DEPARTMENT OF BENGALI
REPORT ON SLOW AND ADVANCED LEARNER
As a part of Mentor-Mentee system, to identify and
segregate the Slow and Advanced-Learner of the academic
session 2020-2021, The Dept. of Bengali conducted an Oral
Assessment through discussion of a topic, contains 25 marks,
equally for the students of SEM-1, SEM-3 and SEM-5 on
09/01/2021 by the circulation of a Departmental Notice.
After that in a Departmental meeting, it is decided to upload
study material according to the requirement of Slow and
Advanced-Learner in Google Classroom. List of Slow and
Advanced -Learner from each semester was created by the
Department based on the result of the Assessment.

Dr. Ruchira SenGupta
H.O.D

DEPARTMENTAL NOTICE OF BENGALI
Date – 02/01/2021

Dept. of Bengali will take an Oral Assessment (Full Marks-25, SLOW
LEARNER- BELLOW 10 MARKS, ADVANCED LEARNER -10 AND ABOVE
MARKS) to identify and segregate The Slow and Advanced-Learner
for Mentor-Mentee system of SEM – 5, SEM – 3 and SEM – 1, 20202021.
The Schedule of the Assessments –
 SEM – 1: - Date – 06/01/2021 (10am-11am)
 SEM – 3: - Date – 06/01/2021 (3pm-5pm)
 SEM – 5: - Date – 06/01/2021 (10am-12noon)
The Assessment will be taken in scheduled Class Time as per Routine
through Google classroom.
Dr. Ruchira SenGupta
H.O.D

QUESTION FOR ORAL ASSESSMENT

BNGA, SEM-1:
রবী নাথ/শরৎচে র সািহত । (২৫)
BNGA, SEM-3:
িবভূিতভূষণ বে াপাধ ায় / তারাশংকর বে াপাধ ায় – এর সািহত । (২৫)
BNGA, SEM-5:
সতীনাথ ভাদুড়ী / বনফুল-এর সািহত । (২৫)

RESULT AND LIST OF SLOW AND ADVANCED-LEARNER – SEM-1, SEM-3 and
SEM-5 2020-21
F.M – 25
SLOW LEARNER- BELLOW 10 MARKS .
ADVANCED LEARNER -10 AND ABOVE MARKS.
SEM-1, BNGA 2020-21
Sl. No. Name
01.
Annapurna Hor
02.
Jayita Dutta
03.
Atreyee chaudhuri
04.
Soumita Roy
05.
Trisha Kumir
06.
Manjuri Shaw
07.
Kuheli Majhi
08.
Sibani Roy
09.
Aparna Das
10.
Sarita Shaw
SEM-3, BNGA 2020-21
Sl. No. Name
01.
Mousumi Kar
02.
Soumi Mondal
03.
Shreta Panja
04.
Annesha Nandi
05.
Suparna Das
06.
Jagriti Pradhan
07.
Sudipta Das
08.
Susmita Bose
09.
Moitry Haldar
10.
Sweety Naskar

Marks
09
12
14
15
14
15
08
17
17
14

Marks
14
18
17
21
20
18
16
08
11
12

Status
Slow-Learner
Advanced-Learner
Advanced-Learner
Advanced-Learner
Advanced-Learner
Advanced-Learner
Slow-Learner
Advanced-Learner
Advanced-Learner
Advanced-Learner

Status
Advanced-Learner
Advanced-Learner
Advanced-Learner
Advanced-Learner
Advanced-Learner
Advanced-Learner
Advanced-Learner
Slow-Learner
Advanced-Learner
Advanced-Learner

11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.

Sangita Biswas
Anindita Batabyal
Runa Khatun
Deepshikha Das
Mahuya Das
Sompurna
Mondal
Swapna Ganguly
Sanchari Ghosh
Riya Kundu
Arpita Karmakar
Debleena Das

17
18
16
16
17
08

Advanced-Learner
Advanced-Learner
Advanced-Learner
Advanced-Learner
Advanced-Learner
Slow-Learner

09
20
14
18
18

Slow-Learner
Advanced-Learner
Advanced-Learner
Advanced-Learner
Advanced-Learner

SEM-5, BNGA 2020-21
Sl. No. Name
01.
Adrika Ghosh
02.
Anima Debnath
03.
Debolina Samanta
04.
Disha Saha
05.
Kaushali Chakraborty
06.
Koli Dey
07.
Moumita Mondal
08.
Piu Ghosh
09.
Prity Das
10.
Priyanka Das
11.
Katha Das
12.
Shreyashi Boral
13.
Bichitra Ghosh
14.
Kamala Mondal
15.
Ishani Sarkar

Marks
15
14
09
08
12
11
15
16
08
15
18
19
15
08
08

Status
Advanced-Learner
Advanced-Learner
Slow-Learner
Slow-Learner
Advanced-Learner
Advanced-Learner
Advanced-Learner
Advanced-Learner
Slow-Learner
Advanced-Learner
Advanced-Learner
Advanced-Learner
Advanced-Learner
Slow-Learner
Slow-Learner

Dr. Ruchira SenGupta
H.O.D

DEPARTMENTAL NOTICE OF BENGALI
Date – 07/01/2021

An emergency Dept. Meeting will be held on 09/01/2021 at 05:00
PM through Google Meet. Faculty Members are requested to be
present.
Link will be provided before 10 minutes of the meeting.
Agenda:1. To discuss regarding the result of the Oral Assessment of Slow
and Advanced-Learner of SEM-1, SEM-3 and SEM-5 of 20202021, for providing them academic support according their
need, based on the list of Slow and Advanced-Learners, created
by the Department.

Dr. Ruchira SenGupta
H.O.D

RESOLUTION OF THE MEETING HELD ON – 09/01/2021
It resolved that according to the marks of the Oral Assessment the
Dept. of Bengali is segregating Slow and Advanced-Learner by
creating list from SEM-1, SEM-3 and SEM-5 of 2020-21 and study
material will be uploaded according to the need of them.

Madhumita Chakrabarti
Dr. Ruchira SenGupta
Dr. Mouri Majumdar
Dr. Riya Chakrabarti
Pataur Jaman
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Department of Education

1.Report on slow and advance learner:
The department of Education is always keen and ready to help all types of learners
whether the students are slow, average and advance learner in the classroom. There is no
doubt that in every classroom there can be slow, average and fast learner. So, education
department always try to provide the academic requirements and need of the students. The
first assessment was done by the use of lecture method, discussion method, PPT
demonstration, project method, class assignment etc. These teaching methods help to find out
to whom attention was needed the most in the classroom, whether students did understand the
topic well or not, whether students can grasp the topic well or not and also their memory and
concentration span can be understood.
It was not always easy for one teacher to differentiate between slow and advanced learner but
the second method was used as a discussion over the departmental meeting with the other
teachers by preparing list was quite helpful. The other way and the third method of the
assessment to find out slow and advance learner was according to the students’ activity
during the class room, their way of answering and the question they asked. whether the
students had keenness to learn and whether they were curious in nature and how they did
their homework and classwork, how they responded in the classroom and submitted their
assignment.
However, there are no slow learner found in the department yet but have few of advanced
learner in all the semesters. The sole purpose for finding the slow and advance learner was
not only to rectify the problem area but also meant for the improvement in teaching and
learning for the benefits of all.

sample of Questions-

sample of exam script-

List of slow learners- The department of education has not found any slow learner in the
department.

5. List of advanced learnersSl.
1.
2.
3.
4.

Semester 2
Supritty Samaddar
Ananya Goswami
Sweta Shaw
Debarati Majumder

Semester 4
Tamasa Chakraborty
Riya Atta
Nisha Shaw
Anchal Bhattachrya

Semester 6
Smrity Rekha Guha Roy
Indrani Bose
Nisha Raul

Routine of Remedial Class for the year 2020-21

South Calcutta Girls’ College
Date:4-07-2021

Department of Education will take the remedial classes according to the following routine
from 5.7.2020

Day

Time

Sem2

Sem4

Sem 6

Monday

7pm-8pm

AM

CL

SD

Wednesday

7pm-8pm

CL

SD

AM

Friday

7pm-8pm

SD

AM

CL

Sample of higher reference or PPT for advanced learners

Abhijit Mondal
Asst. Professor & Head , Dept. of Education,
South Calcutta Girls’ College

Department of History
The department assessed the learning methods of the students through the following methods
•
•
•
•
•

Test for assessing slow and advanced learners was not held in 2020-21.
Slow and advanced learners were identified based on their End Semester results, class
quiz and home assignments.
Easier study materials were given for slow learners and reference materials for advanced
learners.
Class and home assignments were given to both types of learners and their answrs were
discussed in class.
Sample questions were provided to the students.

Department of History
List of Advanced and Slow Learners Semester-II
Sl. No.

Roll nos.

Name of the learners

Advanced learner/
Slow learner

1.

20AH228

ANUSUYA ROY

Advanced Learner

2.

20AH265

BINA KUMARI RAI

Advanced Learner

3.

20AH204

ISHIKA GHOSH

Advanced Learner

4.

20AH337

JUHITA PATRA

Advanced Learner

5.

20AH390

KAJAL DAS

Advanced Learner

6.

20AH432

MRITTIKA MONDAL

Advanced Learner

7.

20AH439

PRITI BAIRAGI

Advanced Learner

8.

20AH407

RUPSHA CHOWDHURY

Advanced Learner

9.

20AH289

SAROJ MISHRA

Advanced Learner

10.

20AH207

SOMDUTTA TRIBEDI

Advanced Learner

11.

20AH202

SREEMAYE SARDAR

Advanced Learner

12.

20AH415

SUPARNA PAL

Advanced Learner

13.

20AH441

VAISHNAVI SHAW

Advanced Learner

14.

20AH279

ISHITA ADDYA

Slow Learner

15.

20AH259

AFREEN PARVEEN

Slow learner

16.

20AH213

ARPITA GHOSH

Slow learner

17.

20AH285

ATUFA SARFARAZ

Slow learner

18.

20AH371

ESHA BAIRAGI

Slow learner

19.

20AH448

HADEEQA RASOOL

Slow learner

20.

20AH304

NEHA CHOWDHURY

Slow learner

21.

20AH384

NILUFAR ALAM

Slow learner

22.

20AH348

PRIYANKA PAL

Slow Learner

23.

20AH397

PUJA DAS

Slow Learner

24.

20AH246

SREEMOYEE BASU

Slow learner

20AH235

TASHEEN REZA

Sl. No.

Roll nos.

Name of the learners

Advanced learner/
Slow learner

1.

19AH416

Anisha Rahamat

Advanced Learner

2.

19AH417

Arpita sarkar

Advanced Learner

3.

19AH419

Bipasa Roy

Advanced Learner

4.

19AH425

Ishita Dey

Advanced Learner

5.

19AH427

Koyel Sadhukhan

Advanced Learner

6.

19AH428

Mehjabi Khatoon

Advanced Learner

7.

19AH433

Rinika Mondal

Advanced Learner

8.

19AH437

Sk. Zamima

Advanced Learner

9.

19AH586

Sonia Majumder

Advanced Learner

10.

19AH439

Sriti Mullick

Advanced Learner

11.

19AH571

Subhashree Sadhukhan

Advanced Learner

12.

19AH442

Tanushri Mondal

Advanced Learner

13.

18AH462

Rupsa Dutta

Advanced Learner

14.

19AH443

Upasana Biswas

Advanced Learner

15.

19AH415

Alisa Khatoon

Slow learner

16.

19AH423

Guria Kumari Shaw

Slow learner

17.

19AH430

Nandini Mondal

Slow learner

18.

19AH431

Ozama Parveen

Slow learner

19.

19AH432

Priyanka Das

Slow learner

20.

19AH434

Ritu Naskar

Slow learner

21.

19AH438

Sonia Prasad

Slow learner

22.

19AH440

Swarnali Law

Slow learner

25.

Slow learner

Semester-IV

Semester-VI
Sl. No.

Roll nos.

Name of the learners

Advanced learner/
Slow learner

1.

18AH524

ANKITA PAN

Advanced Learner

2.

18AH523

DEBARATI BHATTACHARJEE

Advanced Learner

3.

18AH378

MADHUPARNA SAMANTA

Advanced Learner

4.

18AH552

SABANI MURMU

Advanced Learner

5.

18AH525

SHAMA PARVEEN

Advanced Learner

6.

18AH389

SHOUNLY GUHA ROY

Advanced Learner

7.

18AH403

AHMEN NISHA BEGUM

Slow learner

8.

18AH377

TANIA MUKHERJEE

Slow learner

9.

18AH380

TITEN DAS

Slow learner

South CalCutta GirlS’ ColleGe
Department of History

Notice for Remedial Class
Notice No.: 012/20212022.

Date:07.07.2021

The department of History will take the remedial classes according to the following schedule:

2nd semester

4th Semester

6th Semester

Friday 9. 07.21

ND (78 pm)



GH (78 pm)

Saturday 10. 7. 21

SC (78 pm)

RJ (78 pm)



Monday 12. 7. 21

RJ (78 pm)

NS (910 am)

ND (78 pm)

Wednesday 14. 7. 21

NS (78 pm)

GH (910 am)

RJ (78 pm)

Friday 16.7.2021

ND (78 pm)



GH (78 pm)

Day & Date

(Modern Asian Studies, 30, 3 1996, pp.681-737)
Secularists, Subalterns and the Stigma of 'Communalism':
Partition Historiography Revisited
Ayesha Jalal
Scholarship on the partition of India has produced more conflicting arguments than
can be synthesised neatly to provide a definitive view of this watershed event in South Asian
history. Apart from the very complex nature of the subject, its continuing role in fanning inter
and intra-state tensions in contemporary South Asia has led historians to privilege the gloss of
nationality rather more than the thrust of scholarship. The few intellectuals who have sought
to transcend the limiting constraints of their nation-states are constantly reminded of their
national origins in the critiques and counter-critiques that have characterised partition
historiography. Even non-partisan scholarship rarely escapes being labelled 'made in India' or
'made in Pakistan'. To be relatively immune from the politics and emotionalism that have so
mired the debate on partition and its aftermath requires a none-too-easy negotiation of
identities centred around the nation-state which the tortuous process of division left in its
wake.
During the past decade or so a new generation of scholars has been questioning
received 'national' wisdoms on partition. Yet even as old orthodoxies recede before the flood
of fresh historical evidence and earlier certitudes are overturned by newly detected
contradictions, the bitterness that for so long vitiated meaningful debate on the subject shows
few signs of abating. Far from healing the multiple fractures which turned the promised dawn
of freedom into a painful moment of separation, the march of time in many instances has cast
partition historiography into a more rigid mould. The psychological legacy of partition has
left a much deeper impact on people's minds than the social, economic and political dynamics
that led to the division. Whether the two dimensions should be separated quite as surgically as
India was dismembered by the partitioner's axe is itself an issue of considerable disagreement
among historians. If secularists still acknowledge the significance of historical context and
contingent events, albeit by reaffirming the stigma of 'communalism',1 the recent subaltern
intervention deems the pain and violence that attended the lives of ordinary people to be far
more important than the political fact of partition.2 The apparently irreconcilable, yet partially
imbricated, secularist and subalternist positions with their loud claims and equally deafening
silences afford an opportunity to rethink the notion of 'communalism' and reappraise the
debates over the history and meaning of partition.
In his edited anthology in OUP's 'Themes in Indian History' series Mushirul Hasan
sets about surveying partition historiography, especially as it has developed over the past two
decades, but also incorporating selections from the writings and speeches of some of the key
actors in the drama. With a welter of writings on Muslim politics to his credit, Hasan is a
worthy candidate for the task. He has made his selections judiciously, capping the project
Mushirul Hasan (ed.), India's Partition: Process, Strategy and Mobilization, Oxford
University Press: Delhi, 1993.
1

2

Gyanendra Pandey, 'The Prose of Otherness', in David Arnold and David Hardiman
(eds.), Subaltern Studies VIII: Essays in Honour of Ranajit Guha, Delhi, 1994.
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with a broad ranging introduction which delineates the main contours of an ongoing debate
and highlights aspects that have remained understudied. Rather than extract sections from
major books, Hasan has generally preferred to select essays and review articles from journals.
This collection of over a dozen previously published pieces - including Asim Roy's masterly
review of works on the high politics of partition; several important articles on Muslim politics
in U.P., Bengal and the Punjab; a translation of Sadaat Hasan Manto's much acclaimed short
story Toba Tek Singh and a useful annotated bibliography - will be welcomed by students of
partition in particular and of South Asian history in general. Whether scholars of partition
will be entirely satisfied with the end result is more open to question.
Explanations of why the subcontinent came to be partitioned had long remained
trapped within the rival paradigms of the 'two-nation' theory lauded on the Pakistani side of
the divide and the 'secular/composite nationalist' world view hailed in India. The debate on
partition was advanced during the last decade or so through an exploration of the regional and
class dimensions of the so-called Muslim 'communal' problem. Interpretations of the 'Muslim
problem' in pre-partition India, it came to be recognised by some scholars, diverged more on
account of the very different requirements of Muslims in areas where they were in a majority
and those where they were in a minority rather than purely ideological or post-1947 'national'
affiliations. While taking a charitable view of their contributions, Hasan does not appear to be
altogether willing to depart from the nation-state-centric views of the 'great divide'. Given that
the most perceptive part of Hasan's analysis is a product of his own detailed research on the
politics of Muslims in the minority province of U.P., his inability to analytically disaggregate
the 'communal' and regional components of Muslim identity is especially regrettable. And this
despite the clear recognition of the internal differentiations and contradictions in the political
category of Muslims at the all India level. True to his ideological leanings in favour of
Congress's 'secular nationalism', Hasan ends up lumping under the rubric of 'religious
communalists' all those Muslims who for a variety of reasons - political, ideological, regional
or class based - rallied to the Muslim League's demand for a 'Pakistan'. This insistence is the
more surprising since Hasan's endorsement of the Congress's secular nationalist position is
shrouded in ambivalences. He records instances of Hindu right wing ideologues seriously
compromising Congress's commitment to the secular ideal. Despite a barely disguised distaste
for the principal protagonist of 'Pakistan', Hasan notes that Mohammad Ali Jinnah was not a
'religious bigot' (p.10) but one of the strongest advocates of Congress's secular creed.
Moreover, there were powerful secular strains within Muslim politics. Indeed, men who later
swung to the Muslim League's side - the Raja of Mahmudabad, Liaquat Ali Khan and
Khaliquzzaman to name but a few - hardly formed the star studded gallery of religious
ideologues to justify portraying the supporters of 'Pakistan' as the 'communal' opponents of
Congress's secular nationalism.
But then why persist in presenting the political differences between the Congress and
the Muslim League as a simple battle between the noble ideal of 'secularism' and the
nefarious construct of 'communalism'? Hasan provides no satisfactory answer, leaving one
with the unfortunate impression that loyalty to a national ideology can get the better of even
the most knowledegable and well meaning scholar. He is, to be sure, utterly fair to the
votaries of other national ideologies. An ardent believer in the virtues of secular nationalism,
Hasan nevertheless gives much credence to Farzana Sheikh's contention that Muslim political
history in the subcontinent was influenced by 'the belief that Muslims ought to live under
Muslim governments' (p.32). This does seem a stretch removed from Hasan's premise that the
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theory of a separate Muslim nation 'hardly reflected the consciousness of a community, for it
was conceived by a small group, in a specific context, as an ideological counterweight to
secular nationalism' (p.1). These slippages might have been avoided if Hasan had investigated
the extent to which Muslim 'communalism' was an ideological construction of the politics of
secular nationalism.3
Yet such ironies should not distract from some significant additions to the burgeoning
literature on partition that Hasan has done so well to compile into a single volume. By far the
most interesting is the attempt to highlight the period 1937-1940 during which Jinnah and the
Muslim League managed to gain a foothold in Indian politics which they never previously
possessed. Contrary to the confirmed Indian nationalist position, Hasan is not dismissive of
'Muslim grievances' under the Congress ministries. Yet in treading gingerly on this issue,
mindful no doubt of its close proximity to the ignoble domain of 'Muslim communalism',
Hasan ends up equivocating on the actual Muslim experience in Congress ruled provinces
between 1937 and 1939. Consequently, one is not absolutely sure why Hasan considers this
phase to be so critical in the evolution of Muslim 'separatism'. Was it the fact of 'continued
oppression of Muslim minorities in the Congress provinces' (p.25) or merely the Muslim
League's well orchestrated 'communal' propaganda that made these years so crucial in the
enunciation of the demand for a Pakistan? Hasan also says nothing of how the predicament of
Muslims in the minority provinces shaped, if at all, the politics of Muslims in the majority
provinces. Here again the failure to unpackage the notion of an all-India Muslim
'communalism' to create analytical space for the conflicting regional strands in Muslim
politics which fashioned the League's demands confuses the author quite as much as the issue.
It is this confusion which leads Hasan to take curiously inconsistent positions on the
role of minority province Muslims in the politics that eventually culminated in the creation of
Pakistan. On the one hand, he is keen to emphasise that 'even after the resistance in Bengal
and Punjab had crumbled Pakistan was not everybody's dream and Jinnah not everybody's
Quaid'. He strenuously claims that as late as the 1946 elections the performance of some
The exclusionary results of Congress's inclusionary and singular nationalist ideology
have been analysed in my article 'Exploding Communalism: the Politics of Muslim Identity in
South Asia in Sugata Bose and Ayesha Jalal (eds.), Nationalism, Democracy and
Development: Reappraising South Asian States and Politics, Delhi:Oxford University Press,
1997.
3
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'nationalist Muslim' groups in U.P. was 'comforting' (p.40). This is almost like saying that a
cricket team which suffered an innings defeat nevertheless played admirably. On the other
hand, Hasan complains that in my book there is little recognition of the 'part played by the
U.P. Muslims' in 'making Jinnah the "sole spokesman of Muslim India"' (p.42). There is
something paradoxical in Hasan's view of the U.P. as an emerging base of secular nationalist
Muslims as well as the pivot in the political projection of the Muslim League's 'two nation'
theory. This is precisely because he does not probe the clashing dialectic of Muslim-majority
and Muslim-minority province interests and the historical shift in their relative weight during
the final decades of the British raj in India.
More intriguing still is Hasan's view of the relationship between elite and mass
politics in the history of Indian independence and partition. He laments the limitations of my
perspective 'based on high politics and diplomacy' (p.39). Yet he swiftly changes his mind to
state with passion that 'asking the people to sit on judgment on the Partition plan, which had
already been thrashed out during the prolonged confabulations at the viceregal lodge, was an
act of deception, a monumental fraud...Never before in South Asian history did so few decide
the fate of so many' (p.41 ). In Hasan's analytical scheme the role of the subaltern, whether as
agent or victim, remains unclear to say the least.
Gyanendra Pandey's essay 'The Prose of Otherness' in Subaltern Studies VIII, a richly
deserved tribute to Ranajit Guha, not only attempts to place the spotlight on the
consciousness and experience of subordinated classes but also locates partition historiography
within the larger framework of colonialist and nationalist historical writings. Pandey must be
commended for noticing, even if somewhat belatedly, the 'paradoxical position' that the
question of Partition occupies in Indian historiography. The marginalization of what 'may
indeed by [sic (e)] described as the single most important event in the history of the twentieth
century' stems, as Pandey correctly points out, from its location in a historiography dominated
either by 'the story of the British Empire in India' or 'the career of the Indian nation-state'
(p.204). As a result, the history of partition and Pakistan not only 'gets extremely short shrift'
but 'as the Other of genuine nationalism' is painted 'in entirely negative colours' (p.204).
Pandey takes to task various branches of colonialist and nationalist historiography for being
complicitous in this process of marginalization. One pre-eminent school of historiography
that escapes his close attention is the 'subaltern collective'. Considering that the subaltern
school has been in the publication business for more than a decade, one wonders what might
explain its long silence on the history of partition. Could it be that its project too was largely
framed around the question of the failure of the 'nation' to come into its own, making it trifle
awkward to recognise the subjecthood of the 'Muslim Other'?
Pandey nevertheless should be congratulated for underlining the subalternity of the
history of partition in Indian nationalist historiography. This history has been 'presented
separately' or as 'a subordinate' in the recounting of the 'larger drama of India's struggle for
independence' (pp.204-5). What Pandey misses however is the extent to which the history of
communalism is presented separately from and yet succumbs to a teleological view of the
history of partition. He is right of course in noting that historians of communalism have
written their histories as 'pre-histories of Partition' (p.204). Yet this overarching teleology has
prevented them from exploring the connections and analysing the discontinuities between
communal consciousness and the moment of partition. After all, Pandey's own book The
Construction of Communalism in Colonial North India, (Delhi, 1990) does not have much to
say about the division of India ostensibly along religious lines in 1947.
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Part of the problem is that Pandey seems to be uncertain about what historiographical
emphasis should be given to the recurring episodes of violence in Indian history and to a
specific moment of violence like 1947. The problem is compounded by his insistence on the
need to write a history of violence on its own terms without reference to particular historical
contexts or any notion of broader historical change. Sectarian violence of the sort, if not of
the scale of 1947, has been an all too familiar feature of the subcontinent's history. Yet
Pakistans and partitions along religious lines have so far singularly escaped the plurality of
recurrence. But then the causes of partition or indeed of sectarian violence are not likely to
engage Pandey's attention. It is the history of the experience and especially of the pain of
violence that he would like to see written, even though he gives few clues in his essay as to
how this might be accomplished.
In section one of his article, Pandey makes the not so original discovery that modern
states, especially the colonial variant, are fountainheads of organized violence. Apart from a
few strawmen representing colonialist historiography it is doubtful that serious historians
would regard modern colonial or post-colonial states to be benign sources of law and order.
All violence that is not the violence of the state becomes for Pandey an undifferentiated
category. He would presumably like to uncover the 'will and reason of the mass of the actors'
which 'count for little' in histories of popular violence (p.192). But it is Pandey's refusal to
differentiate within the mass of non-state actors which leads him not only into a
methodological cul-de-sac but some startling conclusions about the agency of subalterns.
His critique of the historiography of violence in general and that of partition in
particular seizes upon the dichotomies of reason and unreason, and more dramatically, of
civilization and primitiveness. All of his caricatures of existing historical writing are forced
into these dichotomous schemes. However Pandey himself is unsure whether he wishes to
undertake a relentless critique of reason as a sign of modernity or make a case for the reason
that informs the consciousness of the subaltern agent. He lurches awkwardly from railing
against reason in general to proclaiming the inherent reasonableness of subaltern violence.
Pandey no doubt has a point when he shows the striking convergences between
colonial and nationalist accounts of popular violence. But there are contradictions in the
positions he takes on the question of manipulability and agency. For instance, criticising the
Congress's Kanpur Enquiry Committee's attempt to lay the blame for sectarian violence at the
door of criminal elements, Pandey complains that '[t]his is to deny the involvement of those
who employ and support the "criminal elements"'. At the same time he objects to the
assignment of the history of violence 'to the distinctly Other' and 'not the ordinary residents of
the towns and villages, hard-working and God-fearing Hindus and Muslims - in a word, not
people like us'. Within the space of a few sentences Pandey has assigned the history of
sectarian violence both to the employers and supporters of the 'criminal elements' and to 'the
ordinary residents of the towns and villages' who sometimes regard 'these elements as
protectors and even heroes' (p.200-1). This is a powerful critique of colonialist and
mainstream nationalist discourses on violence which leaves out of account the social critique
that surely existed of violence committed by hired hands on people who were weak and
vulnerable.
Pandey's most trenchant attacks are reserved for the historians' history of violence and
of partition. He begins by considering a contribution to partition historiography by the
'nationalist' Y.Krishan and the 'colonialist' Ian Talbot. The latter in particular is seen as
representing that form of the historians' history which seems irremediably infected by colonial
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prejudices. It may well be that Talbot's history reads in part like an apologia for the work of
'rational, white men in India', ignoring the systemic violence embedded in the structures and
ideologies of the colonial state (pp.207-8). But even Jalal, the historian of the 'subaltern' other
of Indian nationalist historiography on whose behalf I can reasonably claim to speak, fares no
better than the 'colonialist' apologist. Jalal, Pandey declares revealingly, is concerned 'as one
might expect' with 'a very different set of heroes and villians'. Why one should have that
expectation is best known to him. But the charge here is that even Jalal can barely avoid
invoking those 'primitive, disorderly forces - not altogether unlike Talbot's fanatical Muslims,
Hindus and Sikhs, "out to destroy themselves" '(pp.208-9). Concerned with 'causes' rather
than the experience and pain of partition, my cardinal sin is in relegating to the margins the
will and reason informing communal passions and violent outbreaks that have been
constitutive of subcontinental history.
Pandey bases his critique of my work on the title and a few passages entered in the
index under the 'Calcutta killings'. This enables him to quite remarkably portray the book as
one about 'a great man' and quote a number of phrases describing violence out of its historical
as well as narrative context. Only someone steeped in the demonology surrounding
Mohammad Ali Jinnah in Indian official discourse would miss the critical stance of my book
in assessing the contradictions inherent in the political strategies of the leader of the All-India
Muslim League. And only someone prepared to uncritically celebrate subaltern agency in
horrific sectarian violence can superimpose on my work the motif of 'primitive India
threatening Civilization' (p.210).
My history, as constructed by Gyanendra Pandey, is 'in the end' (a telling phrase) 'the
history of Good against Evil, the Rational against the Irrational, Great Men against the Mob.
Only the identity of the Great Men (Man) is different. And, of course, only the history of the
Great Men can or need be written' (p.210). Let us take a moment to consider this sneer.
Pandey indulges in an ecstasy of self contradiction unless of course elites magically turn into
subalterns when historians of the subaltern school choose to write about them. His own
argument about the 'construction of communalism' as it unfolds in the last two chapters of his
book rests on an analysis of the writings of Romesh Dutt, Madan Mohan Malaviya, Lala
Lajpat Rai, Dayanand Saraswati, Syed Ahmed Khan, Mohammad Ali, Mohandas Gandhi,
Jawaharlal Nehru and Vallabbhai Patel. Great and honourable men all. The seventh volume
of Subaltern Studies of which he was co-editor opened with Sudipta Kaviraj's overture to
Bankim followed by Partha Chatterjee's obeisance to Ramkrishna. Ranajit Guha, himself a
great man, then sifts through the prose of Tagore, Gandhi and Nehru before a devotional
offering by Saurabh Dube can be made to Balakdas and Ghasidas, the gurus of the Satnami
sect. Amitav Ghosh's fortuitous recovery of the slave of MS.H.6 from obscurity saved the
subaltern series from having to change its name in an acknowledgement of its
metamorphosis.4 If the identity of one of the elite actors in the partition drama is what is
Partha Chatterjee and Gyanendra Pandey (eds.), Subaltern Studies VII, Delhi, 1992.
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really bothering Pandey, one wonders how far he has actually cut loose from the dominant
strands of colonialist and nationalist historiography which he denounces so vociferously.
Pandey is not the first to have made reference to the work of Sadaat Hassan Manto,
particularly his short story Toba Tek Singh. Long before I made the 'error' of looking at the
first document stored in official archives, the searing experience of the partition had been
conveyed to me through Manto's stories, Thanda Gosht, Kali Shalwar, Khol Do, to name
only a few. The pain of these stories of rapes, abductions and murders persuaded me of the
need to understand the causes of partition and its horrors and not simply echo in historical
non-fiction what had been so graphically portrayed by the more sensitive creative writers and
artists. I was also led to question the self-definition of the new state that emerged out of the
partition process and which had prosecuted Manto on charges of obscenity when he wrote
about the experience of raped and abducted women. Pandey wishes to be questioning of an
Indian historiography that assimilates and subordinates the history of partition and its
violence to the career of the Indian nation-state. The Sole Spokesman: Jinnah, the Muslim
League and the Demand for Pakistan (Cambridge, 1985) was an attempt to challenge the
claims of the official historiography that saw partition as the crowning achievement of almost
a century of Muslim aspirations and sacrifices in the movement for a Pakistani nation-state.
And it did so without losing sight of the calculations of the departing colonial masters and
compromises by the Indian nationalist leadership which inherited the centralized apparatus of
the colonial state.
In arguing that Islam was not the only driving force behind the creation of Pakistan,
my purpose was to draw the links between the twin dialectics in modern South Asian history all-India nationalism and religiously based communalism as well as centralism and
regionalism. One cannot unproblematically relate the 'communal consciousness' in the
subaltern mind and periodic outbreaks of inter-communal violence in the 'public arenas' of
localities with the outcome of partition. An historical analysis of the level of high politics
and the arena of the state is indispensable in unravelling the dynamics of the post-colonial
transition.
Over-centralized state monoliths have to be subjected to searching critiques which must do
more than simply and uncritically celebrate the fragment. It is necessary to track the historical
Chatterjee has written persuasively about the 'subalternity of the Bengali middle class'.
Dipesh Chakrabarty in his essay in Subaltern Studies VIII (Delhi, 1994) honestly confesses
that he is writing about 'a small group of people' belonging to 'the so-called Hindu bhadralok,
the respectable people of the middle classes' (p.53).
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shifts in 'communal consciousness' rather than treat it as a cultural given. Partition
historiography can only be enriched by investigating the relationship between the social and
cultural formation of communities as they interact with political processes and structures of
colonial and post-colonial states at the local, regional and central levels. Only then can the
subjecthood of subordinated social groups in the making of history be fully restored while
appreciating that even their active agency cannot always prevent them from becoming tragic
though not passive victims of 'monumental frauds' perpetrated by the claimants, makers and
managers of states.
Having noted the culpability of colonial and post-colonial states in institutionalized
violence, the historian must differentiate between the contexts and categories of violence by
non-state actors. Pandey disapproves of the references in my work and an essay by Sumit
Sarkar to the 'underworld' or the role of the goonda or lumpen elements in sectarian violence.
Beyond supplying copious quotations from one short story by Manto and Begum Anees
Qidwai's recently published memoir, Pandey tells us precious little as to how a peoples'
history of violence in general or of sectarian violence in particular might be written. In
another article he had related some of the difficulties encountered in collecting evidence
about the 1989 riots in Bhagalpur very soon after the event.5 He found a narrative
construction of collective memory of the community, whether Hindu or Muslim, erasing the
experience of individual pain and tragedy. This narrative construction invariably sought to
treat the instance of violence as an aberration from the norm of inter-communal co-existence,
often at the instigation of and in complicity with outside elements. The peoples' history of
violence we learnt from Pandey himself was not much different from what he derides as the
historians' history.
Pandey cannot expect to make any historiographical breakthrough so long as he clings
to his undifferentiated and ahistorical category of violence. It is one thing to berate Sumit
Sarkar for his lack of balance and his undue privileging of certain class based strands in the
nationalist movement. But it is quite another matter to denounce the differentiation in some
strains of 'radical' or not so radical historiography between different kinds and contexts of
violence. Pandey questions 'the distinction between the "good" and the "bad" subaltern' in
'radical' historiography. Extending his distaste for public school manners to a disregard for
linguistic elegance, he writes: 'Implicit in this procedure is a move towards the Otherization
of actions that are not centred on state-building or seen as otherwise contributing to the march
of modernity and progress' (p.214). I would simply submit that if the intellectual purpose is to
question the self-representation of 'modernity' and 'progress' it will not do to look at an
autonomous domain of violence divorced from a critical history of the formation of modern
colonial and post-colonial nation-states.
5

Gyanendra Pandey, 'In Defence of the Fragment: Writing about Hindu-Muslim Riots in
India Today', Representations, 37 (Winter, 1992).
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Yet the most surprising feature of Pandey's essay is its disconcerting implications for
understanding the consciousness of women as well as any potential project of feminist
history. After all, Gayatri Spivak had partially reconstructed and redirected the subaltern
project so that it did not wholly ignore the subalternity that operated on gender lines. Few
would have expected a leading subaltern crusader to have made such a travesty of the
violence experienced by women. Pandey surely cannot claim that all forces of disorder
constitute the binary opposite of the pernicious concept of colonial public order. Is it
unreasonable to draw a distinction between revolutionary violence directed against an
oppressive state and cowardly violence perpetrated on helpless, displaced women? Pandey
does not like the implication in much of historians' history that depicts the behaviour of the
perpetrators of sectarian violence, especially rapes and abductions, as not only singularly out
of order but palpably
criminal!6 It would seem slightly odd to concentrate the new radical historians' fire on the
insensitivities, inefficiencies and inactions of the Indian and Pakistani governments in their
recovery and repatriation programmes for abducted women and simply recover the will and
reason of the mass of actors (still 'protectors and heroes'?!) who had committed the
unpardonable crimes of rapes and abductions. In the immediate context of violence against
women in 1946-7, who were the subalterns - the attackers or the victims? Pandey is probably
6

Noting that demobilized soldiers often played the leading role in the violence directed
against the weak and vulnerable is not to consign such events 'to the realm of an Other history
(p.213)'. It simply means paying a little more attention to the changing historical context.
Crimes against women, generally speaking, had not been a key feature of 'communal violence'
until the upheavals of 1946-47. For example there was no violence against women in the
Kishoreganj of 1930; but rapes and abductions were common in attacks led by demobilized
soldiers in Noakhali and Tippera in 1946. See Sugata Bose, Agrarian Bengal: Economy,
Social Structure and Politics, 1919-1947, (Cambridge, 1986), chapter 6.
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not aware that certainly in Pakistan it was womens' groups which had to take the initiative to
prod a callous and unresponsive government to do something about the plight of abducted
women who were the worst and most tragic victims of a partition which, alas, great men had
inflicted on them.
Historians of partition on all sides of the lines of 1947 may have something to learn
from Manto's character Bishan Singh's comment to state officials as they attempted to extend
the principle of partition to the inmates of a lunatic asylum: 'Apar di gur gur di anks di be
tehana di moong di dal of the lantarn of violence mordabad'.
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The IsraeliPalestinian Conflict: A Historiographic Essay
by Melissa Thiel
The path to Israel declaring itself a nation in 1948 was complicated by world war,
religious beliefs, and imperialism. The origins and contributing factors of the
Palestine/Israel conflict have been the center of debate between ProIsrael and Pro
Palestine historians. These historians have competing interpretations regarding
historical and religious claims to the land, the goal of the Zionist movement, and the
impact of British involvement. ProIsrael and ProPalestine historians are deeply
divided on every aspect of the conflict which further reiterates the deep divide among
the people that live in arguably the most holy place in the world.
The history of the region of Israel is long and complicated. According to biblical
scripture, the children of Israel inhabited the holy land from 1400 BCE until the Roman
Empire removed them in 136 CE. It was during this time that the name of the region
was changed from Israel to Syria Palestina and the Arab people took control. Palestine
was ruled by an Arab majority under the TurkishOttoman Empire until they were
defeated at the end of World War I. It was during this time that the British made
multiple promises to both the Palestinian Arabs and the Jewish Israelites that began the
war known at the IsraelPalestine conflict. Hitler’s war against the Jews further
complicated the fight over Palestine due to the Jews fleeing persecution in Europe and
their need for a homeland. Arabs were in fear of losing their land to Jews and thus
ensued in a battle to control the area.
Both Palestinians and Israelis lay claims to the land based on their religious
history. Thomas Suarez discusses the Jewish argument that they are entitled to the land
due to promises by God in his 2017 book titled, State of Terror: How Terrorism Created
Modern Israel. Suarez argues that the Jewish people have legitimate biblical claims to the
land even though he disagrees with how Zionist leaders went about gaining control of
the area. Suarez argues that the Jews inhabited the land of Israel until the Roman’s
removed them by force beginning in 136 A.D. The Romans destroyed the Jewish temple
and sent the people fleeing for their lives. Suarez explains that the Jewish people never
looked at their exile from the holy land in 132 A.D. as losing their rights to the land but
as a period when they were removed but knew they would someday retake what was
rightfully theirs. Suarez states that, “Zionism restarted Jewish life after being “paused”
since the revolt against the Romans in 132 – 136 A.D.”1 The argument that the Jewish
control of the land just “paused” and that they never actually lost control of the area
gives credence to the Jewish claim that Israel has and always will be their land.
Thomas Suarez, State of Terror: How Terrorism Created Modern Israel, (Massachusetts: Olive Branch Press,
2017), 25.
1

Historian Edward Said disagrees with Thomas Suarez, arguing that the Jewish
people lost their land when the Romans took over and removed them in 136 A.D. Said’s
1979 book titled, The Question of Palestine, argues that the Palestinian Arabs had
continuous control of the area from 136 A.D. until the fall of the Ottoman Empire in
1918 thus giving them the rights to the land. Said argues that, “Palestine became a
predominantly Arab and Islamic country by the end of the seventh century. Almost
immediately thereafter its boundaries and its characteristics – including it names in
Arabic, Filastin – became known to the entire Islamic world, as much for its fertility and
beauty as for its religious significance.”2 Said furthers his argument by stating that the
Arabs were the ethnic majority living in the region and that the Jews were the minority.
He states that, “despite the steady arrival in Palestine of Jewish colonist after 1882, it is
important to realize that not until the few weeks immediately preceding the
establishment of Israel in the spring of 1948 was there ever anything other than a huge
Arab majority.”3 Said goes on to state that in 1931 the Jewish population totaled 174,606
while the Arab population was 1,033,314.4 Said concludes that the Palestinian Arabs are
the true owners of the land due to their continuous inhabitation and control of the area
leading up to 1948.
While Suarez and Said take different sides on the issue of land ownership based
on biblical and historical information, Alan Dershowitz disagrees with both men.
Dershowtiz’s 2003 book, The Case for Israel, argues that neither the Arabs nor the Jews
can lay stakes to the land due to biblical or historical records. Dershowitz argues that
there must be a statute of limitations for ancient grievances. He explains that, “just as
the case for Israel can no longer rely exclusively on the expulsion of the Jews from the
land of Israel in the first century, so too the Arab case must move beyond a reliance on
events that allegedly occurred more than a century ago.”5 In short, Dershowitz is
arguing that the Jews can’t lay claims to the land based on biblical text and Arabs can’t
claim the land based on them having the ethnic majority and they also should not be
able to make claims that Palestine would still be an Arab nation if it had not been for the
fall of the TurkishOttoman Empire and the eventual take over by the British
government at the end of World War I. Dershowitz explains that his main argument for
the statues of limitations is based on the inability to reconstruct the past. He states that,
“as time passes it becomes increasingly difficult to reconstruct the past with any degree
of precision, and political memories harden and replace the facts.” 6 It is Dershowitz’s
opinion that both Suarez and Said are incorrect on their assessment that the Palestinians
or the Israelis should be able to claim rights to the land based on historical events that
Edward Said, The Question of Palestine, (New York: Vintage Books, 1979), 10.
Ibid., 11.
4 Ibid.
5 Alan Dershowitz, The Case for Israel, (Hoboken, New Jersey: Wiley, 2003), 5.
6 Ibid., 5.
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happened hundreds or even thousands of years ago but expresses that there must be a
statute of limitations regarding rights to the holy land.
Both ProIsrael and ProPalestine historians agree that the Zionist movement that
began in the late 1800s enabled the Jews to claim Israel as their homeland in 1948. What
these historians disagree on is as to why the Zionist movement was established and
what their ultimate goal was. ProPalestine historians claim that the Zionist goal from
the beginning was to take over Palestine and displace the Arabs already living there,
while ProIsrael historians argue that the persecution of Jews made the need for a
Jewish homeland imperative to the survival of the Jewish people thus justifying the
actions of the Zionist leaders.
Benny Morris is a ProIsrael historian who justifies the actions of the Zionist
movement by describing the persecution of Jewish people in the 19th century. In his 1999
Book, Righteous Victims, Morris explains that the founder of Zionism, Theodor Herzl,
was not motivated by greed but was striving to solve the problem of Jewish persecution
happening all over Europe. Morris argues that the major catalyst that invoked Herzl to
act was the Dreyfus Affair that took place from 1894 to 1895. Alfred Dreyfus was a
French Jewish military officer accused of communicating French military secrets to
Germany. It came to light that Dreyfus was innocent but instead of setting him free, he
was exiled to Devil’s Island in French Guiana. Morris argues that “the trial triggered a
wave of antiSemitism in the cradle and bastion of Western European liberal
democracy.”7 After Dreyfus was wrongfully convicted of treason, Herzl became
obsessed with finding his people a permanent place to settle. Morris states that the only
place where Jews could be safe was in their own homeland. Morris further argues that
“assimilation would not solve the problem because the gentile world would not allow
it.”8 If the Jews of the world were going to obtain any honor and respect it would be in
the holy land. Morris argues that the Jews had no choice but to return to their biblical
homeland to escape the persecution that was happing in Europe.
Yaacov Lozowick echoes the ideas of Benny Morris in his book Right to Exist,
written in 2003. Lozowick, also ProIsrael, states that the Jewish people were growing
weary of the persecution that was taking place all over the world. He explains that the
Jewish religion teaches that God will lead the Jews back to their homeland and the
Messiah would reveal himself but the Jews were growing inpatient. Lozowick argues
that “Zionism thus began as an intertwining of revolutionary hope and deep cultural
pessimism.”9 Lozowick goes on to explain that the Enlightenment had disconnected
Jewish leaders from the ideas of miraculous messianic redemption once believed by
Benny Morris, Righteous Victims: A History of the ZionistArab Conflict 1881 – 2001, (New York: Vintage
Books, 1999), 20.
8 Ibid., 21.
9 Yaacov Lozowick, Right to Exist: A Moral Defense of Israel’s Wars. (New York: Doubleday, A Division of
Random House, 2003), 45.
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their forefathers. Lozowick states that, “their solution was to revive the traditional
Jewish hope of redemption, this time with tools of modern rationalist.” 10 Zionist leader,
Theodor Herzl, had laid the ideological groundwork of the movement by the time of his
death in 1904. His predecessor, David BenGurion, understood that the Jewish people
could only live in peace if they recaptured the land of Israel. Lozowick explains that
the Zionist leaders began to create political parties, national institutions, armies, and
banks that would enable them to achieve selfdetermination in the land that they
believed was rightfully theirs.
Alan Dershowitsz agrees with Lozowick and Morris that Jewish persecution was
the reason for the formation of Zionism. Dershowitz argues that the reason Jewish
people immigrated to Palestine during what is referred to as the “second Aliyah” (1904
– 1914) was based solely on the need to seek asylum from persecution. Dershowitz
further states that the Russian pogroms of 1903 were a major contributing factor to the
Jewish refugee problem. The Passover of 1903 in the city of Kishinev resulted in the
deaths of 49 Jews, the injury of hundreds more, and the destructions of 1,500 Jewish
homes, businesses, and institutions.11 Dershowitz argues that this wave of violence was
just as vicious as other pogroms of the 1880s. He states that, “hundreds of pogroms
followed throughout the Pale of Settlement, killing and injuring thousands of Jewish
men, women, and children. Jews could not defend themselves without inviting even
more retribution.”12 Dershowitz paints a picture of Jewish victims fleeing from all over
Europe in search of asylum in their homeland. He also reiterates the idea that Theodor
Herzl and David BenGurion never wanted to displace the Palestinians already living in
Israel but wanted to “establish good relations with their Arab neighbors.” 13 Dershowitz
supports his argument by showing evidence in a book titled The Hidden Question that
was written by an early Zionist immigrant to Israel. In this book, Jewish settlers
purposed allowing Arabs access to Jewish schools, hospital and libraries. Dershowitz
argues that it was not the Jews who did not want to live along said Arabs but the other
way around.
ProPalestine historians tell a very different story regarding the founding of
Zionism and what the goal was. Ilan Pappe argues that the reason for establishing a
Jewish nation in Palestine had nothing to do with persecution but with the desire to
take over all the area and to remove any individuals who were not Jewish. In his 2006
book titled The Ethnic Cleansing of Palestine, Pappe states that the Zionist movement was
motivated by their greed for land and by the idea of an all Jewish state. Pappe argues
that the Zionist movement could not be based on their religious beliefs because “Jewish
tradition and religion clearly instructs Jews to await the coming of the promised
Ibid., 45.
Alan Dershowitz, The Case for Israel, (Hoboken, New Jersey: Wiley, 2003), 30.
12
Ibid., 30.
13
Ibid.
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Messiah at ‘the end of times’ before they can return to Israel as a sovereign people in a
Jewish theocracy, that is, as the obedient servants of God.”14 Pappe believes that the
Zionist claimed biblical territory to justify their actions and described the land of Israel
as being occupied by strangers and that the land must be repossessed by the rightful
owners.
Not only does Pappe believe that the Zionist had no religious reasons to occupy
Palestine but he also believes that the Zionist had no regard for the people already
living in the region. Pappe states that ‘strangers’ meant anyone not Jewish living in
Palestine and further argues that “for many Zionist Palestine was not even an
‘occupied’ land when they first arrived there in 1882, but rather an ‘empty’ one: the
native Palestinians who lived there were largely invisible to them or, if not, were part of
nature’s hardship and as such were to be conquered and removed.”15 Pappe argues that
in 1911, seven years before the fall of the Ottoman Empire, Palestinians were beginning
to take notice of the Jewish migration happening in their land. Pappe references the
remarks of Said alHuysayni, a Palestinian member of the Ottoman Parliament, when
he stated “the Jews intend to create a state in the area that will include Palestine, Syria,
and Iraq.”16 To further his argument that the Zionist movement fully intended to take
control of Palestine and remove the Arab population, Pappe turns to the actions taken
by the Zionist. He argues that the Zionist bought up land in Palestine from absentee
landowners and then kicked out the Arab farmers that occupied the land. Furthermore,
the Zionist formed a military unit called the Hagana to enforce their will upon the
Arabs. Pappe argues that if the Jewish immigrants wanted to live alongside the
Palestinians there would have been no need to buy up all their land and there certainly
would not have been a need to create a Jewish military. Pappe argues that the Zionist
movement was never about Jewish persecution but the desire to reclaim the land they
felt entitled to and to create a nation comprised only of Jews, even at the expense of the
Palestinian Arabs that already lived there.
John Rose, author of the 2004 book The Myths of Zionism, agrees with Pappe that
Zionist leaders ignored the fact that the land they so desired was already occupied by
Arabs. Rose argues that the phrase that Zionist often repeated to defend the takeover of
Palestine “a land without people for a people without land” was completely made up
by David BenGurion. Rose further states that the Jewish people were never a people
without land because they occupied parts of the United States, France, and Russia in
which they were major players in economic activities. Rose points out that the majority
of Jewish people that wished to leave Europe chose to immigrate to the United States
and not the Middle East. Rose argues that Zionist leaders began to panic when they
Ilan Pappe, The Ethnic Cleansing of Palestine. (London: Oneworld, 2006), 10.
Ibid., 11.
16 Ibid.
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realized that Jews were not following the Zion protocol of going to Palestine. Rose
states, “here was the Zionist theory of Jewish history being overturned before the eyes
of the world.”17 The Zionist could not claim that the Jewish people could not assimilate
and live among Gentiles if they were moving to the United States in large numbers.
Rose explains that Zionist leaders met with Ronald Reagan to discuss a deal: “help us
redirect the Jewish migrants to Israel and we will be even more your friend and pursue
your policies in the Middle East with even greater vigor.”18 Rose concludes that the
Americans decided to play the Zionist game to serve their own interest and keep their
access to the oil rich land.
Rose continues his argument by addressing the Zionist claim that Palestine was
“a land without people.” According to Rose, in public the Zionist reported that the land
was sparsely populated by Arab peasants and that they neglected to care for the land.
Rose explains that in private the Zionist leaders told a different story. At the Zionist
Congress in 1898 the Jewish leaders stated that “there were 650,000 Arabs living on the
most fertile parts of our land.”19 Rose argues that the statements made at the Zionist
Congress proves that the Jews plan was to downplay the existence of Arabs in Palestine
while at the same time taking steps to buy land and remove Arab farmers. Rose also
points out that clashes between Jews and Arabs began as early as 1886 during the battle
at PetachTiva. Palestinian farmers were angry that their land was sold without their
knowledge. Rose states, “the peasants were aggrieved because land they had
considered their own had been sold to the settlers after they had forfeited it to Jaffa
moneylenders and local authorities.”20 Rose argues that these battles between Jews and
Arabs could not have taken place if the land of Palestine was not occupied.
The British government played a vital role in the Palestine/Israel conflict. When
the Ottoman Empire fell in 1918, the British had promised the Palestinian Arabs that
they would be free from imperial rule since they agreed to side with the British and
help to overthrown the Ottoman Empire. The problem arose once the British realized
that the Middle East was rich with oil. The imperialistic desire to control Palestine for
their oil was stronger than the British desire to keep their word. Instead of giving the
Palestinians the right to selfdetermination, the British put them under a mandate which
allowed the British to control Palestine. It was also during this time that the British
Foreign Secretary Arthur James Balfour declared that Palestine could become the Jewish
national homeland. The British would come to find out that they would not be able to
keep the promises made to both Jews and Arabs.

John Rose, The Myths of Zionism, (Ann Arbor, MI: Pluto Press, 2004), 116.
Ibid., 116.
19 Ibid., 80.
20 Ibid., 95.
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ProPalestine and ProIsrael historian’s opinions differ greatly as to what
implications the Balfour Declaration had on enabling the Zionist movement to establish
a home in Palestine. These historians generally fall into two categories: that the British
should never have had a mandate over Palestine or that the Balfour Declaration was
needed to protect the Jews from persecution. The ProIsrael author Alan Dershowitz
falls on the latter. Dershowitz argues that the British never made Palestine a colonial
state. Instead he states that “Israel is a state comprising primarily of refugees and their
descendants exercising their right of selfdetermination.”21 Dershowitz likens the Jewish
refugees fleeing Europe to the American colonist who left England. He argues that both
groups were fleeing religious oppression and that Jews should have the same right to
selfdetermination as the Americans. Dershowitz also argues that the Balfour
Declaration issued in 1917 did not create a Jewish homeland but just recognized it
under international law. He states that, “a de facto Jewish homeland already existed in
parts of Palestine, and its recognition by the Balfour Declaration became a matter of
binding international law when the League of Nations made it part of its mandate.” 22
Dershowitz furthers his arguments by expressing his belief that Jewish refugees had
established a home in Israel prior to any assistance from colonial powers. He goes on to
state that President Woodrow Wilson declared that the principle of selfdetermination
would guide the rebuilding of the wartorn countries during the postWorld War I
period. Dershowitz argues that this is exactly what the Jewish refugees were doing
when they established their homeland in Palestine.
Chaim Gans agrees with Dershowitz in his 2008 book titled A Just Zionism. Gans
also argues that selfdetermination was the primary goal of the Zionist movement and
that the Balfour Declaration only recognized that right. Gans claimed that the early
Zionist leaders never intended to take over all of Palestine but only wanted a safe place
for the Jewish people to live. He argues that at the 1898 First Zionist Congress the
official goal was “an establishment of a home for the Jewish people secured under
public law in Palestine.”23 Gans argues that the Balfour Declaration never created an all
Jewish state but just recognized their right to exist. He also argues that the Jews were
forced to be more extreme beginning in the 1930s due to ongoing Jewish persecution
taking place in Germany. Gans states that, “It was only in the 1930s with the rise of
fascism in Germany, antiSemitism in Poland, and the Arab Rebellion in Palestine (1936
– 1939) that establishing a state became a preemptory Zionist demand.” 24 In short, Gans
argues that the Zionist would have been content with the Balfour Declaration and not a
Jewish state if the persecution had ended after the Declaration.
Dershowitz, The Case for Israel, 13.
Ibid., 33.
23 Chaim Gans, A Just Zionism: On the Morality of the Jewish State. (New York: Oxford University Press,
2008), 53.
24 Ibid., 55.
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ProIsrael historian Efraim Karsh also believes that the Balfour Declaration did
not create a Jewish state. In his 2002 Book, The ArabIsraeli Conflict: The Palestine War
1948, Karsh argues that British involvement could not have helped the Zionist
movement take Palestine from the Arabs because Palestine never existed after the
TurkishOttoman Empire fell in 1918. Karsh states that, “Palestine at the time did not
exist as a unified geopolitical entity; rather, it was divided between the Ottoman
province of Beirut in the North and the district of Jerusalem in the South.” 25 Karsh also
states that the Jewish population was growing in the region during the outbreak of
World War I. He states that “the Jewish community in Palestine had grown to some
85,000 to 100,000 people, nearly 15 per cent of the total population.”26 Karsh uses this
evidence to support his argument that the Jewish population started to rise in Palestine
long before the area fell under the British Mandate.
Bernard Avishai falls into the ProPalestine camp and strongly disagrees with
both Gans and Dershowitz. Avishai’s 2002 Book, The Tragedy of Zionism: How its
Revolutionary Past Haunts Israeli Democracy, argues that the Balfour Declaration played a
pivotal role in the Zionist movement gaining political world wide support. Avishai
believes that the British decided to side with the Zionist to have an excuse to position
British troops in the region to fight the TurkishOttoman Empire. He states that, “The
Balfour Declaration committed the British government to stationing forces in Palestine,
to further its own interest in the region, but also to help secure Zionist aims.” 27 Avishai
goes on to state that while the Balfour Declaration was a victory for the Zionist, it was
not welcomed by all. He argues that the Arab leaders in Palestine looked at the Balfour
Declaration as a betrayal. Avishai explains that just 2 years prior to the Declaration, the
British promised the Arabs the territory of Palestine if they would help to overthrow the
Ottoman Empire. The Arabs lived up to their end of the bargain but the British did not.
The Zionist leader, David BenGurion, looked at the Balfour Declaration as the British
approving the “Zionist claims to the existence of a Jewish nation and has acknowledged
the Zionist right to settle in the whole of Palestine.” 28 According to Avishai, The Arabs
of Palestine were lied to by the British while at the same time their land was given away
to outsiders.
Michael Neumann sides with Avishai in his 2005 book, The Case Against Israel.
Neumann argues that the Balfour Declaration was just a stepping stone in the Zionist
cause to take all of Palestine. He states that, “A mere community within Palestine was
not going to be enough. In Tom Segev’s words, the final draft of the Balfour Declaration
did not give the Zionist everything they wanted: the British Government stopped short
Efraim Karsh, The ArabIsraeli Conflict: The Palestine War 1948. (Oxford: Osprey Publishing, 2002), 14.
Ibid., 14.
27 Bernard Avishai, The Tragedy of Zionism: How Its Revolutionary Past Haunts Israeli Democracy. (New York:
All Worth Communication, 2002), 102.
28 Ibid., 104.
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of designating Palestine a Jewish state. But the Zionist never lost sight of their goal.” 29
Neumann accuses both the British and the Zionist of trying to word the Balfour
Declaration to appear that the Jews only wanted a homeland but in reality both parties
were aware that a Jewish state was the end goal. Neumann goes on to state that, “The
world – and the Palestinian – knew what was contemplated.”30 He argues that Zionist
leader, Chaim Weismann, bluntly told a London audience in 1919 that “I trust to God
that a Jewish State will come about; but it will come about not through political
declarations but by the sweat and blood of the Jewish people.” 31 Neumann uses the
words of Chaim Weismann to prove that the Balfour Declaration was just the beginning
of the Jewish takeover of Palestine and that the ultimate goal was not to live alongside
the Arabs but to establish an exclusively Jewish state.
Edward Said agrees with Neumann that the wording of the Balfour Declaration
and the correspondence between British officials and the Zionist leaders points to a
Jewish state in Palestine and not just a homeland. Said argues that, “from the beginning
of the Zionist planning for Palestine (that is, roughly, from the period during and after
World War I), one can note the increasing prevalence of the idea that Israel was to be
built on the ruins of this Arab Palestine.”32 Said notes that Theodor Herzl wrote in his
diary that the Palestinians would have to be moved to transit countries and
employment in Israel would be denied and states that “both the process of
expropriation and the removal of the poor must be carried out discreetly and
circumspectly.”33 Said also accuses the British of being complicit in the removing of the
Arab Palestinians. He states that Lord Rothschild wrote a memorandum on July 18,
1917 that states “the principle that Palestine should be reconstituted as the National
Home for the Jewish People.”34 Said explains that by using the word “reconstituted”
the British are clear that Palestine would be reestablished as a Jewish state. He also
argues that the style of the declarations issued by the British and the Zionist leave out
any doubt that Palestine was to be rebuilt, reconstructed, and reestablished as a Jewish
nation.35
Thomas Suarez also sides with the ProPalestine historians and argues that the
Zionist needed the British for protection against any backlash by the Palestinians.
Suarez references the words of Yitzhak Epstein, a delegate to the 1905 Zionist Congress.
Epstein states that “Will those who are disposed of remain silent and accept what is
Michael Neumann, The Case Against Israel. (Oakland, California: CounterPunch and AK Press, 2005),
24.
30 Ibid., 26.
31 Ibid.
32 Said, The Question of Palestine, 12.
33 Ibid.
34 Ibid.
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being done to them? In the end, they will wake up and return to us in blows what we
have looted from them with our gold!”36 Epstein was referring to the fact that the
Zionist were buying up Palestinian land from absentee land lords and then removing
the peasant farmers. Suarez argues that the British were the perfect solution to prevent
any retaliation from the Arabs. In the end, the Zionist were able to use the British
military forces to put down the Arab revolt that occurred in 1936. Suarez believes that
without the help from the British, the Arab military would have been able to stop
Jewish immigration to Palestine and prevent Israel from becoming a nation.
The historiography of the Israel/Palestine conflict has some significant areas in
which the scholarship is lacking. First, almost all the information written about the
conflict is extremely one sided. The authors normally have a personal connection to the
ongoing war which creates a bias. For example, Alan Dershowitz is Jewish and is the
son of Harry and Clair Dershowitz who are an Orthodox Jewish couple. Dershowitz’s
book, The Case for Israel, supports the Zionist movement and is extremely biased.
Dershowitz is quick to point out that the British restricted immigration from Europe to
Palestine during the Holocaust but does not give any credit to the British for helping the
Zionist gain access to Palestine through the Balfour Declaration. Dershowitz also does
not acknowledge that there were Arabs already living in the land but states that “the
Palestine to which European Jews of the First Aliyah immigrated was vastly
unpopulated.”37 ProIsrael historians routinely ignore primary sources that were
declassified by the Israeli government 30 years after the conflict. This material is very
damning because it gives insight to the Zionist movement’s true intentions to displace
the Palestinians and gain control of the region.
ProIsrael historians are not the only ones guilty of cherry picking their
arguments to support their agenda. For example, John Rose down plays the Jewish
persecution that was happening in Europe and portrays the Jewish people as using
persecution to get what they wanted. Rose’s reasoning as to why Jewish people were
unable to get work is questionable to say the least. Rose explains, “Why were Jews not
hired in the more mechanized factories? AntiSemitism played a part, of course, but the
main reason is quite astonishing: Most employers (Jewish and nonJewish) preferred
Christians to Jewish workers because the former were more reliable.” 38 Rose supports
his idea by stating that Jewish workers were prone to strike which made employers
leery of hiring them. Rose feels the need to down play the antiSemitism that was
running rampart across Europe to portray the Zionist as stealing land from Palestine
with no reason except greed. Also, ProPalestine historians do not acknowledge the fact
that Israel released its classified documents for the world to see but Palestine has not
Suarez, Thomas. State of Terror: How Terrorism Created Modern Israel), 35.
Dershowitz, The Case for Israel, 23.
38 Rose, The Myths of Zionism, 105.
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done the same. When and if Palestine decides to release their primary sources, the
historiography will change drastically.
Lastly, the historiography is lacking scholarship from historians in the Western
world. Numerous books have been written about the conflict by historians from the
Middle East but rarely does anyone not from that area take the time to discuss the
subject. The most famous book regarding the Israel/Palestine conflict in the United
States was not written by a historian but by a politician. President Jimmy Carter
discusses the conflict in his 2006 book, Palestine: Peace Not Apartheid. While President
Carter does go into the history, his primary focus is what is enabling the conflict to
continue and how it can be remedied. It is imperative for historians from other parts of
the world to address the fighting between Palestine and Israel to write a more complete
historiography that is less biased. Until that happens, ProPalestine and ProIsrael
historians will continue pointing the finger at each other without an intermediary.
Although the Zionist movement was successful in enabling the Jewish people to
create a national homeland in Israel and declare itself a state in 1948, it was not
successful in removing the Palestinian Arabs that inhabited the land. The fighting
continues to this day because the Palestinians refuse to recognize the State of Israel and
refuse to leave their country. ProIsrael and ProPalestine historians disagree on many
aspects of the Israel/Palestine conflict and have opposing views regarding historical and
religious rights to the land, the goals of the Zionist movement, and how big of a role the
British played in allowing the Jews to immigrate to Palestine. These historians are just
as divided as the people living in the region. The lack of compromise and
understanding has made the historiography divided on the lines of ProIsrael and Pro
Palestine.
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Notice

Department of Journalism & Mass Communication
Date:
16/12/2020
All the faculty members of Journalism & Mass Communication Departmental are
hereby notified that online meeting will be held on 23/12/2020 at 5.00 pm to discuss
the following agendas:
1) Fixation a date of Semester I honours examination for selecting the Slow and
Advanced learner.
2) Distribution of Academic Calendar
3) Miscellaneous

Dr. Tanuja Basu Roy
Head. Department of Journalism & Mass Communication.

Examination for the selection of Advance and Slow learner
Semester I (Honours)
Subject: Journalism & Mass Communication

Paper- CC2

Full Marks-15

Date: 04/01/2021 Time-25 mins

Q.1. Make a comparative analysis between the contributions of James Augustus Hicky & J.S.
Buckinghum in the field of Indian Journalism

Department of Journalism & Mass Communication
Resolution
Date: 16/01/2021
It is resolved in the departmental meeting held on 16/01/2021 that following measurements will be
taken for slow and advanced learner of Semester I honours students:
For Slow Learner:
4) After each class the slow learner will be asked to tell in brief what they understand in the
class.
5) Easy notes and reference book will be provided them
6) Personal care will be taken for their Tutorial Assignment
7) Extra care will be given for practical paper






For Advanced Learner:
Special reference book will be advised them to follow
Special ppt will be provided them made by expert which is available online
Special care will be taken for them so that their inner skill of journalistic writing can be
flourished.
Encourage them to join different competition and webinar related to Journalism.

Members Present
Dr. Tanuja Basu Ray
Smt. Tina Bose
Smt. Amrita Deb
Smt. Debolina Auddy
Smt. Maitrayee Mitra

Journalism mass Communication Honours Semester I
List of Advanced & Slow Learner
Sl
No
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34

Student Name

Advanced/Slow

Arpita mondal
Pratyusha Reja
Tamali Chatterjee
Mahasina Nasrin
Barsha Das
Brithika jana
Manisha Chaudhuri
Aakansha Chakraborty
Tuhina Porel
Ankita Mondal
Annesha Hazra
Dipanwita Roy sarkar
Ariza Tabassum
Rima Patra
Anwesha Barui
Srijita Paul
Ipsita Mondal
Rajasree Roy
Anisha Das
Megha Mondal
Rumela Dey
Antara Sarkar
Sayanika Das Neogi
Ayushi Lodh
Ipsita Datta
Annasha Das
Sreejeeta Saha
Pratyusha Jana
Bristi Das
Tithi Pandey
Swati Singh
Piyali Halder
Aahalee Roy
Rikti Sarkar

Slow
Advance
Advance
Advance
Advance
Slow
Advance
Advance
Advance
Advance
Advance
Advance
Slow
Advance
Advance
Advance
Advance
Advance
Advance
Advance
Advance
Advance
Advance
Advance
Advance
Advance
Advance
Advance
Advance
Advance
Advance
Slow
Advance
Advance

Action taken Report for Advanced & Slow learner
After analysing the answer scripts of the examinations taken for selecting the advanced and slow
learner of Semester I journalism honours, it has been decided unanimously in the departmental
meeting held on 16/01/2021 that following measurement will be taken for slow and advance
learner:
For Slow Learner:
8) After each class the slow learner will be asked to tell in brief what they understand in the
class.
9) Easy notes and reference book will be provided them
10) Personal care will be taken for their Tutorial Assignment
11) Extra care will be given for practical paper






For Advanced Learner:
Special reference book will be advised them to follow
Special ppt will be provided them made by expert which is available online
Special care will be taken for them so that their inner skill of journalistic writing can be
flourished.
Encourage them to join different competition and webinar related to Journalism.
In case of Semester III and V the slow and advanced learner is selected on the basis of their
previous semester result and above mentioned measurement would be followed to their
progress also.
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Eight News Values
For measuring newsworthiness

IMPACT
What is the definition?

IMPACT
How many people are affected? How seriously are they affected?

IMPACT EXAMPLES
Natural disasters that are or compare to unprecedented events
Passage of legislation on a state or national level
An election

WEIGHT
What is the definition?

WEIGHT
Similar to impact BUT…
WEIGHT of a story includes how many & how seriously, but can also be measured by
depth of pain, shock or how “out of character” or “unexpected” something might be

IMPACT

vs.

WEIGHT

WEIGHT EXAMPLES
Accidental death vs. injury
National sporting event vs. local sporting event

TIMELINESS
What is the definition?

TIMELINESS
What is new?
The quality of timeliness is that the story provides new, updated relevant
information
It is not OLD news

TIMELINESS EXAMPLES
What happened today trumps last week’s news
Updates on conditions, charges, investigations add timeliness to older news

PROXIMITY
What is the definition?

PROXIMITY

PROXIMITY EXAMPLES
National mortgage crises
covered in reference to local
people losing their homes
Health epidemics/diseases and
how parents can protect their
children

PROMINENCE
What is the definition?

PROMINENCE
The bigger you are, the bigger the
target!
People are naturally curious about
people who are famous or in
positions of power
But they also have the power to
make an event that might not be
big news, a big deal!

PROMINENCE EXAMPLES
Britney Spears shaves her head (hundreds of thousands of people do this every day…)
Taylor Swift goes to a small-town high school prom with a fan (suddenly the prom is
newsworthy)

CONFLICT
What is the definition?

CONFLICT
Newsworthy because two or more people, entities,
groups or teams are opposing one another
People want to witness or know the outcome of the
conflict
THERE AREN’T TWO SIDES TO EVERY
CONFLICT
Sometimes, the conflict is within and that makes the
story newsworthy; i.e. overcoming obstacles or
personal struggles

CONFLICT EXAMPLES
Presidential Debates
The World Series
Steve Jobs Biography

NOVELTY
What is the definition?

NOVELTY
Means the story is intriguing or has an
interesting spin to it, not something you
hear of everyday
IN REALITY:
It is hard to verify and play an
editorial
role for this type of story

NOVELTY EXAMPLES

USEFULNESS
What is the definition?

USEFULNESS or STEWARDSHIP
Information that the public needs to navigate the world

USEFULNESS or STEWARDSHIP EXAMPLES
weather reports
health information
investigative pieces
stories about good deeds

Eight News Values
For measuring newsworthiness

How an Irishman Challenged the East India Company
With India’s First Newspaper
Rinchen Norbu Wangchuk

Advertisement

J

ames Augustus Hicky’s sojourn in India began in a rather inauspicious manner. The
Irishman behind the establishment of India’s first-ever newspaper was a one-time surgeon,
who arrived in Kolkata (Calcutta) back in 1776 to establish his shipping business.
Unfortunately, the shipping business fell apart. Unable to pay back the money Hicky
borrowed from the banks, most of his belongings were seized, while he went to prison for a
short while.
(But he did manage to squirrel away Rs 2,000 with a trusted friend. This money was
eventually used to order types and construct a printing press.)
After spending a few years in prison, Hicky was released, and on January 20, 1780, he put
out the first issue of the Bengal Gazette. Priced at (rather hefty) Re 1, Hicky’s Bengal Gazette
initially sought to “cover everything that might be important to Calcutta, devoting many
sections to politics, world news and events in India,” according to historian Andrew Otis, the
author of ‘Hicky’s Bengal Gazette: The Untold Story of India’s First Newspaper.’
Suffice it to say; the newspaper was a sensation in Calcutta. Hicky and his correspondents
would cover issues ranging from the poor standard of sanitation and road infrastructure in the
city to corruption in the East India Company and higher echelons of society.
In the book, Otis writes about Hicky’s criticism of the Governor of Madras, Sir Thomas
Rumbold, who was recalled to England to answer charges of corruption in front of the British
Parliament.

“Hicky sarcastically wrote that Rumbold was a ‘great man’ for ‘only’ amassing a fortune of
about £600,000 while in India, much of it from bribes and extortion. For now, this was
Hicky’s only mention of corruption,” writes Otis. More importantly, he gave the city’s native
poor a voice through their letters which he published, and he covered stories that mattered to
them.
Take the example of the terrifying fires that engulfed the homes of poor Bengalis in the city
because of the grass they used from the Hooghly to thatch their roofs. These fires would burn
down thousands of homes at a time during spells of extreme heat in the dry seasons. The
city’s narrow roads and unpaved streets made it near impossible to control them.
During one particularly disastrous fire in March 1780, every house from BowBazar in the
north to Colinga in the east was eviscerated. “The dreadful havoc the late fire has made
amongst the poor Bengalis is almost incredible,” Hicky wrote. While 190 died, another
15,000 straw houses were burned down thanks to the fire.

(Image
courtesy Twitter/Prasar Bharati)

“Thousands were left homeless, with no food, water, or clothing. Even Hicky was affected.
His bungalow and little outhouses in his garden had been consumed. He called for action in
his newspaper, asking the rich and powerful to give food, and more importantly, shelter and
clothing. He insisted the Company do something to help,” writes Otis.
In his publication, Hicky wrote a short note to the ‘Benevolent and Powerful in the city
stating,

Be it known that fifteen thousand Inhabitants of Calcutta are since the late Fires in extreme
Distress, their small possessions having been consumed … but a more dreadful foe awaits
them, lingering Diseases, exposed to the extremes of heat and cold, destitute of clothes and
dwellings, to feed them may only prolong their misery: many of our Aged have laid down
content to die, and the Infants wailing in their Mothers bosoms increase the calamity beyond
the power of language to describe … Ye Patrons of the Unfortunate, Exert your influence,
clothe [them] and give them habitations.
However, it was his criticism of Britain’s wars in India and virulent criticism of Governor
Warren Hastings that truly ticked off the East India Company establishment.

(Image courtesy Twitter/Prasar Bharati)

What is Britain Doing in India?
Besides reporting on the poor standard of pay and working conditions for lower-ranked
European and Indian soldiers fighting for the East India Company, he also covered their wars
in great detail, particularly the Battle of Polilur in September 1780, when Hyder Ali, the then
ruler of Mysore, crushed the East India Company.
As Andrew Otis writes in his book,
Advertisement

Hicky turned against the war as death tolls mounted. The biggest turning point was the
horrific Battle of Pollilur, when the king of Mysore, Hyder Ali, and his 90,000-man army
ambushed one of the Company armies…The battle became butchery as the Company army
was wiped off the map. Over 3,000 out of the 5,700 soldiers were killed. It was the single
biggest British military defeat in India in a generation…The battle shocked Hicky and his
belief that the British were superior to any enemy in India. As reports filtered in over the next
few months, he learned just how disastrous the battle was, and how incompetent the
Company generals had been…The battle made Hicky question why the British were fighting
in India. The casualties made the war seem pointless, and he accused the Company of
squandering their soldiers’ lives.
More importantly, however, he began to question notions of whether Britain was the good
entity here, while the Indians were bad. Contrary to rumours that Hyder Ali’s army had
massacred anyone they found after his army took Arcot, the Bengal Gazette reported how the
captured soldiers were escorted to friendly territory, allowed to write letters home. Ali even
had his own people delivering them.
Yet again, he never lost sight of how common citizens suffered in these wars. He wrote about
the humanitarian crisis unfolding as thousands came flooding into Madras (Chennai) to
escape the war, besides the famine and other human horrors that unfolded.
Hicky’s coverage of the war earned him an international audience. Many British, American
and French news publications ended up reprinting his reports, often verbatim. “As the only
newspaper in Asia, his gazette became an important source of information,” writes Otis.
Challenging Hastings, Freedom of Press
Unhappy with his coverage of the East India Company, a rival newspaper was established in
Calcutta called the Indian Gazette in November 1780, which had the support of Governor
Warren Hastings who offered them the facility of free postage for distribution.
The Indian Gazette became the Company’s mouthpiece with all the perks offered by the
establishment. But Hicky took on the might of the establishment. He alleged that a senior
Company official with close links to Hastings’ wife had sought a bribe. This savage expose
angered Hastings and subsequently passed an order whereby the Post Office would no longer
extend its facility to the Bengal Gazette.
But he wasn’t going to give up without a fight and hired 20 courier men to deliver his
newspapers. Moreover, its popularity grew massively. “The next week, he started an antityranny, anti-corruption, and pro-free speech campaign using his newspaper as his platform,
and words as his weapons,” writes Ot

is.

Warren Hastings (Image courtesy Wikimedia Commons)

Besides going after corrupt Company officials, Hicky also exposed the shady dealings of a
corrupt Christian missionary Johann Zacharias Kiernander. Eventually, both Hastings and
Kiernander sued Hicky in June 1781. Given the charges against him, Hicky was sent to
prison on five counts of libel with bail set at an impossible amount.
Although Hicky had his share of wins in these legal battles, while continuing to print his
newspaper where he accused the Company of stomping on his freedom of speech, he was
eventually sentenced to 12 months in prison and ordered to pay a fine of Rs 2,500.

By the time 1782 came around, he had barely any money left. He applied to be recognized as
a pauper so that he could hold onto his printing press and type, but the court ruled against him
and seized them. This brought the brief run of the Hicky’s Bengal Gazette to an end.
Admittedly, Hicky had his faults. His views on the role of women in society, for example,
were deeply troubling and he often wrote in the deeply patronising tone of Western
Orientalist scholars. But thanks to his contributions, India began to take its first steps in
modern journalism, a tool which would come very handy later on during the Freedom
Struggle and the years following Independence.
(If you want to know more, read Hicky’s Bengal Gazette: The Untold Story of India’s First
Newspaper)
(Edited by Vinayak Hegde)
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DEPARTMENT OF POLITICAL SCIENCE
The department assessed the learning level of the students through following methods:




Periodic assessments through class tests .
Assignments on the topics of the syllabus and assessments.



Class work on different topics and students are asked to present their answer in class
after finishing the work within stipulated time.



For semesters 3 & 5 advanced and slow learners are segregated according to their
performances in previous university exam along with their classroom assessments and
regular assignments in google class room.

1.2.2021

Notice
This is to notify that an examination will be held on 11 th February, 2021 for
the students of 1st semester for assessing the learning level. The question
paper will be uploaded in the Google Class room.

Dr. Satabdi Das
HOD
Department of Political Science

SAMPLE OF QUESTIONS OF 1ST SEMESTER FOR ASSESSING THE LEARNING
LEVEL OF STUDENTS
10 MARKS EACH
1. What is power? Write its features.
4+6=10
2. What is citizenship? Write the methods of acquiring citizenship.
2+8=10
3. Describe the role of politics in Political Science.
10
4. What do you mean by authoritarianism? Write the salient features of authoritarianism.
4+6=10

LIST OF SLOW AND ADVANCED LEARNERS SEMESTER- I

ADVANCED LEARNERS
Sejal Chaubey
Zeenat Naaz
Ayantika Haldar
Aratrika Majumdar
Sneha Debnath
Priyanka Mondal
Solanki Das
Rhythm Kumari Bhagat
Sony Dubey
Brintika Aich
Jaba Mondal
Pramisha Agasti

SLOW LEARNERS
Anjali Chowdhury
Farheen Laskar
Tanisha Ganguly Das
Sreya Paul
Mousumi Naskar
Sohana Ekram
Meena Kumari Shaw
Sanjukta Maity
Asfa Ahmed
Diksha Mahato
Mano Biswas
Neha Prasad
Anjali Mishra
Zainab Hussain
Kriti Prasad
Rahmatun Nissa

RESOLUTION OF THE DEPARTMENTAL MEETING OF POLITICAL SCIENCE
HELD ON 15th FEBRUARY 2021

1. The slow and advanced learners of Semester I (Session 2020-2021), Dept. of Political
Science were identified and categorised.
2. It was resolved that the slow learners will be provided with simpler notes and
assignments will be taken periodically in order to assess their progress.
3. It was resolved that the advanced learners will be provided with better and higher
standard references, like journal articles from JSTOR, editorial paper cuttings and
YouTube links of lectures and resources by subject experts to enable them to further
improve their academic scores.

Notice No. 003/2021-2022

Date: 03.07.2021

Department of Political Science will take the remedial classes according to the following routine
from 5.7.2021.

DAYS

TIME

SEM 2

SEM 4

SEM 6

MONDAY

9am-10am

NK

SD

MC

THURSDAY

9am-10am

KB

NK

SD

FRIDAY

9am-10am

SD

MC

KB

SATURDAY

9am-10am

MC

KB

NK

SAMPLE OF RESEARCH ORIENTED HIGHER LEARNING

Power point
Presentations on recent topics

Department of Psychology

Report on assessment of the learning levels of the students and organises
special programmes for advanced and slow learners by the Department of
Psychology
Department of Psychology assesses the learning levels of the students through
continuous observation of students’ performances in classes, examinations as
well as in different departmental activities. The respective Department
considered students’ obtained marks in Odd Semester Examination, 20-21 for
identification of the advanced and slow learners. Resolution taken in the
Departmental meeting held on 25.08.21 that Students who have achieved 70%
or above will be treated as advanced learner and students, who have achieved
less than 50%, will be treated as slow learners. From the result analysis report,
advanced learners have been identified but no slow learners have been
identified. Resolution has been taken about the advanced learners that some
topics will be selected on which the advanced students will take the initiative
to demonstrate and discuss.

Notice
Date: 24.05.21
Departmental meeting on report of result analysis of Odd Semester
Examination20-21, and identification of Advanced and Slow
learners
This is to notify to all the faculty members of the Department of Psychology that an emergency
meeting on report of result analysis of Odd Semester Examination20-21, and identification of
Advanced and Slow learners will be held on 25.05.21 from 12noon to 12:30pm. All the faculty
members are requested to attend the meeting positively.
With regards,

Department of Psychology
H.O.D.

Paper : CC-5(Developotcnt of Pgycbological 7bought)
Full Marks : 511

Candidates are requiredtogive their answers in their own
wordsas far as practicable.
1) Answer ifnj' trro( s h o r t n o t e s ) f r o m t h e f o l l o w i n g [ w o r d l i m i t 3 l t 0 each]
a.

Schedules ofReinforcement

b.

Eightfold Paths ofYoga

52

(e) Generativity vs. Stagnation
(d) Habit forriiation according to Watson.
2) Answer any' one question (word limit800e a c h ) :
10a1
a.

Differentiate between sex and gender. Critically discuss the social learning theory of gender.

b.

Elucidate the nature of ’self’ according toVedanta.

(e) Elucidate the major aspects of Sigmund Freud’s Topographical view of mind.
3) Answer act try» questions from the following [word limit11100e a c h ] :
a.

Illustrate the major differences between the Eastern and the Western perspectives of
consciousness.

b. Explain the conceptofgender roles. Illustrate with suitable examples the psychodynamic
approaches togender t y p i n g .
3+12
c.

Describe tbe eontributon of Maslowinthe developmentoftbird force—Humanistic
Psychology.
l5

d.

WhatiscognitiverevolutioninPsychology?DiscussinthiscontextthecontributionsofTolman.

15

Resolution taken in the meeting held on 25.05.21
In the meeting decision was taken by the Departmental Teachers that on the basis of Odd Semester
Examination, 2020-21 students who have achieved 70% or above will be treated as advanced learner
and students, who have achieved less than 50%, will be treated as slow learners. From the result
analysis report of odd Semester Examination 20-21, advanced learners have been identified but no
slow learners have been identified. Resolution has been taken about the advanced learners that
some topics will be selected on which the advanced students will take the initiative to demonstrate
and discuss.

With regards,

Members present

Dr. Partha Malakar

Dr. ParthaMalakar

Department of Psychology
H.O.D.

Dr. Debanjali Pal Choudhury
Dr. DebanganaChakraborty
AnneshaGanguli

DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHOLOGY
LIST OF ADVANCED LEARNERS OF ODD SEMESTERS

SL NO
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18

NAME
Trisha Biswas
Sreemayee Das
Anuska Chatterjee
Ishika Chowdhury
Kritika Chhajer
Sristi Ghosh
Debarati Banerjee
Atreyee Naskar
Madhurima Chanda
Anwesha Paul
Ruchika Agarwal
Shayna Saswat
Sharanya Chakraborty
Papri Chakraborty
Smritikana Mondal
Srinjana Pahari
Pratyusha Saha
Sangita Mondal

SEMESTER
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
III
III
III
III
III
V
V
V
V
V
V

COLLEGE ROLL NO
20SH176
20AH447
20SH185
20SH105
20SH160
20AH234
20SH191
19SH185
19SH188
19SH189
19AH525
19AH548
18AH470
18AH473
18SH180
18AH477
18SH174
18AH489

DEPARTMENT OF ZOOLOGY
The department assessed the learning level of the students through following methods:
 Virtual class interaction are conducted to assess the extent of progress made by students.
 Assignments based on the topics related to the syllabus.
 Class work on various topics. Students are asked to present their topics in the class.
 For semesters 3 & 5 advanced and slow learners are segregated according to their performances in
previous university exams along with their classroom assessments and regular assignments in google
class room.

22.2.2021
Notice
This is to notify that an examination will be held on 1st March, 2021 for the students of 1st
semester for assessing the learning level.
Dr. Roni Sarkar
HOD
Department of Zoology

DEPARTMENT OF ZOOLOGY

QUESTIONS OF 1ST SEMESTER FOR ASSESSING THE LEARNING LEVEL OF
STUDENTS
Date: 01.03.2021
Time: 45 minutes
2 MARKS EACH only question number 10 contains 6 marks

1. What is periodicity of microfilaria? 2
2. Write short notes on Filariasis or Ascariasis or Fascioliosis. 2
3. What do you mean by obstructive jaundice? 2
4. Write down the differences between male and female Ascaris. 2
5. What is onchosphere? 2
6. Why onchosphere is called hexacanth embryo? 2
7. What is measly pork? 2
8. What is gravid proglottid? 2
9. How helminthes can resist host digestive juice or enzymes? 2
10. Mention 3 points each for morphological and physiological adaptations of helminthes.
(3+3)= 6
11. How helminthes gets energy in gut of hosts? 2

LIST OF SLOW AND ADVANCED LEARNERS SEMESTER- I

ADVANCED LEARNERS
UPASANA CHAKRABORTY

SLOW LEARNERS
ANINDITA CHATTERJEE

SONI SINGH

AFROJA KHATUN

NANDINI RAM

ANINDITA DAS

TRISHA MANNA

SAGARIKA PAL

SWASTIKA SHAW

DEEPSHIKHA DAS

SRIJA ROY

TITIR CHOUDHURI

AYANTIKA SAHA

SREEJITA BASU

ANKITA BEPARI
ANURIMA NATH
PUJA BERA

RESHMINA KHATUN

RESOLUTION OF THE DEPARTMENTAL MEETING OF ZOOLOGY HELD ON 4th MARCH, 2021

Members Present:
1. Dr. Roni Sarkar
2. Dr. Rajasri Chakraborty
3. Dr. Sudipta Ghosh
4. Dr. Pubali Mitra
5. Ms. Sucheta Bose

Resolutions:
1. The categories of slow and advanced learners of Semester I (Session 2020-2021), Dept. of Zoology
were prepared after identification.
2. The slow learners will be provided with study materials and assignments will be taken to assess their
progress during the class tests.
3. The advanced learners will be provided with better reference books from various e-portals (NPTEL
etc) and YouTube links of topics and resources from subject experts to enable them to further improve
their academic scores.

DEPARTMENT OF ZOOLOGY
ADVANCE LEARNING
POWERPOINT PRESENTATION

