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The interest in the Gurdwara Legislation issue shown by scholars recently is welcome, because before any issue relating to the Panth is finalised, every aspect of it must be discussed thoroughly and viewed critically. A few scholars have expressed the apprehension that any legislation on gurdwaras will be harmful to Sikh interests as it would lead to government interference. It is surprising though that such a view never surfaced during its almost century-long history. It is even more surprising that the proponents of this view did not place on record these views in a seminar held as recently as 1997, in spite of being closely associated with it — to the extent of conducting the stage. Moreover, if the proponents of this view felt that Gurdwara Legislation was detrimental to the cause of Sikhs, why did they object, as they claim they did, to its being taken up at a Seminar in 1997 ? Should they not have rather supported the topic so that such an issue could be taken up at the quom level ?

Let us now examine the view that the Legislation on gurdwaras will lead to interference by government :


Are the gurdwaras experiencing government interference as per Gurdwaras Act of 1925 ? Or which particular proposed amendment is giving more rights to the government ? Rather, it is only through a Legislation that we can achieve non-interference by government in a language that the entire world understands.


Does it mean that all leaders, such as, Master Tara Singh, Teja Singh Samundri, Baba Kharak Singh, Kartar Singh Jhabbar, etc., who sought and fought for Gurdwara Legislation were also collaborating with the government at the cost of Sikh interests ?


If the demand for a Gurdwara Legislation is viewed as interference by the government, it would follow that the demands like Anandpur Sahib Resolution made by the Panth and actively pleaded by eminent Sikhs such as Sirdar Kapur Singh and Sant Jarnail Singh Bhindranwale, should also be considered an invitation to government interference in Sikh affairs.


If such an Act should wrest all control with the government, Mahatma Gandhi, Jawahar Lal Nehru and Indira Gandhi would have been all too keen to promote such a move. But the fate of this demand and amendments therein is similar to other genuine demands of Sikhs, such as River Waters, Panjabi Suba, State Autonomy, etc. The only time the enactment of an All India Sikh Gurdwara Act was ever considered was during the Janata Party rule.


If any particular proposal in the Draft is objectionable, need intellectuals be reminded that a draft is nothing but a rough/preliminary outline of a scheme which can be altered to reach a consensus acceptable to the Panth ?

Legislation by the government is not necessarily interference by government. Even India became free through an Act of British Parliament. Punjabi Suba came into existence by an Act of Indian Parliament.

Coming to the view that we do not need a Gurdwara Legislation :


Are we sure that by having no Gurdwara Legislation, we will be able to keep out government interference in gurdwaras legally and literally ?


Does the present Act force us to vote or contest elections ?


Does it ban the possibility of a unanimously formed body ?


Are we sure that the mahant system that preceded the Gurdwara Legislation and necessitated its formation will not come into existence once again in the absence of Gurdwara Legislation ?

Why do we not first, at least once, prove our ability to manage our own affairs through Sarbat Khalsa and Sarab Samiti before doing away with the Gurdwara Legislation. The very fact that there are invariably 2-4 candidates from every constituency shows clearly that we are no where near Sarab Samiti. Even an issue of the nature of the Gurdwara Legislation has become controversial.

Our decisions must relate to the present set-up. And the present set-up is that we have become the laughing stock of the world — by having parallel jathedars, parallel tercentenary celebrations, parallel gurpurabs, parallel World Sikh Councils, etc.

No matter how idealistic it sounds, we are nowhere near Sarbat Khalsa and Sarab Samiti of the Guru-period. If we strive to create the State the Gurus envisaged, doing away with Gurdwara Legislation is not the first step; it is the last. Rather, Gurdwara Legislation will automatically become redundant once we all have become gurmukhs. Till then, a Gurdwara Legislation is a need. And an All India Sikh Gurdwaras Act which aims to bring all gurdwaras under one Act will not only ensure uniform maryada throughout, but also strengthen the SGPC, which will then be in a better position to cater to the needs of Sikhs everywhere, and serve the cause of humanity as well. Thus, amendments must be introduced into the existing Act to ensure against bogus voters, and interference by government, etc.

Come to think of it, is a Seminar not comparable to Sarbat Khalsa of a localised area, where everybody is free to express his/her views — for or against a particular issue(s) ? With life getting busier and means of communication far faster, seminars are the best way to get views from varied people and places. Thus, seminars serve the purpose of Sarbat Khalsa well.

And, similarly, voting is just a mode of executing one’s Samiti. Moreover, Bauhsamiti needs to be identified, whenever there is failure to select unanimously, i.e., by Sarab Samiti. In fact, the basic principles of Sarbat Khalsa and Sarab Samiti underlie the concept of seminars and voting, respectively. The Guru introduced Sarbat Khalsa and Sarab Samiti as opposed to the dictatorship of emperors, who never sought the views of their subjects. If voting today is associated with drinks, crime, etc., then it is due to the degradation in human nature; electoral system offers us the option to select unanimously, i.e., by Sarab Samiti. And if we do not avail of this option, who is at fault— us or the electoral system ?

Thus, since the Gurdwara Legislation does not in any way come in the way of achieving our aspirations of sovereignty, the suggestion of doing away with it is absolutely illogical. We should also remember that if we do away with it today, we would not have the face to ask for it later.
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