ravuttar, a prominent
      merchant from an old family in Madurai, and M. Marakayyar. the businessman son of Sir Ahmed Thambi Marakayyar
      whose memory was still honoured in Thanjavur. In three Muslim seats with a significant Telugu-speaking Muslim
      population ‘Muslim Justicites’ defeated Muslim Congressmen; only in one Malabar seat did the reverse happen when
      the Congressman, M.A. Rahman, defeated his Justice Party opponent.38
    


    
      The success of the Justice Party in nearly matching the Congress vote on the west coast and outdistancing its
      rival in seats where there was a significant Telugu-speaking Muslim population was due to several factors. The
      Muslim vote on the west coast was divided by bitter personal rivalries amongst prominent Muslims. In addition, in
      east coast districts, stretching from Nellore to Vizagapatnam, neither Congress nor the League were well
      organised and all five Muslim seats went to the Justice party at the expense of one Parliamentary Board and three
      Congress candidates.39 However,
      in an area such as Kurnool, where the Presidency Muslim League was well organised, the Justice Party candidate,
      A. Rahiman Khan, was defeated by the Muslim Parliamentary Board candidate.
    


    
      In the east coast districts north from Chennai, the Muslim community was scattered and impoverished. Many Muslims
      spoke Telugu as their mother tongue and a high proportion of them were poor rural artisans and shopkeepers. They
      were despised by the better educated and more prosperous Urdu Muslims in other parts of the Presidency. Although
      wealthier Telugu Muslims sought integration with the Urdu Muslim group, they were never fully accepted. No doubt
      this caused resentment amongst many Telugu and ‘Urduised’ Telugu Muslims. Neither the Educational Association nor
      the Presidency Muslim League appear to have taken any sustained interest in the Muslims of these districts who
      were thrown upon their own resources. Finding these resources insufficient to improve their lot, and neglected
      by their co-religionists elsewhere in the Presidency, they supported the
      Justice Party. The one Parliamentary Board candidate in these districts was easily defeated.40
    


    
      Amongst the successful candidates elected on Parliamentary Board and Congress tickets, there were many
      similarities in background and political attitudes. Three of the Board candidates had previously been members of
      the Madras Legislative Council and of Congress at various times and were noted for their pro-nationalist
      sympathies (Abdul Hamid Khan, Basheer Ahmed Syed and P. Khalifullah, whose old rival, Syed Murtaza, was now
      member of Central Council of the All-India Muslim League and the Muslim Parliamentary Board in Madras). The rest
      were mostly Western educated lawyers, businessmen and landowners from well-established families with records of
      public service in both community organisations and various local government bodies. All were new to politics
      although some like M. S. Hussain from Mangalore and the Rajah of Cannanore (secular leader of the Mappila
      Muslims) had family links to former politicians such as Haji Abdullah Qasim Beary who had been a member of the
      Madras Legislative Council and the Imperial Legislative Assembly between 1919 and 1929. None of the Assembly
      members elected on the Board ticket had a history of activity in more intransigent community organisations or
      factions. Indeed, the only Muslim elected on an overtly anti-Congress ticket, Abdul Hakim of the MPP, was soon to
      renew his membership of the Southern Indian Chamber of Commerce where the overwhelmingly Hindu membership elected
      him Vice-President in 1937.
    


    
      The Muslim Progressive Party failed dismally in elections for both the Assembly and Council. Although Hakim
      gained election, five other of the Party’s candidates were defeated: three by Parliamentary Board candidates; one
      by a Muslim ‘Justicite’; and one by an independent. In the Legislative Council the party had two candidates,
      Farookhi and Bavotti, a former ‘Muslim Justicite’ MLC. Both were defeated by Parliamentary Board
      candidates.41
    


    
      Pre-eminent amongst the successful Congress candidates was Yakub Hasan, but the profile of the other four
      successful Congress candidates was very similar to their Parliamentary Board peers. All were from prominent
      landowning families with a history of community and public service ranging
      from membership of municipal councils to the Senate of Annamalai University.
    


    
      The profile of successful Justice Party candidates was similar to those of the Parliamentary Board and Congress.
      All were prominent members of local government bodies and community organisations. Three were wealthy landowners
      (Schamnad, Unnikammoo and Laljan); two were barristers educated at Madras University (Baig and Ali); and two were
      prosperous merchants (Mohideen and Salam). In addition, Baig had been a member of the Madras Legislative Council
      between 1930 and 1936 whilst Schamnad was a member of the Imperial Legislative between 1920 and 1926 after which
      he was elected to the Madras Legislative Council and held his seat until 1936. His relationship with the Justice
      Party was turbulent, and he resigned from it on several occasions. Apart from these two, none of the successful
      candidates had any political experience beyond local government bodies, although Salam had been active in the
      Khilafat movement until the advent of Non-Cooperation.
    


    
      In terms of seats, the pro-nationalist lobby (divided between supporters of the Muslim Parliamentary Board and
      Congress) won 20 out of 29 Muslim seats (if one includes Yakub Hasan’s wife) while the conservative Hindu–Muslim
      alliance represented by the Justice Party won seven of the remaining seats. Of the other successful candidates
      the election of Hakim cannot be read as a vote for the extreme communalist faction. It was the result of a very
      localised struggle for influence within the Muslim community of North Arcot. Similarly the election of the
      independent, Thanagal, to the seat of Calicut was complicated by strained relations between this prominent
      religious leader and the local Muslim League leader, B. Pocker, who had held the Calicut seat in the Madras
      Legislative Council between 1930 and 1936, and was to be returned to the Indian Constituent Assembly in 1946.
    


    
      The pro-nationalist lobby gained a resounding victory in the elections to the Assembly, and the entire election
      was notable for the almost total absence of electioneering based upon communal catch-cries. The majority of
      Muslims had voted in favour of some understanding with their Hindu compatriots, the main division being whether
      such an understanding should be with Congress or the Justice Party.
    


    
      In the elections to the Assembly, the Muslim Parliamentary Board won three of the seven seats:
    


    
      
        
          	Abdul Wahab Bukhari

          	Khan Bahadur Gulam Jilani
        


        
          	(Madras North Central)

          	Quraishi (Madras South Central)
        


        
          	Mammu Keyi (Madras West Coast)

          	  
        

      
    


    
      The Justice Party won one seat:
    


    
      Munshi Abdul Wahab (Madras North)
    


    
      The remaining three seats were won by independents:
    


    
      
        
          	S. K. Ahmed Meeran (Madras South)

          	V. Hamid Sultan (Madras South
        


        
          	T. M. Moidu (Madras West Coast)

          	Central)
        

      
    


    
      T. M. Moidu had intended standing on a Congress ticket, but he quarrelled with the local Congress organisation
      and they fielded a candidate against him.42
    


    
      The social and economic background of the Muslims elected to the Madras Legislative Council (now the upper house)
      in 1937 was very similar to their co-religionists elected to the Assembly. Most of the Muslims elected to the
      Assembly were younger than the Muslims in the Council, but they shared their educational and economic background.
      Two of the new Muslim members (Moidu and Wahab) had held seats in the Legislative Council in the 1920s, whilst
      most of the others were members of wealthy merchant and landowning families prominent in local government and
      community organisations. Only one of the Muslims, Bukhari, did not fit this profile, but he had a Master’s from
      Madras University and was principal of the Madrasa Jamalia which had been founded by Jamal Mahomed’s
      father. The one ‘Justicite’, Wahab, was a wealthy landowner from the Kistna district whose constituency comprised
      a large number of Telugu-speaking Muslims.
    


    
      In addition to these seven elected Muslim members of the Assembly, the Governor had the right to nominate one
      more Muslim. The choice fell upon the ubiquitous Sir Muhammad Usman, a prominent ‘Justicite’ who had been a MLC
      between 1920 and 1923, and remained a firm favourite of the British. He had held a variety of government
      nominations to official bodies during these years, including the Governor’s Executive Council between 1925 and
      1934.
    


    
      Obviously the Muslim Parliamentary Board had rallied a considerable amount of support in areas where the
      Presidency Muslim League was well organised. Nearly all the Board’s candidates were connected with mofussil
      branches of the League. The election results indicated both the strength of pro-nationalist sympathy in the
      Madras Muslim community, and their general lack of sympathy for overt political communalism. Between them the
      Parliamentary Board and Congress captured 23 of the 36 Muslims seats in the Presidency’s two legislative chambers, and in only one instance was a representative of a self-proclaimed
      communalist Muslim political party elected.
    


    
      The success of the Parliamentary Board at the elections in 1937 was greater than that of any other section or
      affiliate of the All-India Muslim League. Although detailed studies of the elections are not available for many
      other areas, it appears that the Madras Presidency was unique in that both Congress and the Presidency Muslim
      League’s de facto electoral organisation, the Muslim Parliamentary Board, achieved a remarkably successful
      electoral arrangement there.43
    


    
      The Muslim vote at the elections was a rejection both of overt communalism and, in a more measured way, of the
      Congress brand of nationalism. Also, it reflected the strong sense of Tamil identity of the Tamil Muslims. That
      most Urdu Muslims supported the Congress–Board alliance must be taken as a personal triumph for Jamal Mahomed,
      the architect of Muslim electoral policy in southern India.
    


    
      Certainly in Bengal and the Punjab, local Muslim political groups fought the elections in alliance with
      intercommunal political organisations, but only in Madras was there a successful equation of the policies of the
      All-India Muslim League and local Muslim political strategy, leading to victory at the polls. Some of Jamal
      Mahomed’s policy was a reflection of the course charted by Jinnah, and Madras was the only province where
      Jinnah’s hope for a Congress–League understanding was fully implemented, but Jamal had begun his activities
      several years before Jinnah returned from Britain to revive the All-India Muslim League. It is evident that
      Jamai’s policy in the early 1930s was primarily a result of his outlook as a Tamil Muslim, and his valid
      assessment of how the Madras Muslims might best survive in a rapidly changing political environment. It was the
      triumph of the Tamil Muslim practicality over the romantic, overtly communalist, ethos of some Urdu Muslim. The
      community was not prepared to accept the overt communalism to which some Urdu Muslims of Madras had inclined, but
      which had been found lacking as a means of defending local Muslim interests. Instead of supporting overt
      communalists, the majority of Madras Muslims voted either for Congress–Parliamentary Board or Justice Party
      candidates, all of whom represented an appeal to some degree of peaceful coexistence between Hindus and Muslims
      in the Madras Presidency.
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      1937 and Beyond
    


    
      Although the elections of February 1937 indicated that the integrationist rather
      than the separatist, communalist political view had triumphed amongst the Muslims of Madras it would be a mistake
      to assume that the Presidency Muslim League and Congress were one. Politically articulate Muslims inside the
      Presidency and outside, under the leadership of Jinnah, had advocated varying degrees of cooperation with
      Congress. This was not because of a desire for complete integration, but rather in the hope that the Muslims of
      the sub-continent would achieve an equal partnership with non-Muslims in the national movement.
    


    
      This desire for co-operation was strongest in the central and southern districts of the Madras Presidency,
      inhabited by Tamil-speaking Muslims and their more prosperous Urdu-speaking coreligionists, where the political
      leadership of the Muslim community was in the hands of a coalition between Tamil and Urdu Muslims. As a distinct
      but component part of the wider Tamil society, the Tamil Muslim group favoured the contractual approach to the
      non-Muslim dominated Congress. They eagerly pursued cooperation with the local Congress Committee at the time of
      the elections, fulfilling both their traditional pattern of social relationships with non-Muslim groups as well
      as Jinnah’s apparently sincere desire that Muslims and non-Muslims reach a modus vivendi.
    


    
      The Congress–League understanding in Madras marked a triumph for distinctly regional elements in Madras Muslim
      sentiment. The leaders of the Madras Muslims rejected the Urdu Muslim concept of a monolithic and All-India
      community and led their followers as a group possessing a complementary role and position in regional society.
      Thus, they scorned aggressive communalism and sought an alliance with the dominant local non-communal political
      organisation. The predominantly Tamil-speaking leaders of the Madras Muslims
      adopted a political policy attuned to their traditional position in Tamil society, to ensure that their community
      retained its identity but at the same time remained an integral part of the national movement.
    


    
      Ironically, it could also be argued that the success of the Justice Party in the areas where Muslims were at
      their most depressed in economic and educational terms was also a triumph for regionalism over communalism. It
      might have been expected that the Muslim electorate in these areas would have provided fertile ground for more
      extremist Muslim politicians, instead the Muslim voters chose politically conservative candidates belonging to
      predominantly Hindu political party.
    


    
      The results of the 1937 elections in the Madras Presidency by and large proved the validity of the policy of the
      Tamil Muslim leaders in much of the province.
    


    
      The small number of seats won by the Muslim League in provinces other than Madras, and the sweeping success
      achieved by Congress in many provinces, including Madras where it won 159/215 seats in the Assembly and 26/46
      seats in the Council, was the immediate cause of renewed Hindu–Muslim hostility in many parts of India. The
      election results confirmed the belief of many prominent Congressmen, particularly Jawaharlal Nehru, that Congress
      alone was representative of the national movement and the Indian peoples. As a result Congress ignored Jinnah and
      the Muslim League in the provinces where it formed ministries—including Madras—and rejected any idea of a
      coalition with the League.1
    


    
      In Madras this effectively destroyed the alliance between the Muslim Parliamentary Board and Congress. When
      Rajaji formed the first Congress ministry the majority of Muslim MLAs and MLCs joined the opposition in July
      1937, although they did not join hands with the largest opposition group, the Justice Party. Muslim MLAs elected
      on Congress tickets supported the new ministry, and were joined by Yakub Hasan, who had stood as an ‘independent’
      and was made Minister for Public Works in July 1937.
    


    
      This hardening of the Congress attitude towards the Muslim League throughout India alienated many Muslims from
      Congress. It squashed any hopes that men such as Jinnah and Jamal Mahomed may
      have entertained an understanding with Congress, and encouraged the rise of more extreme Muslim sentiment.
      Certainly, outside Madras the League had fared poorly at the elections, but this was due primarily to poor
      organisation and the limited number of candidates put up by the League.2 In areas, such as the Madras Presidency, where it (or its
      surrogate, the Muslim Parliamentary Board) was able to put up candidates, the League emerged as the major Muslim
      party and attracted the single largest bloc of Muslim votes. Whatever the basis of the Congress rejection of any
      idea of cooperation with the League, it had the tragic result of negating an integrationist policy on the part of
      Muslim politicians and gave free rein to more extreme communal sentiment.
    


    
      In Madras the effects of the Congress attitude were not immediately apparent. Certainly Muslim MLAs and MLCs had
      formed an opposition group, the Muslim Council Party, but in the wake of the elections the Muslim League lacked
      any goal or policy and was still a loose federation of provincial branches whose politics were largely
      provincially oriented. Thus in Madras the traditions of Tamil Muslim compromise and caution waned very slowly
      especially in view of the conciliatory attitude adopted by Rajaji towards the local League and Jamal Mahomed.
    


    
      Towards the end of 1937, the All-India Muslim League began its embittered recovery from its overall failure at
      the 1937 elections. In October 1937, the parent body expelled several members who were also members of Congress,
      including Yakub Hasan in Madras and Sir Wazir Hasan, the President of the 1936 League session.3 This severe attitude was transmitted to
      Madras, no doubt by means of the improved organisation of the League, which was beginning to develop as a
      closely-knit All-India political party. As a result regional branches of the League were attuned more closely to
      the Urdu Muslim-dominated parent body and provincial influences were weakened.
    


    
      Throughout 1938, the League’s members in the Madras Legislative Assembly adopted a more intransigent attitude
      towards the Congress ministry. In January 1938, eight Muslim MLAs staged a walk-out as a protest against the
      singing of the Hindi version of the anthem ‘Bande Mataram’.4 But it was not until September 1939 that
      the Presidency Muslim League followed the example of its parent body and formally expelled those of its members
      who still retained links with Congress.5 This marked the nadir of the Tamil Muslim ethos, and the high point of Urdu Muslim influence
      in Madras Muslim politics. The local integrationist, Tamil Muslim policy gave way to the north Indian, Urdu
      Muslim intransigence of the All-India Muslim League.
    


    
      Between February 1937 and September 1939, battle had been waged in the Presidency Muslim League between
      ‘integrationists’ and the more extreme communalists. In the January 1938 Muslim walk-out from the provincial
      Legislative Assembly, only eight of the 13 Muslims elected on Parliamentary Board tickets joined in. Two
      ‘integrationists’, Basheer Ahmed Syed and P. Khalifullah, left the Muslim opposition party and sat as
      independents.6 Both were
      sympathetic towards nationalist goals, and they found themselves unable to support the new course of the League,
      although they remained suspicious of the headlong rush of Congress towards independence.
    


    
      The President of the Madras Muslim League, Jamal Mahomed, was seemingly outdistanced by events between 1937 and
      1939. He was not a member of either legislative body, and leadership of the Muslim opposition bloc in the
      Assembly lay with Abdul Hamid Khan, an Urdu Muslim although formerly a staunch integrationist. Jamal Mahomed was
      unable to stem the rise of Muslim resentment against Congress, and his influence in Madras waned as that of the
      All-India Muslim League increased. Jinnah, in his speech, to the 1940 annual session of the All-India Muslim
      League held in Chennai, referred to a struggle within the Presidency Muslim League. Later in the same year Abdul
      Latif Farookhi and Mahmud Padsha, the two leading Madras Muslim communalists— both Urdu-speakers—were reconciled
      to the local League, and Padsha was elected its President in place of Jamal Mahomed.7 Obviously Jinnah’s attempts to extend the influence of the
      All-India Muslim League, for example by holding the League session in Chennai, had borne fruit: regional
      influence was now at its weakest in southern India.
    


    
      By 1940, the cautious and conciliatory policy of Jamal Mahomed was temporarily
      eclipsed. Perhaps his strong nationalist sympathies were not acceptable to the Muslim community any longer.
      Indeed, one of his last acts as President of the local League had been to join with Rajaji in attempting to
      persuade Gandhi to revoke his call for the resignation of Congress ministries when India was dragged into the
      Second World War.8
    


    
      The swing of Madras Muslim sentiment away from the integrationist policy of Jamal Mahomed in the period 1940 to
      1947 can be explained by several factors other than the obvious appeal of a national Muslim political
      organisation. The rapid growth of the Presidency Muslim League—by 1940 it claimed 328 branches and 88,833
      members—helped disseminate the communalist ideas of north Indian Muslims. The League was particularly strong in
      Tamil districts where it had approximately 200 branches and 50,000 members.9 In these districts it had been built up by Jamal Mahomed
      and his followers at the time when his regional policies paralleled those of Jinnah at the All-India level. There
      was also the question of the Madras Muslim view of Congress policies. Since the failure of the Khilafat movement,
      unconstitutional methods of agitation had been avoided by most Muslims, and they disapproved of the disruption of
      constitutional processes by the resignation of Congress ministries in 1939 and the Quit India movement in 1942.
      Few Muslims foresaw early independence and could only regard Congress activities as futile and calculated to
      damage long-term Muslim political, educational and economic interests. The belief that the British would still be
      in power for many more years encouraged Urdu romanticism, at least in Madras, and the development of more
      distinct communal policies on the part of the Presidency Muslim League.
    


    
      Between 1940 and 1947, Jinnah and other leaders of the League fully espoused and propagated Urdu Muslim communal
      sentiment throughout India. The Urdu Muslim view of the Indian Muslim community as a politically deprived and
      insecure group moulded the activities of the League, and gave rise to the sentiment which led to the cataclysmic
      establishment of Pakistan.
    


    
      Obviously for many Indian Muslims Pakistan had no relevance, but they willingly espoused Urdu Muslim political
      romanticism, and cast aside the modus vivendi, which had been worked out between Muslims and non-Muslims in an area such as Madras and to a lesser extent in Bengal and the Punjab.
      Certainly for Muslims in many areas of northern India, where intercommunal relations were reaching breaking
      point, the overtly communal view of the Muslim League was an apparently realistic answer to their problems, but
      this was not so in Madras. There was little overt communal tension in the south; contrariwise this also removed
      Muslim fears of a Hindu reaction if they supported the Muslim League. For most Muslims in 1940 the immediate
      relevance of the League was the fact that it cut across regional boundaries and offered the community a national
      platform for voicing their demands. Pakistan was a vague concept, and the cataclysmic implications of the
      espousal of this ultimate fancy of Urdu Muslim political romanticism were not yet realised; what was seen was the
      apparent value of a popular and national Muslim political movement which embraced the Urdu Muslim view of the
      community as a monolithic body.
    


    
      During the period 1940 to 1947, the Presidency Muslim League gave its full support to Jinnah. Abdul Hamid Khan
      attended the Lahore session of the All-India Muslim League as leader of the Muslim League in the Madras Assembly,
      and at the Chennai session of the All-India Muslim League in 1941, Hamid Khan was Chairman of the Reception
      Committee which also included Usman and Murtaza. Hamid Khan also attended the 1943 and 1946 sessions of the
      All-India Muslim League in Delhi and Chennai, and was present at the last meeting of the Council of the All-India
      Muslim League before Partition at the Imperial Hotel in New Delhi in June 1947 when Jamal Mahomed’s relative
      Mohammed Ismail was elected convenor of the Indian Muslim League.10
    


    
      The unreality of this policy was fully revealed in 1947. A mere handful of prominent south Indian Muslims opted
      for Pakistan. The most prominent of these were S. M. Padsha, President of the Madras Muslim League between 1940
      and 1948, and Haji Essack Sait, a Gujarati immigrant, former member of the Imperial Legislative Assembly, and the
      Madras Muslim representative on the Working Committee of the All-India Muslim League between 1938 and 1947. The
      remainder of the Presidency’s Muslim community remained in a Congress-dominated India: the separatist policies of
      the All-India Muslim League had thrown them into disarray by depriving them of national political organisation
      and clear objectives.
    


    
      Partition in 1947 provoked a re-evaluation of the policies of the now-deceased
      Jamal Mahomed. Bereft of an All-India political organisation and of national leaders, the Muslims of India, those
      of Madras included, were thrown upon their own resources. For those Muslims who remained in India, and this
      comprised the major part of the Madras community, there were but two political alternatives: either complete
      integration with intercommunal political organisations, or the revival of distinct communal political
      organisations. This latter alternative was made difficult by the abolition of separate electorates, and the
      unfortunate reputation surrounding the defunct Muslim League. A small number of Indian Muslims actively supported
      intercommunal political organisations, but most withdrew from politics altogether. Only in Madras did a distinct
      Muslim political organisation survive. This was due to the fact that the policies of Jamal Mahomed, conciliation
      and cooperation, once more re-emerged to be followed by the community after independence.
    


    
      After the re-organisation of the Indian states into linguistic provinces in the 1950s, the Tamil-, Urdu-,
      Telugu-, and Malayalam-speaking Muslims of the old Madras Presidency found themselves split amongst four states :
      Tamil Nadu, Andhra Pradesh, Kerala and Mysore. Only the Muslims of Kerala and Tamil Nadu, mostly Malayalam- and
      Tamil-speaking, proved capable of preserving a distinct political movement, in Kerala because they formed a
      majority in certain electorates and in Tamil Nadu for a similar reason. They survived, too, because they
      successfully sought alliances with various non-Muslim political factions. That enabled small numbers of Muslims
      in both states to gain election on Muslim League tickets to the provincial and central legislatures.11
    


    
      Social and demographic conditions in Madras and Kerala during the 1950s and 1960s facilitated the continuing
      existence of the Muslim League there, as did the fact that southern India was spared the shattering effects of
      Partition that destroyed the All-India Muslim League and depleted the ranks of Muslim leaders in northern India.
      In some areas of northern India, nevertheless, Muslims still formed an electoral majority, and particularly in
      Uttar Pradesh and Bihar there were signs of the re-emergence of a distinct
      Muslim political organisation. That came about partly as a result of renewed Hindu–Muslim tension, but it also
      followed the example set by the Muslim League in southern India. Muslims in Uttar Pradesh and Bihar began
      constructing electoral alliances with non-Muslim political groups, and gave increasing support to the Indian
      Union Muslim League, a loosely organised group centred upon the old Madras Muslim League under the leadership of
      Mohamed Ismail, a former employee who married Mahomed’s niece.12
    


    
      Mohamed Ismail successfully implemented a new course of Muslim politics in India based upon the traditional Tamil
      Muslim view of their position in Tamil society. He rejected the Urdu Muslim view of the community in India that
      was in part responsible for Partition, and offered the Muslims of India a means of political expression designed
      to preserve a degree of Muslim self-consciousness along with their desire to remain a part of the Indian nation.
      Ismail’s politics proved successful in south India, but set the pattern for some difficult times to follow.
    


    
      From the early 1960s until the mid 1970s, the remnant of the Muslim League in the south maintained a formal
      alliance with the Dravida Munnetra Khazagham (DMK), the logical successor to the non-Brahmin movement with which
      the Muslims negotiated from the time of World War I onwards.13 That alliance itself was the logical succession to five
      decades of a political approach that sought strength and even protection inside a system where Muslims had good
      numbers but were outweighed electorally. Success and survival were determined by collaboration, sometimes with
      unlikely groups such as the DMK, that in many respects eschewed the politics of ‘Hinduism’ that began to arise in
      India, most notably in the form of the Bharatiya Janata Party (BJP) that eventually took office nationally and in
      several states. As the non-Brahmin movement began to splinter, first into the Anna DMK(ADMK) then again later
      into the All-India Anna DMK (AIADMK), southern Muslims began to have more groups with which to negotiate. From
      1974 onwards, therefore, there were no more formal alliances but the major parties all negotiated with the
      Muslims in order to tap their ‘vote bank’ that was especially important in electorates where Muslim numbers were
      high.
    


    
      Unfortunately for the Muslims, their own side began to splinter. Through the
      1980s the Indian Union Muslim League became wracked by personality clashes, and that led to the formation of the
      Indian National League, so the Muslim vote bank effectively became devalued. The predilection for infighting
      displayed by those groups, along with the ineffective lobbying that accompanied the struggle meant that Muslim
      representation inside the major parties began to fall. By the turn of the millennium, Muslims in Tamil Nadu, for
      example, numbered about 2 million with a purchasing power of around $US 3 billion, but they were politically
      emaciated. The Muslim community became frustrated and the younger members, in particularly, began casting about
      for alternatives.
    


    
      Those came in two forms: the rise of more fundamentalist Muslim politics fuelled by global developments and a
      domestic sharpening of communalist politics, especially the destruction of the Babri Masjid at Ayodhya in 1992;
      and the emergence of dalit politics in some specialised forms. Among other things, both trends helped fuel
      the emergence of several radicalised Muslim groups in the south, most notably Al Umma that appeared in
      1993.14 Al Umma was led by Syed
      Ahmad Basha, a Coimbatore timber magnate who was one of several Muslim businessmen who mobilised what amounted to
      private armies. Those coalesced into an armed, active agency that exploited rising Hindu–Muslim in the south
      sharpened by events elsewhere in India. In 1996, for example, in the Triplicane area of Chennai as Madras was now
      known, Hindu activists sought to antagonise Muslims by staging religious parades past the main mosque. Trouble
      was averted only because the police acted promptly and strongly at the behest of the AIADMK that relied on Muslim
      support for several important seats. Al Umma scaled up its activities, stressing a return to more fundamental
      Muslim tenets, culminating in a serious 1998 outbreak of violence in Coimbatore that left 60 people dead, and led
      to a tortuous legal process that saw governments accused of going ‘soft’ on Muslim zealots for politically
      expedient reasons.
    


    
      Meanwhile, the Muslim vote bank was fragmenting rapidly, so that by the early twenty first century there were at
      least 15 Muslim political parties in the south, so that influence with the major parties waned significantly. It
      soon emerged that Muslims in the south were significantly under-represented
      electorally, a strong discount against being 13 per cent of the population. There were groups like the Tamil Nadu
      Muslim Munnetra Khazagham (TNMMK), a clear copy of the non-Brahmin political model, that saw itself as a more
      moderate group than those like Al Umma and others labelling themselves as ‘jihadists’. All of these groups
      circled around the major parties, with Muslims more or less believing they survived better under the DMK than the
      AIADMK. That process has continued so that early in 2009, for example, yet another splinter group, the Manitheya
      Makkal Katchi (MMK) came out of the TNMMK, announced a political affiliation with a pro-Dalit group and that the
      combination would align with the DMK, even though the necessity for parties like the DMK to dance some tunes with
      the BJP raise problems for any Muslim factional splinter.
    


    
      In that sense, then, the Muslim politics of south India in the early twenty-first century look remarkably like
      those of the early twentieth when the need for serious political resource bargaining began: ‘how best do we
      survive?’ Over that century the leaders and the party names changed, but the essential tactics and strategies
      could not. The Muslims were bound as a minority in a changing system and of necessity had to devise, compromise,
      improvise and categorise. Then and now the local pulse was powerful if occasionally affected by events elsewhere
      in India and the world. The point remains, though, that the south Indian experience shows that the Muslim world
      and its options at local and regional level have never been and never will be monolithic.
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      CENTRE
    


    
      1.  Council of State (1920–1937) 1920–1925: Sir A. T. Marakayyar 1925–1937: Syed Mahmud Padsha
    


    
      2.  Imperial Legislative Assembly (1920–1937)
    


    
      
        
          	 

          	West Madras

          	South Madras

          	North Madras
        


        
          	1920

          	Mahmud Schamnad

          	Mir Asad Ali Khan

          	Munshi A.Rahiman
        


        
          	1923

          	Mahmud Schamnad

          	Syed Murtaza

          	Dr Jeelani
        


        
          	1926

          	Haji A. Q. Beary

          	Syed Murtaza

          	A. L. Farookhi
        


        
          	1930

          	K. Uppi

          	Syed Murtaza

          	S. M. Muazzam
        


        
          	1934

          	Haji Essack Sait

          	Syed Murtaza

          	Umar Ali Shah
        

      
    


    
      PRESIDENCY
    


    
               Madras Legislative Council
    


    
      
        
          	Constituencies 1920–23

          	 

          	 
        


        
          	Northern Circars

          	:

          	M. A. Rahman
        


        
          	East Coast

          	:

          	Kadir Nawaz Khan
        


        
          	Ceded Districts

          	:

          	Syed M. Padsha
        


        
          	North Arcot–Chingleput

          	:

          	Abdur Rahman Khan
        


        
          	Central Districts

          	:

          	S. Diwan A. Razzack
        


        
          	Tanjore

          	:

          	A. T. Marakayyar1
        


        
          	
            Madura–Trichinopoly2
          

          	:

          	Abbas Ali
        


        
          	Ramnad–Tinnevelly

          	:

          	M. Mustaffa
        


        
          	Malabar

          	:

          	Kunhammad Koya
        


        
          	Malabar

          	:

          	A. M. Bavotti
        


        
          	South Kanara

          	:

          	A. Q. Beary
        


        
          	Madras City

          	:

          	M. Usman
        


        
          	Madura–Trichinopoly

          	:

          	S. Ibrahim Ravuttar
        


        
          	Nominated

          	:

          	Mirza Abdul Hussain3
        

      
    


    
      Notes
    


    
      1.  Replaced by M. Khader Mohideen in 1924.
    


    
      2.  Replaced by S. M. Laljan in 1924.
    


    
      3.  Replaced by M. Ghouse Mian in 1924.
    


    
      4.  Madras Legislative Assembly (1937)
    


    
      
        
          	Madras City

          	:

          	Abdul Hamid Khan
        


        
          	North Arcot

          	:

          	Nawab C. Abdul Hakim
        


        
          	Chirakal (Malabar)

          	:

          	Rajah of Cannanore
        


        
          	Kurnool

          	:

          	K. Abdur Rahman Khan
        


        
          	Bellary

          	:

          	D. A. Rawoof
        


        
          	Tanjore

          	:

          	A. T. M. Mohiden Marakayyar (Maraicair)
        


        
          	Calicut (Malabar)

          	:

          	P. M. A. Thanagal
        


        
          	Chingleput

          	:

          	Basheer Ahmed Syed
        


        
          	Cuddapah

          	:

          	S. Ghouse Mohideen
        


        
          	Mangalore
          

          (South Kanara)

          	:

          	M. S. Hussain
        


        
          	Kottayam (Malabar)

          	:

          	A. K. Kaderkutti
        


        
          	Madras City (women)

          	:

          	Khadija Yakub Hasan
        


        
          	Trichinopoly

          	:

          	P. Khalifullah
        


        
          	Calicut–Cannanore–
          

          Tellicherry

          	:

          	P. I. Kunhammad Kutty
        


        
          	Guntur

          	:

          	S. M. Laljan
        


        
          	West Godavari–
          

          Kistna

          	:

          	Mahboob Ali Baig
        


        
          	Vizagapatam–East
          

          Godavari

          	:

          	Mir Akram Ali
        


        
          	Palghat (Malabar)
          

          (2 seats)

          	:

          	P. K. Moideen Kutty
        


        
          	S. K. Shaikh Rowther
          

          Madura

          	:

          	K. S. Muhammad Abdul Kadir Ravuttar
        


        
          	
            Malapurram (Malabar)
            

            (2 seats)
          

          	:

          	Muhammad Abdur Rahman
          

          Khan Sahib Unnikammoo
        


        
          	Nellore

          	:

          	M.A. Salam
        


        
          	Puttur (South Kanara)

          	:

          	Mahmud Schamnad
        


        
          	Anantapur

          	:

          	Muhammad K. Rahmatullah
        


        
          	Ramnad

          	:

          	Syed Ibrahim
        


        
          	Salem–Coimbatore–
          

          Nilgiris

          	:

          	K. A. Shaikh Dawood Sahib
        


        
          	Tinnevelly

          	:

          	Sheikh Mansoor Tharaganar
        


        
          	Chittoor

          	:

          	Yakub Hasan
        

      
    


    
      5.  Madras Legislative Council (1937)
    


    
      
        
          	Madras North-Central

          	:

          	Abdul Wahab Bukhari
        


        
          	Madras North

          	:

          	Munshi Abdul Wahab
        


        
          	Madras South

          	:

          	S. K. Ahmed Meeran
        


        
          	Madras South-Central
          

          (2 seats)

          	:

          	K. B. Moulvi Ghulam Jilani Qureishi
        


        
          	V. Hamid Sultan
          

          Madras West Coast
          

          (2 seats)

          	:

          	Mammu Keyi : T. M. Moidu
        


        
          	Nominated

          	:

          	Sir M. Usmsadan
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