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The Khilafat Movement (1919-1924) refers to the ferment among Indian Muslims consequent to the 

threatened dismemberment of the Turkish Ottoman Empire and the abolition of the Turkish 

Caliphate at the end of the World War I. The Khilafat Movement primarily sought the restoration of 

the Khalifa (lit. successor; religious and temporal head of global Muslims). The Khilafat Movement 

marks its centenary this year. A hundred years on, the Movement continues to incite debate. The 

Khilafat Movement was not an isolated historical event. It had definite scriptural sanction and 

historical antecedents. When it was being played out, it impacted our freedom struggle and fast-

tracked Partition. The Khilafat Movement continues to find resonance today.  

Khilafat Movement and Non-Cooperation Movement 

To most Indians, the relation between the Khilafat Movement and the Non-Cooperation Movement 

is obscure.  Generations of Indians have been taught that the Non-cooperation Movement was 

launched by Gandhi on 4 September 1920 “with the aim of self-governance and obtaining full 

independence as the Indian National Congress (INC) withdrew its support for British reforms 

following the Rowlatt Act of 21 March 1919, and the Jallianwala Bagh massacre of 13 April 1919.” 

This is the information provided by Wikipedia, the repository of wisdom for most modern literates!  

Party ideologues posing as historians have taught impressionable minds that “Gandhiji hoped that 

by coupling non-cooperation with Khilafat, India’s two major religious communities, Hindus and 

Muslims could collectively bring an end to colonial rule. These movements certainly unleashed a 

surge of popular action that was altogether unprecedented in colonial India (Themes in Indian 

History Part III, Textbook of History for Class XII, published by NCERT, p.350). If one reads the official 

history of the Congress, one will be misled into thinking that the Non-Cooperation Movement was a 

brainchild of the Congress, launched to secure Swaraj (The History of the Indian National Congress, 

Pattabhi Sitaramayya, CWC, Madras, 1935, pp. 334, 335). If truth be the mother of history, the 

historian needs to be examine if history is being turned on its head!    

A hard but dispassionate look at the Khilafat Movement is in order. Truth has a way of getting 

blurred and even buried beneath false discourse. Often, this discourse is politically or ideologically 

motivated.  The Khilafat Movement is no exception.  

                                                          Political discourse 

The official website of the Indian National Congress carries an article dated 25 October 2018 on the 

Khilafat Movement. The article states, “The Khilafat Movement was one of the significant 

movements in India’s endeavour to free herself from The British Raj.... The Khilafat Movement saw 

the combined efforts of the Hindus and the Muslims under the supervision of the Indian National 

Congress against the British Raj. The success strengthened even more when Mahatma 

Gandhi decided to bring together his Non Cooperation movement along with the Khilafat Movement 

for the combined efforts to vocalize their collective resentment against the colonizers... Mahatma 

Gandhi saw the Khilafat Movement as a brilliant opportunity to bring together the Hindus and the 



Muslims and their respective causes against one common authority of exploitation and domination... 

Mahatma Gandhi linked the proposal of self-government better known as ‘Swaraj’ with the Khilafat 

concerns and demands and adopted the non-cooperation plan to accomplish the twin objectives... 

One of the most important instances in India’s freedom struggle was provided by the Khilafat 

movement in terms of the unity among the Hindus and the Muslims. This was mostly on account of 

the intertwining of the leaders of the Indian National Congress and the Khilafat Movement 

themselves... The scenario of the Hindu-Muslim consonance went in tune with Mahatma Gandhi’s 

idea that freedom from the British Raj could only be achieved if the Hindus and the Muslims both 

worked together and collectively fought for their freedom” (https://www.inc.in/en/in-focus/the-

khilafat-movement-a-landmark-movement-in-indias-journey-to-freedom).     

                                                                      Academic discourse 

Some of the false discourse has been propagated by historians who doubtless had their own 

baggage. Thus, Scottish historian Sir Hamilton Gibb (1895-1971) portrays the Khilafat Movement as a 

reaction to rising Hindu nationalism. He writes, “Among all the Muslims in the world, those in India 

alone insisted on the international aspect of Islam, but in this their motive was a defensive attitude 

in the face of Hindu nationalism” (Whither Islam? A survey of the modern movement in the Moslem 

world, 1932, Routledge, p 73). Sometimes, the narrative of historians degenerates to the ridiculous. 

In his book Modern Islam in India: A Social Analysis (Minerva Book Shop, Lahore), Canadian Islamicist 

historian Wilfred Cantwell Smith (1916-2000)writes, “The word ‘Khilafat’ bore a strange meaning in 

most of the rural areas. People thought it came from ‘khilaf’ an Urdu word meaning ‘against’ or 

‘opposed to’ and so they took it to mean opposed to Government. They were conscious of Islam as 

usual; but they were hardly conscious of Muhammad and the Sublime Porte” (p 234). D.G. Tendulkar 

repeats this absurdity in his Mahatma: Life of Mohandas Karamchand Gandhi (vol 2, p 47). So does 

The Centenary History of the Indian National Congress 1885-1995 (Academic Foundation, Delhi, 

1985, Vol.2, p 66) published by the All India Congress Committee and released by then Prime 

Minister Rajiv Gandhi. No prizes for guessing that the Volume and General editors of this tome were 

Ravinder Kumar and BN Pande respectively, both doyens of Nehruvian secularism!       

As an example of academic sophistry, the Khilafat Movement has been painted as a quest for pan-

Indian Islam rather than pan-Islam (See The Khilafat Movement: Religious Symbolism and Political 

Mobilization in India, Gail Minault, Columbia University Press, 1982). Another ‘eminent historian’ 

Professor Bhojanandan Parsad Singh sought to discover Secular Strands of Khilafat and Non-

Cooperation Movement in Bihar: 1920-22 (Proceedings of the Indian History Congress, Vol. 63, 2002, 

pp. 615-621). He alleged that “deliberate confusion is being caused by stressing on its religious 

aspects and undermining its secular character. Officially, even a mention of the movement has been 

conveniently deleted...” He goes on to narrate how Rafiq Zakaria protested against this in his article 

The Truth about the Khilafat Movement (The Hindustan Times, New Delhi, 24 August, 1997). 

According to the ‘eminent historian’, the Khilafat Movement was a logical development of the 

Gandhian strategy of; hold your breath, secular nationalism! Here are few more gems, “Gandhi’s 

Non-Cooperation and Khilafat Movements stand out to be secular National Movements aiming at 

free and democratic India where people of different faiths would live together like brothers...Non-

violence was an essential condition of the Non-Cooperation and Khilafat Movements... “ 

                                                            Denial of history                                                         



The Khilafat Movement is also presented as a bolt from the blue, bereft of any theological or 

historical context. Care is taken to divorce it from its Hinduphobic character. Thus, Gargi Chakravarty 

writes in Mainstream ( Vol. LVIII No 6, New Delhi, 25 January, 2020), “Pan-Islamism, an ideology that 

sought to consolidate Muslims across the world against western imperialism did not become a living 

force in India until 1911, when a war broke out between Italy and Turkey. Britain formed a secret 

alliance with Italy. This led to the alienation of the Indian Muslims from the British. They felt that 

British imperialism was bent on destroying their Islamic culture. The alarm ‘Islam in danger’ was 

imbued with fanatical hatred against Christianity and British colonialists, not directed against the 

Hindus.” Chakravarty’s article was a paper titled Globalistion and Religious Diversity: Issues, 

Perspectives and the Relevance of Gandhian Philosophy, presented at an International Winter 

School, organised by the Ambedkar University, Delhi and Aarhus University, Denmark on 8-14 

January 2020. Note that pan-Islamism is sought to be painted as a reaction to Western imperialism. 

If such be the case of self-proclaimed secularists, can unabashed Islamists be left behind? Shaikh 

Imran Hosein, a Foreign Service Officer in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Government of 

Trinidad and Tobago gave up his job in 1985 to devote his life to the mission of Islam. He writes the 

following about the Khilafat Movement, “British colonial rule imposed European political secularism 

‘at the point of the sword’ as the alternative to Islam. Both Hindus and Muslims eventually 

challenged the new European religion of ‘secularism’, and sought to restore and to preserve their 

own indigenous political culture... The Khilafat Movement threatened to topple the entire system of 

European political secularism and constitutional democracy that the colonial West was forcing upon 

the non-White world. And so a British strategy was devised, in collaboration with Mustafa Kamal’s 

newly emerging secular Republic of Turkey, to abolish the Turkish Caliphate and, in so doing, to 

sabotage and to bring about the collapse of the Khilafat Movement with its alarming Hindu-Muslim 

alliance” (The Return of the Khilafat). Note how the Khilafat Movement is presented as a struggle to 

preserve indigenous culture and combat racial hegemony! 

                                                            From past to present 

A breed of ideologues masquerading as historians is hopeful that the Khilafat Movement of yore will 

bring a change in India’s present political dispensation that they have been yearning for! Gyan 

Prakash who teaches History at Princeton University draws parallels between the Khilafat Movement 

and the protests against the Citizenship Amendment Act. He writes, “Faced with the RSS-inspired 

assault on their place in India, the Muslims are stoutly asserting that they are Muslims and Indians, 

not Muslims but Indians. This calls to mind what Mahatma Gandhi attempted in the Khilafat 

movement, which used a Muslim grievance to launch a nationalist movement against the British. 

That too was a conjoining of the Muslim and Indian” (Why the protests remind us of Gandhi’s 

Khilafat movement , Economic Times, 12 Jan, 2020)  

 

Current discourse on the Khilafat Movement may be predictably peddled on the following lines: “It 

was a Movement launched by an aggrieved community against their colonial masters, taking along 

their non-Muslim brothers under the overarching leadership of Mahatma Gandhi.” Replace the 

words ‘colonial masters’ with ‘Hindu majoritarianism’ and ‘non-Muslim brothers’ with ‘those 

downtrodden by an oppressive Hindu hierarchical system’ and you have a heady concoction for the 

present moment!  



There is an urgent need to dispel the manufactured cotton-candy discourse on the Khilafat 

Movement. Make no mistake; the Khilafat Movement has relevance because the mindset that set it 

in motion 100 years ago is still at work. This mindset calls for a religiously sanctioned return of 

civilization to a seventh-century environment. Those who forget history are condemned to repeat it. 

Equally true, those who falsify history may not live to repeat it. It’s time to call the bluff! 

          ...to be continued 

(The author has written books on Islam, Christianity, contemporary Buddhist-Muslim relations, 

Shuddhi movement and religious demography) 

 

  

 

  

   

 

  

 



Article 2                                Khilafat: scriptural sanction and historical antecedents 

                                                                                                    Dr. Shreerang Godbole 

 

To a devout Muslim, doctrine overrides conscience. Islamic doctrine flows from a triad of Islamic 

scriptures that includes Quran, Hadith (narrative record of the sayings or customs of Prophet 

Muhammad) and the Sira (biography of the Prophet Muhammad) or the Sunnah (tradition or way of 

the Prophet Muhammad). Whether at a personal or community level, it is scriptural sanction alone 

that validates any thought or action as moral or legal. Notions of righteousness, justice, goodness, 

wisdom and piety are determined by scripture in its punctilious detail. They may not match and in 

fact may run afoul of universal standards. Though the global Ummah (community of the Islamic 

Faithful) is by its very nature supra-national, fact is that it is divided by territorial borders that are 

abhorrent to Islam. It is not hard to imagine how a supra-national idea may translate into an extra-

territorial pan-Islamic political movement. If the Khilafat Movement had caught the imagination of 

Indian Muslims for at least six years, one may safely assume that it had scriptural sanction. As 

scriptural sanction has timeless validity, one may also assume that the Khilafat Movement had 

historical antecedents and will also repeat itself in future.  

Before we proceed, a word or two about the term ‘pan-Islamism’!  The first use of the term thus far 

discovered is that by Franz von Werner (aka Murad Effendi) in Turkischo Skizzen (German for Turkish 

Sketches, 1877) and later by French journalist Gabriel Charmes in 1881. The closest Islamic 

equivalent term, Ittihad-i-Islam or the terms Ittihad-i-Din and Uhuv vet-i-Din had long been used in 

the correspondence between the Ottomans and the Muslim rulers of India, Central Asia and 

Indonesia (The Khilafat Movement in India, 1919-1924, Muhammad Naeem Qureshi, dissertation 

submitted to University of London, 1973, p. 6).  Though the term pan-Islamism is a relatively late 

construct, the idea has its roots in the following Quranic passage: "And verily this Ummah of yours is 

one Ummah and I am your Lord and Cherisher, therefore fear Me and no other." (23:52)  

                                                      Khilafat in early Islamic history 

The Quran mentions word khalifa (lit.successor, pl. Khulafa) in the sense of vice-regent or successor 

in Verses 2.30. 4.59. 6.165, 35.39 and 38.26.  The first Muslim ruler was none other than Prophet 

Muhammad (570-632). Though he started his Prophetic mission in 610 CE, he started ruling Medina 

in 622 CE. Thus, for ten years, he was Prophet, Ruler, Military Commander, Jurist and Judge. Neither 

did the Quran nor Prophet Muhammad assign his Khalifa! In Islam, Prophet Muhammad is the Seal 

of the Prophets (Quran 33:40) and no one can take the place of the Prophet in his position as 

Messenger of God. However, his position as a ruler can be represented by other Muslims for the 

Quran states; “O you who believe! Obey God and obey the Messenger, and those from among you 

who are invested with authority” (4:59). The Hadith has numerous commandments regarding 

allegiance to a ruler, for example, “Whoever dishonours a ruler of Allah on earth, Allah will 

dishonour him” (Tirmizi, Al-Hadith, Tr. of Mishkat-ul-Masabih, Vol.2, Islamic Book Service, Delhi, 

p.560). 

The title of the first Khalifa Abu Bakr was Khalifatu Rasul al-Allah (Successor of Messenger of Allah).  

The first four Khulafa, Abu Bakr (632–634), Umar (634–644), Uthman (Osman, Ottoman 644–656) 



and Ali (656–661) have been called as Khulafa Rashidun (the rightly guided Khulafa) by Sunni 

Muslims. All four belonged to the Quraysh, the tribe that included Prophet Muhammad‘s Hashemite 

clan. During their period, Islamic armies defeated the Sassanid Empire, halved and almost destroyed 

the Byzantine Empire and expanded into South and Central Asia and through North Africa into the 

Iberian Peninsula. The period of the first four Khulafa (632-661 CE) is considered the Golden Age of 

Islam. Ironically, the Golden Age was marked by the murder of three of the four Khulafa. After Ali, 

the Khilafat passed into the hands of the Umayyads, the tribesmen of Uthman’s clan where it stayed 

for 90 years. In 750 CE, the Abbassid dynasty overthrew the Ummayyads and established its Khilafat 

in Baghdad, Iraq. Though they were forced to cede authority to various other dynasties in the 

Muslim world, they continued to claim authority until the Turkish Ottoman conquest of Egypt in 

1517. The Ottoman claim to the Khilafat lasted from 1517 to 1924. The Ottoman Empire was not just 

another Muslim empire or state. It carried aloft the banner of Islam against Christian Europeans for 

some five centuries, the conquest of Constantinople having being accomplished by Sultan Mehmet 

in 1453. 

Fiction of Khilafat in Islamic history 

Though devout Muslims are in the thrall of the scripturally ordained concept of Ummah, the harsh 

reality is that throughout history, Muslims have been at each other’s throats, each accusing the 

other of being a renegade. They seem to behave as an Ummah only when confronted with infidels. 

Barely two decades after the death of the Prophet, the notion of the Khilafat was being questioned 

by the Shias who refused to recognize any Khalifa before Ali as well as by the Khawarij who 

questioned the need for a Khilafat altogether. Even among the Sunnis, debate continues to rage 

whether or not the Khalifa should be from the blood-line of the Quraysh. 

By 750 CE there was no longer any one universally recognised Khilafat. Independent rulers in the 

‘core’ and on the ‘fringe’ of the Islamic Empire appropriated to themselves the titles of Amir-ul-

Mominin (lit. Commander of the Faithful) and Khalifa. At one time there were as many as three 

Khulafa in the Muslim world, each claiming the allegiance of the Faithful. Yet, in spite of the 

impotence of the 'central' Khilafat, the fiction of its authority, under an hieratic cloak and exalted by 

jurists like Al-Mawardi (974-1058) and Al-Ghazali (1058-1111), still survived and lingered even after 

the disappearance of the Baghdad Khilafat at the hands of the Mongols in 1258 CE. Large portions 

of the Sunni Muslim world continued to submit to the Abbasid Khulafa at Cairo and later to the 

Ottomans at Constantinople (Qureshi, ibid, p. 7). 

Khalifa-Sultan nexus in India 

India had been somewhat accustomed to the fiction of the central Khilafat since the very early days 

of the Arab conquest of Sind in 711 CE. Practically throughout the pre-Mughal period, the Abbasid 

Khulafa of Baghdad, and later their fainéant (idle) successors in Cairo, were regarded as the source 

and sanction of the Sultans' legal authority. Some of the Sultans - Mahmud of Ghazna (998-1030), 

Shams-ud-din Iltutmish (1211-1236), Muhammad bin Tughluq (1325-1351) had especially sought and 

obtained the Khalifal investiture. Even the few Sunni provincial dynasties which assumed 

Independence from Delhi did so in the name of the Abbasid Khulafa, whose names appeared on the 

coins. This practice continued until the advent of the Mughals in 1526 whose rule coincided with the 

'transfer' of the Khilafat from Cairo to Constantinople. Though the diplomatic exchanges between 

the two Empires continued up to the late 18th century, the Mughals, like other independent rulers 



(e.g. Shia Persia), never conceded the Ottoman claim to the 'universal' Khilafat. The position, 

however, changed gradually when the Mughal rule began to totter. There is evidence, though scant, 

to suggest that by the second half of the 18th century, the Muslims in India were developing some 

kind of attachment to the Ottomans. Shah Wali Ullah (1703-1762), the famous Sufi of Delhi, twice 

referred to the Turkish Sultan as Amir-ul-Mominin in his Tafhimat-i-Ilahiyah.  Later, in 1789, the 

gesture was reflected in Tipu Sultan's endeavour to obtain an investiture from the Ottoman Khalifa 

Abdul-Hamid I (Qureshi, ibid, pp.8, 9). 

Indian ulama’s age-old Turkish fixation 

The position of the Indo-Muslim orthodoxy with regard to the Ottoman Khilafat began to crystallize 

in the 1840s. Shah Muhammad Ishaq (1778-I846), the grandson of Wali Ullah, was probably the first 

Indian alim (lit. knowledgeable person; pl. ulama) to support the Ottoman political policies when he 

migrated to Mecca in 1841. From then on, the inclination of the ulama, at least of the Wali Ullah 

School, was to recognise and actively to proclaim the Ottoman title to the ‘universal’ Khilafat. By the 

early 1850s, the Ottomans were themselves reported to be pushing the Sultan's claim as Khalifa in 

India through their emissaries. It is not surprising, therefore, that in 1854 Lord Dalhousie (1812-

1860), the Governor-General of India, found among Muslims considerable interest and sympathy for 

the ‘Commander of the Faithful’ as he was considered to be. In fact, one consular report hints at 

such activity as early as 1835 or 1836. 

When the Crimean War broke out in 1854, 'great interest and excitement was reported to be felt by 

all the Mussulman population in India, especially on the western frontier.’ Links with Constantinople 

became more intimate with the disappearance in 1858 of the last vestiges of Muslim rule in India. In 

their search for a ‘centre’ and to escape British reprisals, not only did the Indian ulama turn to the 

Ottoman Khalifa, but also, in a number of cases, notably those of Rahmatullah Kairanwi (1818-91), 

Haji Imdadullah (1817-99), Abdul Ghani (d. 1878), Muhammad Yaqub (b. 1832) and Khairuddin 

(1831-1908), they migrated to Mecca and some even visited Constantinople. Even those ulama like 

Karamat Ali Jounpuri (1800-73) who pleaded for loyalty to the British did so, on the basis of the 

‘friendship that exists between the British Nation and the acknowledged Head of our Religion, the 

Sultan of Turkey’ (Qureshi, ibid, pp. 8, 9). 

                                                    Khilafat in Indian Muslim consciousness 

The fixation with the Turkish Sultan was not unique to the ulama. It was reflected in the Muslim 

press and in the consciousness of common Muslims at least from the 1850’s, if not earlier. A study of 

the nascent Muslim press during the closing decades of the nineteenth century indicates a growing 

pan-Islamic tendency among Muslims since the Russo-Turkish War of 1875, crystallizing itself into 

one of the basic strands in their orientation towards the British in India over the next four decades 

which saw the Turko-Greek War (1896), the Italian raid on Tripoli (1911) and the Balkan War (1912-

14); (Review: The Khilafat Movement: Religious Symbolism and Political Mobilization in India by Gail 

Minault; Review by Sharif al-Mujahid; Pakistan Horizon, Vol. 39, No.2, 1986, p.87).    

The Indian Muslims had been praying for the long life, prosperity and victory of the Khilafat al-Islam 

at the khutba (a prescribed Islamic Friday noon-prayer from the mosque pulpit acknowledging 

sovereignty of the ruler) and pleading this cause in the press and from the public platform since 



1870s (al-Mujahid, ibid p. 81). The middle-class Muslim intelligentsia represented by the likes of Sir 

Sayyid Ahmed (1817-98) popularized this fiction of a central Turkish Khilafat.   

                                                       Nature of Turkish fixation 

Three features need to be underlined to understand the Turkish fixation of Indian Muslims from the 

1830s. First, the pan-Islamic fixation was not limited to Indian Muslims. The Turkish fixation was 

evident in pan-Islamic movements in Central Asia, Indonesia and Malaysia from early as late 

seventeenth century. Second, the fiction of the Turkish Khilafat was reinforced by the Turkish 

Sultans such as Sultan Abdul-Aziz (1861-1876) and his successor Abdul-Hamid II (1876-1909) to 

strengthen their position against internal turmoil and external European encroachments and to 

disabuse the Arabs from harbouring nationalistic aspirations. In this, they were assisted by European 

Powers who acknowledged the Sultan's claim in treaties by Austria-Hungary (1908), Italy (1912) and 

Greece and Bulgaria (1913). Third, as elsewhere in the Muslim world, Shias joined Sunnis in 

demonstrating their support for the Ottomans, regarding the Khilafat as capable of unifying the 

Muslim community. The lead given in this direction by the Anjuman-i-Islam (Bombay) of the Bohra 

leaders Badruddin Tyabji (1844-1906) and Mohammed Ali Rogay, was later sustained by Cheragh Ali 

(1844-1895) of Hyderabad (Deccan), and still later by Ameer Ali (1849-1928), the Aga Khan (1877-

1957), M.H. Ispahani, Muhammad Ali Jinnah (1876-1948) and others (Qureshi, ibid, p. 15).   

Thus, the Khilafat Movement that seems to erupt in India in 1919 had scriptural basis and historical 

antecedents that date from the earliest days of Islamic rule in India. The notion of a central Khilafat, 

fantastic as it is, was held and sustained by the Sultans and Badshahs, ulama and the intelligentsia as 

well by common Indian Muslims. It was not a uniquely Indian phenomenon but part of a pan-Islamic 

sentiment through much of the Muslim world. On 3 March 1924, the Grand Assembly of the 

Republic of Turkey abolished the ‘the laughing-stock in the eyes of the really civilized and cultured 

people of the world’ as the Khilafat was described by Mustafa Kemal Ataturk. The Khilafat 

Movement in India was but a momentary pause in the long battle for its restoration.  Mustafa Sabri 

Efendi ,1869-1954, last Ottoman Shaykh al-Islam, 1924; Abu al-Ala Mawdudi ,1903–1979, Jamait-e-

Islami, 1967; Taqiuddin al-Nabhani, 1909–1979, Hizbul-Tahrir or Party of Liberation, Jordan, 1925; 

Seyyid Qutb,1906–66, Egyptian Muslim Brotherhood, 1964; Mullah Muhammad Umar, 1960-

2013,Taliban, 1996; Abu Bakr al-Baghdad, 1971-2019, ISIS, 2014 are few of the numerous notables 

who have championed the Khilafat post-1924. The battle for the Khilafat continues.     

            

          ...to be continued 

(The author has written books on Islam, Christianity, contemporary Buddhist-Muslim relations, 

Shuddhi movement and religious demography) 

 

 



Article 3                             Khilafat Movement: The previous hundred years 

                                                                                    Dr. Shreerang Godbole 

 

The Khilafat Movement (1919-1924) was a scripturally ordained movement with a history in India 

that dates from the time when the first Islamic invader set foot on Indian soil. In modern times, the 

fixation for the Turkish Ottoman Khalifa amongst Sufis, ulama, middle-class Muslim intelligentsia, 

Muslim press and common Muslims started at least since the 1830s. The ideological underpinnings 

of the Khilafat Movement were established over the previous 100 years. The 1857 Uprising was a 

significant eruption of Islamism, but even so, its ideological foundations were laid down in the 

eighteenth century. While the 1857 Uprising has been hailed as a War of Independence against the 

British, what needs to be answered is: Who was to rule India once the War of Independence was 

won from the British? To the Muslims, the answer was obvious. The British rule was Dar-ul-Harb (lit. 

abode of war; territory where Islam is not predominant), an irritating interlude in the Dar-ul-Islam 

(lit. abode of Islam; territory where Islam is predominant) that was Islamic rule which spanned a 

millennium. Nothing but its restoration could satisfy the Muslims.  

The jihadist character of the 1857 Uprising and its connection with the Khilafat Movement has been 

summed up by Dr. Babasaheb Ambedkar thus: “The curious may examine the history of the Mutiny 

of 1857; and if he does, he will find that, in part, at any rate, it was really a Jihad proclaimed by the 

Muslims against the British, and that the Mutiny so far as the Muslims were concerned was a 

recrudescence of revolt which had been fostered by Sayyed Ahmad who preached to the Musalmans 

for several decades that owing to the occupation of India by the British the country had become a 

Dar-ul-Harb. The Mutiny was an attempt by the Muslims to reconvert India into a Dar-ul-lslam. A 

more recent instance was the invasion of India by Afghanistan in 1919. It was engineered by the 

Musalmans of India who, led by the Khilafatists’ antipathy to the British Government, sought the 

assistance of Afghanistan to emancipate India” (Pakistan or the Partition of India, B.R. Ambedkar, 

Thacker and Company Limited, 1945, pp. 288). 

.Pan-Islamic movements before 1857 

As dusk fell on Islamic rule in India, the one man who fanned pan-Islamism was Shah Waliullah 

(1703-62). He reiterated the doctrine of an elective Khilafat and lay special emphasis on the duty of 

jihad or holy war against the infidel. His works prepared a whole generation of Islamic scholars in the 

nineteenth century to defend Islam in India in a situation where Muslims were losing the physical 

power to do so. He suggested that the less they shared with their non-Muslim neighbours, the 

better servants of God Indian Muslims would be (The Muslims of British India, P. Hardy, Cambridge 

University Press, 1972, pp.29, 30). It cannot be overemphasized that in taking the help of their Hindu 

neighbours, whether in the 1857 Uprising or in the Khilafat Movement, the Muslim leadership was 

guided by compulsion and not conviction.     

The other pioneer of pan-Islamism was Saiyid Ahmad Barelvi (1786-1831), an ex-Pindari freebooter 

who received the graces of various Sufi orders. He launched a jihad against Maharaja Ranjit Singh in 

1826. In January 1827, he was declared imam (Supreme Leader) and ba’iya (oath of allegiance, a 

practice started by Prophet Muhammad) was offered to him. He condemned pilgrimage to Hindu 



holy places, participation in Hindu holy festivals, consulting Brahmans and consulting astrologers and 

fortune-tellers. The British correctly gauged that his followers intended the eventual overthrow of 

British rule (Hardy, ibid, pp. 53-54).  

An essential ingredient of pan-Islamism is the exclusion of non-Muslims or their influence on 

Muslims.  Contemporary with Saiyid Ahmad Barelvi, arose Hajji Shariat-Allah (1781-1840) who 

started the Faraizi movement in Bengal in 1821. The movement took its name from its emphasis on 

Quranic duties (faraiz). Rejection of kufr (infidelity) and bida’a (innovation) were among its cardinal 

principles. His son Dudu Miyan (1819-1862) organized a militant brotherhood of faraizis. Another 

violent Islamic revivalist movement in Bengal was led by Titu Mir (1782-1831) who enjoined his 

followers to grow beards and tie their dhotis in a distinctive fashion. The movement was put down 

by the British by sending native infantry (Hardy, ibid, pp.55-59). All these pan-Islamic or 

fundamentalist movements sought to purge Indian Muslims of their pre-Islamic Hindu practices that 

had survived despite centuries of forced conversion.  

The British, for their part, had come to realize that the Muslims were a fanatical and irreconcilable 

community. The strain between the British and the Wahabi Muslims had begun in 1838 when the 

First Afghan War between the British East India Company and the Emirate of Afghanistan broke out. 

Not only were the Wahabis encamping in the north-west found to be fighting on the Afghan side, 

but they were also accused of  subverting the loyalty of some sepoys serving there (The Wahabis in 

the 1857 Revolt: A Brief Re-appraisal of their role, Iqtidar Alam Khan, Social Scientist, Vol. 41, May-

June 2013, p.17)    

The Jihad of 1857 

The differing views of Hindus, Muslims and the British vis-a-vis the 1857 Uprising are summarized by 

historian Thomas Metcalf thus, “The first sparks of disaffection it was generally agreed, were kindled 

among the Hindu sepoys who feared an attack upon their caste. But the Muslims then fanned the 

flames of discontent and placed themselves at the head of the movement, for they saw in these 

religious grievances the stepping stone to political power. In the British view, it was Muslim intrigue 

and Muslim leadership that converted a Sepoy Mutiny into a political conspiracy, aimed at the 

extinction of the British Raj” (The Aftermath of Revolt: India 1857-1870, Princeton, 1965, p 298).  

The outbreak of revolts in May-June 1857, by units of the Bengal Army stationed at different places 

in the Uttar Pradesh and Delhi were accompanied by armed jihadis who were drawn from the 

Muslim population of the towns. In some cases, as in case of the Gwalior contingent, the leaders 

were Muslim sepoys. In Allahabad, Lucknow and Gwalior, the leaders of armed jihadis were not 

Wahabis but in fact Sufis. Some Wahabi leaders were hesitant in joining the 1857 Jihad because they 

were not convinced of the doctrinal validity of engaging the English in an armed conflict where 

Hindu chiefs and leaders of sepoys would be their allies and not clients (Iqtidar Alam Khan, ibid, 

pp.18, 19).  

After the fall of Delhi to the mutineers, on 11 May 1857, the nominal Mughal Emperor Bahadur Shah 

Zafar appointed Bakht Khan (d.1859) as Commander-in-Chief of the rebel forces. Bakht Khan had 

arrived in Delhi with 100 jihadis. Bakht Khan was the patron of the Ruhela Afghans who had arrived 

in Delhi from Hansi, Hissar, Bhopal and Tonk under their Amir-ul-Mujahidin Maulana Sarfraz Ali 

(Bakht Khan: A leading Sepoy General of 1857, Iqbal Hussain, Proceedings of the Indian History 



Congress, Vol. 46, 1985, pp. 376). That the Muslims had no illusions of Hindu-Muslim unity is evident 

from Maulvi Mohammad Said’s representation to the Emperor Bahadur Shah Zafar on 20 May, 1857 

that the “standard of Holy War had been erected for the purpose of inflaming the minds of the 

Mahomedans against the Hindus.” In a letter dated 14 June 1857, Major General T. Reed writing 

from his camp in Delhi to Lawrence, the Chief Commissioner of Punjab says, “They are displaying the 

green flag in the city and bullying the Hindus.” In Varanasi, the official report dated 4 June 1857 

stated that “news was received that some Mussulmans had determined to raise the Green Flag in 

the temple of Bishessur” (The Sepoy Mutiny and the Revolt of 1857, R.C. Majumdar, Firma KLM, 

1957, p 230).    

The pan-Islamic connection of the Muslim protagonists of the 1857 Jihad needs mention. Sayyid Fadl 

Alawi, Rahmatullah Kairanwi, Haji Imdadullah Makki, Nawab Siddiq Hasan Khan, and Maulana Jafer 

Thanesri fled India to escape prosecution for their role in the 1857 Jihad. They used imperial 

networks - ports, travel routes and communications infrastructure- to build pan-Islamic connections. 

They sailed across the Indian Ocean to Mecca, Cairo, and Constantinople in the heartland of the 

Islamic world (Fugitive Mullahs and Outlawed Fanatics: Indian Muslims in nineteenth century trans-

Asiatic Imperial Rivalries, Seema Alavi, Modern Asian Studies Vol. 45, November 2011, pp. 1337-

1382; see also her Muslim Cosmopolitanism in the Age of Empire, Harvard University Press, 2015). 

Rowlatt Sedition Committee Report 

The British were naturally perturbed by the attempts to replace their rule with an Islamic 

dispensation. The Sedition Committee Report (1918), popularly known as the Rowlatt Committee 

Report threw light on ‘the nature and extent of the criminal conspiracies connected with the 

revolutionary movement in India’. The 226-page report has a section on the ‘Muhammadan 

Current’. The relevant passages in the Report (pp.178-179) noted the following: 

1. The sympathy of Indian Muslims with Turkey was noticeable as long ago as the Crimean War. 

2. Among a small and vaguely defined group of fanatical Muhammadans, there has been a desire to 

substitute a new Islamic Empire for the present British rule in India. 

3. A plot called ‘Silk Letters’ case was discovered. Its object was to destroy British rule by means of 

an attack on the North-West Frontier, supplemented by a Muhammadan uprising in this country. 

4. A converted Sikh, Maulvi Obeidullah crossed the North-West Frontier early in August 1915 with 

three companions Abdulla, Fateh Muhammad and Muhammad Ali. He wished to spread over India a 

pan-Islamic and anti-British movement through the agency of Deobandi Maulvis  

5. Obeidullah met the members of a Turco-German mission. Maulvi Muhammad Mian Ansari 

returned in 1916 with a declaration of jihad from the hand of Ghalib Pasha, then Turkish Military 

Governor of Hedjaz (coastal region of Arabia that includes Mecca and Medina). 

6. An army of God was to draw recruits from India and to bring about an alliance of Islamic rules. Its 

headquarters were to be in Medina and secondary headquarters under local generals were to be 

established at Constantinople, Teheran and Kabul.      

Role of overseas Indian Muslims 



 Indian Muslims residing abroad, especially in Britain played no mean role in fanning pan-Islamic 

sentiment. As early as 1886, a pan-Islamic society called the Anjuman-i-Islam had been established in 

London with branches in India.  In 1903, an Indian barrister, Abdulla al-Mamun Suhrawardy (1875-

1935), revived this almost defunct society under the new name of ‘The Pan-Islamic Society of 

London’. The Society, apart from establishing direct contact with Turkey, rendered valuable service 

in focussing, especially through its journal Pan-Islam, the Muslim feelings on questions affecting 

Turkey and Islam.  

When in September 1911, Italy, with the connivance of the British and the French, made a raid upon 

Ottoman Tripoli, the indignation of Muslim India was widespread. The London Muslim League even 

threatened to raise volunteers for the assistance of Turkey. In order to render financial assistance 

for the relief of the Tripolitan sufferers, a Red Crescent Society was established. From Lahore to 

Madras, Muslims both Sunnis and Shias donated to the fund. To return the favour, Sunnis joined 

Shias in condemning the Russian occupation of northern Persia and the bombardment of the shrine 

of Imam Ali Raza in Meshhed, Iran (The Khilafat Movement in India, 1919-1924, Muhammad Naeem 

Qureshi, dissertation submitted to University of London, 1973, p.19-23). 

The rumblings begin 

When in October 1912, the Balkan States launched a combined attack on Turkey; the Indian Muslim 

indignation was spontaneous and bitter. The ulama patched up their differences. The poet-

theologian Shibli Numani raised the cry of 'Islam in Danger' and his young protege, Abul Kalam Azad 

proclaimed that the time for jihad had come. Shaukat Ali (1875-1958), the U.P. journalist, issued an 

appeal in the Comrade to organise a volunteer corps.  His brother Mohamed Ali (1878-1951), the 

editor of the Comrade, advocated that the funds collected for the Aligarh University should be 

loaned to Turkey.  An all-India medical mission under Dr. Mukhtar Ahmad Ansari (1880-1956) 

reached Constantinople at the end of December 1912. The mission was able to establish contacts 

not only with Young Turk leaders but also with the Egyptian nationalists.  A scheme for a 

rehabilitation colony in Anatolia for Muslim refugees from Macedonia, a university in Medina, an 

Islamic bank and a co-operative society was propounded. The project was actively supported by the 

Comrade which also encouraged the Indian Muslims to purchase Turkish security bonds. 

An important development of pan-Islamism in India was the foundation in May 1913 of a society 

called the Anjuman-i-Khuddam-i-Kaaba (Society of the Servants of the Kaaba). Maulana Abdul Bari 

(1879-1926), the influential alim of Firangi Mahal seminary in Lucknow, was its President and M.H. 

Hosain Kidwai and the Ali brothers were its other promoters. They decided on a two-fold plan first, 

to organise the Muslims to oppose any non-Muslim invasion, and, secondly, to strengthen Turkey as 

the one powerful Muslim power, capable of maintaining ‘an independent and effective Muslim 

sovereignty over the sacred places of Islam’. 

There were also suspicious cash-rich Turkish visitors who were reportedly sent to stir up trouble in 

India. The Turkish Government was reportedly negotiating with a German firm in Hamburg for the 

purchase of rifles to arm the Indian Muslims (Qureshi, ibid, pp. 22-29). 

Such was the situation in India in July 1914 when World War I erupted in the form of a conflict 

between Serbia and Austria. It was a powder keg waiting to explode! 



          ...to be continued 

 (The author has written books on Islam, Christianity, contemporary Buddhist-Muslim relations, 

Shuddhi movement and religious demography) 

 



Article 4                                            United colours of Khilafat 

                                                                                       Dr. Shreerang Godbole 

 

Who were the men who led the Khilafat Movement? Where did they learn the ropes of Islam and by 

extension, of pan-Islamism? How did their differing trajectories lead them to a common goal? To 

make sense of the events that played out from World War I to the Khilafat Movement (1919-24), it is 

vital to know the background of the main protagonists. 

The Aligarh Movement 

The British believed that the 1857 uprising had been staged by the Muslims. On their part, the 

Muslims had not yet reconciled themselves to the loss of Islamic rule and the privileges that came 

with it. They were not very friendly with the Hindus whom they considered their subjects.  From this 

sullen dejection arose the need for Muslim solidarity and thus was born the Aligarh Movement. Its 

progenitor was Sir Sayyid Ahmad Khan (1817-1898). As a loyal servant of the East India Company, he 

had sided with it against the 1857 Uprising. He was member of the Governor-General's Legislative 

Council from 1878 to 1883. To Sayyid, the road-map to Muslim empowerment consisted of loyalty to 

the British, devotion to education and aloofness from politics. In his address to the Mohamedan 

Educational Conference in Lahore, he described the aims of the Muhammadan Anglo-Oriental 

College that he founded in 1875, “It is essential for us to practise Islam. Our youth must receive 

instruction in religion and its history alongside English education. They must be taught the postulate 

of Islamic brotherhood, which is the most vital and intimate part of our faith. An acquaintance with 

Arabic or at least Persian is necessary to counteract disruptive tendencies. Fraternal feeling within 

the group can be best fostered by a large number of students living together, eating together and 

studying together. If this cannot be brought about, we can neither progress, nor prosper, nor even 

survive as a community” (Sir Syed Ahmad Khan and Muslim Nationalism in India, Sharif Al Mujahid, 

Islamic Studies, Vol. 38, No. 1, 1999, p.90). 

It was in 1867 when Sayyid, in an interview to Shakespeare, the Commissioner of Benares, had for 

the first time, called the Hindus and Muslims as “two nations” (Al Mujahid, ibid, p.92). In a speech 

given in 1883, Sayyid asserted, “Now suppose that the English were to leave India...then who would 

be the rulers of India? Is it possible that under the circumstances, the two nations –the Muslims and 

the Hindus –could sit on the same throne and remain equal to power? Most certainly not.  It is 

necessary that one of them should conquer the other and thrust it down”  (The Making of Pakistan, 

Richard Symonds, Faber, 1950, p. 31). 

The Aligarh policy of loyalty to the British was incorporated into the founding principles of the All 

India Muslim League in 1906. Not all Muslims, including his Aligarh colleagues approved of Sayyid’s 

pro-British attitude. In 1888, the Deobandis issued a fatwa against him. A former teacher at Aligarh 

College, Shibli Numani founded the Muslim Education Society, known as Nadwat-ul-Ulama (lit. 

Assembly of Scholars) in Lucknow in 1894. The policy of loyalty to British changed to one of 

resentment with the revocation of the Partition of Bengal in 1911, eliminating the Muslim majority 

province of Assam and East Bengal. The series of Balkan Wars (1911-13) which forced the Ottoman 

Turks out of their remaining territory in Europe and the British refusal to the Muslim proposal for the 



Aligarh University turned Aligarh into an anti-British hotbed. It may thus be noted that anti-British 

feeling among Muslims started solely because pan-Islamic or Indian Muslim interests had come 

under strain.   

The brothers, Shaukat Ali (1873-1938) and Muhammad Ali Jauhar (1878-1931) who were to play a 

leading role in the Khilafat Movement were alumni of Muhammadan Anglo-Oriental College, Aligarh 

and later its trustees as also the founder-members of the All India Muslim League. While 

Muhammad Ali started the English weekly Comrade (1911) and the Urdu newspaper Hamdard 

(1913), Shaukat Ali helped in the founding of the Anjuman-i-Khuddam-i-Kaaba (1913).The Aga Khan 

(1877-1957), religious head of the Ismaili Khoja sect was one of Aligarh’s most generous patrons,  as 

also the founder-President of the All India Muslim League from 1906-13. Though a supporter of the 

Khilafat Movement, he opposed the Non-cooperation Movement. Maulana Hasrat Mohani (1878-

1951), founder-editor, Urdu weekly Urdu-i-Mualla, President of the 1921 Muslim League and leader 

of Khilafat Movement was also an Aligarh alumni.  

The Deobandi school 

The Dar al-Uloom (lit. abode of knowledge) was founded in 1867 in a mosque in Deoband in north-

western Uttar Pradesh by three alumni of the Delhi madrasa started by Shah Waliullah – Maulana 

Muhammad Qasim Nanotavi (1832-1880), Maulana Rashid Ahmad Gangohi  (1826-1905) and 

Maulana Zulfiqar Ali (1819-1904). While adopting some organizational features of Western 

education, they aimed to reform traditional Islamic curriculum and regenerate Islamic social order. 

Rather than rely on Government patronage, they sought financial assistance from all sections of 

Muslims. Like the Aligarhians, initially they stayed away from the newly founded Indian National 

Congress with Gangohi issuing a fatwa that it was alright for Muslims to cooperate with Hindus to 

obtain concessions from the British, provided such activity did not violate any basic principles of 

Islam (The Khilafat Movement: Religious Symbolism and Political Mobilization in India, Gail Minault, 

Oxford University Press, 1982, p.26). Like the Aligarhians, the Deobandis had Muslim interests alone 

in mind and any cooperation with Hindus was permissible if it served Muslim interests.   

After the death of the three founders, the mantle of Dar al-Uloom Deoband fell largely on Maulana 

Mahmud al-Hasan (1851-1920)who later became active in politics and was given the title of ‘Shaikh 

al-Hind’ on 8 June 1920 by the Central Khilafat Committee(hereafter CKC).  To give Islamic 

orientation to Western-educated Muslim boys, Maulana Mahmud-al Hasan started a Quranic school 

in Fatehpuri Masjid, Delhi, the Nazarat al-Ma’arif al-Quraniyah (lit. splendour of the knowledge of 

the Quran; founded 1913) that lasted for two years. He was assisted in this by his former student 

Maulana Obaidullah Sindhi (1872-1944) who was a converted Sikh. Interestingly, due to internal 

rivalries, the Deoband establishment had issued a fatwa in 1913 declaring Obaidullah Sindhi as 

infidel.  

The Nazarat al-Ma’arif al-Quraniyah venture had among its patrons, two Aligarh trustees namely 

Hakim Ajmal Khan (1865-1927) and Dr.Mukhtar Ahmad Ansari (1880-1936) whose clinic was situated 

close to the Nazarat. Hakim Ajmal Khan was a founder-member, All India Muslim League and its 

President in 1919. He became Vice-President of CKC from 1919-25 and was also President, Indian 

National Congress  (hereafter Congress)in 1921. In Delhi, Dr Ansari became intimate with Ajmal Khan 

and the Ali brothers at Delhi. In 1912-13, he led Red Crescent Medical Mission to Turkey. In the same 

year, he became member, All India Muslim League. From 1919, he was member of both the All India 



Congress Committee and the CKC. He became President, Khilafat Conference, Gaya in 1922. It was 

Dr. Ansari who introduced Maulana Obaidullah Sindhi to Muhammad Ali and Abul Kalam Azad who 

were journalists at that time (Minault, ibid, p.30).  

Both Mahmud al-Hasan and Sindhi were implicated in the Silk Letters Conspiracy (1913-20) wherein 

they had organised efforts to start an armed revolution against British rule by forming an alliance of 

Ottoman Turkey, Germany and Afghanistan. Another Deobandi associate of Mahmud al-Hasan  was 

Maulana Husain Ahmad Madni (1879-1957) who emigrated to Medina in the Hedjaz and acquired 

Ottoman citizenship in 1902 He was Mahmud al-Hasan’s co-conspirator in his pan-Islamic schemes, 

and was arrested in 1916 and thereafter interned at Malta from 1917-20 by the British. He 

subsequently joined the Khilafat movement. In October 1920, Jamia Millia Islamia (lit. National 

Islamic University) was founded on 29 October 1920 at Aligarh by Mahmud al-Hasan, Maulana 

Muhammad Ali, Hakim Ajmal Khan, M.A. Ansari among others with a view to start a Muslim 

university free of British influence.  

Firangi Mahal 

Firangi Mahal (lit. palace of Franks/Europeans), an area in old Lucknow developed into a seat of 

Islamic learning from the time of Aurangzeb. It was here that the dars-e-nizamiyya (named after its 

founder Mulla Nizamuddin) or the basic Islamic curriculum of Indian madrasas developed.  

Maulana Abdul Bari (1879-1926), a descendant of Mulla Nizamuddin received his initial education in 

Firangi Mahal before going to Hedjaz. There, he developed friendship with Hussain ibn Ali, later 

Sharif of Mecca and King of the Hedjaz. Maulana Bari travelled extensively in the Ottoman Empire 

before returning to India in 1908. In 1911, he actively collected funds for the Red Crescent Medical 

Mission and thus came in contact with Westernized Muslims such as the Ali brothers and Dr. Ansari. 

In 1912, he came under the influence of M.H. Kidwai.  He was instrumental in founding the 

Anjuman-i-Khuddam-i-Kaaba in 1913 with the Ali brothers who later became his religious disciples. 

The Anjuman aimed to maintain the honour of the Kaaba and other Islamic holy places and to 

protect them from non-Muslim aggression. Its prominent members included Dr. Ansari and Hakim 

Ajmal Khan. Maulana Bari took a leading part in the founding of Jamiat-ul-Ulama-i-Hind in 1919. He 

was the founder-member of the CKC. As late as 1921, he had strong objections to uniting with 

Hindus as he considered this to be harmful for the Muslim community (The Khilafat Movement in 

India, 1919-1924, Muhammad Naeem Qureshi, dissertation submitted to University of London, 

1973, p.58). 

Maulana Bari served as a bridge between the ulama and Westernized Muslim leaders. He felt that 

“until the ulama take the reins of politics in their own hands and cross their voices with those in 

authority, it will be difficult for them to establish their religious supremacy. Moreover, the fulfilment 

of their higher aims, that is the protection of Islam, will remain merely an empty dream” (Qureshi, 

ibid, p.303). 

The non-conformists 

In addition to leaders of the aforementioned persuasions, there were a few leaders who do not fit 

into a single pattern. The outstanding example of such ‘non-conformist’ leaders was Maulana Abul 

Kalam Azad (1888-1958). Born of an Arab mother in Mecca, he was educated at his Calcutta home 



according to the dars-e-nizamiyya and at Nadwat-ul-ulama in Lucknow. He was greatly influenced in 

his early days by Sir Sayyid Ahmed’s writings. He started or edited Urdu newspapers and journals 

such as Lisan-us-Sadiq (1904), an-Nadwa (1905-06), Vakil (1907), al-Hilal (1912) and al-Balagh 

(1913). Azad joined the Muslim League in 1913 and remained its member till 1920 while also being 

the driving force behind the creation of Jamiyat-ul- Ulama- e- Hind (lit. association of ulama of India) 

in 1919 along with Maulana Husain Ahmad Madani. Azad was a strong proponent of Quran-based 

religious reform and political activity by the ulama. Azad was an egotist. He never got along with the 

Ali brothers. To him, Shaukat Ali was inferior intellectually while Muhammad Ali was referred to as 

munshi (clerk) in private conversation (Minault, ibid, p.42). In 1923, at an age of 35, he became the 

youngest person to serve as the President of the Congress. 

The greatest amount of space in al-Hilal was devoted to coverage of news from Turkey. During the 

Balkan Wars, Azad extolled the virtues of various Turkish leaders, made constant appeals for the 

Turkish Red Cross and Red Crescent funds and wrote a regular feature column called ‘Conditions in 

the Ottoman Empire’.  In one issue, Azad said unequivocally, “We must always remember that the 

Ottoman Caliph is the guardian of the holy places of Islam, and that support for Turkey is the same 

as support for Islam” (Minault, ibid, p. 43).   

To Azad, the iconoclastic theologian of the Hanbali juridical school Ibn Taimiyyah (1263-1328) was 

the greatest hero and remained so to the end. Under his influence, Azad propagated jihad in political 

life and Ittehad (lit. unification) in intellectual life (Ideological Influences on Abul Kalam Azad, Qazi 

Mohammed Jamshed, Proceedings of the Indian History Congress, Vol. 71, 2010-2011, p. 665). Ibn 

Taimiyyah’s teachings have subsequently influenced Wahhabism and organizations such as al-

Qaeda.   

Jamiyat-ul- Ulama- e-Hind 

The Jamiyat-ul- Ulama- e-Hind was founded in November 1919, in the wake of the Khilafat 

Movement. It started as a body of ulama belonging to different Islamic juridical schools but over 

time, it came to be dominated by the Deobandi ulama. Even today, it is counted as a ‘nationalist’ 

Muslim body that supported the Khilafat Movement and later opposed the demand for Pakistan.  

Maulana Azad was a prominent member of both the CKC and Jamiyat-ul- Ulama- e-Hind.  Its aims 

and objects as laid down in its Constitution (The Deoband School and the Demand for Pakistan, Ziya-

ul-Hasan-Faruqi, Asia Publishing House, 1963, pp. 68-69) are so explicit that comment regarding its 

true nature is superfluous.  

1. To guide the followers of Islam in political and non-political matters from a religious point of 

view. 

2. To defend on shar’i grounds, Islam, centres of Islam (the Jazirat-ul-Arab and the seat of Khilafat), 

Islamic rituals and customs, and Islamic nationalism against all odds injurious to them. 

3.  To achieve and protect the general religious and national rights of the Muslims. 

4. To organise the Ulama on a common platform. 

5.  To organise the Muslim community and to launch a programme for its moral and social reform. 

6. To establish good and friendly relations with the non-Muslims of the country to the extent 

permitted by the Shariat-i-Islamiyah. 

7. To fight for the freedom of the country and religion according to the shar’i objectives. 



8.  To establish ‘mahakim –i-Shariyah (religious courts) to meet the religious need of the 

community 

9.  To propagate Islam, by way of missionary activities in India and foreign lands 

10.  To maintain and strengthen the bond of unity and fraternal relations (as ordained by Islam) 

with Muslims of other countries.   

Such then were the men who led the Khilafat Movement! What is striking that they were united in 

their commitment to Islam and Muslim self-interests, despite differences in their background. To 

them, secular Indian interests were subservient to Islamic interests. Freedom or self-government for 

India hardly mattered to them, what mattered was the prestige of the Turkish Khalifa. Unity and 

cooperation with Hindus was a means to achieve their larger Islamic goals. Theodore Morrison 

(1863-1963), the British educationist associated with the Aligarh movement had this say about the 

Muslims in India, “Such sentiment of nationality as they do possess link them not with Sikhs and 

Bengalis, with whom they share the soil but with their co-religionists, wherever they are found, be it 

in Arabia or Persia or within the frontiers of India” (Roots of Islamic Separatism in Indian 

Subcontinent, Om Prakash, Proceedings of the Indian History Congress, Vol. 64, 2003, p. 1053). 

Morrison’s observation is more than true for the leaders who championed the Khilafat Movement. 

There are two protagonists of that period who are yet to be mentioned - both subsequently came to 

be known as the fathers of their respective nations. They are of course, Mahatma Gandhi and 

Muhammad Ali Jinnah. More about them later! 

                                       ...to be continued 

 

(The author has written books on Islam, Christianity, contemporary Buddhist-Muslim relations, 

Shuddhi movement and religious demography) 

  

 

 

 

 

 

                                           

 



Article 5                             World War I and the Indian Muslim response 

                                                                                     Dr. Shreerang Godbole 

 
The pan-Islamist Turkish fixation of the Indian Muslims took on an anti-British turn due to certain 
events that took place in World War I. In addition, certain events in India and around the Muslim 
world caused the Indian Muslims to graduate from amity (1911-1922) through armed truce (1911-
1922) to open warfare with the British (1922 onwards).  It is incumbent to briefly outline events in 
World War I that caused this about-turn in Indian Muslim attitude to the British. While outlining 
these events, it is instructive to see the responses of the Indian Muslim leaders to these global 
events. Though the Khilafat Movement was triggered by the dismemberment of the Ottoman 
Empire at the end of World War I, its portents started getting visible with the declining fortunes of 
the Turkish Khalifa in World War I. It is convenient to consider the end of World War I (November 
1918) as the midpoint of the sequence of events from 1911-24.  

 
Ottoman Turkey in World War I 

 
World War I lasted from 28 July 1914 to 11 November 1918. The two alliances that fought the War 
were the Allied or Entente Powers and the Central Powers. The Allied Powers comprised of Great 
Britain, France, Russia, Italy, Romania, Japan and the United States. The Central Powers comprised of 
Germany, Austria-Hungary, Bulgaria and the Ottoman Turkish Empire (metaphorically referred to by 
Europeans as Sublime Porte after the High Gate that led to the palace of the Sultan). By the time the 
War was over, the Allied Powers had claimed victory.  An estimated 16 million people, both civilians 
and soldiers perished in the War. Different countries were drawn into the War at different stages.  
 
Founded in 1299, the Ottoman Empire at its zenith (1520-1566) ruled large areas of Middle East 
(part of Arabia, Syria, Lebanon, Palestine, Jordan, and Egypt), Eastern Europe (Turkey, Greece, 
Bulgaria, Hungary, Macedonia, and Romania) and North Africa (coastal strip). Its decline began in the 
1600s with the dawn of Renaissance and Industrial Revolution in Christian Europe. Over the next 100 
years, the Ottoman Turkish Empire lost large parts of its territories – Greece (1830), Romania, Serbia 
and Bulgaria (1870), Ottoman Tripolitania Vilayet (province) that included Tripoli (1911-12, to 
Kingdom of Italy), most of remaining territory in south-eastern Europe (1912-13, Balkan Wars 
against Serbia, Bulgaria, Montenegro and Greece with the blessings of Russia). 
 
On the eve of World War I, the Ottoman Empire was in shambles, having lost territories and beset by 
internal dissensions and a tottering economy.  Far from getting demoralized, the press and the 
political classes sympathetic to the ruling Committee for Union and Progress (CUP) and the 
figurehead Sultan Mehmet V unanimously called for a hareketi-i intibahiye (lit. national awakening). 
This was impossible to achieve if Turkey remained neutral in the War. The Ottoman Government 
under wartime minister Enver Pasha turned to both Germany and Britain respectively, to reorganize 
the Ottoman army and navy. Turkey was initially open to an alliance with either of the two countries. 
A long-standing alliance with Britain seemed improbable. Germany had never displayed any 
territorial aspirations of the Ottoman Empire. In view of this as well as previous military ties with 
Germany, the Ottoman Empire sought alliance with Germany.  On 30 September 1914, Turkey asked 
Germany to lend it five million Turkish pounds in gold from German banks. Germany pointed out 
that such a loan could be arranged if Turkey actively intervened on the German side. The Ottoman 
Empire entered the war after its fleet bombarded Russian ports on 29 October 1914.  
 
By mid-1915, the Ottoman Empire, denied access to international capital markets to float loans, 
faced a fiscal crisis. Despite the Ottoman victories over Britain at Gallipoli (1915) and Kut (1916), the 
Turkish army was nearing exhaustion by 1916. The Russian winter offensive (1916) and the British 



offensives in Syria, Palestine and Jerusalem (1916-17) crippled the Ottoman Turkish army (Turkey's 
Entry into World War I: An Assessment of Responsibilities, Ulrich Trumpener, The Journal of Modern 
History, Vol. 34, No. 4, 1962, p. 374; see also The Ottoman Empire, Kenneth W. Harl, The Great 
Courses, 2017, pp.228-250).  
 

In 1900, Turkish Sultan Abdul Hamid had started construction of a far-reaching railway line 

connecting his Arabian provinces to Damascus. This Hedjaz railway was a ‘pious fraud’, constructed 

by German engineers with money subscribed by Muslims throughout the world. Ironically, the first 

through trains started running only in September 1918, just in time to receive the final victorious 

onrush of the British (‘T.E. Lawrence’ in Arabia and After, Liddell Hart, Jonathan Cape, 1934, pp.51-

53).   

Bogus nature of pan-Islamic Khilafat 

Just before War began, there also arose subterranean stirrings among the Arab subjects of the 

Turkish Empire. With the past glory of the Abbasid Khilafat in their eyes, Hussein (1853-1931), the 

Sherif of Mecca and his sons dreamt of a vast Arab confederacy under the suzerainty of his family. 

Hussein was the 37th descendant of the Prophet Muhammad. Soon after his arrival in Mecca, the 

violently anti-Arab Turkish Governor Vahib Bey ordered the Sherif to hand over a hundred of the old 

rifles in possession of the Sherif’s guard. This insult provoked a riot. Sherif Hussein was encouraged 

by the British who always wanted an independent Arab state in Arabia and Syria. They also wanted 

the Arab Sherif to be on Britain’s side should Turkey proclaim a jihad. However, though Hussein 

counted much as a descendant of the Prophet, it was doubtful that he had the temporal weight to 

lay claim to the Khilafat. In January 1915, when pressed by the Turks to proclaim jihad, Sherif 

Hussein refused to do so after being egged on by the British and in consultation with Ibn Saud, the 

founder of the dynasty that rules Arabia to this day (Liddell Hart, ibid, pp 61-64). 

In early 1916, Turkish army swooped into Syria to crush the Arab movement within their own ranks 

and territories. Suspected rebels were put to death wholesale. A special Turkish force under Khairi 

Bey was formed to march onto Mecca along with a small German column and overawe the rebels. 

Finally on 5 June 1916, the Arab revolt started. The revolt was led by the Sherif himself and had fifty 

thousand Arab soldiers but only ten thousand rifles between them. The revolt resulted in the seizure 

of Mecca, Jeddah and Taif.  Sherif Hussein proclaimed himself King of Hedjaz from 1919-24. Two 

days after the Turkish Khilafat was abolished on 3 March 1924, he declared himself Khalifa but was 

ultimately driven out of Arabia by the rival Saudi clan (Liddell Hart, ibid, p. 65-73).  

The spectacle of a descendant of Prophet Muhammad revolting against the so-called Khalifa of the 

Islamic world as he fancied himself was stinging proof, if such was required about the bogus nature 

of pan-Islamism and the Khilafat!  

All the King’s toadies 

In 1911, Muhammad Ali opened a relief fund for Turkish victims of the war over Tripoli and later on 
for Turkish victims of the Balkan wars. A medical mission headed by Dr. M.A. Ansari left India in 
December 1912 and came back in July 1913 (The Khilafat Movement in India 1919-1924, A.C. 
Niemeijer, Martinus Nijhoff, 1972, p. 56). It is noteworthy that from 1898-1918, more than 10 
million people died of plague all over India. In 1911 itself, 3997 people died of plague in Bombay 



with mortality rate of 408.1 per 100,000 while 1736 people died of the disease in Calcutta with a 
mortality rate of 166.2 per 100,000 (The Indian Medical Gazette, March 1948, p. 138). There is no 
mention of any relief work organized by Red Crescent Mission or voluntary medical work by the 
good Dr. Ansari to help plague victims in India. Their hearts were bleeding for war-torn Turkey!     
 
At every step, Muhammad Ali with respect to his fund and the mission sought official and personal 
co-operation from the British side, going as far as enlisting the Viceroy as a Patron of the Delhi Red 
Crescent Society and organizing his relief work through British consular officers. And when World 
War I broke out, the field hospital which had been financed out of his Comrade Turkish Relief Fund 
was presented to the Medical Service in India (Niemeijer, p. 56). 
 
In July 1914, when war broke out between Serbia and Austria, Indian Muslim sympathies went with 
the latter, because Serbia had been one of the confederates in the Balkan hostilities with Turkey. 
Subsequently, when Germany and Russia also became embroiled, the Indian Muslims championed 
Germany’s cause on account of the memories of the Russo-Turkish War. Generally the Indian 
Muslims were jubilant at the sight of the Christian Powers fighting among themselves and believed it 
to be a punishment from Allah for their ill-treatment of Turkey. Many thought that the War would 
lead to the downfall of Christendom and the revival of the Islamic power in Europe (The Khilafat 
Movement in India, 1919-1924, Muhammad Naeem Qureshi, dissertation submitted to University of 
London, 1973, pp.29, 30).   
 
However, when in August 1914, Britain joined on the side of Serbia and Russia, the Muslim 

sympathies, in spite of their pro-German leanings for her supposed pro-Turkey tendencies, 

paradoxically veered round to the side of Britain. The Indian Muslim leaders wanted Turkey to 

remain neutral or side with Britain. The reason for this unexpected pro-British outburst seems to 

have been the result primarily of the declaration of neutrality by Turkey (Qureshi, ibid, pp.30, 31).  

Maulana Abdul Bari (of Firangi Mahal) in his telegram to the Turkish Sultan begged him either to 

remain neutral or side with Britain. At the same time, he pleaded with the Viceroy, Lord Hardinge 

(I858-I927), that Britain should adopt such attitude towards Turkey as might help maintain such a 

neutrality (Qureshi, ibid, pp.32, 33). By 1914, Maulana Abdul Bari, the Ali brothers, Zafar Ali Khan, 

Hasrat Mohani and Azad, the leading participants in the Khilafat Movement, were all full blooded 

pan-Islamists – but not yet anti-British. Mohamed Ali’s counsel to the Turkish authorities to stay 

neutral in the war, if they could not join the Allies, besides his correspondence with Uttar Pradesh’s 

Lt. Governor Meston, and with the Viceroy during his internment, attests to the fact that he did not 

launch upon an anti-British path till late in the day...so long as the British were not directly involved, 

pan-Islamism in India did not take on an explicitly anti-British orientation. Only when the British 

were perceived to be bent up scuttling Turkish power and territory and enfeebling the Khalifa’s 

power and prestige in the post-war period, the Indian pan-Islamists set out on a pronouncedly anti-

British course in that period. Later in March 1922, when Montagu, Secretary of State for India, 

permitted the publication of a Government of India memorandum, favouring the revision of the 

Treaty of Sevres that abolished the Ottoman Empire, Maulana Bari and Hasrat Mohani proposed 

dropping Non-cooperation with the British. This indicates that pan-Islamic goals namely the future of 

Turkey and of the Khilafat, were at the centre of the Khilafat Movement  (Review: The Khilafat 

Movement: Religious Symbolism and Political Mobilization in India by Gail Minault; Review by Sharif 

al-Mujahid; Pakistan Horizon, Vol. 39, No.2, 1986, p.87, 88).    

The great U-turn 



After the Russian Revolution of 1917 and a separate peace with Germany, the secret Allied treaties 

aiming at Ottoman dismemberment started to get exposed. Leading pan-Islamic journals in India 

including Muhammad Ali’s Comrade and Maulana Azad’s al-Hilal suggested that Britain should 

declare that even if the Allies succeeded in vanquishing Turkey, her integrity would be maintained 

after the War. For their part, the British got a fatwa issued by some ulama including Ahmad Raza 

Khan of Bareilly (who started the Barelvi movement) that the war with Turkey was political and not 

religious and that the jihad against the British was religiously unlawful (Qureshi, ibid, pp.30, 31).  

The entry of Russia on Britain’s side tilted the Indian Muslim opinion further against Britain. Russia 

was viewed as a hereditary foe of Turkey. Maulana Abdul Bari at Lucknow, Maulana Abul Kalam Azad 

at Calcutta, Mahmud-ul-Hasan at Deoband, and Hakim Ajmal Khan, Dr. Ansari and the Ali brothers at 

Delhi started isolated activities to help the Khilafat. The Khilafat Movement may actually be dated to 

November 1914 when Turkey entered the War against Britain (Niemeijer, ibid, p. 63). 

Some Deobandi ulama such as Mahmud al-Hassan, Obaidullah Sindhi attempted to overthrow the 
British rule in India in league with the Frontier tribesmen and with the assistance of Turkey and 
Afghanistan in a plot called Silk Letters Conspiracy. This plot had spread to Central Asia, the Hedjaz, 
and Mesopotamia through emissaries and cypher letters. In the Hedjaz, Mahmud al-Hassan 
established contacts with the Turks and obtained from Ghalib Pasha, the Ottoman Governor of the 
Hedjaz, a declaration of jihad against the British for circulation in India. The document, known as the 
'Ghalib Nama', was smuggled into India by a trusted follower of Mahmud al-Hassan, photographed 
and distributed. The jihadist propaganda also penetrated the Indian army and caused mutinous 
incidents in Bombay, Rawalpindi, France and Singapore (Qureshi, ibid, pp.39-41). 
 
Mahmud al-Hassan was arrested by the British interned at Malta. Maulana Azad was externed by the 
U.P. and the Punjab Governments and Maulana Hasrat Mohani was interned by the U.P. 
Government and later imprisoned (Qureshi, ibid, pp. 41, 42). 
 

The Arab revolt in the Ottoman Empire in 1916 came as a shock to Indian Muslim leaders as it 

punctured pan-Islamism. Past masters at self-delusion, they ignored genuine Arab aspirations and 

termed it as a British plot.  On June 26, 1916, the Council of the All-India Muslim League met at 

Lucknow and passed a resolution condemning the 'outrageous conduct of Hussein which it thought 

had jeopardised the safety of the Holy Places. Abdul Bari dubbed Hussein and his sympathisers as 

the ‘enemies of Islam’ and Ajmal Khan frankly told the Viceroy that the British policy of aiding 

Hussein was a serious blunder and ought to be remedied (Qureshi, ibid, p. 43). 

On 5 January 5, 1918, British Prime Minister Lloyd George unequivocally declared in his famous war-

aims speech that they were not fighting 'to deprive Turkey of its capital, or of the rich and renowned 

lands of Asia Minor and Thrace, which were predominantly Turkish in race. The Indian Muslims took 

this as an unalterable pledge and tenaciously clung to it (Qureshi, ibid, p. 46). 

Conclusion of the War 

The Armistice between the Allies and Turkey was signed at Mudros (currently a town in Greece) on 

30 October 1918. The unconditional surrender of Turkey followed on 11 November by German 

capitulation brought the World War I to a close. Secret treaties and other war-time arrangements 

had committed the Allies to a policy of “the setting free of the populations subject to the bloody 



tyranny of the Turks and the turning out of Europe of the Ottoman Empire as decidedly foreign to 

Western civilisation” (Qureshi, ibid, p. 49).  

According to these treaties, the Allies contemplated to strip Turkey not only of her entire European 

possessions including Constantinople but also to deprive her of her eastern territories of 

Mesopotamia, Palestine, Arabia and Syria. In this way Turkey was to be left with practically nothing 

not even an important access to the sea. What was more important was that Turkey was also to lose 

her sovereignty. From the ruins of the Ottoman Empire arose the secular Turkish Republic in 1923.  

Mustafa Kemal Ataturk who led the Turkish Republic sent the Khalifa packing and thus dealt a mortal 

blow to the fiction of pan-Islamism. 

The response of Indian Muslim leaders vis-a-vis the British kept on changing with Turko-British 
relations as they evolved during the War. The Indian leaders started with pronouncements of loyalty 
to British, then entreated Britain to remain neutral with regards Turkey and finally adopted a 
strident anti-British stand once the British appeared to be scuttling the Ottoman Empire and the 
Khalifa. They were more than willing to betray the anti-British freedom movement in India if the 
British threw crumbs at them.  Not once was their stand guided by purely Indian interests. The anti-
British stand they adopted in later years was incidental and dictated solely by threat to Turkish 
interests. The Indian Muslim leaders were Indian only by accident of birth, their heart and soul was 
in Turkey! 
  

          ...to be continued 

(The author has written books on Islam, Christianity, contemporary Buddhist-Muslim relations, 

Shuddhi movement and religious demography) 

 

 

                                                         

 
 
 
 



Article 6:                                    Muslim-British nexus and Hindu naiveté (1857-1919) 

                                                                                           Dr. Shreerang Godbole 

 

The Khilafat Movement (1919-1924) may be said to have begun on 27 October 1919 when the day 

was observed as Khilafat Day all over India. Within a year, Lokmanya Tilak, the tallest Congress 

leader passed away and Gandhi came to occupy the centre-stage of Indian politics. In the words of 

Dr. Ambedkar, the Khilafat Movement was “taken up by Mr. Gandhi with a tenacity and faith which 

must have surprised many Mahomedans themselves” (Pakistan or the Partition of India, B.R. 

Ambedkar, Thacker and Company Limited, 1945, p. 136). Not only did Gandhi support the Khilafat 

Movement, he also dragged the Congress behind him. The attitude and behaviour of Muslim and 

Hindu leaders during the Khilafat Movement did not come upon suddenly. It was a continuation of a 

pattern that started after 1857. The Muslim game-plan from 1857 to 1919 that was executed with 

British connivance and abetted by the naiveté of Hindu leaders needs to be understood if one has to 

make sense of the Khilafat Movement.  

British policy and operative strategy 

From serious academic discourse to school textbooks to popular cinema, the British policy with 

regards to Hindu-Muslim relations is described ad nauseum as being that of divide and rule. This 

narrative has become so deeply entrenched in the Hindu psyche that it is taken as established, self- 

evident raison d’etre for Hindu-Muslim antagonism! It is time to examine the merits of this 

argument.  For a start, the maxim divide and rule is not a British invention. It is a translation of the 

Latin words divide et impera (lit. divide and conquer) used by the old Romans. The evidence that this 

was official British policy largely rests on the following statements (India in Bondage: Her Right to 

Freedom, Jabez T. Sunderland; R. Chatterjee, 1928, p. 268): 

1. A British officer signing himself ‘Carnaticus’ wrote in the Asiatic Review of May 1821, “Divide 

et Impera should be the motto of our Indian administration, whether political, civil or 

military.”  

2. About the time of the 1857 Uprising, Lt. Col. John Coke, Commandant at Moradabad wrote, 

“Our endeavour should be to uphold in full force the (for us fortunate) separation which 

exists between the different religions and races, not to endeavour to amalgamate them. 

Divide et impera should be the principle of Indian government.”  

3. Lord Elphinstone, Governor of Bombay, in a minute dated 14 May 1850 wrote, “Divide et 

impera was the old Roman motto and it should be ours.” 

4. Eminent British Indian civilian and writer Sir John Strachey said, “The existence side by side 

of hostile creeds among the Indian people, is one of the strong points in our political 

position in India. 

5. Gandhi informs us that A.O. Hume once confessed to him that the British Government was 

“sustained by the policy of Divide and Rule.” 

There is nothing surprising if the British sustained their rule by taking advantage of the internal 

differences of their subjects.  However, merely framing a policy is worthless if it is not accompanied 

by strategy. The so-called British policy of divide and rule was merely a place-holder for operative 



strategies. Merely mentioning the British policy without discussing the strategies adopted for its 

success is a sign of intellectual laziness.   

Hindu-Muslim antagonism was not a creation of the British, it existed before they arrived.  Of the 

four afore-mentioned statements, two clearly state that differences already existed.  The fact that 

the slogan of Hindu-Muslim unity had to be coined in the freedom struggle implies that Hindus and 

Muslims were two separate entities whose unity was thought to be desirable. Why were slogans of 

say, Hindu-Christian, Hindu-Parsi or Hindu-Jew unity not raised by the stalwarts of the freedom 

struggle? If British culpability was the primary reason for Hindu-Muslim antagonism, we should have 

witnessed Hindu-Muslim bonhomie after their departure. Also, what explains the antagonism 

between Muslims and their non-Muslim, non-Hindu neighbours in countries such as Thailand which 

were never ruled by the British? On British culpability, we shall consider the views of two leaders 

who had probably read the Muslim mind better than most. Tellingly, both never joined the Congress. 

One was Veer V.D. Savarkar (1883-1966), the other was Dr. B.R. Ambedkar (1891-1956)!   

In his 1939 Presidential speech to the Akhil Bharat Hindu Mahasabha, Veer Savarkar indicted the 

third-party culpability theory thus, “...this theory of 'third party' constituted a Congress superstition 

... They always used to fancy that the Moslems, if left to themselves would never have indulged in 

any anti-national, ulterior, anti-Hindu designs... Thousands of Congressite Hindus are observed to 

have been duped in to this silliest of political superstitions. As if Muhammad Qasim, Ghaznavis, 

Ghoris, Allauddins, Aurangzebs were all instigated by the British, by this third party, to invade and lay 

waste Hindu India with a mad fanatical fury. As if the history of the last ten centuries of perpetual 

war between the Hindus and Moslems was an interpolation and a myth. As if the Alis or Mr. Jinnah 

or Sir Sikandar were mere school children to be spoiled with the offer of sugar pills by the British 

vagabonds in the class and persuaded to throw stones at the house of their neighbours. They say, 

‘before the British came, Hindu-Moslem riots were a thing unheard of.’ Yes, but because, instead of 

riots, Hindu-Moslem wars were the order of the day” (Hindu Rashtra Darshan, V.D. Savarkar, 

Maharashtra Prantik Hindusabha, pp.57, 58).  

Ambedkar on roots of Hindu-Muslim antagonism 

In an extraordinarily insightful analysis of Hindu-Muslim antagonism, Ambedkar says, “The Hindus 

say that the British policy of divide and rule is the real cause of this failure (of Hindu-Muslim unity)... 

Time has come to discard this facile explanation so dear to the Hindus...it overlooks the fact that the 

policy of divide and rule, allowing that the British do resort to it, cannot succeed unless there are 

elements which make division possible, and further, if the policy succeeds for such a long time, it 

means that the elements which divide are more or less permanent and irreconcilable and are not 

transitory or superficial... what stands between the Hindus and Muslims is not a mere matter of 

difference, and that this antagonism is not to be attributed to material causes. It is spiritual in its 

character. It is formed by causes which take their origin in historical, religious, cultural and social 

antipathy; of which political antipathy is only a reflection... it is unnatural to expect this antipathy 

between Hindus and Moslems to give place to unity” (Pakistan or the Partition of India, ibid, pp.322-

323). Clearly, it is time to shift focus from policy to strategy! 

Muslim aloofness from freedom struggle 



The Indian National Congress was formed on 28 December 1885 with British support, including that 
of Viceroy Lord Dufferin. Among its founders was British ex-civil servant Alan Octavian Hume. After 
1890 British official support was withdrawn. Up to about 1905, Congress certainly took a loyal 
stand... Parallel with the Congress, was the revolutionary movement ... A notable feature of this 
movement was the near total absence of Muslims in it. The attendance of the Muslims in the 
Congress had dropped considerably after 1900 (The Khilafat Movement in India 1919-1924, A.C. 
Niemeijer, Martinus Nijhoff, 1972, p. 24-27). 
 
The Muslims kept aloof from the Congress. Reporting on the first Congress session, The Times of 
India dated 5 February 1886 says, “Only one great race was conspicuous by its absence; the 
Mahomedans of India were not there. They remained steadfast in their habitual separation.” The 
propaganda of total boycott by the Muslims profoundly disturbed the Congress leaders (Source 
Material for A History of the Freedom Movement in India, Vol.2, 1885-1920, Bombay State, 1958, pp. 
17, 22-23). When some Muslim delegates went to attend the second session in Calcutta (1886), they 
were told by other Muslims that “the Hindus are ahead of us. We are lagging behind them. We still 
want the patronage of the Government and shall gain nothing by joining them” (Source Material, 
ibid, p. 34).  
 
The acceptance of Congress Presidentship (Madras, 1888) by Muslim lawyer Badruddin Tayyabji was 
welcomed from the roof-tops.  Tayyabji revealed his true colours in a letter wriiten to Sir Sayyid 
Ahmad Khan on 18 February 1888, “...Your objection to the Congress is that ‘it regards India as one 
Nation’. Now I am not aware of any one regarding the whole of India as one Nation...if you read my 
inaugural address, you will find it distinctly stated that there are numerous communities or nations 
in India with peculiar problems of their own...Take for example the example of the Legislative 
Councils. If the Mussalmans as a body do not like that the members should be elected they could 
easily change the proposition so as to suit their own interests. My policy, therefore, would be to act 
from within than from without (Source Material, ibid, pp. 72-73, emphasis not mine).   
       

Hume-Tayyabji legacy 
 
Apparently anxious to overcome Muslim aloofness, the Congress or to be more specific, Hume (and 
other British proxies) and Tayyabji (self-confessedly working from within) laid down the following 
formulations which ruled the Hindu psyche not only during the days of the Khilafat Movement but 
continue to do so to this day. It may be noted that Viceroy Lord Dufferin was instructing both the 
anti-Congressite Sir Sayyid Ahmed and Congressite Hume simultaneously at this point in time 
(Source Material, Vol. 2, p. 88).  
 
1. Muslim participation is mandatory for a movement to be called ‘national’: In a letter dated 27 

October 1888 to Hume, Tayyabji wrote, “... an overwhelming majority of Mahomedans is against 

the movement. If then, the Mussalman Community as a whole is against the Congress - rightly 

or wrongly does not matter - it follows that the movement ipso facto ceases to be a general or 

National Congress. If this is so it is deprived of a great deal of its power to do good” (Source 

Material, Vol. 2, p. 81). 

 

2. Placate Muslims to win their support: In a letter dated 22 January 1888 to Tayyabji, Hume     

        wrote, “if we are to succeed we must have a Mohamedan president and , that President   

        must be yourself. It is believed that with you as the President, Syed Ahmed’s tirades will      

        have no effect with the North of India Mahomedans” (Source Material, Vol. 2, p. 69). 

 



3. Grant of Muslim ‘veto’ in public affairs: In a letter to Editor, Pioneer, Tayyabji described how         

he prevailed upon the Congress to embody the following rule in the Congress constitution, “In 

the case of the Mahomedan delegates unanimously or nearly unanimously objecting to the      

introduction of any subject or the passing of any resolution, such subject or resolution should     

be thereupon dropped” (Source Material, Vol. 2, p. 82). 

 

4. Normalization and approval of pan-Islamist feeling: In a letter obviously dated 30 August  

    1888 to Tayyabji, a British individual whose signature is illegible wrote, “If it (Congress) is    

    National Institution, interest of all should be looked to and the Hindus ought to take an     

    interest in their Mahomedan brethern. Only the Mahomedans who number over 50 million   

    ought not to be indifferent to the fate of their co-religionists in other parts of the world. Let   

    the National Congress at its next meeting say that it views with regret that Mahomedan   

    brothers in India have cause to feel sorrow and shame on account of the way their co- 

    religionists are treated in other parts of the world” (Source Material, Vol. 2, p. 74). 

 

Muslim-British nexus 

 

The Muslim-British nexus to put down the forces of Indian nationalism was no secret. The 

Muslims started demanding separate electorates and political representation disproportionate 

to their numbers. The British were too keen to play along. In their desperation to win over the 

Muslims in a ‘national’ front against the British, the clueless Hindu leaders of the Congress 

acceded to this Muslim-British game and in fact gave more than what the Muslims demanded.  

 

Referring to the address of the President of the 1907 Karachi session of the All India Muslim 

League (founded 30 December 1906), James Ramsay MacDonald (Labour Party co-founder and 

three- time Prime Minister of Britain) wrote, “The Moslem movement is inspired solely by 

considerations affecting itself...The Mohammedans take their stand upon the right of 

Mohammedanism to share in the Government of India...Numerical proportions do not satisfy 

them... They rank themselves as special allies with us in the Empire, and to their position in India 

they wish added influence in consideration of their importance as part of Pan-Islamism and their 

distinction as late rulers of the country... they have insisted upon an equality of representation 

(irrespective of population)... influences have been at work, that the Mohammedan leaders 

were inspired by certain Anglo-Indian officials, and that these officials pulled wires at Simla and 

in London and of malice aforethought sowed discord between the Hindu and the Mohammedan 

communities by showing the Mohammedans special favour... The Mohammedans received 

representation far in excess of their numbers, and they were granted a franchise far more liberal 

than that given to the Hindus (The Awakening of India, J. Ramsay MacDonald, Hodder and 

Stoughton, 1910, pp.280-284).  

  

The cat was out of the bag! Divide and rule may have been policy, communal electorates and 

political representation to Muslims disproportionate to their numbers was the strategy 

(Sunderland, ibid, pp.270, 271)! 

                                                     

Calibrated Muslim demands 

 



 For a critique of the “never-ending catalogue of Muslim demands”, the chapter on ‘Communal 
Aggression’ written by Ambedkar in his Pakistan or the Partition of India (pp. 239-261) deserves to 
be read in its original. “As per the Indian Councils Act (1892), the principle of separate 
representation for Muslims was for the first time introduced in the political constitution of India. As 
far back as 1888, Viceroy Lord Dufferin suggested that in India, representation in the Legislative 
Councils will have to be, not in the way representation is secured in England, but representation by 
interests (p.240).  
 
 “Though the suggestion of separate representation came from the British, the Muslims did not fail 
to appreciate the social value of separate political rights. In 1909 the Musalmans came to know that 
the next step in the reform of the Legislative Councils was contemplated. In a command 
performance, a Muslim delegation placed a set of demands before Viceroy Lord Minto. These were 
promptly accepted and the Muhammadans were given (1) the right to elect their representatives, (2) 
the right to elect their representatives by separate electorates, (3) the right to vote in the general 
electorates as well and (4) the right to weightage in representation (pp.242, 243).        
 
“In October 1916, 19 members of the Imperial Legislative Council presented the Viceroy (Lord 
Chelmsford) a memorandum demanding (1) The extension of the principle of separate 
representation to the Punjab and the Central Provinces. (2) Fixing the numerical strength of the 
Muslim representatives in the Provincial and Imperial Legislative Councils. (3) Safeguards against 
legislation affecting Muslims, their religion and religious usages. The negotiations following upon 
these demands resulted in agreement between the Hindus and the Muslims which is known as the 
Lucknow Pact” (p.243).     
 
The architect of the Lucknow Pact was none other than Lokmanya Tilak! The pact gave Muslims 
separate representation far in excess of their percentage in the population. The ratio was 340 
percent in Central Provinces, 231 percent in Madras, 214 percent in United Provinces, 163 percent in 
Bombay and 268 percent in Bihar and Orissa (p.246).        
 
Ambedkar further observes, “... (What is) noticeable among the Muslims is the spirit of exploiting 
the weaknesses of the Hindus. If the Hindus object to anything, the Muslim policy seems to be to  
insist upon it and give it up only when the Hindus show themselves ready to offer a price for it by 
giving the Muslims some other concessions (p.259). 
        
                                                         Policy turns into doctrine 
 
From 1885 to 1919, the Hindu leaders of the Congress continued with their policy of trying to buy 
the loyalty of the Muslims with progressively better offers. Egged on by the British, the Muslims 
drove a hard bargain, solely keeping Muslim interests in mind. Before 1919, Hindu-Muslim unity was 
a well-intentioned if naive Congress policy to win freedom. After 1919, the policy became doctrine, 
more important than securing freedom itself! No wonder, the emboldened Muslim leaders exploited 
the freedom struggle itself for their pan-Islamist designs.  
 
                                     ...to be continued 
 
(The author has written books on Islam, Christianity, contemporary Buddhist-Muslim relations, 

Shuddhi movement and religious demography) 

 
 
                                                       



 
 
 



Article 7                           Petitions and persuasion (December 1918-July 1920) 

                                                                                                 Dr. Shreerang Godbole 

 

The Khilafat Movement may be roughly said to have played out in two phases before it lost steam. 

The first phase (December 1918-July 1920) was the phase of petition and persuasion. This meant 

stirring public opinion, building up organizations, passing resolutions and petitioning the 

Government. The second phase (August 1920-March 1922) was the phase of coercion and carnage. 

These two phases follow classical Islamic practice that entails preaching when the ummah is weak 

and wholesale violence once it gathers sufficient strength.      

Muslim discontent after World War I 

A series of secret treaties and war-time agreements from 1915-1918 sought the dismemberment of 

the Ottoman Turkish Empire. Turkey's downfall was closely interwoven with the question of the 

Khilafat and of the guardianship of Islam’s holy places, issues that were dear to the Indian Muslims. 

The Indian Muslims also feared that the collapse of the Ottoman Turkish Empire would adversely 

affect their political importance within India. The Indian Muslims complained that loyalty to the 

British had not fetched them any dividend.  

In 1918, a joint report on Constitutional Reforms by Viceroy Lord Chelmsford and Secretary of State 

for India in the British Cabinet Sir Edwin Montague, known popularly as the Montford Report was 

published. The Report observed, “The Muhammadans were given special representation with 

separate electorates in 1909... The Muhammadans regard these as settled facts, and any attempt to 

go back on them would rouse a storm of bitter protest and put a severe strain on the loyalty of a 

community... The Muhammadans regard separate representation and communal electorates as their 

only adequate safeguards... we are convinced that... the present system must be maintained... But 

we can see no reason to set up communal representation for Muhammadans in any province where 

they form a majority of the voters (The Report on Indian Constitutional Reforms, London, 1918, p. 

188). This mere suggestion of discontinuing communal representation not in toto but merely in 

Muslim-majority provinces was enough to raise the hackles of Muslim leaders.  

The Press Act (1910) and the Defence of India Act (1915) had been frequently used to impede the 

publication of Muslim journals like the Comrade, Hamdard, Al-Hilal, Al-Balagh and Zamindar. More 

importantly, prominent leaders such as Mahmud al-Hassan, the Ali brothers, Abul Kalam Azad and 

Hasrat Mohani were in detention. Among the prominent leaders who had escaped internment 

during the War, only Maulana Abdul Bari, Dr. Ansari, Hakim Ajmal Khan and Mushir Hosain Kidwai 

were politically active. Since early 1917, a movement had been started to get the detained Muslim 

leaders released (The Khilafat Movement in India, 1919-1924, Muhammad Naeem Qureshi, 

dissertation submitted to University of London, 1973, pp.51, 52). 

Gandhi’s obsession with Hindu-Muslim unity 

It was in 1915 that Gandhi returned to India, having conducted successful satyagraha campaigns in 

South Africa. It was in the winter of 1917 that Gandhi was persuaded to join the campaign for the 

release of detained Muslim leaders. His circle of Muslim friends now widened and included the Ali 



brothers, Hakim Ajmal Khan and Maulana Abdul Bari. He earned their gratitude when he forcefully 

presented the Muslim point of view with regard to Turkey at the Delhi Imperial War Conference in 

April 1918 (Qureshi, ibid, p. 53). 

In February 1919, the Rowlatt Act was passed by the Imperial Legislative Council. This allowed 

certain political cases to be tried without juries and permitted internment of suspects without trial. 

This resulted in widespread discontent and culminated in the massacre at Jallianwala Bagh, Amritsar 

on 13 April 1919.  

Right from the start of his political career, Gandhi was obsessed with Hindu-Muslim unity. This is 

how Ambedkar describes this peculiar trait in Gandhi, “At the very commencement of his career... 

Mr. Gandhi startled the people of India by his promise to win Swaraj within six months, Mr. Gandhi 

said that he could perform the miracle only if certain conditions were fulfilled. One of these 

conditions was the achievement of Hindu-Muslim unity. Mr. Gandhi is never tired of saying that 

there is no Swaraj without Hindu-Muslim unity. Mr. Gandhi did not merely make this slogan the 

currency of Indian politics but he has strenuously worked to bring it about. Mr. Gandhi...declaring his 

intention to launch Satyagraha against the Rowlatt Act ...March 1919... had prescribed that the 

masses attending the meetings should take a vow (of Hindu-Muslim unity)... There was nothing in 

the campaign of Satyagraha against the Rowlatt Act which could have led to any clash between the 

Hindus and the Muslims. Yet Mr. Gandhi asked his followers to take the vow. This shows how 

insistent he was from the very beginning upon Hindu-Muslim unity” (Pakistan or the Partition of 

India, B.R. Ambedkar, Thacker and Company Limited, 1945, pp. 135,136). 

It is possible that Gandhi’s life-long obsession with Hindu-Muslim unity was influenced by his early 

interaction with Muslim leaders in the winter of 1917. 

Gandhi-Bari quid pro quo 

The first public expression of the anxiety over the fate of Turkey was given at the All India Muslim 

League session held in Delhi on 30, 31 December 1918. However, the agitation over Turkey was 

mostly centred in the larger towns of the U.P., Bengal, Punjab, Bombay and Sind. Clearly, Muslim 

mobilization was not enough. Hindu support was needed to further the pan-Islamist agenda. 

 The Source Material for a History of the Freedom Movement in India (Vol. 3, Government of 

Maharashtra, p.139) says in its report of 3 March 1919, “In March 1919, Gandhi was in Lucknow as 

the guest of Abdul Bari... An informer reports that Mr. Gandhi met Maulvi Abdul Bari some time ago 

and discussed the Satyagraha movement (against Rowlatt Bill) with him. Gandhi is said to have been 

most optimistic about the success of the movement. He told Abdul Bari that he had agents in every 

city and that the passive resistance idea would extend to the servants of officials and to the army. 

Hindu-Muslim unity would be complete and the Government would be paralysed. It was agreed that 

when agitation was at its height there would be a large meeting of Ulemas, Maulvis and 

Mahommadans generally, at which Abdul Bari should be elected Shaikh-ul-lslam and the Muslim 

demands regarding the Khilafat, the holy places, etc., should be formulated. The Hindus would 

support these demands which should be submitted to His Excellency the Viceroy with the warning 

that non-acceptance of them would mean jehad. In return for the assistance of the Hindus, Abdul 

Bari, in his capacity as Shaikh-ul-lslam, was to issue a fatwa declaring that the animal originally 

sacrificed by Ibrahim was a sheep and not a cow, and that cow-sacrifice was prohibited in future. 



The scheme is said to have been ruined by the outbreaks of violence in various parts of the country” 

(p. 139). 

 Gandhi and Abdul Bari were both utilizing each other and the issues they stood for to their own 

advantage. Gandhi exploited the Khilafat issue to gain Muslim support and through them the 

leadership of a united India. Otherwise, he himself admitted that he ‘cared nothing for Turkey as 

such, but the Indian Mahommadans did ... and, he felt justified in championing it’. For Abdul Bari, 

Gandhi’s support meant the strengthening of the Khilafat movement and perhaps personal fame as 

the ‘Shaikh-ul-Islam’ of the sub-continent.  For this he was prepared to modify his earlier stance and 

preach cow protection (Qureshi, ibid, pp. 59-60). The Rowlatt Satyagraha was short-lived and was 

suspended by Gandhi on 18 April, 1919. 

Islamist consolidation 

On 19 March 1919, some wealthy Bombay Muslim businessmen of Firangi Mahal connection funded 

the establishment of the Bombay Khilafat Committee. In the middle of May 1919, the Amir 

Amanullah of Afghanistan embarked upon a war with the British. The pan-Islamists lost no time in 

coquetting with the Amir’s agents. Abdul Bari circulated an ‘inflammatory’ leaflet and a lengthy jihad 

pamphlet appeared in the U.P. which emphasised the necessity of a religious war (The Khilafat 

Movement in India 1919-1924, A.C. Niemeijer, Martinus Nijhoff, 1972, p. 75; see also Qureshi, ibid, 

p.67).  

In spite of deputations to London to plead Turkey’s case, efforts by pan-Islamist societies in London 

and agitations in India, no favourable result was in sight. To give a more united expression to their 

feelings, an All India Muslim Conference was held in Lucknow in September 1919 which was 

attended by around 1000 important Muslim leaders of different shades of political opinion. Two 

significant decisions were taken by the Conference; first, the establishment of a central co-

ordinating body and, secondly, the fixing of 17 October 1919, as the ‘Khilafat Day’. 

The Muslim League was reluctant to pursue an aggressive anti-Government line, hence it was 

thought necessary to establish a temporary organisation solely for the Khilafat question. The Khilafat 

Committee of Bombay was designated as a central body with branches to be formed all over the 

country. Consequently, at a meeting held on 11 November 1919, the Bombay Khilafat Committee 

changed its title to ‘The Central Khilafat Committee of India, Bombay’ (Qureshi, ibid, p. 71). 

Central Khilafat Committee 

The CKC or the Jamiyat-i-Khilafat-i-Hind as it was also known, met again in Amritsar (December 

1919) and Bombay (February 1920).  As per its constitution, the objects of the CKC were: To secure 

for Turkey a just and honourable peace; to obtain the settlement of the Khilafat question; also of the 

holy places of Islam and the Jazirat-ul Arab (Arabian Peninsula) in strict accordance with the 

requirements of the Shariat; to secure the fulfilment of the pledges of Rt. Hon. Mr. Lloyd George, 

given on 5th January, 1919 and of Lord Hardinge, regarding the preservation of the integrity of the 

Turkish Empire; for the above purpose to approach the British Ministers, the Viceroy of India and the 

British public; to carry on propaganda work in and out of India; to take such further steps as may be 

deemed necessary.  



The CKC with its headquarters at Bombay consisted of 200 members - later increased to 250 in 1923. 

Bombay was given 54 seats, Sind 20, Madras 15 and the remaining seats went to other provinces. 

The provincial Khilafat committees were required to work in affiliation with the CKC and where no 

such committees existed the central body was to do the work. The central and the provincial 

committees were to collect funds. With a hundred odd local committees and a vast membership, it 

became the most powerful Muslim body until the re-vitalisation of the Muslim League in the late 

1920’s (Qureshi, ibid, p. 72). 

In addition, there were so-called Khilafat Workers and Khilafat Volunteers. At some places, men 

were appointed to collect four annas a head from those who wished to style themselves Khilafat 

members (Niemeijer, ibid, p. 85). 

On the level of mass membership, no clear distinction was made in those years between Congress 

and Khilafat adherents. It was not uncommon even to combine offices in the Congress organization 

with similar ones in the Muslim League, and the same rule applied to Congress and the Khilafat 

Conference and the CKC. This was because the Congress fully accepted the Khilafat demands since 

the summer of 1920. Large meetings took place especially in Punjab, Sind, Bombay, the U.P., Bihar, 

Bengal and Madras. The movement was also spreading to the villages. Not only the Muslim masses, 

but Muslim liberals too participated. As an exception, some liberal Muslims, notably Jinnah 

considered the Khilafat movement to be “a false religious frenzy” of which no good could ultimately 

come, either for India in general or for the Indian Muslims in particular (Niemeijer, ibid, pp. 86-90). 

It is remarkable that in these early manifestations of the Khilafat movement, no mention is made of 

co-operation with the Hindus or of swaraj. Almost on the contrary, Seth Haji Abdullah Harun, 

president of the Khilafat Conference in Sind - a man who in the years 1911-1913 was prominent in 

the Sind Red Crescent Society complained bitterly of having been lumped together “with extremists 

and Home Rulers” (Niemeijer, ibid, p. 91). 

Hindu misgivings 

The supporters of the Khilafat Movement themselves had doubts about the so-called Hindu-Muslim 

unity engendered by the Khilafat Movement. In 1913 itself, Muhammad Ali had warned Hindu and 

Muslim leaders alike against “mistaking the accidental for the essential” and “drowning the problem 

in a deluge of words.” Several years after the event, Chaudhry Khaliquzzaman of the Muslim League 

described in his memoirs “the silly excitement” of the Muslims who took Swami Shraddhanand 

inside the mosque at Delhi. Probably becoming wise some thirty years after the events, Jawaharlal 

Nehru spoke about “the artificial unity Gandhi had forged out of diverse discontents” (Niemeijer, 

ibid, p. 93). 

For the majority of the Hindus, the religious and even the political aspects of the Khilafat Movement 

had little appeal. Among their leaders, Pandit Madan Mohan Malaviya (1861-1946) was perhaps the 

chief sceptic. In December 1918, as the President of the Congress, he had ruled out the plea of 

Chittaranjan Das (1870-1925) to lend support to the Khilafat issue.  Sankaran Nair (1857-1934, 

President of 1897 Congress session) was openly critical of the Khilafatists’ motives! Lokmanya Tilak 

(1856-1920) was another sceptic. Vallabhbhai Patel (1875-1950) and Indulal K. Yajnik (1892-1972, 

participant in Gandhi’s Kheda Satyagraha in 1918) exchanged 'many unholy jokes and laughs over 

the sacred cause of the Khilafat.  Bipin Chandra Pal (1858-1932), who had always dreaded ‘the virus 



of pan-Islamism’, was also hesitant to lend his support.  Motilal Nehru (1861-1931) considered that 

there were ‘many things nearer home than the question of the Khilafat which we have to attend to’.  

V.S. Srinivasa Sastri (1869-1946, follower of Gopal Krishna Gokhale; Gandhi used to address him as 

‘elder brother’) advised Gandhi to stay clear of the Khilafat movement for ‘we have no right to 

embarrass the Government of India’. There were others who gave only verbal support and yet 

others attached conditions of cow protection before they joined the Muslims (Qureshi, ibid, pp. 74, 

75). 

In spite of Gandhi’s efforts and his earlier claims that twenty-one crores of Hindus were ready to 

help Muslims dictate to the Government whatever terms they wished, the Khilafat Day (17 October 

1919) saw no big Hindu-Muslim entente. Only at Dacca, Bombay, Lucknow, Hyderabad (Sind), Sukkur 

and a few other places did the Hindus join the Muslims in demonstrations and observe hartals 

(Qureshi, ibid, p. 76). 

In a meeting of the CKC in 1920, “extremist Moslem leaders advocated joining any Afghan army that 

might invade India to drive out the British. Hindu leaders demanded explanation and made it clear 

that at first sign of such danger Hindus would cease to co-operate” (Niemeijer, ibid, p. 95). 

From persuasion to coercion 

Despite all efforts, Prime Minister Lloyd George’s speeches created grave doubts that Turkey would 

get the treatment the Khilafatists were hoping for.  The British Government had called for Peace 

Celebrations in India in December 1919 to celebrate the end of the War. When on 23 November 

1919, the first session of the All-India Khilafat Conference opened at Delhi; it was unanimously 

decided to boycott of the Peace Celebrations as a religious duty. It was decided to send a deputation 

to Britain to place their demands before responsible British ministers. If this failed to bring about 

desired result, it was decided to start boycott of British goods, followed if required by gradual 

cessation of cooperation with the Government. The last bit about Non-cooperation was Gandhi’s 

suggestion to circumvent the Muslim insistence on boycott of goods and violence.  

To get the crucial Hindu support to the Khilafat Movement, a special joint meeting of Hindu and 

Muslim delegates was held the following day (24 November 1919). To assuage Gandhi, he was made 

President and the resolution on boycott of goods that he had opposed was withdrawn. To win Hindu 

approval, Fazlul Haque had proposed adding the Punjab issue (Jallianwala Baug massacre and 

Martial Law) to the Khilafat issue. But this proposal was dropped because Gandhi was opposed to it. 

He wanted the Khilafat issue to be the sole basis for Non-Cooperation.  The Khilafatists successfully 

organized boycott of the Peace Celebrations. The moderate businessmen leaders in the CKC were 

sidelined and the Ali brothers became the leaders of the Khilafat Movement. 

At CKC meetings at Bombay in April and May, 1920, the principle of Non-cooperation was accepted 

and a committee was appointed to work out a scheme for its initiation. In June 1920, an All-India 

Khilafat Conference at Allahabad resolved to give effect to Non-cooperation "without further delay"; 

the Viceroy, however, was given "a month's warning".  

Whereas the Khilafatists accepted the Non-cooperation programme without too much opposition 

towards it and in rather a short time, Congress took a longer time to do so. Initially, the Khilafatists 

were prepared to go a good deal further than Congress. Their programme included resignation from 



the police and the army and refusal to pay taxes, whereas the Congress programme initially 

envisaged merely advising people not to offer themselves as recruits for the army. These widely 

differing programmes reflected the wavering within the Hindu leaders in the Congress.  

How Gandhi neutralized the opposition to the Khilafat Movement within the Congress and forced it 

to come around to the position taken by Khilafatists is another story. With an ally like Gandhi, the 

time for persuasion was over; it was now time for coercion and carnage for the Khilafatists! 

          ...to be continued 

(The author has written books on Islam, Christianity, contemporary Buddhist-Muslim relations, 

Shuddhi movement and religious demography) 

 



Article 8                                              Coercion and carnage! 

                                                                             Dr. Shreerang Godbole 

 

The second phase of the Khilafat Movement (August 1920-March 1922) was the phase of coercion 

and carnage. The Non-cooperation movement provided the coercion part while the wave of violence 

that accompanied and followed it constituted the carnage.   

Khilafat and Non-cooperation – Siamese twins 

A common misconception is that the Non-cooperation and Khilafat Movements played out in that 

order or were launched simultaneously, and that the former was launched to secure freedom. To 

the ever-perceptive Ambedkar, we shall turn for clarification!  

Ambedkar writes, “... the connection between the Khilafat agitation and the Non-cooperation 

Movement has become obscure by the reason of the fact that most people believed that it was the 

Congress which initiated the Non-cooperation Movement and it was done as a means for winning 

Swaraj. That such a view should prevail is quite understandable because most people content 

themselves with noting the connection between the Non-cooperation Movement and the special 

session of the Congress held at Calcutta on 7th and' 8th September 1920. But anyone, who cares to 

go behind September 1920 and examines the situation as it then stood, will find that this view is not 

true. The truth is that the Non-co-operation has its origin in the Khilafat agitation and not in the 

Congress movement for Swaraj : that it was started by the Khilafatists to help Turkey and adopted by 

the Congress only to help the Khilafatists : that Swaraj was not its primary object, but its primary 

object was Khilafat and that Swaraj was added as a secondary object, to induce the Hindus to join it 

will be evident from the following facts.  

“The Khilafat movement may be said to have begun on the 27th October 1919 when the day was 

observed as the Khilafat Day all over India. On the 23rd November 1919 the First Khilafat Conference 

met at Delhi. It was at this session that the Muslims considered the feasibility of Non-cooperation as 

a means of compelling the British Government to redress the Khilafat wrong. On 10th March 1920 

the Khilafat Conference met at Calcutta and decided upon Non-cooperation as the best weapon to 

further the object of their agitation...the Non-cooperation commenced on 1st August 1920.  

“This short resume shows that the Non-cooperation was started by the Khilafat Committee and all 

that the Congress special session at Calcutta did was to adopt what the Khilafat Conference had 

already done and that too not in the interest of Swaraj but in the interest of helping the Musalmans 

in furthering the cause of Khilafat. This is clear from the perusal of the Congress Resolution passed at 

the special session held at Calcutta (Pakistan or the Partition of India, B.R. Ambedkar, Thacker and 

Company Limited, 1945, pp. 137-139). 

Khilafatist plan of Non-cooperation 

On 28, 29 February 1920, Maulana Azad presided over a Khilafat Conference in Calcutta. He 

maintained that the shariat was positive that any mawala (co-operation) with the non-Muslim 

‘enemies of Islam’ (he was careful to exclude Hindus from this category) was a sin. He defined Non-



cooperation as the Islamic tark-i-mawalat (social boycott) and recommended it to the Muslims as 

the only remedy left open to them (The Khilafat Movement in India, 1919-1924, Muhammad Naeem 

Qureshi, dissertation submitted to University of London, 1973, pp.88).        

On 11 May 1920, peace terms which aimed at destroying any semblance of Turkish independence 

and stripping her of her empire were announced. To secure support of Hindu leaders in the 

Congress, the Khilafatists, in consultation with Gandhi, decided to invite Hindu-Muslim leaders to a 

special meeting of the CKC at Allahabad in the first week of June 1920 (the one referred to by 

Ambedkar above). In this meeting, Non-cooperation was envisaged as follows:  

1. Resignation of titles and honorary posts 

2. Resignation of posts in the Civil services of the Government, the Police being excluded 

3. Resignation of service in the Police and the Army 

4. Refusal to pay taxes 

Upping the ante 

Gandhi advocated the boycott of the Government-mandated Peace Celebrations in December 1919 

solely on the Khilafat issue. He was unwilling to add the Punjab issue (Jallianwala Bagh massacre and 

Martial Law) as a cause for the boycott. Speaking at the joint Hindu-Muslim meeting (24 November 

1919) of the Khilafat Conference, Gandhi said, “Personally, I feel that, whatever the sufferings of the 

Punjab, we cannot, on a local issue, dissociate ourselves from a celebration which concerns the 

whole Empire... Hence it is only on the Khilafat issue that we can refuse to join the Peace 

Celebrations.” However, the Khilafatists started exploiting the Punjab issue as it had provoked 

widespread discontent.  Gandhi now tacked the Punjab issue with the Khilafat as bait to attract the 

Hindus to the Non-cooperation movement (Qureshi, ibid, p. 112,113). The proposed departure of 

the Congress from the traditional, constitutional paths was considered an issue big enough for a 

Special Congress to be held from 4-9 September 1920 in Calcutta (The History of the Indian National 

Congress, Pattabhi Sitaramayya, CWC, Madras, 1935, p.336). 

Hostile Hindu leadership 
 
The hostility of many Hindu leaders to the Non-cooperation Movement made the Khilafatists 
insecure. The Muslim leaders were not inspired by a genuine desire to make up their differences 
with the Hindus to form an Indian nation (History of the Freedom Movement in India, R.C. Majumdar, 
Vol.3, p. 64). Apart from Gandhi who was touring the country as a Khilafatist with finances from the 
Khilafat fund, the other Hindu leaders had expressed themselves against what they felt was a CKC-
driven movement.  
 
The moderates saw it as ‘bizarre in its conception and utterly impracticable’. Mrs. Annie Besant 
(1847-1933; Theosophist and founder, Home Rule League) called it a ‘national suicide’. Sir P.S. 
Sivaswami Aiyer (1864-1946; Advocate-General of Madras Presidency, 1907-1911) considered it an 
‘ill-advised’ campaign ‘fraught with disaster to the country’.  V.S. Srinivasa Sastri (1869-1946, in April 
1920, he predicted that the movement would turn violent) thought it was illogical and harmful. 
Srinivasa Iyengar (1874-1941, Advocate-General of Madras Presidency, 1916-1920) pronounced the 
third and fourth stages as ‘definitely illegal and unconstitutional’. This opinion was shared by Madan 
Mohan Malaviya. Surendranath Banerjea (1848-1925, founding member of Congress) issued his 
public disapproval (Qureshi, ibid, pp. 154-155). 
 



The ‘extremists’ were divided. Though the widespread feeling was that Tilak’s heart was not in the 
Khilafat agitation, the Manifesto of the Democratic Swarajya Party that Tilak founded within the 
Congress in 1920 read, “This party supports the claim of the Muslims for the solution of the 
Khilaphat question according to Muslim dogmas and beliefs and the tenets of the Koran (Pattabhi 
Sitaramayya, ibid, p. 327). Motilal Nehru was concerned about the spread of violence. C.R. Das, B.C. 
Pal, G.S. Khaparde, N.C, Kelkar, Vithalbhai Patel and others were sceptical (Qureshi, ibid, pp. 154-
156). 
 
For Gandhi and the Khilafatists, if such a distinction be made, the Special Session of the Congress in 
Calcutta (September 1920) was crucial. 
 

Khilafat before Swaraj 
 
In order to show their strength to the Hindus, the Khilafatists held their Conference (5 September 
1919) before the Congress took up the discussion on Non-cooperation. The Khilafat Conference 
unanimously reaffirmed that Non-cooperation was an absolutely binding religious obligation. Under 
extreme pressure from Shaukat Ali and other Khilafatists, the Muslim League decided to follow the 
CKC despite words of caution from Jinnah.  
 
“Mr. Gandhi's immediate objective was to convert the Special Congress to his creed... But Mr. 
Gandhi had prepared the ground with characteristic thoroughness. Khilafat specials from Bombay 
and Madras had flooded the Congress with delegates sworn to vote for him. The Nationalists 
complained ...that the Khilafatists had packed the house and manoeuvred a majority” (Speeches and 
Writings of M.K. Gandhi, introduction by C.F. Andrews, Madras, 1922, pp.46-48). The proposition of 
Non-cooperation was debated for three days in the Subjects Committee before being accepted by a 
narrow majority: 144 votes to 132. Muslim dominance had swung the balance in favour of Non-
cooperation (Qureshi, ibid, p. 158).  
 
Moving the resolution of Non-cooperation, Gandhi said, “The Mussulmans of India cannot remain as 
honourable men, and followers of the faith of their Prophet, if they do not vindicate its honour at 
any cost. The Punjab has been cruelly and barbarously treated. And it is in order to remove these 
two wrongs that I have ventured to place before this country a scheme of Non-cooperation. ” The 
addition of the Punjab issue was clearly an afterthought. It may be recalled that even after the 
Rowlatt Act and Jallianwala Bagh massacre, Gandhi had opposed even a mild form of Non-
cooperation at the Amritsar Congress in December 1919. He had refused to consider the Punjab 
issue as a reason to boycott Government-mandated Peace Celebrations. Now within a year, he was 
advocating a much more severe Non-Cooperation and including the Punjab issue as well (Majumdar, 
ibid, p. 89)!  
 
The Muslim vote on the resolution of Non-cooperation must have counted for something, and there 
is a story about Calcutta taxi drivers having been smuggled in to decide the vote. There were over 
5,000 delegates at that session, of who, however, not quite half voted. The resolution on Non-
cooperation was passed by 1,826 to 804 votes (The Khilafat Movement in India 1919-1924, A.C. 
Niemeijer, Martinus Nijhoff, 1972, p. 109). 
 
A comparison of the Non-Cooperation proposals put forth by the CKC in April 1920 (which were 
drafted by Gandhi) and those approved by the Special Congress Session in September 1920 show 
that the Khilafatists were prepared to go further than Congress. When, after about a year, the Non-
cooperation movement failed to redress the grievances of the Muslims, Gandhi wrote, “In their 
impatient anger, the Musalmans ask for more energetic and more prompt action by the Congress 
and Khilafat organisations...The Musalmans, therefore, decline to wait if the attainment of Swaraj 



means indefinite delay... I would gladly ask for postponement of Swaraj activity if thereby we could 
advance the interest of the Khilafat” (Majumdar, ibid, p. 96). 
 

Baring the Islamist fangs 
 
The CKC appointed paid itinerant lecturers, coached by its Propaganda Committee, as well as secret 
workers and emissaries to disseminate propaganda. Every evening, Muslim volunteers drilled and 
paraded in the streets of major towns. Clad in khaki and armed with knives and spears, Khilafat 
volunteers held political meetings in support of Khilafat demands and championed a form of Non-
cooperation that condoned violence. Pamphlets, poems and polemics aroused public feelings by 
exploiting the usual theme of ‘Islam in Danger’ or the ‘machinations' of the Christian Powers’. Apart 
from direct appeals for funds, the CKC issued ‘paper currency’ in the form of one-rupee receipts 
resembling a one-rupee note in shape and size but superscribed in Urdu with quotations from the 
Quran.   
 
The ulama also wished to use Non-cooperation against the growing secularism; the legislative bodies 
would be replaced by a committee of ulama, the ‘infidel’ law courts by shari courts and Government 
schools by Dar-ul-ulum. The Jamiyat-ul-Ulama-i-Hind issued a Muttafiqa (collective) fatwa 
supporting the Non-Cooperation Movement, item by item, based on Quranic texts and sayings of the 
Prophet (Qureshi, ibid, pp.160-177; see also The Khilafat Movement: Religious Symbolism and 
Political Mobilization in India, Gail Minault, Oxford University Press, 1982, p. 146). On March 1921, 
Jamiyat-ul-Ulama resolved in Bareilly to punish the opponents of Non-cooperation through religious 
tribunals (Qureshi, ibid, p. 191). 
. 
The Khilafatists captured the vast machinery of the Congress and all its funds, including the Tilak 
Swaraj Fund which had pledges totalling one crore and five lakhs (Qureshi, ibid, 178; Minault, ibid, p. 
126, 132). Demands for statements and audits of the Khilafat Fund were increasing since March 
1920 but nothing was forthcoming till July 1920. Many were shocked by the lavish expenditure of 
the Khilafat delegation in Europe (Minault, ibid, p. 137).   
 

Inviting the Amir 
 
In the summer of 1921 the tone of speeches by some Khilafat leaders became ever more violent.  
Copies of the Muttafiqqa Fatwa, declaring service in the army haram, were secretly distributed from 
February to May 1921. This proscribed fatwa was reissued in the form of leaflets distributed among 
many units of the Indian army. A huge amount of the Khilafat Fund was being utilised for bribing the 
soldiers (Qureshi, ibid, p. 205).  
 
In 1920-21, there was a conspiracy to invite the Amir of Afghanistan to invade India. On 18 April 
1921 Muhammad Ali delivered a speech at Madras on the duties of Indian Muslims in the case of an 
Afghan invasion. He said that if the Amir invaded India aiming at its subjection, Muslims should resist 
the attack; but if his object were to defeat the oppressors of Islam and the Caliphate, then it would 
be the duty of Indian Muslims to withhold all assistance from the Government of India, and even to 
fight the good fight for Islam side by side with the Afghans.” This opinion caused a good deal of 
uneasiness among Hindus. Gandhi wrote in Young India: “I would, in a sense, certainly assist the 
Amir of Afghanistan if he waged war against the British Government; that is to say, I would openly 
tell my countrymen that it would be a crime... to help the government, which has lost the confidence 
of the nation to remain in power” (Niemeijer, ibid, p. 129,130). 
 
“There is no doubt”, U.P. Governor Butler had concluded in a note (12 January 1922) to Viceroy Lord 
Reading, “that the Musalman rowdy element is out for murder and any kind of violence.” The spirit 



of defiance led to collisions at various places between the mobs and the police, especially in the U.P. 
and Bengal. Police stations and other government buildings became special targets of attack 
(Qureshi, ibid, p. 221). Butler’s words about Muslim blood-lust proved prophetic! 
 

Carnage at Chauri Chaura 
 
On 4 February 1922, a mob of 3000-5000 protestors marched to the thana (police station) in Chauri 
Chaura, Gorakhpur district, U.P.  In the collision that took place the mob brick batted the police who 
first fired blank and then into the crowd. When the mob realised that the police were running short 
of ammunition, it rushed the police and forced some to flee into the fields and some into the 
building. The thana building was set on fire. In all 21 police and Chaukidars were killed. A little boy 
servant of the Sub-Inspector was also murdered. Most of the policemen were battered to death with 
sticks and brickbats and many dead bodies bore marks of spear thrusts. Gandhi publicly repented 
this violence and abruptly called off his agitation (Qureshi, ibid, p 223). 
 
In the guise of subaltern history, efforts are on to paint the Chauri Chaura incident as an outburst of 
peasants; read Event, Metaphor, Memory: Chauri Chaura, 1922-1992, Shahid Amin, Oxford 
University Press, 1995. The religious motivations of the Chauri Chaura arsonists are simply glossed 
over.  But facts, as quoted from the same book cannot lie.   
 
In the winter of 1921-22, the Khilafat and Congress Volunteer Organisations were merged into a 
composite National Volunteer Corps. In mid-1921, a village unit (mandal) of such volunteers was set 
up in Chotki Dumri, a village one mile west of the Chauri Chaura police station. A functionary of the 
Gorakhpur District Congress and Khilafat Committees had been invited by one Lal Mohammad Sain 
of Chaura to set up the village unit. Maulvi Subhanullah, a leading Khilafatist, was also the President 
of the District Congress Committee. The Dumri unit was formally established by Hakeem Arif, Vice-
President of Gorakhpur Khilafat Committee (Amin, ibid, pp.14-16). 
 
Hakeem Arif gave a lecture, appointed some ‘officers’ and took the evening train back to his district 
headquarters. Volunteers were urged to congregate at Dumri on Saturday, 4 February 1922, a 
bazaar day. At the Dumri meeting on the morning of the riot, a man ‘wearing green glasses’, ‘who 
from his words appeared to be a Musalman’ came forward and ‘began to read from a slip of paper’, 
singing a song exhorting the gathering to embrace imprisonment, like Mohammad and Shaukat Ali. 

The man slipped away after the song. The crowd which had been bound together by oath by Nazar 
Ali, marched in serried ranks to the thana, to demand an explanation from the thanedar. ‘Influential’ 
persons (maliks) sent by the thanedar Gupteshar Singh to dissuade the assembled crowd were 
disregarded even as their bonafides were questioned (Amin, ibid, pp.14-16, 171). 
 

 Saturday was also the day when the specialist mart for hides and skins sprang up at Bhopa, a place 
just beyond the rail godown ...Most Muslim cultivators of the nearby villages dabbled in the Bhopa 
hides bazaar. Muslim dominance of Bhopa was underlined by a mosque which had come up 
opposite the bazaar...Most Hindus would keep away from Bhopa on Saturdays, the stink of hides 
was enough to drive anyone except the committed trader away (Amin, ibid, pp. 24-25).  

According to one version, the real agents (asli log) involved in the riot were people from Madanpur, 
a Pathan-trader dominated market village twenty miles south-east of Chauri Chaura. The Madanpur 
cartmen suggested that stones lying by the railway track be used as missiles; it is they who supply 
the kerosene which sets the thana afire. Having caused the riot, the traders drove their carts, laden 
with rice and raw sugar (Amin, ibid, pp.34, 132). 



 ‘There was much smoke and so they (the policemen) all came out of the thana. Nazar Ali and Shikari 
and four or five Pathans of Madanpur who were there said: ‘You all should keep watch so that no 
one may run away. Tum kya maroge ham marenge. 'Thana jalane mein Madanpur ke Pathanon ka 
bahut hath tha- wahi sab "trader" the’, so said Mewa Lal who had heard it from his father (Amin, 
ibid, p. 231).  

Two significant events representing coercion and carnage played out in these fateful years. The 
coercion was in the form of a hijrat (mass Muslim emigration) to Afghanistan; the carnage took the 
form of the barbaric Moplah jihad. Both need to be discussed separately.   

                                                                                                                                    ...to be continued 

 (The author has written books on Islam, Christianity, contemporary Buddhist-Muslim relations, 

Shuddhi movement and religious demography) 

 

 



Article 9                                                Flight of the bulbuls 

                                                                                      Dr. Shreerang Godbole 

 

Poetry has been described as the spontaneous outburst of innermost feeling. But poetry that seeps 

into the collective consciousness of a people also reflects their psyche and influences behaviour. 

Bankim’s Vande Mataram extols the country of residence not as a mere piece of land but in fact as a 

Divine Mother to be revered and worshipped by her children. Once the vision of the Divine Mother 

has been revealed to the people, as Sri Aurobindo said, “... there can be no rest, no peace; no further 

slumber till the temple has been made ready, the image installed and the sacrifice offered” (Rishi 

Bankim Chandra, Collected Works of Sri Aurobindo, 16 April 1907).  

It is possible for a people to have an alternate view of their country of residence. To them, it is 

sacrilegious to refer to a piece of land as their mother, and indeed blasphemous to confer divinity 

and pay obeisance to it. In his poem Tarānah-e-Hindi (Anthem of the people of Hindustan), better 

known as Saare jahan se accha, the poet Iqbal offers his view of the country of residence, “ a  

         ha            h       ā  ha ārā” (We are its nightingales, and it is our garden abode). Birds 

flock to a garden to enjoy the fruit that hang from its trees. They are certainly not obliged to stay 

there if the garden becomes desolate; they simply emigrate! 

In the summer of 1920, the Khilafat Movement was still undecided regarding its final course of 

action.  From May to November 1920, nearly 60,000 bubuls emigrated or undertook hijrat because 

in their view their abode had become unholy due to the forces of disbelief. It is inconceivable that an 

emigration of this proportion could take place if it did not have theological basis.    

                                                              Islamic injunction on Hijrat 

The Quran clearly enjoins the believers to emigrate to a land where they can attain faith rather than 

remain in the state of wronging themselves (by continuing to live in unbelief).  To those who do not 

emigrate saying they were oppressed in the land, (the angels) will say, “Was not Allah’s earth 

spacious that ye could have migrated therein? As for such, their habitation will be hell, an evil 

journey’s end” (Quran 4.97). Only the feeble who are unable to devise a plan and are not shown a 

way are exempt. The Quran gives the following assurance to those who emigrate, “Whoso migrateth 

for the cause of Allah will find refuge and abundance in the earth, and whoso forsaketh his home, a 

fugitive unto Allah and His messenger, and death overtaketh him, his reward is then incumbent on 

Allah...” (Quran 4.100). 

 The Prophet encouraged hijrat, indeed performed it himself. In the fifth year of his mission, when 

the Prophet saw the affliction of his Companions...he said to them: ‘If you were to go to Abyssinia (it 

would be better for you), for the king will not tolerate injustice and it is a friendly country, until such 

time Allah shall relieve you from distress’ (The Life of Muha  ad  A Tran  a  on of I haq’  S ra  

Rasul Allah with Introduction and Notes by A. Guillaume, Oxford University Press, 1965, p. 146). The 

affliction and distress refers to the ‘persecution’ at the hands of the yet non-Muslim Quraysh tribe of 

Mecca. In September 622, upon the loss of support of his clan after the death of his uncle Abu Talib, 

the Prophet himself undertook hijrat from Mecca to Medina.  It may be noted that hijrat is not the 

flight of cowards. It is strategy to regroup in Islamic lands and then wage war to reclaim the infidel 



land for Islam. Hijrat and jihad are not different. Hijrat is preparation to wage jihad with a 

vengeance!  

Clearly, those who look upon the country of their birth as a Divine Mother and those whose 

attachment to a land depends on its state of belief or otherwise are a world apart! Those who 

cannot or will not grasp this simple truth will be unable to fathom the hijrat of 1920. 

India as Dar al-Harb 

Sometime after 1803, Shah Abdul Aziz (1746-1824), son of Shah Waliullah issued a fatwa (Fatawa-i-

Azizi) that the country was being ruled not by the orders of the ‘Imam-ul-Muslimin’ but those of the 

Christian rulers. With regard to India under the British, the ruling of his disciple and son-in-law 

Abdul Haiy (d. 1828), was even more specific, it was ‘the country of the Enemy’, for 'no recourse is 

made to our holy law’. Interestingly, Abdul Haiy accepted service under the East India Company (The 

Khilafat Movement in India, 1919-1924, Muhammad Naeem Qureshi, dissertation submitted to 

University of London, 1973, p.118; see also Shah Abdul Aziz: His Life and Time, Mushirul Haque, 

Institute of Islamic Culture, 1995, pp. 24-26).  

Classically, the dar al-harb includes those countries where the Muslim law is not in force in the 

matter of worship and the protection of the 'Faithful' and the dhimmis (non-Muslims who pay tax to 

get protection). When a Muslim country does become a dar al-harb, it is incumbent upon all 

Muslims to withdraw to a dar al-Islam and re-conquer the dar al-harb, erstwhile dar al-Islam. When 

in 622 CE the Prophet performed the hijrat to Medina, he returned to Mecca eight years later as a 

conqueror. The supporters of the hijrat of 1920, in advocating emigration to Afghanistan, had this 

very end in view (Qureshi, ibid, p. 119). 

As the British rulers were endangering the Khilafat, India had become ‘unholy’ in the Khilafatist view. 

The chief proponents of this view were the Ali brothers. In a letter dated 24 April 1919 to Viceroy 

Lord Chelmsford, they stated, “he ( a Muslim) must migrate to some other and freer land with a view 

to return to it when it is once more safe for Islam...In view of our weak condition, migration is the 

only alternative for us...”(Qureshi, ibid, pp.119, 120). 

The Afghan offer 

As Turkey, Arabia and Persia were under European Christian rule, Afghanistan was the only dar al-

Islam. Afghanistan dreamed of filling the power vacuum created by the dissolution of the Ottoman 

Empire.  On 9 February 1920, Amir Amanullah (1892-1960) of Afghanistan delivered a speech stating 

that he was ready to give up his life for the Khilafat and would welcome Muhajarin (those who 

perform Hijrat) from India to Afghanistan. This speech was widely publicized in India and created 

great excitement (The Hijrat of 1920 and Afghanistan, Abdul Ali, Proceedings of the Indian History 

Congress, Vol. 43, 1982, pp. 726, 727). 

Amir Amanullah issued the following  Nizamnama (Ordinance) for the comfort of the Muhajarin 

(Source Material for a History of the Freedom Movement in India: Khilafat Movement  Vol. X, 

Government of Maharashtra, 1982, pp. 398,399) : 

1) Any individual who thinks of migrating into Afghanistan shall obtain a passport either at Peshawar 

or Dhakka. He who places his foot on the soil of Afghanistan shall be treated as an Afghan subject 



enjoying full rights as such. He shall consequently be bound to abide by the Muhammadan Law and 

the internal laws of the realm.  

2) Any person entering the soil of Afghanistan and swearing allegiance to the Government of 

Afghanistan shall be given plots of culturable lands as detailed below :— An unmarried man 6 jaribs 

(1 jarib =0.49 acres or 2000 sq.m) of land. A married man 8 jaribs of land. An unmarried girl or any 

minor shall get no plot of land.  

3) Till before the crops of the lands allotted to them (Muhajirin) are ready to be reaped, these 

persons shall get the following ration: An adult .. 5 seers (Kabul weight; 1 seer = 7.066 kg or 15.58 

lbs) of wheat flour per month; A minor (from 6 years of age to 3 seers (Kabul weight) of wheat the 

period of puberty) flout per month.  

4) Those persons to whom the plots of lands have been allotted shall be advanced, in the first year, 

by way of takavi (advance), 6 Seers of wheat and Rs. 5 per jarib to enable them to buy ploughs, etc. 

The cash takavi shall be refunded after three years in three' yearly instalments.  

5) The Indian Muhajir shall be exempted from payment of land revenue for a period of three years. 

This shall, however, be realised in the fourth year in accordance with the State rules.  

6) No political work shall be undertaken without consulting the Afghan Government.  

7) Persons who are educated, or those who know Art and Science, and the Government considers it 

necessary to engage their services, shall be taken in service if desired by them, and shall get pay 

according to their qualifications. The rest of the men shall be at liberty to take up service or follow 

any trade or profession.  

8) The Indian Muhajirin, when first entering the soil of Afghanistan, shall stay for a period of one to 

two months at Jabal-us-Siraj, when sites would be selected by the Government, where plots of lands 

shall be allotted to them and quarters built for them in the event of there being no free quarters.  

The Khilafat Workers Conference which was held in Delhi on 25 April, 1920 welcomed the Afghan 

offer. The ulama were divided on whether hijrat should be performed. One prominent Khilafatist 

who advocated the hijrat was Maulana Azad, the blue-eyed ‘nationalist’ of the Congress. 

Maulana Azad, champion of Hijrat 

Maulana Azad’s contribution to the Khilafat Movement was mainly conceptual. His speech at the 

Calcutta Khilafat Conference on 28-29 February 1920 summarised arguments for the theological 

interpretation of the Khilafat movement in a classical manner. His treatise Masala-e-Khilafat wa 

Jazirat al-Arab (The Khilafat issue and the Holy Places of Islam) was the major Islamic document 

summarising the views of Indian Muslims on the khilafat.  

On 25 March 1920, Maulana Azad had argued that the hijrat was not possible as Muslims had no 

place to go to. In an about-turn, he wrote the so-called Hijrat ka fatwa which was published in the 

Urdu daily Ahl-e-Hadith of Amritsar on 30 July 1920. He advised those 'seeking righteousness' to get 

in touch with him or obtain instructions from pro-hijrat ulama.  



In his fatwa, Azad said, “After taking into account all the provisions of the Shariat, contemporary 

events, the interests of the Muslims, and pros and cons (of political issues), I feel satisfied...the 

Muslims of India have no choice but to migrate from India...Those who cannot migrate immediately 

should help the migrants (Muhajirin).” Those who remained in India were 'not allowed to have any 

co-operation or connection with the body known as "the enemy of Islam", and one who fails to do 

this will, in accordance with the holy Quran also be counted as "the enemy of Islam"'. Azad 

maintained that his opinion was not at all based on political grounds.  

Azad’s object was not (the temporal aim of) saving Constantinople but saving the Muslim faith. His 

only reservation about the hijrat was regarding its conduct. lt 'should be made in an organised form 

and not in an haphazard manner'. His other qualification was that he considered it 'essential to take 

an oath of migration before one actually migrates.” Even then, late in the campaign, when he could 

see its limitations and dangers, he remained stubborn and true to his principles, making only minor 

qualifications on practical grounds (Hijrat: The Flight of the Faithful  A British File on the Exodus of 

Muslim Peasants from North lndia to Afghanistan in 1920, Dietrich Reetz, Verl. Das Arabische Buch, 

Berlin, 1995, pp. 35, 36).  

Preparing for hijrat 

The Khiläfat Committee seems to have been the main organisational base of the hijrat campaign. A 

Central Hijrat Office with branches all over lndia was opened; a broad-based propaganda campaign 

was launched. Local hijrat committees sprang up all over India and in the Frontier Province in 

particular. The Peshawar Committee bore the brunt of the preparations for the hijrat and was 

known by the name of Anjuman-i Muhajirin-i Islam Subah Sarhadi (Organisation of Islamic Emigrants 

of the Frontier Province; Dietrich Reetz, ibid, p. 44, 45). 

Mosques were frequently utilised for this purpose of encouraging hijrat. The maulvis preached from 

the pulpit that the Muslims who did not migrate would become infidels. Writers stirred popular 

emotions through prose and poetry. The vernacular press published rosy accounts of life in 

Afghanistan. The people were told stories of red carpet receptions which awaited the muhajirin 

(Qureshi, ibid, pp.125, 126). 

Beeline of the faithful 

For the commencement of the campaign, a symbolic gesture was intended. The Urdu-paper 

Zamindar announced on 7 May 1920 that 1338 persons, corresponding to the year of the Muslim 

Hijra era, were ready to proceed to Afghanistan. Though some enthusiasts had secretly started 

crossing the border, the hijrat as an organised exodus started on 15 May 1920, - the day the peace 

terms with Turkey were published in India - when the first qafila of some eager muhajirin crossed 

the border for Kabul ‘with great happiness and success’. 

In the beginning, the hijrat took off slowly. One reason was that the CKC and Jamiyat-ul-Ulama were 

preoccupied with the proposed inauguration of the Non-cooperation programme. Besides, the hijrat 

was encountering strong opposition from prominent Khilafatists like Ajmal Khan, Kitchlew, Jinnah, 

Iqbal and others who honestly believed that the venture was not in the best interest of the 

community (Qureshi, ibid, p. 126).  



The first batch of intending migrants arrived at the Frontier consisted of 53 persons who had crossed 

the famous Khyber Pass during the week ending the 15 May 1920. At its height (July 1920) the 

campaign  was limited to the North-West Frontier Province from where around 85 per cent of the 

emigrants hailed, while around 10 per cent came from Punjab and another 5 per cent from Sind. The 

highest estimate assessed the number of muhajirin who had arrived in Afghanistan at over 50,000 

(Dietrich Reetz, ibid, p. 52). In addition to the 40,000 muhajirin estimated by the Afghans, over 7000 

had emigrated after the Amir announced suspension of hijrat. Besides, small parties had gone to 

Khost as late as September 1920, and a large number of the muhajirin had gone to Afghanistan 

through routes other than the Khyber. The total numbers involved may safely be estimated at 

between fifty and sixty thousand (Qureshi, ibid, p. 148). 

Two factors were worrisome to the British. As whole villages were vacated, there was heightened 

speculation over land and property which the intending emigrants were forced to sell and prices 

tumbled. The second factor which alarmed British officials was the growing impact of the hijrat on 

police officers and the army. By early August, the number of Muslim soldiers who had proceeded on 

the hijrat was equivalent to one complete company with its Indian officers (Dietrich Reetz, ibid, pp. 

53, 54; also Qureshi, ibid, p. 132). 

                                                        The bubble of pan-Islamism 

The muhajirin had to pass through barren mountainous .country in the heat of Indian summer. Food 

and water were scarce. Once they left the Indian territory, their trek turned into a nightmare. In 

spite of the Amir’s promises, very little was actually done. The muhajirin were oppressed by the 

Amir's officials, who kicked and beat them. They were subjected to harsh, even brutal treatment at 

the hands of the people of their adopted country. Their womenfolk were dishonoured. The 

muhajirin were reported to be so bitter against those who induced them to emigrate that they were 

swearing to shoot the Mullahs when they reached their homes.  The road from the Frontier to Kabul 

was dotted with muhajirin graves.  According to eye-witnesses, the Khyber Pass was littered with 

corpses (Dietrich Reetz, ibid, p. 69). 

During August 1920, the roads to Kabul were congested and winter was approaching. Afghanistan 

could accommodate only 40,000 Muhajirin up to winter. On 12 August 1920, the Amir postponed 

the hijrat. There were reports that the Afghans were turning back the muhajirin at the point of gun 

and bayonet (Qureshi, ibid, p. 141). 

Disillusioned, the muhajirin wanted to come over to the Indian side. But before that, a group of 

Afghans from the Khost area attempted to flee the ever-increasing stream of muhajirin and come 

over to the Indian side in a sort of counter-hijrat. They had been dispossessed of their land in favour 

of the arriving muhajirin. Trouble was brewing in the Khost area where both the arriving emigrants 

and the local population were deeply discontented (Dietrich Reetz, ibid, p. 70). About seventy-five 

per cent of the Indian muhajirin finally returned to India (Qureshi, ibid, p. 146). 

The Hijrat movement, conceived as it was in the make-believe concept of pan-Islamism was doomed 

to failure. Once the Afghans started feeling the heat of the hijrat, they suspended it and turned their 

Muslim ‘brothers’ back after dishonouring them and their women-folk. The bulbuls who had 

deserted their garden discovered that the grass was certainly not green on the other side! 



          ...to be continued 

(The author has written books on Islam, Christianity, contemporary Buddhist-Muslim relations, 

Shuddhi movement and religious demography) 

 



Article 10                                         The Moplah jihad 

                                                                         Dr. Shreerang Godbole 

 

The Khilafat Movement was punctuated by numerous incidents of violence. A grossly under-

estimated list of definite Muslim rioting from 1919-1922 during the Khilafat Movement is as follows 

(Gandhi and Anarchy, Sir C. Sankaran Nair, Tagore & Co. Madras, 1922, pp. 250, 251):  Nellore (22 

September 1919), Muthupet, Tanjore (May 1920), Madras (May 1920), Sukkur, Sind (29 May 1920), 

Kachagarhi, NWFP (8 July 1920), Kasur, Punjab (25 August 1920), Pilibhit, U.P. (23 September 1920), 

Kolaba Dist. Bombay (9 January 1921), Naihati, Bengal (4, 5 February 1921), Karachi (1 August 1921), 

Madras (5 October 1921), Calcutta (24 October 1921), Howrah (4 November 1921), Coorg (17 

November 1921), Cannanore (4 December 1921), Jamumamukh, Assam (15 February 1922), Sylhet 

(16 February 1922). 

What stands out however in terms of sheer scale and ferocity was the Moplah jihad (1921-22).  The 

Moplah jihad has been variously described as a nationalist uprising against British authorities and 

their Hindu allies or a Muslim peasant uprising against Hindu landlords. Communist stalwart E.M.S 

Namboodiripad opined that “It is to the illiterate backward Moplah of the Ernad and Walluvanad 

taluks that the honour goes of having raised the initial voice of protest against the oppression of the 

janmi” (janmi or holder of the janam or birthright or exclusive usufruct of the soil; A Short History of 

Peasant Movement in Kerala, E.M.S. Namboodiripad, People’s Publishing House, Bombay, 1943. 

p.1). Indeed, the Freedom Fighters & Rehabilitation Division under the Ministry of Home 

Affairs, Government of India recognizes both the Khilafat Movement and the ‘Moplah Uprising’ for 

purposes of freedom fighters’ pension scheme.  

To stay away from bias, we shall lean heavily on The Moplah Rebellion, 1921 by Diwan Bahadur C. 

Gopalan Nalr, Retired Deputy Collector, Calicut, Norman Printing Bureau, 1923 which is a bald 

chronicle of events based on the articles and news in the Madras Mail and the West Coast Spectator 

newspapers compiled within two years from the actual events.  

The land and its people 

The name Mappilla (lit. son-in-law; anglicized form Moplah) is given to Malayali-speaking Muslims 

who reside along the entire length of the Malabar Coast of northern Kerala. By 1921, the Moplahs 

formed the largest and fastest growing community in Malabar. With a population of one million, 32 

percent of that of Malabar as a whole, the Moplahs were concentrated in South Malabar. In Ernad 

taluk, the centre of the jihad, they constituted 60 percent of the population (The Mappilla Rebellion, 

1921: Peasant Revolt in Malabar, Robert L. Hardgrave, Jr., Modern Asian Studies, Vol. 11, No. 1, 

1977, p. 58). 

Though the then Malabar district consisted of ten taluks, Martial Law was proclaimed in Ernad, 

Walluvanad, Ponnani, Calicut of South Malabar and Kurumbranad and Wynad of North Malabar. The 

area and the religious demography of the first four taluks in which the disturbances actually took 

place were as follows (Nair, ibid, pp.1, 2): 

 



Taluk Area (sq. 
miles) 

Affected/Total 
villages 

Hindus Muslims Christians 

Ernad 966 94/94 163,328 237,402   371 

Calicut 379 23/65 196,435    88,393 5763 

Walluvanad 880 68/118 259,979 133,919    619 

Ponnani 426 35/121 281,155 229,016       23,081 

 

The Muslims gained a footing in Malabar for commercial purposes, and the Cheraman Perumal (lit. 

Chera king) was persuaded by them to embrace Islam. In August 825, Cheraman sailed for Mecca. He 

asked Arab missionaries to proceed to Malabar and propagate Islam. A party of 15, with, Malik-lbn-

Dinar as their leader landed at Kodungallur. After obtaining permission from the rulers of the 

country, they built ten mosques in Malabar and South Canara and commenced a career of 

proselytism, which resulted in the creation of the race known as Moplahs.  

The Zamorin of Calicut encouraged conversion in order to man the Arab Ships and decreed that in 

every family of fishermen, at least one male member should be brought up as a Muhammadan 

(District Gazetteer). Forcible conversions occurred during the campaign of Tipu Sultan in August 

1789 (Nair, ibid, pp.3, 4).   

The Moplahs of North Malabar were converted from among the propertied classes of the higher 

castes whereas those of South Malabar were principally from lower Tiyya, Cheruman and Mukkuvan 

castes (Hardgrave, ibid, p. 59). 

Past Moplah outrages 

Moplah outrages have been documented from 1742 onwards. The earliest striking attack was 

carried out by two Moors (Moplahs) on a Portuguese church in Darmapatam (Dharmadam) Fort near 

Thalaserry in March 1764. The explanation for these and subsequent outrages is found in the 

sixteenth century Arabic history of Malabar by Zayn al-din al-Ma’bari entitled the Tuhfat al-

Mujahidin fi ba’d ahwal al-Purtukaliyyin (A Gift to the Holy Warriors in respect to some Deeds of the 

Portuguese) that was completed sometime in the 1580s. The book was written to encourage 

Muslims to undertake jihad against the Portuguese. It is however, noteworthy that pan-Islamic 

feeling among the Moplahs has been dated at least to the sixteenth century when they are known to 

have fought with the Atjehnese Muslims of Indonesia against the Portuguese  (The Islamic Frontier in 

Southwest India: The Shahīd as a Cultural Ideal among the Mappillas of Malabar, Stephen F. Dale, 

Modern Asian Studies, Vol. 11, No. 1, 1977, pp. 42-43, 48, 52). 

An analysis of these outbreaks has been done by Stephen Dale (The Mappilla Outbreaks: Ideology 

and Social Conflict in Nineteenth-Century Kerala, The Journal of Asian Studies Vol. 35, No. 1, Nov. 

1975, pp. 85-97). There were approximately thirty-three Moplah outbreaks recorded in Malabar 

District between 1836 and the Moplah jihad of 1921-22 with more than half of them in the first 

sixteen years of this period. Nearly all of the outbreaks occurred in rural areas, and all but one were 

confined to the territory between Calicut and Ponnani, a town about thirty-five miles to the south. 

Except three, these outbreaks involved attacks by Moplahs on Hindus. These outbreaks were very 

minor, suppressed within a few days, involved few victims and only three times did more than thirty 

Moplahs participate in an attack. All but a few cases were climaxed by the virtual suicide of all the 

Moplahs involved, in an attempt to become shahid (martyrs for the Faith). Of the 350 Moplahs 



directly involved in the attack, 322 died and only 28 survived to be captured. The rituals leading to 

the final suicidal attack started several weeks before the actual attack.  

Of the 33 incidents, nine were clearly rooted in rural class conflict; three other incidents were 

partially shaped by agrarian grievances. But there were thirteen other relatively well-documented 

outbreaks that had no obvious connection with agrarian disputes. Four of these resulted from 

personal quarrels. Two were attacks on British collectors – on one because he had exiled a Muslim 

religious leader and on the other because he had rescued a Hindu boy who had been forcibly 

converted to Islam. In three cases, Hindus and their families had been killed because they had 

apostatized from Islam. Finally, in eight cases, it is impossible to guess the motives of the assailants.  

Religious leaders such as Sayyid Fazl (c. 1820-1901) who preached jihad were the single determinant 

of the Moplah outbreaks. These leaders were of two types – Thangals who were usually Arabs and 

acted as qazis and imams of the more important mosques and mussaliars who were generally less 

educated and acted as mullas qualified to interpret the Quran. 

Economic reasons cannot explain the past Moplah outbreaks. Eviction from the land was a major 

agrarian grievance. However, there was no significant sustained rural violence among the various 

Hindu agricultural castes who actually suffered two-thirds of all evictions from 1862-1880. Secondly, 

Moplah outbreaks did not increase with the rise in eviction decrees. Quite the contrary, there were 

only three incidents in the eighteen year period from 1862-1880 when eviction decrees rose 

dramatically from 1,891 to 8,335. Finally, all but one of the outbreaks erupted within a very small 

area of the southern taluks though there were Moplahs resident in every taluk of the District.   

The major difference between the outbreaks and the 1921-22 jihad is that in 1921, the Khilafat 

Movement added the crucial elements of ideology and organization to the pre-existing traditions of 

religious militancy and social conflict.   

Seeds of Moplah jihad 

The Khilafat movement was introduced into Malabar district on 28 April 1920 by a resolution at the 

Malabar District Conference, held at Manjeri in Ernad Taluk. The Conference, attended by around 

1000 delegates mostly Moplahs, urged the Government to settle the Turkish question, failing which, 

it called “upon the people to adopt a policy of progressive Non-cooperation with the Government, as 

resolved by the Khilafat Conference held at Madras under the presidency of Maulana Shaukat Ali” 

(Nair, ibid, p. 8).  

Gandhi and Shaukat Ali visited Calicut on 18 August, 1920, and their speeches on Khilafat and Non-

cooperation led to the establishment of Khilafat Committees in Malabar. Several comparatively 

monster Khilafat meetings had been held at prominent Moplah centres during the few months 

immediately anterior to the burst of the jihad (Nair, ibid, pp. 8-10).  

When Yakub Hasan, a Khilafat leader of Madras visited Calicut on 15 February 1921 for the purpose 

of addressing Khilafat and Non-cooperation meetings he was served with prohibitory orders. This 

created severe resentments among the Moplahs (Nair, ibid, pp. 12, 15-16). Itinerant preachers 

wandered over the countryside, spreading Khilafat propaganda, and rumours circulated widely that 

the Afghans were on their way. In anticipation of Swaraj, Khilafat leaders had allegedly already 

parcelled out the land to poor Moplahs and were only awaiting the movement to take actual 



possession. A speech made by Maulana Muhammad Ali in Madras was circulated in pamphlet form 

in Malabar and proscribed by district authorities (Hardgrave, ibid, p. 71).   

Logistic factors conducive to jihad 

Every Moplah centre had a Khilafat association, with a Moplah president, a Moplah secretary and a 

majority of Moplah members. The number of such Khilafat committees is not known, but it is 

estimated that ‘there may have been as many’ as 100 Khilafat Committees formed in the two taluks 

of Ernad and Ponnani” (Nair, ibid, p. 16, 18). Every village had its own Khilafat association, and there 

was a regular system of inter-communication between villages, whereby men from a considerable 

area could be rapidly summoned to any point. The congregational form of worship centred in the 

mosque drew Muslim settlement patterns into a nucleated form in contrast to the more dispersed 

pattern characteristic of Hindu Malabar (Hardgrave, ibid, p. 72). 

R.H.Hitchcock, District Superintendant of Police opined, “Far more important than the network of 

the Khilafat movement, however, was the traditional system of communication among the Mapillas, 

something which constituted a major difference between the Hindu and Mappilla. The few bazaars 

that exist are entirely Mappilla and most Mappillas do congregate at least once a week for Friday 

prayers and often at other times in Mosques. They can therefore form some kind of a public opinion 

of their own and combine but the fact that this is done under the cover of religion makes it difficult 

for Hindu or European even to become aware of it. Except at very occasional festivals the Hindus 

have no such opportunity of meeting (A History of the Malabar Rebellion, R.H. Hitchcock, 

Government Press, Madras, 1921, p.3). 

The Moplahs had armed themselves with a variety of weapons. These included swords about two 

feet long with horned handles, both single and double edged, pointed at the top; big shikar knives 

about one and a half feet long; ordinary Moplah knives, pig spears cut in the middle about three feet 

in length; lathis; Mammuthi and axe handles (The Mapilla Rebellion 1921-1922, G.R.F. Tottenham, 

Government Press, Madras, 1922, p. 36). 

The enclosed nature of the Malabar country, especially the hilly interiors made the task of rounding 

up the jihadis difficult. The jihadis would split up into different gangs and adopt guerilla methods of 

warfare, and… presented a military problem of no little difficulty (Tottenham, ibid, p. 38). 

The local police, many of them Moplahs proved utterly inadequate to coping with the situation. 

Police stations were raided; there was practically no resistance and all arms were taken away by 

rebels (Nair, ibid, p. 71; also Tottenham, ibid, p. 7).   

Lastly, but importantly, the Hindus were lulled by mindless slogans of Hindu-Muslim unity. As 

Tottenham writes, “In the Mahatma’s Hindu sheath of non-violence rattled the violent sword of 

Islam audibly. The Mapilla…went home and began to think of forging his plough-share into the 

sword, his saw into many war-knives. Non-violence was only the cover, to be cast away when the 

moment for action came…the young Hindu orators, blissfully unaware of the Mapilla mentality, went 

on with their campaign…” (Tottenham, ibid, p. 3).   

                                                                   Jihadist orgy 



First, the cold statistics! The jihad broke out on 20 August 1921. Martial Law was promulgated on 26 

August and withdrawn on 25 February 1922. The jihad may be finally said to have ended on 30 June 

1922 when Abu Bakr Musaliyar, the last remaining Moplah leader was captured. The jihad was at its 

height from September to December 1921. In reply to a question in the Central Legislature (Debates; 

16 January 1922), Home Secretary Sir William Vincent replied "The Madras Government report that 

the number of forcible conversions probably runs to thousands but that for obvious reasons it will 

never be possible to obtain anything like an accurate estimate” (Pakistan or the Partition of India, 

B.R. Ambedkar, Thacker and Company Limited, 1945, p. 148).  

A total of 20,800 Hindus were killed and more than 4000 Hindus became Muslim at the point of 

sword. Lakhs of Hindus were rendered homeless. Around 2,339 Moplahs were killed and 1,652 

Moplahs were injured due to British bullets. Cases were foisted on 39,338 jihadis and 24,167 jihadis 

were prosecuted (Maharashtra Hindusabhechya karyacha itihas, Marathi, S.R. Date, Pune, 1975, 

pp.21, 22).  The number of temples destroyed or desecrated exceeded 1000 (Nair, ibid, p.88). The 

armed reserve of Calicut and Malappuram at the beginning of the outbreak was 210 strong. During 

the jihad, the force known as Malabar Special Police was raised in the District and eventually 

reached a strength of 600 (Nair, ibid, p. 39).  The toll of Military and Malabar Special Police was 43 

killed and 126 wounded; of District Police and Reserve Police the toll was a further 24 killed and 29 

wounded (Tottenham, ibid, p. 48, 53, 414, 425).  

The features of the Moplah jihad (from Proceedings of the Conference at Calicut presided over by 

the Zamorin Maharaja; Sir C. Sankaran Nair, ibid, p. 138) followed the familiar pattern: 

1. Brutally dishonouring women 

2. Flaying people alive 

3. Wholesale slaughter of men, women and children 

4. Burning alive entire families 

5. Forcibly converting people in thousands and slaying those who refused to get converted 

6. Throwing half dead people into wells and leaving the victims for hours to struggle for escape till 

finally released from their sufferings by death 

7. Burning a great many and looting practically all Hindu and Christian houses in the disturbed area 

in which even Moplah women and children took part, and robbing women of even the garments on 

their bodies, in short reducing the whole non-Muslim population to abject destitution 

8. Cruelly insulting the religious sentiments of the Hindus by desecrating and destroying numerous 

temples in the disturbed area, killing cows within the temple precincts putting their entrails on the 

holy image and hanging the skulls on the walls and roofs 

A number of Muslim leaders installed themselves as Khilafat kings or governors and supervised 

massacres of Hindus.  Ali Musaliar, Variankunnath Kunhammad Haji Raja and C.I. Koya Thangal are 

such examples. The last named held his court on the slope of a bare hillock with about 4,000 

followers from the neighbouring villages. More than 40 Hindus were taken to the Thangal with their 

hands tied behind their back, charged with the crime of helping the Military and 38 of these Hindus 



were condemned to death. He supervised the work of murder in person and seated on a rock near a 

well witnessed his men cutting at the neck of his victims and pushing the bodies into the well (Nair, 

ibid, pp. 76-80). Interestingly, this was copy- cat killing, similar to that of the Jewish tribe of Banu 

Qurayza in the Battle of the Trench in 627 CE by the Islamic forces led by the Prophet.   

Secularist hoax 

Secularist narrative on the Moplah jihad that justifies Moplah rape and murder by ascribing secular 

motivations deserves to be scrutinized. As early as 1852, T.L. Strange who was appointed as Special 

Commissioner in Malabar to enquire into the causes of the Moplah outrages wrote in his report, “I 

…am convinced that though instances may and do arise of individual hardship to a tenant, the 

general character of the dealings of the Hindu landlords towards their tenantry, whether Moplah or 

Hindu, is mild, equitable and forbearing... the Moplah tenantry, especially of the Taluks in South 

Malabar, where the outbreaks have been so common, are very prone to evade their obligations and 

to resort to false and litigious pleas… The Hindus, in the parts where 'the outbreaks have been most 

frequent, stand in such fear of the Moplahs as mostly not to dare to press for their rights against 

them, and there is many a Moplah tenant who does not pay his rent, and cannot, so imminent are 

the risks, be evicted’ (Nair, ibid, p.6). 

In the run-up to the Moplah jihad, several incidents of Moplahs attacking the lower caste Tiyyas 

occurred over the picketing of toddy-shops, a part of the Non-cooperation campaign that 

particularly appealed to Muslim sentiment (Hardgrave, ibid, pp. 70, 71).  

If indeed the jihad was an anti-colonial or proletarian enterprise, why were Hindus converted and 

temples destroyed while mosques remained intact? There is no record of the murderers themselves 

giving a secular gloss to their Islamic motivations. In their own way, two outstanding leaders 

ascribed not secular but strictly Islamic motivations to the actions of the Moplahs. Gandhi spoke of 

the Moplahs as “brave God-fearing Moplahs who were fighting for what they consider as religion 

and in a manner which they consider as religious.” Dr. Ambedkar opined that “the aim was to 

establish the kingdom of Islam by overthrowing the British Government” (Ambedkar, ibid, pp. 148, 

153).  

Truth is the first casualty of ideological tyranny. Not Rebellion, not Uprising, not Revolt; this was 

stark naked Moplah jihad! 

            

          ...to be continued 

(The author has written books on Islam, Christianity, contemporary Buddhist-Muslim relations, 

Shuddhi movement and religious demography) 
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Article 11                                  Khilafat Movement: The lessons it offers 

                                                                                    Dr. Shreerang Godbole 

 

Following the carnage at Chauri Chaura on 4 February 1922, Gandhi abruptly called off the Non-

cooperation Movement. However, the Non-cooperation Movement was a mere appendage, indeed 

a fig-leaf for the Khilafat Movement.  As the objectives of the Khilafat Movement had not been met, 

it continued without the pretensions of the Non-cooperation Movement.  To recapitulate, the 

original objectives of the Khilafat Movement were four-fold viz. Complete freedom of the Turkish 

Empire, restitution of Thrace region in south-east Europe to Turkey, restitution of Smyrna (modern-

day Izmir) and the coast of Asia Minor (modern-day Anatolia or Asian Turkey) to Turkey and freedom 

and safeguard of the Jazirat-ul-Arab (Arabian peninsula that includes Islam’s Holy Places). 

End of the Khilafat 

According to the Lausanne Treaty (24 July 1925) between the Allies and Turkey, Turkey retained 

Constantinople and Thrace upto the Meritza line with the control of the Straits. Though Turkey had 

lost her vast empire yet by this Treaty she managed to emerge once more as the chief power in the 

Near East. Thus the Treaty met the first three objectives. However, from the Islamic point of view, 

the fourth objective was most important.  The Khilafatists resolved to continue the Movement and 

even supported Mustafa Kemal initially as they did not reckon that he would abolish the Khilafat. 

To the newly formed Turkish Republic, the Khilafat had come to mean an ‘anomalous and 

anachronistic institution’, which Mustafa Kemal regarded as a constant nuisance and a perpetual 

danger to the Turkish republic. Turkey, he argued, was no longer in a position either to afford 

military adventure or to claim the power to defend the rest of Islam. 

On 3 March 1924, the office of the Khilafat was abolished and the Khalifa was deposed. The Turkish 

Nationalists did everything in their power to humiliate and belittle the Caliph. Within hours, the 

Imperial family was asked to leave Turkey. The passport issued to the deposed Khalifa referred to  

him simply as ‘Monsieur Abdul-Mejid file d' Abdul Aziz’ and the Italian Embassy was informed that it 

was not a case for a diplomatic visa. The Turkish Nationalists also took special measures to ensure 

the omission of his name from the Friday khutba and substituted it with a prayer for the Republic. 

The dejected ex-Khalifa had to spend the rest of his life on a stipend from the Nizam of Hyderabad, 

donations from Indian Princes and magnates and funds from the Red Crescent Society (The Khilafat 

Movement in India, 1919-1924, Muhammad Naeem Qureshi, dissertation submitted to University of 

London, 1973, pp.269-271, 276).     

Demise of the Khilafat Movement 

The shell-shocked Khilafatists continued with their bravado. Maulana Azad even proposed that 

Mustafa Kemal declare himself as Khalifa. When the Khilafatists woke up to reality, their internal 

contradictions came to the fore. One bone of contention was Non-cooperation, specifically entry 

into Legislative Councils. Men like Maulana Abdul Bari and Ajmal Khan favoured entry into the 

Councils in contravention of official CKC policy and a fatwa issued by Jamiyat-ul-Ulama.  A section of 

the Khilafatists felt that they were subordinating their programme to the Congress.  To the 



Khilafatists, anti-British sentiment was incidental, depending on events affecting Turkey. Certain 

Khilafatists like Maulana Abdul Bari and Kidwai were in favour of a patch-up with the British in 

February 1922 when they felt that the British were favourably disposed to Turkey. However, not all 

Khilafatists felt that the British were doing enough for Turkey.   

There was also the principle of non-violence to which lip-service had to be paid. The increasing 

number of riots after 1922 broke down the facade of Hindu-Muslim unity. In July 1924, there were 

serious Bakr’ Id riots in Delhi, In the same month there was another outbreak at Nagpur and in 

August at Panipat. Then there was a crop of riots at Lahore, Lucknow, Muradabad, Bhagalpur, 

Roorkee, Agra, Hanpar, Jampur, Meerut, Abmedabad, Pilibhit, Shahjehanpur, Hardoi, Kalpi, 

Allahabad, Jhang and even at Gulburga in the Nizam's dominions. The murder of Arya Samaj leader 

and shuddhi protagonist Swami Shraddhanand in December 1926 created severe resentment among 

Hindus.  

Importantly, discovery that the various Khilafat funds, amounting to several lakhs of rupees, had 

been mismanaged severely eroded the credibility of the Khilafatist leaders.  Rumours spread of 

serious deflections not only in the CKC but also in various provinces. Between Rs.40000-50,000 were 

said to have been embezzled in the Punjab alone. A balance of over Rs.16 lakhs of Khilafat Fund was 

lying with the Treasurer who had diverted it to his private firm. Subscriptions to the Khilafat Fund fell 

drastically.  

The last phase of the Khilafat movement was marred by scandals, political factionalism, personal 
squabbles and, worst of all, Hindu-Muslim dissensions. After 1929, the CKC remained but no Khilafat 
conference appears ever to have taken place. Instead, the disunited and disorganised Khilafatists 
withered and scattered into various groups. The so-called nationalist Muslims such as Ansari, Azad, 
Dr. Mahmud, Sherwani, Kidwai, Asaf Ali, Akram Khan, Kitchlew, Dr. Alam and Khaliquzzaman formed 
themselves into a Muslim Nationalist Party, meeting as the All-India Nationalist Muslim Conference. 
Others like the Ali brothers, Hasrat Mohani and Azad Subhani, formed the All-India Muslim 
Conference in association with the Muslim Leaguers. Many of the Khilafatist leaders such as Abdul 
Bari, Ajmal Khan, Dr. Ansari and the Ali brothers passed away from 1926 onwards. The Khilafat 
Movement disintegrated and finally disappeared around 1938. What remains is the Khilafat House in 
Mumbai (For preceding paragraphs, Qureshi, ibid, pp. 254-305). 

 

Significance of Khilafat Movement 

Though the Khilafat Movement failed, as it was bound to, it was not without significance.  Though it 

was preceded by Muslim revivalist movements such as the Wahabi and Faraizi, it may be called the 

first all-India agitation of the Indian Muslims with a central organisation to guide its course. 

Provinces such as the Punjab, Sind and the Frontier, which were hitherto lagging in Muslim politics, 

responded side by side with Bombay, Bengal and the U.P. which had established political traditions. 

After 1857, Muslim politics was largely the prerogative of the upper and middle classes. Now the 
ulama came to the forefront of Muslim politics and aligned themselves with Western-educated 
Muslim politicians. The Khilafat Movement mobilized the Muslim masses. The mobilization was so 
effective that it prompted Gandhi to jump into it to cement his own leadership within the Congress.  
The Khilafat Movement, in a sense, gave birth to other movements. One such movement called 
Tanzim (organization) was started by Dr. Kitchlew in the summer of 1923 and adopted by the CKC in 
1924; besides Dr.Kitchlew, Shaukat Ali became its foremost leader. Dr. Kitchlew emphasized that a 



‘new and more dynamic programme’ embracing the whole phase of the life of the community would 
be considered jointly by the Jamiyat-ul-ulama and the CKC. He wished to organise not only Muslim 
Jathas, but also their primary schools in mosques, prepare text-books, issue Khutbas which were 
read in mosques, enforce punctuality in prayers, to found technical and commercial colleges; 
supervise Wakfs and collection of Zakat: to arrange for relief of widows and orphans and to start 
Muslim co-operative societies and banks. 
 
In 1919 the Jamiyat-ul-ulama Hind (Association of the Divines of India) was formed. For the first few 
years when party politics -within Muslims as well as between them and the Hindus-was silenced by 
the exigency of the Khilafat campaign, the Jamiyat contained all varieties of ulama. Later, it became 
the political arm of the Deoband School.  
 
The symbiosis between Gandhi and the Khilafatists gave the Khilafat Movement a veneer of Hindu-

Muslim unity. The Hindus were hoodwinked into thinking that the Movement was all about Swaraj, 

an illusion that continues to this day. The Hindus were brainwashed into believing that Hindu-

Muslim unity was a prerequisite for attaining Swaraj. The Muslims accepted accommodation with 

the Congress and political cooperation of the Hindus only to achieve their pan-Islamist goals. Writing 

in November 1920, Abdul Bari said that “the strength of Islam lies in association with him (Gandhi)” 

(Religion and Politics: The Ulama and Khilafat Movement, Mushirul Hasan, Economic and Political 

Weekly, Vol. 16, No. 20, 1981, p. 907). At the Khilafat Conference in Kakinada on 27 December 1923, 

Shaukat Ali clearly stated that “the attainment of swaraj was ‘not only a political and national but 

the foremost Islamic duty’ (Qureshi, ibid, p. 270). In one sentence, the Hindus shed their Hinduness 

to become Indian; but the Muslims remained Muslim first and last! 

The lasting contribution of the Khilafat Movement to Muslim politics was that it laid the groundwork 
for Pakistan. “By emphasizing Islam, the movement made the Muslims conscious of their being 
Muslims... Though this feeling was old, it was only now that they felt, with unprecedented intensity, 
that they were Muslims first and Indians afterwards. This was a triumph for Muslim nationalism, for 
it provided a base on which other unities could be built” (The Making of Pakistan: A Study in 
Nationalism, K.K. Aziz, Chatto and Windus, London, 1967, p.115).  
 

Lesson 1 – Islam before Nation 
 
A perusal of Muslim politics in general and Khilafat Movement in particular reveals certain traits of 
the Muslim psyche. Commenting on Muslim politics in the light of the Khilafat Movement, Dr. Annie 
Besant writes, “We have seen revived, as guide in practical politics, the old Muslim religion of the 
sword; we have seen the dragging out of centuries of forgetfulness the old exclusiveness, claiming 
the Jazirut-ul-Arab — the Island of Arabia — as a Holy Land which may not be trodden by the 
polluting foot of a non-Muslim; we have heard Muslim leaders declare that if the Afghans invaded 
India, they would join their fellow-believers, and would slay the Hindus who defended their 
Motherland against the foe; we have been forced to see that the primary allegiance of Musalmans is 
to Islamic countries, not to our Motherland; The claim now put forward by Musalman leaders that 
they must obey the laws of their particular Prophet above the laws of the State in which they live, is 
subversive of civic order and the stability of the State; it makes them bad citizens, for their centre of 
allegiance is outside the Nation, and they cannot, while they hold the views proclaimed by Moulanas 
Muhammad Ali and Shaukat Ali - to name the most prominent of these Muslim leaders - be trusted 
by their fellow-citizens. If India were independent, the Muslim part of the population - for the 
ignorant masses would follow those who appealed to them in the name of their Prophet - would 
become an immediate peril to India's freedom (The Future of Indian Politics, Annie Besant, 
Theosophical Publishing House, Adyar, 1922, pp. 301-303). 



 
Dilating on pan-Islamism, Dr. Ambedkar writes, “Islam does not recognize territorial affinities. Its  
affinities are social and religious and therefore extra-territorial...This is the basis of Pan-Islamism. It 
is this which leads every Mussalman in India to say that he is a Muslim first and Indian afterwards. It 
is this sentiment which explains why the Indian Muslim has taken so small a part in the advancement 
of India but has spent himself to exhaustion by taking up the cause of Muslim countries and why 
Muslim countries occupy the first place and India occupies a second place in his thoughts” (Pakistan 
or the Partition of India, B.R. Ambedkar, Thacker and Company Limited, 1945, pp. 290, 291). 
 

Lesson 2 – Strategic alliance is not unity 
 
A natural corollary of pan-Islamism is the inability of Muslims to unite with their non-Muslim 
countrymen against a fellow-Muslim. In 1924, the editor of a Bengali paper had an interview with 
Rabindranath Tagore. The report of this interview, as given by The Times of India dated 18 April 1924 
states, “another very important factor which, according to the Poet, was making it almost impossible 
for the Hindu-Mohamedan unity to become an accomplished fact was that the Mohamedans could 
not confine their patriotism to any one country. The poet said that he had very frankly asked many 
Mohamedans whether, in the event of any Mohamedan power invading India, they would stand side 
by side with their Hindu neighbours to defend their common land. He could not be satisfied with the 
reply he got from them. He said that he could definitely state that even such men as Mr. Mahomed 
Ali had declared that under no circumstances was it permissible for any Mohamedan, whatever his 
country might be, to stand against any other Mohamedan” (B.R. Ambedkar, ibid, pp. 268,269). 
 
To Congress leaders like Gandhi, Hindu-Muslim unity had only to be proclaimed to be a fact. Men 
like Jawaharlal Nehru were wilfully blind to the problem inherent in any Hindu-Muslim unity. 
According to Nehru, there was no such problem as the Muslim problem in India. Communalism was 
mere propaganda, and would ‘not present the slightest difficulty’. It was ‘overrated and over-
emphasized’. It did ‘not fundamentally affect the masses’. As ‘social issues’ would come to the 
forefront, it ‘is bound to recede into the background’ (K.K. Aziz, ibid, p. 187).  
 
Dr. Ambedkar advises the Hindus thus, “...efforts, sincere and persistent, have been made to achieve 
it (Hindu-Moslem unity) and that nothing now remains to be done to achieve it except surrender by 
one party to the other. If anyone, who is not in the habit of cultivating optimism where there is no 
justification for it, said that the pursuit of Hindu-Moslem unity is like a mirage and that the idea must 
now be given up, no one can have the courage to call him a pessimist or an impatient idealist. It is 
for the Hindus to say whether they will engage themselves in this vain pursuit in spite of the tragic 
end of all their past endeavours or give up the pursuit of unity and try for a settlement on another 
basis (B.R. Ambedkar, ibid, pp. 307). 
 
The so-called Hindu-Muslim unity seen during a certain phase of the Khilafat Movement was 
deemed necessary by the Khilafatists because it added to their strength. It was never a unity of 
hearts and minds but merely a strategic alliance. Indeed, the very idea of unity of a believer with an 
infidel is repugnant to Islam. 

 

Lesson 3 – Religion and politics are co-terminus in Islam 

Was the Khilafat Movement religious or political in nature?  This is a sham problem because of the 

inseparability of these categories in Islamic thought. In Islam, spiritual and temporal powers are 

confounded and intermixed so that all the acts of civil and political life are regulated more or less by 

Islamic principles. Sayyid Abul Ala Maududi (1903-1979), described as the most systematic thinker of 



modern Islam says, “Islam is not a mere collection of dogmas and rituals. It is a complete way of life. 

It is the embodiment of Divine Guidance for all fields of human life, may they be private or public, 

political or economic, social or cultural, moral or legal and judicial. Islam is an all-embracing ideology 

...It looks upon life in its totality and provides guidance for every field of activity... Islam does not 

admit of any separation between religion and politics: it wants to conduct politics also in accordance 

with the guidance provided by religion and to use the state as the servant of the Lord. The Quran 

lays down that Allah is the Sovereign and the Law-giver and His revealed law must be adopted as the 

law of the land” (The Islamic Law and Constitution, Tr. Khurshid Ahmad, Islamic Publications Limited, 

Lahore, 1960, pp. 1-5). Those who plead that religion be confined to home and that a secular 

Constitution must prevail in the public sphere have not understood the essence of Islam.  

Lesson 4 – Pan-Islamism is fiction 

The Indian Khilafatists were obsessed with the Turkish Khalifa. Strangely, as it turned out, the Turks 

themselves could not care less for their own Khalifa. Even the Sherif of Mecca who claimed the 

Prophet’s lineage revolted against the Turkish Khalifa. The Arab subjects of the Ottoman Turkish 

Empire wanted self-determination. The Amir of Afghanistan to whom the Khilafatists looked up to 

for their deliverance gave them a royal ditch when Indian muhajirin trooped en masse to 

Afghanistan in search of an Islamic utopia. In the autumn of 1924, when Ibn Saud, the Sultan of Nedz 

and founder of the Saudi dynasty took control of Islam’s Holy Places, he ordered the removal of all 

domed structures from the graves of Muslims held sacred by the generality of the Muslims. This 

threw the Khilafatists themselves into camps, supporting and opposing Ibn Saud for his iconoclasm. 

That pan-Islamism was a fiction should have been apparent to the Khilafatists. But they clung on to it 

solely because it was ordained by Scripture. As Historicity is subservient to Scripture, it may be 

assumed that future generations of Muslim leaders will continue to invoke this fiction! It may be 

added that Muslim leaders and masses are capable of overcoming their mutual animosities if there 

is an over-arching enemy, real or imagined before them.   

Lesson 5- Muslim behaviour-pattern is predictable 

Muslim behaviour-pattern is conditioned by Islamic belief-system. Since the belief-system stems 

from an eternally valid Scripture, the behaviour-pattern transcends time and place. To the 

perceptive eye, Islamic behaviour-pattern is pretty unoriginal and predictable. So for example, 

graduating from petition and persuasion to coercion and carnage is standard practice. Similarly, the 

atrocities in jihad are unchanging. If the behaviour-pattern is predictable, one should be able to 

anticipate and if possible avert or foil it. The caveat is that one needs to acquaint oneself with the 

belief-system to predict the behaviour-pattern. Else, behavioural events will continue to be viewed 

in isolation and met with woefully inadequate knee-jerk responses.  During the Khilafat Movement, 

the Hindu leaders, save an honourable handful, seem to have made no effort to understand the 

Islamic belief-system or educate their Hindu followers. Not much has changed since then! If those 

who read about the Khilafat Movement care to understand the Islamic belief-system, the thousands 

of victims of Khilafatist violence would not have died in vain.       

A century has passed since the Khilafat Movement. But the lessons it offers can only be ignored at 

one’s peril. 

                                                                                                                                                             Concluded 



(The author has written books on Islam, Christianity, contemporary Buddhist-Muslim relations, 

Shuddhi movement and religious demography) 
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