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Why Was Mahatma Gandhi Killed?
Harish Khare
As is their wont, our new
rulers can be relied upon to
convert Mahatma Gandhi’s 150th
anniversary into an event on a
staggering scale; but it is important
not to be taken in by this grand lipservice.
Rather, it is imperative for every
Indian to remember that the greatest
Indian of the 20th century was
killed in cold blood when he was
on his way to his customary evening
prayers, and that this saint’s murder
was not the handiwork of an isolated
mad man but part of a collective
enterprise of cold-hearted, brutal
and evil men.
Above all, it is necessary to ask
the question: what kind of ideology
of hate had driven the masterminds
behind the assassination? It is
important this January 30 for us to
try to find an answer to this question,
because the ideological heirs of
those who had planned Gandhi’s
murder have managed to capture
the commanding heights of Indian
politics.
Of course, the immediate
provocation for killing the Mahatma
was his principled unwillingness
to give in to a hatred of Muslims
in the wake of the post-Partition
turmoil. His refusal to concede to
“the Hindus” a right to “settle score”

with “the Muslims” was deeply
resented by the proponents of Hindu
assertiveness. And these proponents
found it infuriatingly unacceptable
that the Mahatma should invoke his
moral authority to want to call a halt
to the butchery at work right in the
capital of independent India.
On 12 January 1948, a day
before he started his last fast to
bring sanity and peace, a very
sad Mahatma had observed at the
evening prayer congregation:
“I see the Muslims of Delhi
being killed before my very
eyes. This is done while my own
Vallabhbhai is the Home Minister
of the Government of India and is
responsible for maintaining law and
order in the Capital. Vallabhbhai has
not only failed to give protection
to the Muslims, he light-heartedly
dismisses any complaint made on
this count. I have no option but to
use my last weapon, namely to fast
until the situation changes.”
That fast and its moral rebuke
were deeply provocative to the
Hindu rashtra fringe. Something
had to be done about this “turbulent
priest”, preaching tolerance and
forbearance. And, so a ‘hit’ was
ordered. A crime was committed in
the name of the Hindu community,
though there has never been an
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answer to the question posed by
Rajendra Prasad: “May I ask how
Gandhiji’s assassination has saved
Hindu religion or Hindu society?”
More than his principled
rejection of the Hindu Raj and
even more than his single-minded
pursuit of a Hindu–Muslim rapport,
it was the Mahatma’s propagation of
ahimsa (non-violence) as a political
instrument that invited the righteous
wrath of the Mahasabhites/RSS.
For Gandhi’s opponents, violence
was not only inevitable but also
necessary if “Hindu society” was to
rediscover its glorious past.
It was a time, remember, when
Europe was passionately enamoured
of fascism and its eager embrace of
violence as the currency of political
mobilisation. In the context of the
violent 20th century, Gandhi’s
greatest service to India was to wean
us away from this fascist allure of
violence and coercion. On the other
hand, the Hindu rashtra ideologues,
as has been argued, were inspired
and emboldened by the rampant
success the fascists had achieved in
Germany and Italy.
It is this infatuation with
violence that refuses to fade away,
despite more than six decades of a
constitutional order in independent
India. The argument has been
joined vigorously. The Nehruvian
consensus is to be dismantled
precisely because its preferred mode
of political exchange is argument and
persuasion. Today we have a ruling
clique that is in thrall of violence
and its presumed curative influence
in the society. New enemies are
being invented and these have to
be dealt with sternly, violently and
coercively.
Today, majoritarian politics is
being pushed ahead by a preference
for violence in words and deeds.

Indeed a strange fascination with
violence has seeped into our
collective functioning. On social
media platforms, in television studios
and newspaper columns, the use of
intimidation and violence is sought
to be rationalised as the inevitable
manifestation of social churning.
The gau rakshak crowd’s aggression,
roughness and murderous impulses
are explained away as the muchneeded expression of anger and
animosities of a long-suppressed
“Hindu Samaj”.
An aggressive nationalism has
been chiselled out of contrived
resentments and deprivations.
Almost all sections of society have
fallen for a meretricious nationalism,
as violence has always lingered
on just beneath the surface. It was
Gandhi’s eternal accomplishment
that he succeeded in rolling back
this engagement with violence by
inviting Indians to experience the
noble and spiritual joys of ahmisa.
And it is this Gandhian accent
on ahmisa that the Sangh parivar
finds most galling. Instead, violence
is applauded as a necessary and
unavoidable antidote to the
traditional “Hindu cowardice”.
The long centuries of domination
of “outsiders” have been put down
to our inadequate mastery over
instruments of violence.
The NRI has perhaps become
the most dangerous, if only a longdistance, partner in this infatuation
with violence in India. From the
safety of their North American
perch, the NRIs are only too happy
to applaud and finance the politics
of resentment back in India; indeed,
they are working out their own
prejudices and anxieties in an
increasingly uncertain global order.
In this age of angry nationalism,
the NRI is all too willing to position

himself unapologetically as a partisan
in the violent clashes unleashed
in India in the name of this or that
Hindu cause or sentiment. The
juggalbandi across the seven seas is
being touted as the finest expression
of “new India”. In this “new India”,
violence and aggression on the part
of the majority community is seen
as a prerequisite for new energy and
new vitality.
So in this year of Gandhi’s 150th
anniversary, we will stage elaborate
ceremonies, spectacles and events,
but there will be no slackening in
the war against the Mahatma and his
message. After all, his murder cannot
be allowed to go in vain.
(Harish Khare is a journalist who
lives and works in Delhi. He was,
until recently, editor-in-chief of The
Tribune.)
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The Time Has Come to Bring Ambedkar and Gandhi Together
Ramachandra Guha
In an interview that he gave
last year, the Kannada writer (and
activist), Devanur Mahadeva, urged
democrats not to view Ambedkar
and Gandhi as rivals and adversaries.
In the journey towards true equality,
he said, they should rather be seen as
colleagues and co-workers. Thus, as
Mahadeva remarked:
“Ambedkar had to awaken
the sleeping Dalits and then make
the journey. Gandhi had to make
the immense effort of uplifting,
correcting, changing those who were
drowned in Hindu caste religion, in
caste wells, to take a step forward.
When you see all this, maybe Gandhi
would not have traversed far without
the presence of Ambedkar. Similarly,
I feel that without the liberal tolerant
atmosphere created by Gandhi in the
wells of Hindu caste religion, then
this cruel Savarna society may not
have tolerated Ambedkar as much
as it did then.”
Mahadeva continued:
“If it is our understanding that it
is the Savarnas who need to change
if India has to liberate itself from
caste, then Gandhi is necessary.
In the fight for Dalit civil rights,
Ambedkar is absolutely necessary.
Hence, I say that both should be
brought together.”
Mahadeva further observed:
“Gandhi calls untouchability a ‘sin’.
Ambedkar calls it a ‘crime’. Why
are we seeing these as opposites? It
is wise to understand both of these
as necessary.” (Mahadeva’s words
have been translated into English by
Rashmi Munikempanna).
I recalled Devanur Mahadeva’s
remarks when seeing posters of

Ambedkar and Gandhi being
displayed together at student
protests in Delhi. This was rare,
if not unprecedented. For it is
much more common to see Gandhi
and Ambedkar being celebrated
separately. Indeed quite often they
are placed in opposition to one
another.
In the past, it was usually
admirers of Gandhi who saw these
two great Indians in adversarial
terms. In the 1930s and 1940s,
Ambedkar had often used polemical
language to attack Gandhi and his
ideas. This outraged Congressmen,
who could not countenance any
criticism of their beloved Bapu.
They responded by characterising
Ambedkar as an apologist for British
rule, damned him for serving on the
Viceroy’s Executive Council during
the Quit India movement of 1942
and so on.
In recent decades, it has more
often been Ambedkarites who have
critiqued Gandhi. They have seen
his attempts at reforming the caste
system as weak-kneed and halfhearted. They have charged him with
patronising their hero (during the
Poona Pact and after), and criticised
Gandhi‘s political heir, Jawaharlal
Nehru, for not using Ambedkar’s
talents and abilities adequately in the
years that the two served together in
the first cabinet of free India.
In states such as Uttar Pradesh
and Maharashtra, attacks on
Gandhi by Dalit intellectuals have
been intense and unrelenting. In
Karnataka, however, subaltern
writers have taken a broader view.
In his superb book, The Flaming

Feet, the late D.R. Nagaraj urged
us to see the work of Ambedkar and
Gandhi as complementary. The work
of undermining the caste system and
of delegitimising untouchability
required both pressure from Dalits
themselves — which Ambedkar
provided — and from upper-caste
reformers — which is what Gandhi
represented. Nagaraj was a friend
of Devanur Mahadeva’s, and the
two must surely have exercised a
reciprocal influence on one another.
Whether or not they know of
their work, the students of Jamia
and the women of Shaheen Bagh
substantiate the large-hearted
analysis of Nagaraj and Devanur
Mahadeva. Like those two thinkers
of Karnataka, these brave protesters
of Delhi admirably urge us not to
posit Ambedkar and Gandhi as
rivals. Rather, they urge us to view
them instead as colleagues, whose
legacies need to be brought together
in the struggle for democracy and
pluralism.
After a recent visit to Shaheen
Bagh, the Delhi-based writer, Omair
Ahmad, noted, in a long and most
interesting Twitter thread, that
among the reasons that there were
more posters of Ambedkar than
Gandhi on display was that, as
he put it, “people have moved
from thanking a leader for winning
freedom, to thanking a leader who
gave them tools to assert their own
rights as free citizens”.
On reading this, I wrote to
Omair Ahmad saying: “I agree (and
retweeted) but with one caveat,
that when it came to the promotion
of Hindu–Muslim harmony, no
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Indian (not even Nehru) matched
Gandhi. But that is a point of detail.
More broadly, it is wonderful to
see Ambedkar and Gandhi invoked
together, rather (as we have become
accustomed to seeing) than being
placed in opposition.”
To this Ahmad responded: “I
very much agree, and deliberately
phrased it in that way not only
to contrast the contributions,
but also to show that they were
complementary.”
Ahmad further observed:
“The leaders of that time had their
differences (and failings), and it’s
okay for people to choose which
appeals more to them personally,
but this necessity to pull down one
in order to praise another doesn’t
appeal to me very much.”
The countrywide protests against
the Citizenship (Amendment) Act
have been impressive in many ways,
not least in the mass participation
and leadership role of women. In this
respect, too, the invocation of both
Ambedkar and Gandhi, together, is
apposite. Ambedkar in particular
had a thoroughgoing commitment to
gender equality, as reflected not just
in the Constitution whose drafting he
oversaw, but also in the reform of
Hindu personal laws that he pursued
so vigorously. While in private life
— as in the treatment of his wife
— Gandhi could be a traditional
Indian patriarch, in the public sphere
he contributed substantially to the
emancipation of women.
Thus Gandhi was instrumental in
Sarojini Naidu being made president
of the Indian National Congress
in 1925, at a time when it was not
remotely conceivable that a major
political party in the supposedly
advanced democracies of the
West could have a female leader.

And among the women activists
inspired by Gandhi were such
exemplary figures as Kamaladevi
Chattopadhyay, Usha Mehta,
Mridula Sarabhai, Anis Kidwai,
Subhadra Joshi, Aruna Asaf Ali and
Hansa Mehta.
Ambedkar famously asked
oppressed Indians to “educate,
organise and agitate”. The agency and
courage which students and women
have displayed in the protests against
the CAA is entirely in the spirit of
Ambedkar’s call. Meanwhile, the
defence of democracy and pluralism
against Hindu majoritarianism
resonates strongly with Gandhi’s
lifelong struggle for inter-religious
harmony.
That the threat posed by Hindutva
compels us to bring Ambedkar and
Gandhi together is also underlined
by Devanur Mahadeva. Thus, in his
interview Mahadeva had remarked:
“We should also listen to the words
of Varanasi’s 16-year-old boy: ‘I
will stand with Gandhi in Godse’s
country.’ Otherwise, any kind of
fundamentalism will first pluck out
the eyes of one’s own, making them
blind. After that, brains are ripped
out depriving one of any rationality.
Later, the heart is taken out making
one monstrous. And then a sacrifice
will be asked for. This is increasing
today. We have to save our children’s
eyes, their hearts and their brains
from the jaws of fundamentalism
immediately. It is better if young
Dalit women take Gandhi to task
after the wandering Gandhi-killer
Godse’s ghost has achieved moksha.
If this awareness is not there, I worry
that the danger will hit at the very
roots of the Dalits.”
To be sure, neither Ambedkar
nor Gandhi were infallible.
They made mistakes, harboured

animosities and prejudices. One
must not invoke them mechanically,
nor follow them blindly. We live in
a radically different world from the
one they inhabited. The political
and technological challenges of
the third decade of the 21st century
are very different from the political
and technological challenges of the
middle decades of the 20th century.
However, the moral and social
challenges remain broadly the same.
The battle for caste and gender
equality is unfinished. The struggle
for inter-faith harmony remains
vital and urgent. To overcome the
massed, malign, forces of Hindutva,
we need Ambedkar and Gandhi on
the same side.
(Ramachandra Guha is an Indian
historian and writer.)
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100 Years of Mooknayak, Ambedkar's First Newspaper
Prabodhan Pol
In India, despite the presence
of peculiar social institutions like
caste, the role of the newspapers in
social reforms movement was not
just limited to articulation of specific
concerns of individual reformers.
But they also laid the foundations
of a mass churning that aspired for
democratic values.
On January 31, 1920, one
hundred years ago, one such
newspaper Mooknayak was founded
by B.R. Ambedkar. Mooknayak
literally translates as the leader of
the voiceless.
Mooknayak’s establishment in
1920 reflected the conspicuous shift
in the socio-political discourse on
caste and untouchability in India.
Despite its short life, Mooknayak laid
the foundations for an assertive and
organised Dalit politics. It announced
the arrival of a newer generation of
anti-caste politics that broke the
confines of region, language and
political boundaries and coincided
with larger developments on the
national scene.
Mooknayak also faced several
major challenges which include
issues of finances and management.
The lessons from the Mooknayak
experiment not only helped
Ambedkar in bringing out his later
newspapers. The articles carried in
it were an instructive exercise for
many forthcoming generations of
Ambedkarite activists.
Beginnings
Mooknayak was published from
Bombay on alternate Saturdays. The
title of the newspaper was probably
inspired by the quatrain written by
Marathi Bhakti poet, Tukaram. This

particular quatrain also found place
beneath the heading of the paper.
Why should I feel shy?
I have laid aside hesitation and
opened my mouth.
Here, on earth, no notice is taken
of a dumb creature;
No real good can be secured by
over-modesty.
Interestingly, Ambedkar was
never officially associated with
the operations of Mooknayak. He
worked as its ‘behind the scene’ de
facto editor for at least six months,
before leaving India to continue with
his doctoral studies at the London
School of Economics.
He is believed to have edited 12
issues in the span of six months. The
first official editor of the Mooknayak
was Pandhurang Nandram Bhatkar.
Bhatkar, an employee of the Bombay
Port Trust, was one of the known
activists working in the Bombay
based Dalit–non Brahmin activist
circles.
Before his stint as an editor,
Bhatkar, a graduate from Fergusson
College, Pune, came into limelight
due his marriage to a Brahmin
woman in Bombay. He, however,
held a largely ceremonial position
at the paper. In July 1920, he was
replaced by Dnyandev Gholap, who
also had experience of working for
Mooknayak as its manager and
accountant.
Gholap had assisted Ambedkar
in 1919 in preparing a memorandum
of demands to be submitted to the
colonial government. He attained
a unique reputation of becoming
the first nominated member from
the untouchable community to find

place in the Bombay Legislative
Council.
Gholap played a vital role as
the editor of Mooknayak. But due to
complaints of mismanagement of the
periodical, ties between Gholap and
Ambedkar got bitter in later years.
Subsequently, from 1923 onwards,
Ambedkar distanced himself from
the activities of Mooknayak. Soon
after, following a public spat with
Ambedkar, Gholap left Bombay for
his native village in Satara. He then
restarted Mooknayak here, with a
new title, Abhinav Mooknayak. This
periodical didn’t have a long life,
mostly due to lack of finances and
subscriptions. Gholap later joined
the Congress.
Meanwhile, Ambedkar received
Rs 2,500 for Mooknayak from
Shahu Maharaja of Kolhapur. The
money was instrumental in the initial
establishment of the periodical.
The price of a single copy of
the Mooknayak was 2.5 ānā, and
the annual subscription was Rs 2.50.
The circulation of the newspaper was
limited to 700 subscribers in July
1920; by July 1922, the circulation
had risen to 1,000 subscribers.
But the paper faced serious
financial and management problems
since its inception. In the times
of financial crisis, Ambedkar’s
close Parsi friend Naval Bhathena
provided vital funds. Bhathena,
an entrepreneur himself, was a
classmate of Ambedkar at Columbia
University.
The friendship between
Ambedkar and Bhathena was
particularly interesting as despite
being a Gandhi admirer and
Congress supporter, Bhathena and
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Ambedkar remained lifelong friends.
In Ambedkar’s absence, it was
Bhathena who financially bailed out
Mooknayak on several occasions. He
also helped Mooknayak reach out to
big businessmen like Godrej for ads.
Being a periodical run by
the members of the untouchable
community, it faced systematic
prejudice that affected its regular
operations. For example, in an
article in the Bahishkrut Bharat,
another newspaper started by
Ambedkar, there is a mention
of the refusal of the nationalist
newspaper, Kesari (founded and
edited by Bal Gangadhar Tilak) to
publish a simple announcement
regarding the inauguration of the
first issue of Mooknayak. There was
an established convention, prevalent
amongst papers of those days, to
publish such an announcement of
fellow publications on the eve of
their establishment. Kesari not only
rejected the proposal to publish such
an announcement free of cost, it
refused to print it even after payment
was offered.
Later, nationalist newspapers
like Kesari and Bombay Chronicle
became the vocal opponents of
Ambedkar and his politics.
Mooknayak and organised Dalit
politics
Mooknayak carried reports and
opinions particularly dealing with
western India.
But we also find insightful
responses to pan-India concerns.
One of the important components of
Ambedkar’s newspapers (including
Mooknayak) was the regular
publication of letters sent by common
Dalits, demanding immediate
attention to their particular cases of
caste oppression and violence.
The power of these letters
stands as testament to the strength

newspapers had attained in colonial
times. Through these letters,
Mooknayak not only helped to
vocalise the everyday concerns of
the untouchable communities but
also argued for the necessity of
organised mass-based Dalit politics.
It is therefore not a coincidence
that in 1924, Ambedkar founded
Bahishkrut Hitkarni Sabha, an
organisation oriented towards
mass mobilisation, with the motto
‘educate–agitate–organise’.
Mooknayak highlighted the
limitations of the then non-Brahmin
perspective to understand the
Hindu society through the binary
of Brahmin and non-Brahmin
categories. It argued that though the
binary had a substantial political
value, it nonetheless glossed over
the internal contradictions within the
non-Brahmin community.
The debates and discussion in
the paper also help us to understand
the complicated nature of caste
society and the fact that it can’t be
defined with a simple narrative.
Most importantly, with the
establishment of periodicals like
Mooknayak, the caste-ridden nature
of the political discourse of those
days became conspicuous. For
example, Ambedkar ’s critique
of Indian nationalism was not
directed against the politics of
anti-imperialism as was portrayed
by his opponents. It simply argued
that Indian nationalism arrogantly
invisibilised the caste question.
Nationalism as a political ideology,
therefore, would have a very limited
significance to the marginalised
communities.
Ambedkar argued in Mooknayak
that the development of nationalist
consciousness was not solely
contingent on conventional attributes
such as common religion, culture

and past, but through inclusiveness
and equal participation in the
deliberations of society.
It was in the pages of the
Mooknayak that Ambedkar famously
compared Indian society with the
metaphor of a dysfunctional multistoreyed tower. Each floor had no
stairway to connect with the other.
Here, the tower represented caste
stricken ‘suffocated’ society and
each floor in the tower constituted
an individual caste. Mooknayak
here made an important point that
a collective consciousness that
forecloses opportunities of social
interaction would not develop into
a strong united society at any point
of time.
Therefore, any politics of
collective identity, only focusing
on the glorification of culture,
tradition and the past, without
acknowledging detrimental social
traditions, might not work to make
any country a nation. Therefore, the
rhetoric of nationalism, according to
Mooknayak, would not work in the
long-term, unless social–religious
discriminations and the institution of
caste were completely annihilated.
These are concepts which
resonate particularly today.
The advent of the Mooknayak
was symptomatic of the rise of
Dalits in the public sphere. Printed
pamphlets, leaflets and periodicals
became easiest vehicles to generate
public activism amongst the masses.
Bombay, being an industrial
centre and a hub of untouchable
migrant population, became the
nucleus of organised Dalit activism.
The requisite intellectual and material
resources were possible only due to
Bombay’s vibrant Dalit migrant
population. Although Mooknayak
struggled to survive, it nevertheless
helped in the institutionalisation of
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print culture among Dalits in western
India.
Prior to the Mooknayak, the
criticism of Hinduism remained
an exclusive domain of nonBrahmins, with very few from
the Dalit community joining in
the critique. With the emergence
of the Mooknayak, the process of
politicisation of the Dalit question
had begun. It paved the way for panIndian Dalit politics.
The hundredth anniversary of
Mooknayak also highlights the
predicament of the present times.
Despite a strong presence of Dalit–
Bahujan voice in the political
domain for past many decades,
mainstream media has failed to
provide significant space for Dalit–
Bahujans in it.
Dalit journalists still have to
struggle to find their places as
employees in prominent media
organisations. It therefore becomes
pertinent for everyone to revisit
the content and context of Indian
journalism from the lenses of caste.
(Prabodhan Pol currently teaches
history at Manipal Centre for
Humanities (MAHE), Manipal,
Karnataka.)
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Statement Before the US House of
Representatives, Washington D.C.
Sandeep Pandey
Personal Experience
In 27 years of working
as an activist, I’ve experienced
unprecedented curbs on the
fundamental rights of freedom of
expression, to assemble peaceably
and to move about anywhere within
India over the past 6 months. I was
put under house arrest in Lucknow,
the capital of the north Indian state of
Uttar Pradesh, on 11 and 16 August
and 19 December 2019. The first two
times on the issue of Kashmir and
on the third occasion on the issue
of the Citizenship Amendment Act
and National Register of Citizens.
On 17 and 19 August 2019 and
15 January 2020 I was prevented
from visiting Ayodhya. The ruling
Bhartiya Janata Party government
doesn’t want any alternative view on
Kashmir, Ayodhya or CAA–NRC to
be expressed.
Government Repression of Anti–
CAA–NRC Protests
The Government became the
enemy of people who participated
in protests against the CAA and
NRC after the Act was promulgated
in December 2019. The crackdown
started with Jamia Millia University
in New Delhi and Aligarh Muslim
University in UP. The police used
tear gas shells and stun grenades
to attack students. Mohammad
Tariq, a PhD student at AMU,
had to get one hand amputated,
Nasir lost one thumb and both
hands of Tanzim were fractured.
First Information Reports against
57 named and 1,200 unnamed
were lodged and 26 students were
detained on 15 December 2019, and

were released after local protests
and road blockades by people.
Ahamad Raza Khan, a student of
Khwaja Moinuddin Chisti Urdu
Arabi Farsi University in Lucknow
was rusticated for merely giving a
call for a demonstration.
On 19 December, when the call
for nationwide protests was given,
masked young men appeared from
nowhere and indulged in arson and
rioting during the peaceful protests
in Lucknow. The police didn’t stop
them in spite of activist Sadaf Zafar
pleading with them, of which there
is recorded evidence. Later activists
like Sadaf Zafar and Pawan Rao
Ambedkar were arrested along with
a number of common people, some
of whom participated in protests
and some were just passers-by.
Activist Deepak Kabir was arrested
when he went to see Sadaf Zafar
at the Hazratganj Police Station in
Lucknow. Activist Robin Verma
and correspondent Omar Rashid
of The Hindu, a prominent Indian
newspaper, were arrested by police
on the evening of 19 December.
Sadaf Zafar, Pawan Rao Ambedkar,
Deepak Kabir and Robin Verma
were subjected to torture inside the
Hazratganj police station before
being sent to jail and Omar Rashid
was abused because of his Kashmiri
background and then let off after
some senior journalists were able to
put pressure on the Chief Minister’s
Office. Septuagenarians Advocate
Mohammad Shoaib and retired
Dalit Inspector General of Police
S.R. Darapuri were arrested, even
though they were detained at their
homes on the day the protests and
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violence took place and sent to jail.
The time and place of the arrest of
Advocate Shoaib and Darapuri were
wrongly shown.
Advocate Shoaib was not
produced before any Magistrate
nor did he sign any arrest memo. A
battery rickshaw puller Mohammad
Wakeel was killed by bullet injury in
Lucknow. The CM Yogi Adityanath
in a meeting on the evening of 19
December with senior administrative
and police officials spoke of taking
revenge on people who had indulged
in violence and later also said the
cost of damage to public property
will be recovered from the rioters.
After this, the police went berserk
and indulged in brutal repression.
They vandalised homes of well to
do Muslims in Muzaffarnagar like
Hamid Hasan, Intezar and Farooq
in Sarwat and Naseem Ahmed and
Ishtekhar in Khalapar, lathi-charged
gatherings of Muslims coming out
after performing Friday Namaz on
20 December in Meerut and even
opened fire. In Muzaffarnagar, local
Member of Parliament Sanjeev
Baliyan is alleged to have led the
rampaging mob which even attacked
the Saadat hostel, an orphanage. A
number of children were detained
from here. 21-year-old clothes
vendor Noor Mohammad was killed
by a bullet injury in his forehead.
13.5-year-old Mohammad Ahmed,
a student of class IX of Himalayan
Public School, and his elder sister
Rukaiyya, who was about to get
married, received injuries in leg
and head, respectively, when about
a hundred police personnel attacked
their home.
In Meerut, 17 people have
received bullet injuries, of whom
5 are officially and one more are
unofficially dead. Among the dead
include Aleem, a 24-year-old roti

maker, Mohammad Asif, a 20-yearold battery rickshaw puller and
Mohammad Mohsin, a 30-year-old
scrap dealer. Aleem was shot in the
temple and Asif and Mohsin on
their chests. Asif, who had a Delhi
identity card, was accused by the
police of having brought 20–30
people from Delhi to create a riot
in Meerut.
In Kanpur, where 3 deaths have
taken place and 28 people have
been injured, 4 of them seriously,
the police is alleged to have used
private arms. The dead include
Rais, a 30-year-old daily wage
labourer, Aftab, a 30-year-old
painter, and Saif, who was 26 years
old. Mustakeem, 22 years and Adil,
19 years, are in jail and their families
are devastated.
Over 20 deaths have taken
place in UP, the only state except
for Karnataka where people have
died of bullet injuries. Except for a
death in Bijnor, police has refused
to acknowledge that the deaths have
been caused by their weapons.
When the injured were taken
to government hospitals, they
refused to entertain them saying
that there were instructions from the
administration not to treat people
with bullet injuries. A number of
people injured in police firing did
not go to any doctor for the fear of
their names being included in the
FIRs making them liable to pay for
damage to public property caused
due to rioting.
Targetting of Muslims
Even though common citizens
including non-Muslims participated
in protests almost everywhere, the
police and administration targeted
only Muslims to create an impression
that it was Muslims who created
trouble. Prime Minister Narendra

Modi even said that miscreants can
be recognised from their dress. The
ruling BJP was clearly indulging
in politics of polarisation and
communalisation by doing this.
All the more than 20 people
who died of bullet injuries in UP
are Muslim youth. It was violence
not between two groups of citizens.
There were people on one side and
police on the other and police is
the one who had arms. The police
version that bullets were not fired
by them doesn’t hold any credibility.
In Lucknow, in FIR No. 600
registered at Hazratganj Police
Station on 20 December, among
the 39 accused, 36 are Muslims. In
Muzaffarnagar, on 21 December,
in FIR No. 684 registered at Civil
Lines Police Station and FIR No.
1161 registered at Kotwali Nagar
Police Station respectively, 107
and 151 people have been named
as accused. All are Muslims. 2,5003,000 unnamed people have also
been mentioned in both FIRs.
Advocate Mohammad Shoaib
heads an organisation called Rihai
Manch which fights for the right
of Muslim youth falsely implicated
in terror cases. He has got 13 such
youth acquitted from Court. Rihai
Manch was targeted by the police as
one of the main organisations which
organised the protests.
The pattern is clear. It was the
Muslims who have been attacked
during vandalism, arson, looting and
police firing and it is they against
whom FIRs have been registered.
More than a thousand people who
went to jail are mostly Muslims. The
modus operandi is to make victims
the accused. As FIRs have been
registered against mostly Muslims,
it is now assumed that they are
the ones who created trouble and
hence cost of damage to any public
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property must be recovered from
them. Thus they have been doubly
victimised. A number of people
have received notices for recovery
totalling crores of rupees.
Summary
In the nationwide protests
against Citizenship Amendment
Act and National Register of
Citizens, peaceful protests have
been organised by citizens all over
the country. Some protests like in
Hyderabad had as many as 6–7
million people participating, but they
became violent only in states where
Bhartiya Janata Party was in power
or had direct control over the police
like in Delhi.
Academic campuses like Jamia
Millia University in Delhi and
Aligarh Muslim University were
attacked by the police without
seeking permission from the ViceChancellor to enter the campuses.
One student lost a hand, another a
thumb and yet another an eye.
Over 20 people killed in UP
by bullet injuries were all Muslim
youth. Police claim that except in
one case, none of these deaths took
place because of their weapons.
In Kanpur police have allegedly
used private arms so that they can’t
be held accountable. Most of the
over thousand arrested are also
Muslims. Most names in FIRs are
those of Muslims. Thus, they have
been shown as perpetrators and it is
from them that the cost of damage
to public property is sought to be
recovered. Innocent Muslims and
activists have thereby been doubly
victimised. Most victims or their
families have not been able to file
FIRs against the police as they fear
that they would thus be identified
and their properties may be seized
towards the recovery of the cost
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of damage to public property from
them.
It is a politics of divisiveness,
polarisation and communalisation
for political gains. The government
has become an enemy towards
a segment of the population—
Muslims and people who don’t agree
with its views. The Chief Minister
of Uttar Pradesh Yogi Adityanath
asked the officials to take revenge
on people who indulged in violence,
after which the police went berserk
and committed severe brutality upon
people. In some districts where
police chiefs didn’t follow CM’s
orders and used their own wisdom to
control mobs, there was not so much
violence. Hence the chief executive
can be directly held responsible for
all the police atrocities.
The fundamental rights of
people are being curbed. Right to
freedom of expression, to assemble
peaceably without arms and to move

around throughout the territory of
India are being violated. It is creating
problems for even the women who
are protesting with their small
children. The brutal repression of
the movement against CAA–NRC
has created an atmosphere of fear in
which women in large numbers are
now on 24-hour protests at various
places in India, most importantly
in Shaheen Bagh, Delhi. State
Assemblies of Kerala and Punjab
have passed a resolution against
CAA and NRC and a number of
other State Governments where
opposition parties are in power
have announced that they will not
implement NRC.
(Sandeep Pandey is a social activist,
Magsaysay Award recipient, Ph.D.
from the University of California,
and has taught at several prominent
educational institutions in the
country.)

The Ghosts of Auschwitz: Inside Hitler's
Killing Machine
Priyanjali Malik
Seventy years ago this week,
Soviet soldiers liberated the
Auschwitz–Birkenau complex
where they found about 7,000
desperately ill and emaciated
prisoners and 600 corpses. They also
found 370,000 men’s suits, 837,000
items of women’s clothing and 7.7
tonnes of human hair.
And thus the efficient killing
machine of the Third Reich was
exposed to the wider world.
Though the retreating Nazis
had tried to destroy the evidence
of their genocide, the full extent of
the horrors soon became apparent.
However, stories about the true nature

of Auschwitz had been filtering out
since 1941, with later reports being
quite explicit about the purpose of
the concentration and extermination
camps. The concentration camps
had been built by the Nazis to
imprison ‘undesirable’ people,
including political opponents who
then provided forced labour for
surrounding factories; extermination
camps were built to liquidate these
undesirable people, erasing all traces
of them.
Yet, despite the accounts of
escaped prisoners and the Polish
government-in-exile; despite the
Nazis’ open disenfranchising,
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stigmatising and persecution of
the Jews; despite the evidence
of forced repatriation to Jewish
ghettoes; and despite the pogroms
and the disappearances in Eastern
Europe in the wake of the advancing
Wehrmacht, the world politely
looked away. Nor indeed was this
the last genocide of the 20th century:
we have become good at averting
our gaze.
We now know that 1.3 million
men, women and children were
sent to the Auschwitz–Birkenau
complex. Of those, 1.1 million were
killed, most gassed to the death,
the rest succumbing to illness,
starvation, individual executions
and medical experiments. Of that
number, 960,000 were Jews; the
remainder comprised non-Jewish
Poles, Soviet prisoners-of-war,
Roma (or Gypsies) and others
considered undesirable by the Third
Reich.
It is estimated that 5.5–6
million Jews were killed during
the Holocaust, the hyphen between
the two numbers representing up to
half a million untraceable people,
itself a testament to the Nazi desire
to completely erase a people from
the face of this earth purely because
of their religion. We also know that
the killing was organised, efficient,
industrial; it had the full might of the
state behind it.
Yet the decision to kill every last
Jew in Europe—the so-called ‘Final
Solution to the Jewish Question’—
was arrived at incrementally.
Though the policies to implement
the Final Solution were finalised at
the Wannsee Conference of January
1942, the carefully coded language
used to disseminate the instructions
to transport Jews to the extermination
camps was only understandable
because of the policies adopted by

the Third Reich from 1933 onwards.
By then, the persecution of the Jews
had legal force; from persecution to
‘extermination’ (that was the Nazi
term for the killing) was a small step.
The Nazis did not waste time
after gaining power in January 1933
in creating an Aryan homeland. By
April 1, they had implemented a
boycott of Jewish businesses, which
eventually also enabled certain
businesses to be ‘Aryanised’, or
forcibly sold to Germans. By April
7, Hitler’s party had passed the
‘Law for the Restoration of the
Professional Civil Service’ which
disbarred Jews and other ‘nonAryans’ from practising the Law,
serving in the civil services or
holding public positions—which
included teaching and being an
editor or a proprietor of newspapers.
Jewish students were restricted by
quotas, and Jewish doctors were
either dismissed or urged to resign.
Works by Jewish composers, authors
and artists could not be performed.
On May 10, 1933, German
students burned more than 25,000
books in the square by the Berlin
State Opera, declaring them ‘unGerman’ in spirit. In those ashes
were books by Jewish authors
as well as left-leaning or liberal
Germans. It was the start of extreme
censorship where the Party decided
on what constituted, in the words
of Joseph Goebbels who addressed
the crowd, ‘decency and morality in
family and state’.
The severe curtailing of the
livelihood for the Jews succeeded
in spurring about 50,000 Jews (out
of an original 523,000 in 1933) to
leave Germany by the end of 1934.
Additionally, in July 1933, the
Nazis legislated to strip naturalised
German–Jews of their citizenship,
paving the way for recent immigrants

to be deported.
Taken together, these steps
segregated the Jews socially
and economically as interaction
between Jews and non-Jews was
discouraged by propaganda and
enforced by party activist thuggery.
However, the violence was affecting
Germany’s economy and image, so
by 1935, Hitler had to rein in the
party activists. They were placated,
however, with the next set of laws,
promulgated in September 1935 in
Nuremberg.
The Nuremberg Laws defined
citizenship and race: the two main
laws and 13 supplementary laws
added in the years that followed
defined Jews, marginalised them
and eventually stripped them of
all their rights. The first law, ‘The
Law for the Protection of German
Blood and German Honour’ forbade
marriages between Jews and those of
‘German blood’ (Article 1), as also
extramarital relations between the
two (Article 2). Jewish households
could not employ German women
below the age of 45 (Article 3) and
were forbidden from displaying
the Reich colours; however, they
were encouraged to display ‘Jewish
colours’ (Article 4).
The Reich Citizenship Law
defined German citizens as a ‘a
person who enjoys the protection
of the German Reich’ (Article 1),
defined further as one ‘who is of
German or related blood, and who
proves by his conduct that he is
willing and fit to faithfully serve
the German people and the Reich.’
These privileges were acquired
through ‘the granting of a Reich
citizenship certificate’ (Article 2).
With this, the disenfranchisement
and persecution of the Jews had legal
sanction. However, the Nazis were
emboldened by the fact that their
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treatment of the Jews appeared to
be given free rein by the rest of the
world. The persecution of the Jews
in this phase reached its apotheosis
in the Kristallnacht of November
1938, when Nazi storm-troopers
attacked Jewish homes, businesses
and synagogues in revenge for the
killing of a German diplomat in
France by a young, perhaps unstable
Jewish man whose parents had been
deported to Poland by the Gestapo.
Thirty thousand Jewish men
were also rounded up that night and
sent to concentration camps. The
world’s press reacted with great
indignation to the events of that
night, but that was it. Hitler was not
challenged, and it encouraged the
next step, which was the execution
of Jews in Eastern Europe by Nazi
death squads, or Einsatzgruppen,
starting in 1939.
These executions—conducted
at close range, with the victims shot
in the head or the neck—claimed
1.3 million Jewish lives. Still, the
world said nothing. In the meantime,
physically shooting each Jew (man,
woman and child, young and old)
was taking its toll on German
soldiers, especially as the number
of Jews in territories under German
control escalated with the invasion
of Russia in 1941. The Nazis then
moved to a more efficient method,
which was industrial-scale gassing.
Auschwitz, with its five gas
chambers and attached crematoria,
today stands in silent testimony to
that industrialisation of murder.
And yet, for every victim of
those industrialised killing, there
were those who made that death
possible. Murder on this scale
could happen only because these
individuals had the might of the state
behind them. They were shielded
by the orders they followed, orders
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that were buttressed by laws that
had been passed by the government.
The case of Adolf Eichmann’s trial
illustrates this starkly.
Eichmann’s notoriety is perhaps
greater in death than in life. A midlevel Nazi functionary who rose
to Lieutenant-Colonel, Eichmann
headed the SS department that
dealt with Jewish affairs. He took
his orders for Reinhard Heydrich
(the architect of the Final Solution)
and ultimately, Heinrich Himmler,
and was eventually tasked with
the logistics of the Final Solution:
the identifying, collecting
and transporting of Jews to the
extermination camps in Poland.
In other words, he was a
bureaucrat, and, judging by the
millions he rounded up to send on to
Auschwitz and other extermination
camps, an efficient one. Eichhmann
is famous, though, for the manner
of his death—he was kidnapped by
the Israeli state from Argentina in
1960, where he was hiding after the
war, put on trial in Israel and found
guilty of war crimes, crimes against
humanity and crimes against the
Jewish people, for which he was
hanged to death in 1962.
Yet his trial was important for it
allowed survivors to face a person
rather than a faceless state as they
relived the terrors of their survival:
the horrors of the ghettoes; the
selection by their own people (the
Council of Elders, for the Nazis in
a cruel twist, put Jews in charge of
selecting other Jews for their death:
the Elders did so in the vain hope
that their close family would be
saved as they were allowed to offer
a list of people to be protected,
but of course that list, the author
and the names on them eventually
came under the crushing wheels of
the killing machine); the endless

paperwork before transport where
those selected documented their
properties and wealth; the crammed
cattle transports; the selection at the
camps into those who would die
immediately and those who would
be used by the Nazis for work or
other purposes; and finally, the
dehumanising indignity of survival
in the concentration camps.
The philosopher Hannah Arendt
described the trial in a book that
caused almost as much controversy
as Eichmann’s trial itself, for she
subtitled it A Report on the Banality
of Evil. And yet, to truly understand
that subtitle is to grasp the horrors
of the state-sponsored killing
machine that the Nazis put in place.
Eichmann’s defence was that he was
merely following orders.
Yes, he rounded up people in
order to send them to their death,
but that was his job, and he did it
well. He did not personally shoot
them, or shepherd them into the gas
chambers: his job was to identify,
collect and transport Jewish people
because they were Jewish people
and the state had declared Jews noncitizens, who by their very presence
were a problem for the Fatherland.
He went on to explain that he
personally had nothing against Jews;
to the contrary, he was proud that
he knew more about Zionism than
about Hitler’s writings. Moreover,
what he did was, in his eyes, legal,
for the state had already sanctioned
the segregation and persecution of
the Jews through the laws of 1933
and 1935. He was proud that he did
his job well and had advanced up the
bureaucratic machinery.
It is important to note that
Eichmann was not stupid. Most
senior Nazi officials were highly
educated. But as Roger Berkowitz
explained, Eichmann was a ‘joiner’.
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He found meaning and purpose in
the Nazi movement; joining allowed
him to commit to the higher purpose
stated in the movement’s propaganda.
Surrounded by like-minded people,
his faith was untroubled by doubts or
questioning, for his comrades were
equally unswerving in their fidelity
to the movement.
This then is the banality of
evil. That the state-sponsored
killing machine was evil is beyond
a doubt. Nor is their any doubt
about the evilness that sent Jews,
Roma, disabled people, criminals,
homosexuals and prisoners of war
to their death.
Rather it is the fact that the
State enabled these murders with
legislation—turning the killing into
a bureaucratic exercise. Language
too is important. The Jews were
a ‘problem’ that required a ‘final
solution’. The code did not just
allow the Nazis to dissemble about
the main purpose of the transports.
It also cloaked the whole enterprise
in officialese.

As Eichmann was to declare at
one point during his trial, ‘Officialese
[Amtssprache] is my only language.’
As for conscience, well, Arendt
explains that Hitler came up with a
neat solution to ‘solving the problem
of conscience’: this was a time of
war, and the security argument made
these killings justifiable.
The horrors of the Holocaust
haunt us, as they should. The
efficiency of the Nazi killing
machine required that the bodies be
incinerated to remove all traces of
their existence, but not before they
were harvested for valuables. To
return to Auschwitz, those sent to the
gas chambers were first ordered to
undress and leave their valuables in a
pile (they were told they were going
into a shower room to be de-loused).
Once they were stuffed into
the overcrowded chamber, the
doors were sealed and the cyanide
introduced. Death followed soon
after. Then, Sonderkommando—
other Jewish prisoners made to
work for the Nazi regime—were

sent in to harvest the bodies: remove
any remaining jewellery, shave off
the women’s hair to be used by
industry (for example, in stuffing
mattresses), and removing any gold
fillings from teeth. As the Nazis
proudly documented, in 1944, they
harvested 10–12 kg of gold a month
from Auschwitz.
This was death dehumanised. We
vowed, never again. And watched as
genocide unfolded in Cambodia
in the 1970s, Rwanda in the 1994,
Bosnia in 1995 and Darfur in the
2000s. We protested that these were
spontaneous, could not have been
foreseen, were of a different type
than the state-sponsored killings of
the European Jews.
And yet today we are
watching another state attempt to
disenfranchise a people because of
their religion. How long will we
stay silent?
(Priyanjali Malik is a London-based
researcher.)

Smokescreen of Numbers
Jayati Ghosh
It’s finally time to call the bluff:
the Union budget has become a
completely meaningless—even
misleading—exercise. Those of us
who take either the pronouncements
or the numbers mentioned on
expected revenues and projected
spending in the budget documents
seriously are being made fools of.
So we should stop wasting our
time poring over the numbers and
pretending that these suggest any
direction for the Union government’s
fiscal policy, because they don’t.
It’s obviously a shame that
this should be the case, especially

since this year the finance minister
subjected the people to the longestever budget speech in Indian history,
which (despite its inordinate length)
actually provided no vision or
plan for the recovery of the Indian
economy. There was some amount
of tinkering with tax rates and other
concessions: all in the expected
direction of favouring large capital,
including foreign portfolio investors,
and richer individuals within the
country. Meanwhile, the crucial
need to do something immediately
to revive mass consumption demand
by significantly increasing public

spending in areas like agriculture,
rural development and food was
simply ignored.
But apart from the lack of
vision, what is more worrying is
that the numbers being provided
in the budget are now completely
unreliable, and we cannot place
any reliance on them. There was
always some discrepancy between
budget estimates, revised estimates
and actuals over the years, but such
differences were relatively minor.
Under the National Democratic
Alliance government, and especially
since the previous year, the
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differences have become so vast that
the budget estimates tell us nothing
about what will actually be received
or spent by the government. So the
documents tabled in Parliament are
in effect of no use whatsoever.
Part of the reason for this is
because the timing of the budget
has been moved forward by a full
month; so it is presented on the first
day of February rather than the last
as used to be the case. Because of
this, official data on receipts and
expenditures are only available until
the end of December and, therefore,
the revenues and expenditure for
the last quarter of the fiscal year
simply have to be guessed at. This
has allowed the government to make
extravagant projections for the final
quarter, even when there is absolutely
no justification for doing so. So the
revised estimates presented in the
budget may or may not be met even
in the current year—and the chances
are that both revenues and spending
will be significantly lower than the
estimates.
Consider revenues, for example.
Last year, the budget presented
revised estimates for tax revenues
that exceeded the eventual actual
figure by a whopping Rs 1,67,195
crore. While the revised estimate
could fool the public, obviously the
finance ministry knew what was
going on, so it cut back on public
spending from January onwards and
enforced huge cuts in certain areas.
The biggest cuts were in food and
public distribution, agriculture and
transfers to state governments—in
other words, precisely the areas
that needed the largest increases in
spending.
The same thing appears to be
happening this year, possibly because
the Central government got away
with this remarkable sleight of hand
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when, in fact, the finance minister
should have been called out for lying
to Parliament. This year, once again,
it is clear that very over-optimistic
claims are being made for revenues
in the final quarter of the year, if we
compare with the amounts collected
by the end of December 2019. Total
receipts of the Central government
were only Rs 11.78 lakh crore at
the end of December but the budget
claims that in the next three months
the government will pick up another
Rs 15.21 lakh crore—in other words,
more than double of what has been
collected so far! Similarly, tax
revenues are supposed to increase
by more than 66 per cent, with
corporation taxes projected to more
than double, and income taxes to go
up by nearly 80 per cent, just in the
last quarter of this year. Obviously,
all this is not going to happen, and
the finance ministry knows that as
well as anyone else. So the chances
are that the government has already
started cutting back on essential
spending that affects the lives of
the people.
Some of this is already evident.
For example, spending on agriculture
has been only 60 per cent of the
budget amount over nine months of
the year, and it is likely that there
will be a further clampdown on such
spending. Ditto for health, education
and other areas that the government
likes to talk about but provides little
money for.
The outlay on the food subsidy
has been cut from the budget
estimate of Rs 1.84 lakh crore to
Rs 1.08 lakh crore. This really
means that not only will states not
receive the required inputs to ensure
food distribution, but the Food
Corporation of India will continue
to suffer losses and have to take on
debt because it is simply not getting

paid by the Central government. The
MGNREGA—a crucial programme
in these times of unemployment and
rural distress—is also being starved
of funds. It is estimated that just to
be maintained at its current level, a
budgetary allocation of Rs 1 lakh
crore is required, but this budget
actually cuts the existing inadequate
projected spending of Rs 71,000
crore by a further Rs 9,500 crore for
the coming year.
State governments are also being
starved of funds by the Centre,
which is appalling because they are
the ones responsible for most of
the spending that affects people’s
lives. Not only has the Centre not
paid the GST compensation fund
that is legally due to them, but it
has also announced that henceforth
such payments will depend on
what is raised from the cess for that
purpose rather than the agreed upon
payments. And it has not transferred
even the regular share of GST
payments due to the states, creating
mini fiscal crises in many states.
Similarly, the much-vaunted
infrastructure boost is mostly hype.
Much of the supposedly big increase
in capital expenditure relates to
payments to the Bharat Sanchar
Nigam Limited and the Mahanagar
Telephone Nigam Limited for
refund for 4G charges and shift
in categories because Jammu and
Kashmir and Ladakh have become
Union territories.
The bottom line is that despite
all the smoke and mirrors and blatant
attempts to fudge the data, it is clear
that this budget will not provide
the required fiscal stimulus to kickstart the economy. The few benefits
of this budget will go to a handful
of crony capitalists and, possibly,
some foreign portfolio investors who
will face much reduced taxation.
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The people of India will continue
to suffer terrible and worsening
economic conditions, and have to
be distracted by cries of nationalism
and majoritarian triumphalism.
( J a y a t i G h o s h i s P ro f e s s o r
of Economics at the Centre for
Economic Studies and Planning,
Jawaharlal Nehru University,
Delhi.)
C.P. Chandrasekhar adds:
Two numbers stand out in
the Budget, which indicate that
government if it wished could
have pulled off a stimulus to the
economy. First is an increase in
the government’s non-tax revenues
from communication services, from
Rs 59,000 crore in 2019–20 to Rs
1,33,000 crore in 2020–21. This
is because of the Supreme Court
judgement on the underpayment
of dues on account of licence fees
and spectrum charges by telecom
companies. But the government has
already eroded this benefit. That is
because in September 2019, in the
name of stimulating the economy
and accelerating high growth, the
government cut the corporate tax
rate sharply, handing over a bonanza
to the corporate sector amounting
to close to Rs. 1.5 lakh crore. While
that measure may have boosted the
profits of big business, it did little to
push up growth. On the other hand,
the concession has resulted in a loss
of revenues larger than what the
telecom windfall offered.
The second significant number
in the Budget is the projection that
the government’s receipts from
disinvestment of public sector equity
in 2021 will amount to a staggering
Rs 2,10,000 crore. This includes
receipts from the privatisation
of non-financial sector public

enterprises to the tune of Rs 1,20,000
crore and another Rs 90,000 crore
from sale of equity in public sector
banks and financial institutions like
the Life Insurance Corporation. This
rush to privatise is to begin even
earlier, as the government seeks to
get more from sale of assets this year
as well. In the budget for 2019–20,
the government had provided for
receipts from privatisation of Rs
1,05,000 crore. As of the end of
January 2020, it had managed to
mobilise only around Rs 18,000
crore. Yet, the revised estimates for
this fiscal year (2019–20) provided
in the Budget papers say that receipts
from disinvestment would amount to
Rs 65,000 crore. If such large sums
are to be mobilised in the next two
months and in the coming year, some
of the best assets in the public sector
have to be put on sale.
And yet, Finance Minister
Nirmala Sitharaman’s budget does
not see any increase its expenditure
levels. According to the budget
papers, Central government
expenditure in 2019–20 would
amount to 13.6% of GDP. The
figure for 2019–20 is projected at
a marginally lower 13.5% in 2020–
21. That amounts to an effective

standstill on the spending front.
Nor is the government planning
to spend money on projects and
programmes that will help the poor
already badly hit by demonetisation
and the growth slowdown.
In sum, this budget does nothing
for either growth or welfare. It
perhaps does not intend to. The
government has possibly given up
on being the locomotive that can pull
the economy out of its descent into
recession. Given the numbers, it is
clear that in the short run the only
way out was to borrow substantially
more and spend in order to raise
demand for the private sector and
spur investment and growth. But the
finance minister seemed comfortable
declaring that the fiscal deficits in
2019–20 and 2020–21 would deviate
from the targets of 3.3% and 3% of
GDP respectively only marginally
to touch 3.8% and 3.5%. Although
these numbers are suspect and the
deficit is likely to be much higher,
the obsession with deficit control has
implied that this budget does little to
address the recession.
(C.P. Chandrasekhar is a former
professor of economics at Jawaharlal
Nehru University, New Delhi.)

No Roadmap in Budget to Increase
Farmers' Income
Kabir Agarwal
While the broad consensus
among economists was that the
government needed to focus on
putting money in the hands of
those who are at the bottom of the
pyramid, the 2020–21 budget has
stayed away from making any such
commitments.
The focus, in particular, had

to be on providing a fillip to rural
incomes as the current slowdown
began in rural India, with rural wage
growth showing a declining trend
since 2014, and got particularly
severe after demonetisation.
This is crucial too as the
government has set itself the
ambitious target of doubling farmers’
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incomes by 2022 with 2015 as the
reference year. But, even the first
full budget of NDA 2 in July 2019,
did not outline how this was going
to be achieved.
The headline allocation for the
rural sector in the 2020–21 budget
is Rs 2.83 lakh crore, which is only
5.5% higher than the allocation last
year and is barely able to keep up
with inflation.
The two key schemes in place
to provide income support to rural
Indians are the Mahatma Gandhi
National Rural Employment
Guarantee Act (MGNREGA) and
the PM Kisan Saman Nidhi (PM
Kisan).
Finance Minister Nirmala
Sitharaman’s budget has allocated
9.1% less for MGNREGA than what
it expects to spend in 2019–20.
The finance minister has done
the opposite under PM Kisan. In
2019–20, the government expected
to spend Rs 54,000 crore till March
2020 against an allocation of Rs
75,000 crore. However, it has again
allocated Rs 75,000 crore under the
income support scheme. The scheme
has stuttered in the last year and
has been only been able to achieve
only about 50% of its targets. The
budget speech made no mention
of addressing the issues which are
plaguing the scheme.
The 16-point action plan that
Sitharaman did announce for the
agriculture sector is unlikely to
result in any significant increased
income in the near future. The plan
talks about increasing agricultural
credit, increasing food and fisheries
production, eliminating foot and
mouth disease, incentivising zero
budget farming, improving transport
facilities for perishable commodities.
But that all this is mere empty talk
is clear from the absence of any
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increased funding for agriculture in
the Budget.
The important farm-based
scheme, the Pradhan Mantri Fasal
Bima Yojana (PMFBY), which the
government had focussed on in the
previous years, failed to get much
attention this time in the budget
speech. While allocation for PMFBY
has increased by Rs 1,695 crore to
Rs 15,695 crore, the government yet
again has not addressed the issues
which ail the scheme. The scheme
is of limited benefit to farmers as
the claim payments are delayed by
months.
PM–Aasha which sought to
compensate farmers when they
sold their produce at less than MSP
has seen a one-third cut in budget
allocation, from Rs 1,500 crore last
year to Rs 500 crore this year. To put
this in perspective, the government
estimates that it will spend Rs 4,000
crore on the National Population
Register (NPR) exercise.
The cut would have been
understandable had market prices
been at par with MSPs. But, that
has not been the case. The market
prices have been consistently lower
than MSPs for most crops except for
wheat and rice.
The government has also reduced
its allocation for food subsidy by a
massive almost Rs 70,000 crore.
(Kabir Agarwal is a reporter for
The Wire.)
In another article, Kabir Agarwal
adds:
The Centre's ambitious PM–
Kisan scheme aimed at providing
direct support of Rs 6,000 annually
to farmers. The total amount of the
scheme, which came into effect on
December 1, 2018, is to be paid in
three equal instalments of Rs 2,000

every four months.
When the scheme was launched,
the government had estimated that
14.5 crore farmers will benefit
under the scheme. However, in the
one-year period between December
2018 and November 2019, only
7.62 crore or 52.6% farmers have
received the first instalment; nearly
6.5 crore farmers got the second
instalment; and 3.85 crore or 26.6%
of the beneficiaries received all the
three instalments; according to the
data received from Ministry of
Agriculture and Farmers' Welfare in
response to an RTI query.
Additionally, a report by The
Wire staff says: Budget 2020 Fails
MGNREGA Yet Again
Despite an acute funds crunch
faced by the Mahatma Gandhi
National Rural Employment
Guarantee Act (MGNREGA)
scheme, the budgetary allocation for
the 2020–2021 financial year (FY)
has only been increased marginally,
from Rs 60,000 crore to Rs 61,500
crore. This increase, however, when
compared with the revised estimate
of FY 2019–20, is actually 9.1% less.
In 2019–20, the revised estimate was
Rs 71,002 crore.
For the last few years, rural
distress has been visible across
India. There has been a sharp rise
in the number of people dependent
on the rural employment scheme
for their sustenance. The Centre
however is curtailing funds to run
the scheme.
According to the NREGA
Sangarsha Morcha, a national
platform of workers’ collectives,
trade unions, organisations and
individuals, an allocation of a
minimum Rs 1 lakh crore is required
to ensure a smooth running of the
scheme.
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A Brutal Attack on Justice and Civil Liberties in Imran Khan’s Pakistan
Ayesha Khan
When Imran Khan became
Prime Minister of Pakistan he
vowed to eradicate inequality. As an
opposition leader he campaigned on
the slogan, Do nahin, aik Pakistan
(Not two but one Pakistan) and
his party, Tehreek Insaaf, which
translates as “The Party of Justice,”
promised justice for all. Yet the very
idea of justice has been turned on its
head under his watch.
Two years ago, Naqueebullah
Mehsud, an ethnic Pashtun and
an aspiring model, was wrongly
profiled as a terrorist and killed in a
staged police encounter in Karachi.
The man allegedly responsible is
Rao Anwar, a senior superintendent
of police, who is accused of having
conducted more than 400 such
extrajudicial “encounter killings”.
In the aftermath of Naquibullah’s
high profile murder however,
Pashtuns from his tribe began a
protest movement demanding justice
that grew to include the families
of several other victims who had
suffered ethnic profiling, enforced
disappearances and harassment at
the hands of security forces. The
movement became known as the
Pashtun Tahaffuz Movement (PTM)
and galvanised under the leadership
of the young and charismatic
Manzoor Pashteen.
Prior to the July 2018 election,
Imran Khan appeared sympathetic to
PTM and even attended some of their
rallies to show support. Since he has
taken office however the PTM has
seen a brutal crackdown. Although
the movement is entirely non-violent
and their rallies are organised as
peaceful protests, the questions that
they ask of the military and security

forces are embarrassing for the deep
state. As a result, they are denied any
space in the media. In fact, one of
their supporters, Sana Ejaz, lost her
job with the state broadcaster only
because she was sympathetic to the
movement.
They demand basic rights
enshrined within the framework
of the Pakistani Constitution but
are routinely painted as traitors
or foreign agents. In May, two of
their leaders who were elected
as members of Parliament from
North and South Waziristan in
the 2018 election were crossing a
security checkpoint along with their
supporters in their native Waziristan
when soldiers fired at them, killing
three and wounding several others.
The military claims the protesters
assaulted the post but video footage
released on social media showed
shots being fired from behind at
unarmed protesters. In the aftermath
of this Kharqamar incident, Ali
Wazir and Mohsin Dawar, both of
whom are members of Parliament
and were leading the PTM protest,
were arrested and sent to prison for
four months.
Tragically, Rao Anwar, the man
accused of killing hundreds, has
managed to stay out of prison. Even
an art exhibit honouring his victims
and depicting police brutality by an
artist in Karachi was ordered to be
shut down in October because the
authorities said that it paints Pakistan
in a poor light.
But PTM remains a thorn in
the deep state’s side. While leaders
of the mainstream political parties,
Asif Zardari of the Pakistan People’s
Party and Nawaz Sharif of the

Pakistan Muslim League, whom
Imran has consistently accused
of mega-corruption have been let
out of jail as they appear to have
compromised with the military
establishment, the PTM refuses to
compromise on its principles.
While previously they accused
the military of rigging the 2018
election, resulting in Imran Khan’s
“selection, not an election” as PPP’s
Bilawal Bhutto famously said,
recently both PPP and PML-N have
assented to a controversial three year
extension for the army chief, Qamar
Javed Bajwa. Upsetting supporters
who want to see civilian supremacy
and democracy strengthened
in Pakistan they nevertheless
signalled to the powerful military
establishment that if Imran Khan
fails to deliver (the economy is
in dire straits) either one of these
parties will be willing to take his
place in the hybrid democracy.
The PTM members of Parliament
however voted against the extension.
And although they currently only
have two seats in Parliament and
are therefore not able to influence
voting patterns, they do continue to
attract huge crowds in their rallies. A
recent rally in Bannu attracted such
massive crowds that it resulted in
the arrest of Manzoor Pashteen. And
while PTM cannot be discussed in
the local media, in a recent interview
to the BBC, Interior Minister, Ijaz
Shah, claimed Pashteen was arrested
because he did not protest in “the
right way”.
Yet his peaceful and principled
ways find traction among civil
society activists and many came out
to protest his arrest in Islamabad.
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Among them were students, college
professors, women’s rights and
climate change activists. Some had
no political affiliation and were not
Pashtun but came out in solidarity.
They too were arrested and taken to
jail on sedition charges, and although
most were subsequently released on
bail, those who exercise the right to
free speech or lawful assembly in
Pakistan are increasingly vulnerable
to state brutality.
Over the last year and a half,
opposition politicians have been
jailed on fabricated charges, judges
have been harassed for questioning
the military’s role in politics, lawyers
have been abducted for representing
missing people, journalists have
been muted on air and several have
lost their jobs and now students and
their teachers have been charged
with sedition. Although Imran Khan
promised a better Pakistan, not since
Zia ul Haq’s military dictatorship in
the eighties has Pakistan seen such a
repressive attack on basic freedoms.
(Ayesha Khan is a lawyer and author
of “Rodeo Drive to Raja Bazaar”.)
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France: Striking Workers Continue the Fight
Against Neoliberalism
Alan MacLeod
January 21, 2020: Nationwide
protests against the government
of Emanuel Macron entered their
seventh continuous week today
in France, as between 187,000 (a
government estimate) and 250,000
people (the unions’ count) took
to the streets to oppose Macron’s
plans to radically alter the country’s
pension plan, seen by many as the
crown jewel in France’s substantial
welfare state.
Led by transport unions, mass
protests occurred yesterday across
the country, including in Paris,
Lyon, Grenoble, Nantes, Dijon and
Angers. Meanwhile, in Nice, there
was a party atmosphere as activists
organised a torchlight evening
demonstration. Despite the lighthearted tone some of the protests
took, they now constitute the longest
and most intense actions against the
government since the famous May
1968 “revolution,” an event that
continues to define French society.
For weeks, transport unions have
blocked the capital’s arteries, with
the large majority of Paris’ famous
metro lines closed or virtually
unusable, an action that governmentowned train operator SNCF
estimates has cost them around
€700 million (US$775 million).
Likewise, suburban and national
services have been canceled, with
many people’s Christmas and New
Year plans affected.
Transport unions are the most
organised and committed in their
resistance to Macron’s agenda and
have shut down many of France’s
port cities, including Calais,

Dunkirk, Le Havre, La Rochelle
and Marseille, calling for “dead
ports” over the weekend. Yet as
the strike continues into its seventh
week, its intensity has waned, with
many strikers forced to go back
to work after their funds ran dry.
Another reason some have returned
to work is Prime Minister Edouard
Philippe’s announcement that he
would “temporarily” suspend the
controversial “pivot age” that would
see the de facto retirement age rise
from 62 to 67. Nevertheless, Philippe
has also said that the transport chaos
“has gone on for too long,” as the
government attempts to divide and
conquer the workers.
President Macron is attempting
to unify 42 separate state-funded
pension programs into one
amalgamated system that he argues
would be more fair and transparent.
However, this would mean many
unions would have to give up hardearned benefits for their members to
accept a national standard, including
a higher retirement age, as the
president attempts to mould France
into a new, neoliberal image.
However, just as the enthusiasm
from transport workers has waned,
they have found allies in strange
places. French lawyers, whose
union has managed to build up
an impressive €2 billion surplus
in pension funds, have struck in
opposition to the plan that they
fear would see it liquidated. Across
the country, legal workers have
theatrically thrown their gowns
down in a symbolic challenge to
the government. Yesterday also saw
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mass walkouts from schoolteachers.
Other groups have found
particularly creative ways to fight
Macron’s vision. Striking ballet
dancers performed a free show
on the steps of the famous Palais
Garnier opera house in Paris, while a
week later, the Paris Opera orchestra
staged their own al fresco concert.
Meanwhile, employees of the
Louvre Museum shut the building
down today, blocking the entrance
at the famous glass pyramid, telling
visitors that “the Mona Lisa is on
strike” and arguing that Macron’s
plan would “lower everyone’s
pensions.”
President Macron came to
power in 2017, winning in the final
round of the election against fascist
challenger Marine Le Pen. A strong
believer in neoliberalism and an
admirer of former British Prime
Minister Margaret Thatcher, he has
insisted that France must not merely
be reformed, but transformed, as
he attempts to radically alter the
shape of French society, away from
a social democratic model to one
more resembling the United States.
December opinion polls put his
approval rate at around 30 percent
and found that two-thirds of the
French public disapproves of him.
The protests are the longest and
among the most intense since those
of May 1968, a generation-defining
movement of wildcat strikes and
sit ins that led to a government,
fearful of a socialist revolution,
hastily decreeing sweeping worker
and citizen rights programs that
characterise French society today.
The French worker’s confidence
and disdain for the authority of
bosses emanates from the spirit
of that movement. For decades,
even conservative presidents feared
the power of organised labor.

However, Macron has been clear
in his intentions to end the welfare
state. Time will tell if his plans
will succeed. But from the looks
of things, there are a considerable
number of people who oppose them.
In another article written on
January 31, 2020, Alan MacLeod
added: In the last week of January,
France’s firefighters joined the
months-long nationwide protests
against President Emmanuel
Macron and his attempts to make
sweeping changes to French society.
The firefighters are protesting the
proposed retirement age changes
and worsening conditions. The
French government also gives
danger money bonuses to certain
professions. Firefighters are asking
that their bonuses be raised to match
those of the police.
(Alan MacLeod is a MintPress Staff
Writer as well as an academic and
writer for Fairness and Accuracy in
Reporting.)
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