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Bahujan Literature

PRAMOD RANJAN

f you believe that literary criticism is aimed only at
“literature” and that “thinking” contaminates it,
then I have nothing to say to you, at least for now.
Concepts like Black literature, Dalit literature and
Bahujan literature are directly based on thinking
and outlook. There is little doubt that literature is
literature, just as the world is the world. But for
humans, the world is not just the world. They have
divided it into many parts on geographical, political,
cultural and ethnic considerations so as to facilitate
their life and to give it a meaning. In fact, division
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AS WE GO ON IDENTIFYING BAHUJAN LITERATURE, ‘DWIJ’ LITE
RATURE WILL AUTOMATICALLY SHIFT TO THE MARGINS. BECAUSE,
THE MAJORITY OF HINDI LITERATURE IS BAHUJAN LITERATURE
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and wisdom are mutually interdependent. Otherwise, like
for an animal, the world is just the world.

In fact, the division of literature is fundamental to
criticism. How do we look at literature, how do we make
distinctions between it, its characteristics, its importance, its
objectives, its impact, from which angle can it be under-
stood the best - shouldn't criticism answer all these ques-
tions? For quite some time now, Hindji literary criticism is
not discharging this responsibility. Ramchandra Shukla,
Ramvilas Sharma and later Namvar Singh and other emi-
nent critics discharged this responsibility in their own times.
The classification of Progressive literature, “Nayee Kahani,”
and so on were all born out of the discharge of this responsi-
bility. But due to their ‘Dwij’ social background, these Hindi
critics did not take cognizance of the literature of ‘Shudras’
and Atishudras’ as a separate genre. They did not give a
clear, distinct identity to this literature, whatever might have
been the reasons.

That is why Dalit literature originated in Marathi and
thence reached Shudra writers like Rajendra Yadav. Why was
it not born in Hindi? We are aware of the existence of a dis-
tinct stream of OBC literature and of its literary congrega-
tions in Maharashtra but today, for the Hindi critics, it is
nothing except an astounding but laughable concept. Why?
Be that as it may, the concept of ‘Bahujan literature’ was
born in the editorial department of FORWARD Press and the
credit must go to our chief editor Ivan Kostka, critic and lin-
guist Rajendra Prasad Singh and writer Premkumar Mani.
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ALL THE MAJOR MOVEMENTS IN HINDI LITERATURE—WHETHER IT WAS
BHAKTI OR PROGRESSIVE MOVEMENT OR "NAYEE KAHANI" MOVEMENT-
ULTIMATELY WENT ON TO BECOME THE 'MAINSTREAM' LITERATURE
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The evolution of the concept was the outcome of the debate and

discussions between us, which lasted for well over a year and a
half. Firstly, it was Mr. Kotska who introduced me to this idea of
his when I was appointed Editor (Hindi) of FORWARD Press in
May 2011. Later, Rajendra Prasad Singh too came out with the
concept of ‘OBC literature’. But Prem Kumar Mani doggedly

opposed this terminology and I too was not agreeable to the use

of this term. I too was not agreeable to the use of this term. I
preferred using the term “Shudra literature” rather than “OBC
literature”. The word ‘Shudra’ has its origins in culture and
Hindu religion and there is a long literary tradition of Shudras
and Atishudras in the Hindi belt.

Ultimately, we agreed on the umbrella term “Bahujan litera-
ture” and in the year April 2012, FORWARD Press published its
first Bahujan Literature Annual. The publication was discussed
and debated in many newspapers and magazines but while
editing the Bahujan Literature Annual this year, I realized that
perhaps we have failed to apprise Hindi litterateurs of the
concept of “Bahujan literature”.

WHAT IS BAHUJAN LITERATURE?

B Bahujan literature is a big umbrella, under which fall Dalit
literature (For convenience’s sake we can describe it as
“Atishudra literature”), Shudra literature, Tribal literature and
Womenss literature. Terminologies, thoughts and viewpoints
like Ambedkarite literature, OBC literature, etc. can be
included in its internal discourse.

B In Hindj, the concept of Dalit literature has gained acceptance

only over the last two decades. But there are two contradic-
tions inherent in it. First, it has only been accepted as a mar-
ginal literary genre, which means that some “other literature”

constitutes the mainstream. Communist writers call this other
literature Progressive or People’s literature. Whereas, Rajendra

Yadav and all writers and supporters of Dalit literature insist
that “what is not Dalit literature is ‘Savarna literature’” Thus,
according to them, the mainstream Hindi literature is
‘Savarna literature’. On the other hand, the compositions of
many ‘Dwij’ writers, a major part of the contents of which is
dominated by their ‘Dwij’ consciousness, is also counted in

Progressive literature. The second contradiction of Dalit litera-

ture is that it has been confined to the Scheduled Castes i.e.

only the writings of persons born in one of the castes listed in
the SC list of India’s constitution are qualified to be described
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Firstly, it was Mr. Kotska who introduced me to this idea
of hiswhen | was appointed Editor (Hindi) of FORWARD Press
in May 2011. Later, Rajendra Prasad Singh too came
out with the concept of ‘OBC literature’
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B All the major movements in Hindi literature - whether it was e < e bl 1 ‘R % Wi & 9 H

Bhakti movement or Progressive movement or “Nayee Kahani” T T AR S Wit qEAEr % wifee’ s

movement - ultimately went on to become “mainstream” litera- Tl i oid R @ T SR IR 5 EEREEH]
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promise and its powerful pro-change thrust, why only Dalit lit- Fich, ST STTURICH T bl GIRA &

erature was designated as marginal literature whilst ‘Dwij’ litera- foTT &1 sk ?

ture enjoyed the status of mainstream literature? Even if this
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Phule and Dr. Ambedkar. Of these , Kabir (weaver) and Jotiba
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rationale to maintain a distinct identity of their own literature
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