'CHAPTER IV

INDO-PAK RELATIONS :

India achieved independence, under the Indian Independence Act, 1947.
The country was divided, partitioned, and rather vivisected on the bases of the two-
 nations theory on the basis of religion. The people who were supporters of Partition
bel_on.ged to the hinterland. Afte_r partition most of such people appear to have
reconciled with secular India and had stayed back. During the exchange of
~ population, i.e., Hindus to Indta and Muslims to Pakistan, most of the Muslims stayed
back in India. and their counterpart, who left Pakistan for India,” were primarily not
receiv'ed‘as Hindus but as Pakistani refugees. Similarly, the Muslims from India to
Pakistan were, _basically and primarily not received -a_s Muslims but as Indian
refugees or ‘Mohajirs’, though the cot.lntry was partitioned on the basis of fwo-nation
theory - Hlndus and Muslims. Thus, the outcome of partition, so far as two -
communities are concerned was a strange phenomenon Both Hindus and Muslims

- became strangers in thelr own country

The Part,rtlon is not only an evil bu,t,also a sin. We could not avoid it earvlier
and now it is, may be, an accomplished fact, but by mutual dialogue on the people to
- people basis, the partition can annulled to bring prosperity, happiness and peace in
the Indian sub-continent India and Pakistan have been at odds during almost the
last 50 years. In all this time, the security and socio-economic imperatives have
been rgnored with the result emmently mamfest to one and all. Notwnthstandlng there

is'a broad consensus amongst the people of the two countries at the mass level.

What were the real causes that led to the partition,, who was responsible for
.breaking up the integral unity of India; it may not be difficult to find answers to such
-' questions. But it was not necessary to concede the demand for partition and creation
of Pakistan that would have avaided so much- of bloodshed and wholesale -
destructlon of properties .G 1. Khosla in “Steps Reckoning” states - '

There arel, ard 3t-ways been differences betweens the behefs, habits znd

outlook of the Muslim and the non-Muslims. But these differences were no more than
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“an express;aa .of. individual personality. Such as may be observed in members of
\\one family where the pecullar traits and features of one branch may be marked

enough tmcﬁsﬁnguxsh it from another branch, but do not give rise to temperament :
lncompatihﬁﬁyor open hostility.’ ‘

Forwer a thousand years Muslims and non-Muslims had lived as nesghbors
and ‘fnends~ despite these differences, and it was not till the <|mpact of British
imperialism that forced them to raise mental and moral differences around
themselves: and conscwusness of their distinctive character was forced upon them.

’ ThlS conscmusness was accentuated and exploited by the British rulers. it may not

be possmle to make an accurate estlmate of the total loss of life of Hindus and

_ Muslims and the extent of damage of the property caused by riots |mmed|ately

precedlng partltlon and soon thereafter. But this was a heavy price and the memory
of this palnful and costly transaction will linger for years till eternity and continue to
embitter the people of the sub-continent, till the very partition itself is annulled by

mutual consultation and cooperation. Under whatever circumstances the country

_might have been par{itione'd and whosoever might be responsibie for the division, it |

is a curse. As such it, it is the bounding duty of the successors of the persons

'res_ponsible for e.uch partition to undo the same so that our brothern living in ‘

Pakistan, are united ‘with us, as a part and parcel of Indian Nation. We need to

‘remind ourselves what Benj/amin Disreali long ago said :Finality is not the language

of politics. And Jawahar Lal Nehru said :Political wisdom consists in anticipating

events and guldlng them :

The country is in need of such a statesman who can accomphsh the job--

annulhng partition with a view to bring Hindu- Musllm unity and Indo-Pak amity

'be3|des -restoring peace, tranqumty, progress and happiness in the Indian

subcontinent. We need to sort out our problems across the table, in consonance

with the spirit of Simla. Agreement. And uItimately aim ought to be the.annalment of

Partition and re- unlf catxon of India, Bangladesh and Pakistan wnth the same bound -
arise as those atthe time of partition. '

ThePamma -u*ptayedonthe Mushm by their lesg==. Scme
became govemor general, someone else rose to be the Prime Minister and so on.

Their financiers became big industrialists. Of the 22 big (industrial) 16 were Gujarati
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| spealongand wha had migrated from Mumbai (like the Habibs) or Kolkata (like the
Adamjls) Wha’t had the average GUJaratl Muslim to galn from the partmon nothlng
-5 but thebusme*ssman could ﬂoux:!sh with Punjabl farmers as competitors. In Mumbai
- and Keﬂcala, he—had to compete against the Bania, the Marwari, the Parsi, etc. The
Politician l?keM.A Jinnah had the crown of Pakistan to wear.

Pakistan was a paradoxical absurdlty for the lVlushm masses although an
_advantage for the classes to whom the leaders belonged The sub-continental
ummahwas divided and in 1971 went on to be bifurcated. Islam was not sufficient to
hold the: twcrwmgs of Pak, together.”

However, the unrealistic Two ~ Nations theory stood falsified by the efforts of

, the then Prime Minister Indira Gandhi who got East Bengal to emerge as sovereign

country Bangladesh. According to a well-known scholar Mushirul Hasan, the bitter

and v1olent contesl over power sharing culmlnatmg in the partition, gives out the real

mind of tlle 'lea_ders responsible for the vivisection of India. What was the use of
remorse 'P The dama_ge, which was irreparable, was done.

D “The principal ' problem facing the leadership of India’'s partition and the
American 'Gi\'/ll War, 'was identical, in as much as should a nation be divided on the
basis of religion or colour ? President Lincon refused and our leadership accepted
partition. Both decisions led to WIdespread bloodshed.

vHowever, even during such a situation, it was the great depression that

lstopped most of the growth, and _consumer demand. But World War |l restarted the

. great Amerioah industrial machine, and soon, half the country Was engaged in

production for Wal', bringing full employment; but because of the scarcity of

' co‘nsunﬁer goods, Americans vsaved,their money for the future and emerged as a

great power. ‘America emerged as a great nation while Indian peninsula rerhains

fractured, vlieak and poor, as such one can see the land of plenty co—existing with
poverty . '

hﬁasﬂxeally a poor country though most economists say 50 lndla s NG
a poor country; it is Indians who are poor. We are all like a poor village Branmm who
can recite Vedas-and Puranas ln ﬂawless Sanskrit but has to beg for food everyday.
This is the mismatch that haunts, a's, mis,malch between knowledge _and resources,
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betmeen theory and practice, between knowing and how to do things and the

Y wherew:shﬁ.rl to get things done. And of course, it is double talk that has given birth

tepaﬂitmn and the problems assoczated with it.

Wepeopleoftnd;aambom ofthe manywolssxtudmofalong history, each of
- the-many strands adding {o its own special note of colour, of a sudden flash of gotd;
to the intricate pattern of national life. Out of this Apattern ‘emerges our multi—coloufed
population wnth its race mixtures, its various Ianguages and its groups at all stages of .
soc:al evo!utton yet all knowmg no other home than India. We the people of India
lnctudethem all, both Hindus and Muslims, as they belong ‘tothe same stock. 1t is
the same blood that courses in all our veins and not that of Mongols Arabs or Turks.
The Muslims are only Hindu converts. We are not Arab, Turks or Mongols We can
" no Ionger afford to permit partition of country as a springboard for further aggressmn
_and further partltlon. The partltloned India deserves to be united.

Hlstorlans will one day declare that the masses of ‘united India both Hindus
and Mushms timidly sleepwalked into the partmon of Indla They were only vaguely
conscwus of the real consequences of the two-nation theory. The Congress opposed

this theory but yet finally allowed the break—up of the country precnsely on the basis of
this theory. And tacitly accepting that we are not one but two people. But everything
:was done in half measures..

. Theoreticaliy, India could. have accepted the full cohsequences of the two
‘nations theory and allowed total transfer of populations. Partition did take place at a
cost no other people on earth have paid before Pakistan had driven out most of the
.Hlndus from its territory. On this i |ssue it was true to its declaratlon It wanted a pure :
islamic state. The advocates of the two-nation theory Iacked the insight of the
* ultimate reality that they must Iearn to co-exist with others. The Partition of India was
no solution to war problem and it deserves to be annulied.

lt is crucial to have friendly relations with each other and to change the
unhappy’ mﬂn&xt of the relatnon Then,. lmagmes the kind of change that would
come-abor  indiaane Pakistan polied their material resources. & sormidabis force,
not indusitial ihfrasuucture of India becomes part of Pakistan's Strength and
_ -Pak'sa'x”s geo-strategic tocation as well as defence potential becomes as expansion



\\

189

of india’s strength. A subcontinent saw conflict would become a power fact or of
great s.-gnif cance on the. world scene.

On the basis of Two- Nations theory, India for Hindus and Pakistan for

‘FAu;simts,tndiahadax:cepted par’utlon ofthisgreatanment country in ooodfarthi'
- much against its will, spirits ideal, and the very grain of its people, simply -

accommodate wishes of our bro"thers‘, who had- somehow come to believe that

‘ the_y will be happy and secure, if they lived separately It was visible, known and clear
* that-it was mlstaken concept and theory, that had two distinct rehgious groups cannot

ﬁvepeacefully and happily in the same land. As a matter of fact true religion does
not lelde man from man, or separate humanity, there religion, rather provides

human- bond of love, faith and unity between different people to the way of
brotherhood '

Muslim ethics is mainly social. Hospitality is one of the greatest virtues that

Islam teaches. It also preaches the Ethics of brotherhood of man and service of

hurnanity.3_Despite the belief in the brotherhood of hurnanity, the country was divided

" onthe basis of religion. India was partitioned. Pakistan was created on the basis that

Hindus and Muslims are different people and cannot live in peace. Muslim majority
areas were carved out for believers ofvlslarn; Religious perception helps to unite,

man to man. No Rishi-, no Buddha, no Mahatma, no Christ, no Prophet, ever tried

_ to establish a religion.

Pakistan resembles the lost, twin of India and they look like. [n Partition of

India, millions had to leave their homes and hearths because of the compulsions of

circumstances and that too beyond their control. The terms of independence were
such- that perhaps, without acceptlng' partition, some believe that Independence
would not have come. Division is over, but its 'scars are still hurting the body politic of
both countries. However, the wise of the three countries India, Pakistan and

Bangladesh, realize that the neighbours can hardly remain constantly in a state of

‘eyeb@ali—to-eyeball animosity. And a new chapter of understanding and goodwiil has
1o be-intfizted. A wider perspective has to be taken. The time has dome fo reaiize
- that imeo-Pakrs=m ammo'sﬂy soon acquired a new Expu,n....:v— gl of pUh’t]CS
‘Reaﬁsbmliy enough, neither Indla not Pakistan can destroy the other. The utmost
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- they can do is to inffict serious injuries on.each other in the State of War. To the
N contrary, as Nikhll Chakravarty puts it : '

‘it is not difficult to vrsuale that gven the necessary goodwill, all'the_‘-
~ problem ming on the way of fnendshlp c:an be settled without any rancour or rll-‘ |
fee%mg, but in'the follest of understanding as between two friendly countries. Friendly
confederations Sotith Asia comprising the huge landmass of India and Pakistan will » ‘
be a weighty assertlon of world peace. As the understandmg progresses on its new
‘path of friendship, it is bound fo attract the nelghbounng states who would
'understandmg the value of amlty instead of ammosrty

The very basis of healthy community existence is recognition of human
rights. Our scriptures have not hesitated to emphasize - the prime importance of the
principlé of common world family, brotherheod of the mankind.® Humanity as a whole
is one extended family, with all the obligations of family membership. ® History bears -
evidence to the fact that United India sent missions of love preacHing universal
3 brotherhood, a belief in the common brotherhood of mankind. Indians-traveled out
imbibed with the spirit of common brotherhood as envisaged by Guru Nanak: “None
* is my enemy, none an outsider, all are mine, my brotheren’s . And consequence the
hearts of people Let us toil to wipe out not only physrcal poverty but also the
spmtual 7

Timeless motto of-_universal happiness and peace is the heritage of this
ancient Indian civilization, which assumed the character of Bharatvarsha in Bharat
- Khand. Here a néfion, which Megasthanes noted “never invaded others and was

never invaded”, existing long before the ideas of civilization evolved elsewhere.

Thus, fhe Partition of Indié and creation of Pakistan, on the4 basis of two--
‘nation theory is an outcome of the British diplomacy — “divide and rule”, and we were
ready and willing to be divided for individual selflsh gain. After more than five
decades of partltlon it is evident that initially people of Punjab and NWFP were
‘apposed to the creation of kaaklstan but now having been benefited by its cre_atlon
wesrt o s more and more area to it. | '

Indian sﬁb-contfnent is being destabilized. The people who may have been

responsible for creation of Pakistan belonged to hinterland and perhéps how
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. reconciled to secular India 'and_‘héve étayéd back. Then there appears to be no .

justlf'catlon for contlnumg with India and its extension — Paklstan At least amicable
relahens ~ co-operation, mutual understand” ing between the two, is must for
pennanentpeacsm the sub—contment and also for correcting the past mistakes.

- This urtfortunate division has unieashed a plethora of misfortunes, which
spared us no résﬁite to look for the hope. Still under the lid of the legendary Pandora
box, hope- 'Iies in unification of the two States; may be in ény form. Once it is
‘ach’ieve’d'. not only Kashmir problem would wishes way but also a buffer
'independent Tibet may not be a remote dream.

Sardar Patel soon after partition had emphasized that : “if Pakistan does not
change her ways, there may soon be a flare up. The nation must be quite prepared

- for any emergency. As far as India is concerned, she wants Pakistan to grow into a

strong and prosperous country. Some people had talked of a possible reunion just
now, atleast not until those who had elamoured for a separate homeland had
reaped the han/est they had sown.®

Four and a half decades -are the sufficient time for reallzatlon that the
partition of India on the basis of religion was a curse and deserved to annulled. The

answer to Kashmir problems lie in the unification. Primarily the Muslims belonging to

‘Bihar and Uttar Pradesh were for creation of Pakistan, bt most of them have not

preé'eded to Pakistan and have stayed back. They appear to have reconciled to
secular - India during these 55 years. For cooperation, co-ordination and for
éstablishing cordial relations and ultimately unification of India and Pakistan, it is the

‘responsibility of Muslims the hinterland to build bridges of understanding.

- Méulaﬁa.Abul Kalam.Azad preferred Hindu Muslims unity, éven to Swaraj,
when he said : “If an.angel descends from the heaven today énd proclaims from the
Kutub Minar that India can attain Swaraj within twenty four hours provided 1 relinquish
my demand for Hindu -Muslim unity, | shall refort toit: No my friend | shall-give up
Swaraa but not Hindu Muslim unity, for it Swaraj is delayed, it will be a loss for India,
hutr.“.—%mhs—m&m umty is lost, it will be a loss for = whole menkind.™
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Unffication may not be just a far cry. Nature demands it. It is also in
consonance with the dream of the great Yogn Aurobnndo Ghosh K.Natwar Singh is -
justtﬁectwhen hesays

Ths is-in the hands of costmc master unseen yet all-powerful. The really
spiritzal 5 beyond science and superst:bon Somebody aut march to folly might

~ cease; in 'thé meanwhile, let the cocksure shed claims to the infallibility of science

of reason The bell tolls for them too.”

)

Oar relationship with our neighbour is paradoxscal in countries, one remain

- sevomn enemles but' on the people-to- people basis one exude warmth and

bonding. The common belief that the Muslim community as a whole subscribed to the

.two-nations theory is far from the truth. That the Muslims did not demand Pakistan

as a mo‘nblithic and homogenous community is evident from the simple fact that 35
million of them'preferred tc stay back in India and have continued to live in this
country after partition.

. What is even more relevant are the Mahatma’s words, “The first thing is that
politics have divided India today into- Hindus and Muslims. | want to rescue people
from this QUogmere and make them work on solid ground where people are people.
Therefore, my appeal here is not to the Muslims nor to the Hindus as Hindus, but to

‘ordinaryA'h‘uman beings, and take many other steps so that they can make life better.”

. The unification of the human world is underway; there is an imperfect initiation

organized but struggling against tremendous difficulties. But the momentum is

there and it must inevitably increase and conquer. Here too India has begun to play

. a prémineht part. And if-she can develop that‘ larger statesmahship which is not

limited by the present fact and immediate possibilities but looks into the future and.
brings t nearer, her presence may rhake- all the difference between slow and timid
and a«hélid and swift development. A 6atastrophe may intervene and interrupt or
destroy what'is being done, but even then the final result is sure. For unification is a
necwy of Nature, and inevitable movement. &t.. %'t\, for the nations is also

) fo-——: 4 ﬁxmthout if the freedom of the madices may :: = =y r_noment,m peril and

tap life even of the large and powerful nations insecure. The unification is therefore
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to the interest of all. And only hurrran imbecility and stupid selfishness can preveht

e but these can not stand forever against the necessity of Nature and Divine W.I.
S~ N

The Part‘rhon of India must go and the greater India, the land of the ‘Indu,
. Bharat, be leam again. The reuniﬁcatrnn of India and Pak will be only the first step,
because. ultimately the goal is the reunification of all that - was once the greater

india and which is today only small fragmented countries with no soul, no direction, .
no sense. |

Pakistan was learn out of the partition of India. Historically speaking this
process of creation of Pakistan contains some of principal attributes of Islamabad’s
foreign policy postures vis-a-vis India. The Muslim League waged a battle against
the Indian National Congress for the political liberation of the Muslims' who,

" according to its Ieadershib, were unable to attain their collective self—realization. S0
long as fhey did not have a separate homeland. A general feeling of insecurity was
so firmly embodied in. the minds of the leadership of the Muslim League. that it
ultimately accounted for the esfablishment of Pakistan.” This insecurity after
partrtion‘ got streng’thened on account of several disputes which India and Pakistan
experienced on account of the partitioning process. ' ‘

Pakistar_r — a Muslim State emerged from partition of British — India on August
14', 1947 in pursuance to the idea of Separate State for Muslims on the
subcontinent. The idea was the part of the theory that Muslims, by virtue of their
religion — Islam and eultural distinction, constituted a separate nation. Poet,
_ Phﬂosopher, Barrister_, Dr. Muhammad Igbal a 'Saproo” Kashmiri Pandit convert,
‘articulated the concept of Pakistan in its basic form in 1931, urban he proposed a
separate State comprising Muslim majority areas in North Western India. The All
India -Muslim League under the leadership of Jinnah adopted the concept in 1940,

We never believed in a Muelim nation, but unfortunately, a Muslim Nation was
carved out of Indian Nation. We belleve that converts do not make a nation, but we
have ‘an Islamic nation of converts. Partition is the out of hypocrisy and has paved
way fcr great violence and is likely to e it 2 blooty war, _ Gandhiji remind Jinnah in
'Seprtember, 1944 when he said : “I find no paralle! in the history for a'body of
converts and their descendents claiming to be 2 nation apart from the parent stock.
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tndia was on'e naﬂon befare the advent of Islam. it must remain one in spite of the
change of faith of very large body of her children.” The par‘tltlon was forced by

mﬁgtous brggest, rgnonng,that refigion umtes and not d‘wrdes Thus the genesxs of -
the Indra s problem Iles in the partmon ’

Only chaos followed the partition of tndra nerther the Hindus nor the

; . Mushms have benefited from the Partition. The people as a whole have suffered —

economlcally, internationally and spmtually
B.N.Jog" in his book, “Threat of Islami Indian Dlmensmns writes :

Islam was bor_n out of war, bloodshed, atrocities, desecration of idols, etc.,
and though decades and centuries had elapsed, it had become more barbaric rather
than civilized. Religion sublimates the instincts of hate, revenge or enmity but Islam '
tended the fires of base human instincts. The question may be rightly raised about
how can islam be held responsible for the poliﬁcally motivated directed action
programmed of the Muslim League. Howe\rer Pakistan had been demanded as a
separate Islamlc state and the fires of the direct action movement were being stroked -

by the Mullamaulavis in mosque

England had promlsed Independence to India and the Cabinet Mission Plan )

had been prepared to achieve this end but had be_come the cause for conflict and

statements. The 'atmosph.ere in India -had reached ignition point and Hindus 'an_d :

Muslims were drifting further apart and the fitting reply Hindus had started giving to
i Jinnah’s direct action had marked the beginning of a civil war. Maintenance of law

and order with the help of police and array was becoming more and more difficult

and almost impossible . After ab_ove mentioned press interview by Sardar Patel, the
British 'gov_ernment took a momentious decision and Prime Minister Attlee made the
relevant pronouncement in the British parliament in 20" February 1947 about total

transfer of power to Indian hands. He declared, “the British government has decided

to totally withdraw its power from India before June 1948. To ensure this final

- transfer with the concurrence of . all’ concerned Lord Mount batten is being
_ appomted as the Last Viceroy of s

- In a few years after the creation of separate country for Muslims, the Pakistan

_government got Mr. Wheelan, archeological adviser of Pakistan to write a booklet

«
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called ‘5000 'years of Pakjstan’..lt describes the greatness of the Pre-Pakistan and
'Pre-lelam life; its culture is'praised and it has lauded Pakini If the stream of this
\culbos glory starts ﬂowmgagam, the Muslim community wm find it easier to.identify
A itself with it and umty ¢an be forged again. India should certalnly encouraged such
thoughts. The future of India and its children, both Hindus and Muslims is
interfinked. Rafigh Zakaria advised his Musiim brothern : it is time the Muslims in
India Understand that their future is linked with Hindus; they will have to co-operate
with them and live in peace and amity. They will have to be friend them in every cry.
Mu‘slime are as much rooted in India as Hindus. G.M.Sayid of Sing movement said:**

“Since we are the product of the plains of Ganga-Jamuna we are bound to
' associate with it. What are we to do with Iran or Iraq.”

When the idea of Pakistan was still unborn. Md. Igbal, a versatile poet
eapable of touching Olympic heights, described India as the earliest country, and
said : Religion does not teach us to bé enemy to each other. We all Indians belong
to one country, and India is ones”._But when he propounded the two-nations theory,
 Iqbal limited himself to narrow confines of religious bigotry and short himself out
-from a wide world to proselytize Islam. When this dire of Pakistan found that Pak is

likely to be~created' he confided in his English friend Mr. Thomson and confessed
“The Pakistan Plan would be disastrous to the British Government, disastrous to
Hindus and disastrous to the Muslim Community."

Pakistan was a paradoxical absurdity for the Muslim masses although an
advantage for the classes to whom the leaders belonged Those who might have
needed the partition even it for illusory reasons, were deprived. Those who needed
nothing more were given a separate country The subcontlnental ummah was divided -
and in 1971 wen_t on to be bifurcated. I1slam was not sufficient to hold the two wings

of Pakistan together.

lgbal lying on hls deathsbed conveyed 51mllar sentiments to Pt. Jawaharlal
Nehru, when he went to ses him dunng his visit to Pakxstan This dilemma has been
expressed by A Beg: “The Mz..sém dilemma is this. Is it better for Mushms o
' assmllate and thereby lose their identity or are they bound by Islam to pr&eerve
 their identity and thereby suffer the mental, physical, social and economic

-
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coriSeqﬁehc‘es. of n»on—_assimila’(ion.”16 In fact, the first seed of Pakistan Was planted
- When the ﬁrst non-Muslim was cqnverted to Islam ih India. “Neither lIslam, nor
: Mushms were_réﬁ_pansiblé for the creation of Pakistan. Pakistan was the result of a
| very comple')(‘,firrte:piay of forces. If ane can say énything with certainty it is that
vested interests on both sides that played crucial role in urging about vivisection of
- the country. Communalism is not the product of religion as many people think, but
. the product of misuse of religion by vested interest”. Pakistan was not a creation of
religious history, it was a creation-of the 'modemi'sts among Musiims. A highly
westernized Muslim, Md. Ali- Jinnah réised the demand for Pakistan. Jinnah was
hard|y a believe or a practicising Muslim. Jinnah did nbt down even an elementary
knowledge of Islam.”"” | '

Infact Igbal saw the vision,.M.A.Jinnah gave it a concrete shope, so goés the
popular strong about the creation of Pakistan, perhaps the only modern nation other
than Ibrad that -own its existence to a nationalism inspired by religion.

India on its bart objected to the division of the country on the basis of religion.
Gandhi was against in the béginning that he used to say that the partition of the
~ country would be ‘pos,sible only over his dead body. He bled profusely Marks can
be traced from his statement to Lord Mountbattern , when he explained that he did
every thing in his power to ‘keep India United'.

Pak was a divided nation at bi'rth. Islam provided it with its life force but it
could not p'romote national solidarity. This is the Central paradox in Pakistan’s story
and it holds as much significance today, as it did fifty give years age. As Govemnor
Genera.l of the néw state” and ‘the people's great leader Jinnah inéisted “that
Pakistan’s primary concern must be the promotion of principles of equality and social
jUstice for all its citizen. His Pakistan may have been realized. through religious
. expression but he believed that it could be sustained through secular procedures.
Before his death in° September 1948, be acknowledged that the job of holding
Pakistan would be far more different than the one that made independence.
. bossible. - -

~ Partition and the baszs on which Pakistan was carved out of United India in
1947 instead of settling ttem in their own Status quos exposed to them the expiosive
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' quallty of religxous symbols as the basxs of nation building in convemng the group

nvalry before parﬁﬁon into mtematlonal rivalries.in the sub- contment natlonal rivalries
i the ent

Lack of nemncxhahon to the partition and a settled fact on the part of India
and Pak_;stan.’s advocacy of a two-nation theory explain largely the hostile
re}ationship: between the two countries. Even Jinnah said : “We maintain and hold
that Musllms and Hindus are two major nations by any definition or test of natlon

.....-we-are a-nation w1th our.own distinctive culture and cxvmzatlon .......... We
have ourownﬁrstmctlve outlook on life and of life.”'®

The perception of India’s agony over the partition in Pakistani rulers, created

the |mpressmn that India would one day achieve its wush to rewrite all its lost

- territories. As Prestdent Ayub Khan once said : “The lndlan leaders have often

stated that their true border extends from the Hindu Kush mountain to the Mekong
river, that is to say, wherever the influence of Hinduism had existed in the past.”®

This fear of lndla 'S ambltlous nationalism may not be without any basns There was

- a strong current of opinion in India totally disregarding the fact of partition as a grave
_ blunder. Nehru said on 28 No. 1947, “India cannot and will not remain divided: This

is my_é_onviction no matter how much | am criticized for having accepted the

* partition.”® Many Indians felt that “the creation of Pakistan was a tragic mistake
‘ which.‘mightnsﬁlrbe corrected, at least as far as East Bengal is concerned.”?’

_ ' Coming to the struggle against English Raj in India, Jinnah was earlier a third
rank leader, the first ranks being occupied by Gandhi and other, the second by

~Muslims like Maulana Asad. During Quit India movement in 1912, when the first two

ranks went to ‘Jail, Jinnah was able to depict himself as the sole leader of Indian

Musliins’. He fully exploited the fanatism of the illiterate followers and could gather

“enough support for division of the country into India and Pak. Lord Mountbatten, the

negotnatmg Viceéroy of india tired to dissuade him arguing that in care of Partition Pak

would consist oftwo mconvement and vulnerable landmasses or the extreme west

.and east of india.

The Parhtmn proved to be the blggest political crisis in India since the Battle
of _Plasse.y.. Due to Partition, the unity of the country was thwarted and it hac created
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| problem both at the national and the international ends. It was an utter failure of
Statesman step resultint i in mortgaglng the future of the country

Partition was the' biggest tragedy of the 20" century. A perusal of the
statemattmuedhy Altof Hisssain, leader of Pakistan Muttahian Qaumi Mahament
(MQM), issuedto IA new sevvice' at London on 17 September 2000 shows that the
‘ Mohammeden community in Pakistan are repentant about their instance on partition
of India. The relevant portlon of the statements reads :

, . The division- of the’lndlan sub-continent was the biggest blunder in the
history of mankind. The dramatic statement is the first by a leader of the Mahajins,
who worked the most for the Partition and migrated to Pakistan.”

These were primarily the Mahajion who were on the forefront of the
separatist movement and creation of the State of Pakistan. Most of them willingly
‘ migrated to the Holy Land but today they have no destination and hence no destiny. »
"~ They are condemned to languish in a tunnel sealed at both the ends. This is due to
their misconceptions, which still persist with them. They have not reconciled to the
Partition of the country. They want to remain in Pakistan and at the same time wish
to _meet their relatives kith and kin in India. They aspire to be Pakistanis without
identifying themselves with Punjabis. Baluchir Pakhtuns and Sindhis. Even todayif
the skin is scratched underneath it is not difficult to find that in the heart of their ’
hearts they t)elieve that both India and Pakistan belong to them.'

To note that Karachi, the commercial capital of Pakistan, has been in great
turmoil duririg'.'the ctosing decade of the 20" century, there were thousand killings.
The thing to note is that this is not Hindu- Musllm killings, they are Muslim- Musllm
kllllngs More important, though there had been Hindu-Muslim tension in Sindhi it
had not been bitter. The truth is that Pakistan is receiving the price of its own Sius
Pak has been nurturing, terrorism and waging a proxy war against India, ignoring

that the guns can never solve the problems and can only complicate the issues.

It will Tever - be known whether Jinnah reaHy said on his deathbed that
-partitron was the biggest mistake of his life, but there is no surer mdication than- -
Pakistan's - present- plight of ttow its founder's objective has tumed into a
nightmare. And even after the emergence of Bangladesh in 1971 had buried the  two



-

e

199

natxon theory, Pakistan is now coming mcreasrngly under pressure from vanous
costive oommunltles The future of Pakistan looks bleak and that should be a matter
,of__cagcemto India. .Of course, the idea of Pakistan had come unstuck in 1971 itself
whenﬁangtadeshbecame an independént country. The same idea is under attack
from- anather quarter with Sheika Hasina asking General Parvez Musharaf to
apologise forthe atrocities committed by Pakistan is Bangladesh before it became -

free. tf:tte»aecides to apologise, he should do it fast because time may not be on this

" “The Partition was-a far more complex issues than it-had been understood to
be. A detailed study of the event, along with the implication of the far-reaching
decision, should show that the actual impact of the event still lingers.

. And the évents followed sproved that it was right. In these decades of its
histbry every major political change. has been witness to nerve-racking twists and
turns Smooth transmon has hardly been the rule there.

, Questlons debates and mistrusts of a shared social vision by its leaders
arose in Pakistan from the outset., Muhammad Ali. Jinnah and other Western
Crient_ed professional en\rision'ed a multiethnic, pluralistic and indubitably
democratic country, free from the hegemony of any one group. In his inaugural
address to the constituent 'Assembly of Pakistan three days prior to independense, _
in his cépacity asits first President, Jinnah implored, “If we want to make this great

- state of Pakistan happy and Prosperous we should wholly and solely concentrate on

the well-being of the peopvle, and especially of the masses and the poor.22 His

vision of Pak was one of a profess-ion of groups working together'for the overall well--

being of the state regarding of ethnic or re_ligious division.

t;eaders from varying backgrounds recognized the substanting political and
econormc challenges confronting the new state, and most shared the conviction that

a popular consensus exrsted on its necessity, vrabrhty and structured

BI;rh:ﬂt&f VIEWS aiso evncted Some factions initially wanted no part of
Pakrstan,furcﬁverse regsons. Supporters of the Punjab Unionist Party placed their
loyalties with the British, their successors still do, as they educate their children in
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Bnﬁsh style schoo!s speak Enghsh among themselves and value indigenous
aesthehcs only as quami historic relics. ‘

-— _

‘ Aiiematwe!y many Isfamist groups initially recoiled from the demand for

| 'Pakstan on the gm.mds that lslam could not be bounded by the borders - of a
‘nahun-slate After partiion, however, many with Islamist viewers migrated out of
necessrty to Pakistan. "To them, the Pakistan of 1947 was a rough diamond; the |
possibxlmes of creating a dar-ul Islam were new boundless, once their message was
understand by their.new compatriots. '

lndeed, despite the assumpt(ons of the Two-N'afioné theory, ‘Pakistan’s
formidable Muslim population came from diverse practices and heritages. Jinnah,
pluralistic view of Pakistani society was shaken somewhat in the mid-1960, and
1970s as divisions and distinctions between different ethnic and class grouping
“became ‘more conspicudus. And the 1971 secession of East Pakistan also
contributed to ' unease because not all voices may have a pléce't‘o be heard in
Pakistan. | | ’ )
Robert Laparte, Jars assessment of Pakistan’s political 'develbpment since
1947 paints an uneasby and troubled picture. Pakistan is a state, Laéport’e
‘cénciudes, which after fifty years is “Still in the making",‘ still striving to find a stable
- and effective form of gove_rnment. He sees the two and a half decades from'1947 to
1971 as a timie in which ordinary citizens were denied a role in public policy making,
regular military intervention in politics began, and efforts to reconcile the political and
economic interests of Pakistan’s two wings collapsed and led to civil war and
*division of the country.®® | ‘ | '

Fifty years a‘go,. when Pakistan came into existence, constitutional experts,
economists, -politicians and administrators were almost uhanimo_us~ in questioning
fhe jusﬁﬁcation of a separate homeland for the South Asian Muslims. Even those
Who had a keen sense of history and had watchedA the evolution. of the idea of -
Pakistan, regard it tmpractlcable The strongest criticism came from the congress

: teaé%m wers jomed by the British Statesmen like A=y, &:%‘:sry f State
for Indlia, -.Mountbatten, the last Viceroy of British India, anzg Sir Regiona! Coupland
in voicing their apprehensions about the new state. These who had fought for it were
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also aware of the heavy 'odds a'gains-t. which a 'new country was created. But then
there were those who perceived a paradlse in the contours of history which had
glyen birth to theiarg&st Musllm state in the worid

: lt was agamsithls background that the post-independence dsvelopments in
Pakistan were Judged. The Pakistanis were supposed to justify their existence not
only by merely sur'viving as an independent éntity but also to demonstrate political

acumen in fulfiling the objectives laid down during their freedom movements. The
| logié of history that had created this nation was destined to serve as a reminder as
“well as-a yeardstick for the social and econorhié uplift of the people for whom this
territory was sought from the departing British Colonialists.

Thus the burden of historical legacies remained active in shaping the -
intellectual evolution of Pakistan. Freedom for Pakistan was not considered an aim
in itself; they had to explai'n the rationale of its existence to the west, to the Indians-
and even ‘to the posterity. The west conceived it ‘a crime against civilization’

: because'it had exposed the fragility of the Britiéh claim that colonial administration
had inculcated the idea of unity and brotherhood amongst different religious and
ethnic groups of the subcontinent. The congress leadership equated Pakistan with
a sin that was committed against the ‘holy’ and ‘sanctioned’ unity of Mother India.
The strongest of all these paradoxes was that a nation-state which was created in
the name of Islam was opposed by the Islamicists who felt cheated by- the
secularist like Jinnah. With no administrative infrastructure and without a sizeable

- middle-class, Pakistan started its journey in 1947.

- However, demociracy created Pakistan, t.he poor man’s budget rang the bell
for independence and Jinnah's formula of Auguét 11 where state stands beyond the
faith and the _gendef of ité citizens gave this fifty years old nation a direction. We
cannot be free of history, its glories and disasters always sneack into our
cOntem‘p(y)rary affairs but the vision of a better tomorrow is hameased by the leséons
B from hxstnry and not by dreaming of the past. And there are plenty of lessons that can
be lamedfrm'n half a century’s experience. If Pakistanis understand that the inner
ogc Ufh_stcrmi"events is judged not by the success 5f an svert but by the welfare
- of 'd.'r'e,_»'p'eop!e involved in it, than the road to many more golden jubili is clear,
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otherwise history loses its essence and becom&s just on burden on weak shoulders: |

A .~ orapast time’ for day dreaming.
~— ,
_ incfia-Pakistan relatrons defy reason and rationality. The objectrves of a
cowmysﬁamxg_n pohcy are con31dered to be the pramation of a country’s defence '
and economic interests. In case of Pakistan ideology takes precedence over all other
interests in the ‘two nation theory’ approach to Indo-Pakistan relations. Though some

- would attrib_ute_ this approach to fundamentalists alone but this equally applies to
those in the Pakistani Establishment who believe in the so called ideology of

K Pakis_tan. ‘The two-nation thecry’ was the raison de etre of Pakistan. This was the
basis on which the partition of India was demanded in the pre-independence days.

The demand for Pakistan was based in the name of Islam but even after more than
fi fty years after independence apart from some cosmotic measures Islamic state is V
nowhere in sight even the Shariat Bill proposed- by the former Prime Minister of
Pakistan Nawaz Sharif in 1998 could not be passed by the National Assembly. He

"had done this exercise earlief also in 1991 with the ‘same result. There was never

< any "dvebate‘ in the councils of the Muslim leaguebefore independence on the political
eystem, or what would be the security prcblems etc. cf the new state. The very fact
that Pakistan would be divided into two wings separated by one thousand miles of
Indian térrit_ory and the security problems it would be confronted with were scarcely

- given 'any- ettention. The bitter‘controVers_ies that the two-nations theory sparked
between the Indian National Congress and the Muslim league were later translated

into the foreign policy of the two countries particularly of the later. These were
compounded by the problems generated by the way the partition was implemented.
Thus India became the * enemy country which had not accepted Pakistan and was -

out to undo it. - India was the only and the main threat to the territorial integrity and
soverergnty of Pakistan. The idea that a country has a foreign enemy is easy for the
mass of te people to understand, and it also providés a powerful stimulators to
~ national unlty For Pakistan, India has filled this role. Consequently the primary
'objwtrv&ef Pakrstan s foreign pollcy has been to strengthm ’Pr r;osrtron vis-a-vis
c

Thus the cnly determinant of Pakistan's foreign policy has been its attempt to
equality andparity'with India if not superiority over it. From the early years df
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seek!ng mititary alhance and addurence to U S. sponsored mllltary pacts like the
SouthEast Asia Treaty Orgamsatnon and the Central Treaty Orgamsatlon The treat

: pen:eptmn t'rom India and the desxte to.get.even with it for the grievance based on
- _ thetsm—natron there over its clatm for-Kashmir has to the obsession of the Paklstan

Establishment for the Indian State. That was the reason for that country to goto war
with h'tdiato seize the state by force. To give this obsession a veneer of ldeology itis
caltedthe unt' nished agenda of partition.

The Mushm League was- formed in 1906 to represent the mterests of the
Islamic minority in. British India in the movement for freedom from -colonial
domination. Its leaders became convinced through the years of struggle with the
British Raj that thelr people would become oppressed and even destroyed in an
lndependent Hmdu-domlnant India. In 1940 the League voted to demand a separate
state fqr the- Mushm population of South Asia. Through the persistent, answering

- leadership of its ‘,I?resident'Jinlnah, this objective was realized when the British Raj,
in de'parting in 1947, set the mechanism, to establish two nations instead of one.

~ " This division created two wints, a smaller.but more populous East Pakistan,
and a larger, dominant West Pakistan, separated by 900 miles- of India. It also

~ created a number of disputes over the appropriate process for occasion of the

princely States of British India into the new nations. The most strenuous of these

- disputes has been over Kashmir; a former princely state on the border between India

‘and Pakistan that had a Muslim majority but a Hindu Maharaja. The dispsute over
‘which country. it belongs to has led to three wars between India and Pakistan and
‘an unresolved 'resolution for a plebiscite even today.

| The main thmg was to split up a- state. As Jinnah made an amendment to the
British pohcy of “Divide and Rule ‘whereas Gandhi called upon the British to ‘Quit "~
India' and he s_ald ‘Divide and Quit’. Thus, not to split up a state but to split up a

- nation, and Jinnah, are of the Indian national Congress, discovered. in his old age

that'the Hindus and Muslims were not two communities but two nations, coexisting

" under foreign rule. He held that upon the British ‘withdrawl each 'nation should

Wm@y emst in its own homeiand. ~c sven wert SO far as to suggest an

exchange of population but d|d not mention: it a second time. But once was enough

~ to rouse elemental suspicious and apprehensions between friends and neighbours
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of a thousand years ln consequence of its intensive nrcpaganda the 'league won
the 1946 elec’uons on the Pakistan issue, defeatmg the congress Muslims and
Umﬁmst Muslims and Krishak Praja Mushms all over India, barnng a few exceptions.
WhenCongres,s»ms;sted an including Mr. Asaf Ali in the Vlceroys Interim
' 'G,over,nment'end» the British Prime Minister intervened in favour of 'Congress Jinnah
rejected the Cabinet Mission Scheme and his Muslim League embarked on a two- -
pronged “Direct Action’ against the British authorities and the Congress leaders. In
: pfacﬁce, it Was acall to the Muslims to resist Hindu Raj fn euccessicn to British Raj.

| Terrible riots b'roke' out though the League was persuaded to join the ‘Interim
Government’ by the Viceroy its aim was not to work but to work. Since the Cabinet
Mission Scheme failed the British fixed on deadline for w1thdrawa| leaving India
United or divided as the parties desired. This ultimatum led to division by consent is
not in the way that Jinnah contemp'lated but as modified by Nehru and Patel.
Bengal and Punjab were also d|v1ded Lord Curzon was dead, but his pollcy went
marchlng on..- '

‘Thus Congress, an lncluswe orgamzatlon of Indlans of all communities, got

India, an inclusive homeland of all india’s minus those who accepted Pakistan as |
their homeland willingly or unwiIIinAgly On the other hand, the Muslim League, an

| excluswe organization of Muslims only secured Paklstan an exclusnve homeland of
_ Musllms where the Hmdus and Sikhs and Chrlstlans ‘were treated with
discrimination, suspicion and hOS’[Illty, just because they were ‘unbelievers’. Though '
'Jlnnah personally made no discrimination on religious grqunds the fanatical forces he
‘had unleashed by his campaign. for Pakistan and ‘Direct Action’ compelled him to
- make Pakistan an ‘Islamlc ‘State’ where Christians mlght I|ve as Zimmies but
| idolators had elther ﬂee be converted or die, Almost the entire Hindus and Sikhs
-population of West Pakistan was eliminated-by massacre or flight. In East Pakistan
some Hindus were killed and one-third of the Hindu population fled, while two-thirds
remained thanks to the friendly attitude of their Muslim neighbours. That unfortunate
--phraee exchange of populatlon gave-2. handln to t‘%e Hindu fanatics in India who
tooke the law into.. their own hands = ‘*r*ug‘zt about a limited exchange of -
’populatlonhforce. This was contrary 5 the Congress Policy of a secular State. For a

'.time'itv.looked as if India was not a composite nation but a Hindu nation where no
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. Muslim was "safe‘ Gandhi fasted on this issue. He gained his object but lost his life at _
the hands of a Hindu fanatic. Sweets were distributed at various places in India by
A\the assaslans supportets. We are not yet out of the wood. As long as Pakistan
_remalns an lslamlc monopoly the Hindu fanatics of India will go on threatening the
: Muslims._:jndud_ing -Congress Muslims and Communist Muslims. In Pakistan, the '
: ‘Muslimsv.themselves are under pressure of ‘Islamisation’ recalling the early days of
Istam, while India. is “marching forward into the 21% century Pakistan is marching
backward into the 6th century. She has lost all sense of Nationalism and Democracy
‘East. Pakrstan has broken away to preserve both.

The Indo-Pak relations have. not yet become normal and are not likely to
_’be'come normal until there is a reversal of the policy of exclusion on religious
grounds. Even in Bangladesh where the Foundlng Fathers establrshed or secular
' State, there is a reaction. The Bengali Musllms fought the non-Bengali Muslims wrth
Bengali Hindus as their .comrades. Now all that comradeship has been forgotten. In
the result-the Muslims of Bangladesh too have lost their battle for'democracy. It will
take Pakistan:a long time to realize that Pakistan got her independence because
- India got hers, thanks to the struggle carried on by the Congress. If India losses her
‘ independence Pakistan will also lose hers. Democracy is also a fruit of the Congress'_
' struggle Pakistan was a gainer thereby. If she has not it the reason is her isolation
from the ‘mainstream. lf she ever regalns it this w1l| be due to her sacnflce and .
suffenng on: the Congress model. She needs someone llke Frontier Gandhi to lead
her. |n her struggle for democracy. Lord Mountbatten elosed to be crown ‘
Rep,resentatrve on the 15" August 1947. On that date every Indian Prince was -
“legally free to decide for himself whether his State would accede to the Dominion of
- India or the Dominion of Pakistan what is called Pak today was the site of the Indus
“ valley civilization 5000 years ago. It is a source of Pride to India. If it is the same to
Pakistan this common heritage should unite them at heart . Most of the Muslims of
" the sub- contlnent live in India and Bangladesh and share a common medleval and
modem heritage. The Muslims of Pakrsan are only 20 percent of the total.
, Acqussmon of Kashmir will maks itz a‘ﬁe«t—r& {o their percentage. An arms race
‘will never give them parity or Weightage or vete in lndo-Pak affairs. The sooner they
recognize the common imerests the better. Economically and militarily this
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subcontment is an mdimsnb!e unit as. the British found it and Nehru made it. The
lelSIOI’I is rehg;ous and pohtlcal

Relatxons mﬂ‘r ‘Pakistan have come o represent the core interest cf India’s
Forelgn Palicy: Thxs pre-eminence in four decides existence as an xndependent

nation has been sustained by an over—deepermg-feelmg of mutual mistrust of each

other’s intentions, ‘roles and actions: This phenomenon has seen them through
‘(f,ou_r/three.'): declered ‘wars, and have not been able to prevent at least-another three
undeclared ones. — Siachen, Kes_hmir and Punjab — from being pursued without
remorse. Religion, distorted history and adversarial posturing for personal gaih* have
led to the ingraining of mutually exclusive ideologies upon the people. This in turn,
has taken a heavy toll on a region which suffers from serious challenges to its

national building activities and socio—economicVdevelopment projects.

.~ The partition of the subcontinent into two countries merely confirmed an
incorrect and historically- untenable position that for religion to prosper in the sub-

- continent it required separate homelands. The use of religion by the inteIlecfual and

political elites led to the unfolding of a trauma where 15 million people, caught in a

~ p_assioriate malestorm, , cross migrated and over a million died in the process. The

resultant .psychological sear on the general populace was exploited by political
elites, malnly in Pakistan, to create a legacy of susplmon and mistrust that has
contlnued to be devil bilateral relations.

in Indla, partition along communal lines was sought to be counted by
promoting a secular societ'y whose function was to tackle the ills afflicting ......

' ridden masses. In. Pakistan, however the converse was being attempted by trying to

‘foster a nationalism that was exclusively based on religion. But, wnthm years of

-promotmg the “offi mal ideology”, sub-national, cultural and pluralistic identities in the

-new country began resisting the uniformity sought to be enforced under the guise of

religion. The peculiarity of this race validating their respective ideologies comes into

sharper focus- when India’s secular model is compared with other countries in the_
~.region. A Hindu Nepal, prer_iommantly Buddhist Sri Lanka and Mynamar, Muslim
Afghamstan and Maicﬁv&s hevs i twr%‘-‘-?t%eatened by this pro;ectlon.



; The ldeologswl race sunted Islamabad ruling ehtes well. They were eﬁectwely

able to project the- Indian secular model as a challenge to the creation of Pak:, WhICh

tgave them menacessary excuse to raise the bogey of an Indian threat to their

' ‘mdependent existence. The ruling efite in Islamabad had adopted the ideology of

~ “Two Nations’ essentially to build new basses of public support for themselves.

Apart from Mohammad Ali Jinnah and to .some extent Liaqat Ali Khan, no Muslim

League-p()l_iﬁc'ran‘fhad an identifiable support base within the new state. Pakistan itself

" was a unigue experiment where a political leadership that claimed support in Muslim
minority areas of undivided lndla by he_ightenlng their fears of being submerged by l

the majority community, had abandoned them dearing partition, and were now

e\_.

looking for new support structures on an alien terrain.
. . /

‘For this 'elite, creating lpockets of support in a country that was never
exposed to the fears of being swamped by a numerically superior community, meant
 that the tenuous thread of a common religion had to be strengthened by playing up
the Two-Nation theory, and the threat that Indian policies posed to it. This 'threat
* perception’ went well with a people still traumatized by the horrors of partition, but it
did not prevent the mushroon11ng of grassroot movements that sooght inclusion of
- local elements in the rulling elite. By 4971, the once dominant Musllm League was
-reduced to an insignificant party. and the ruling elite was controlled by the Punjabi
Pathan a combme which accounted for 75 pecent of the top military posts in 1968,
and 56 per cent of the ruling elite. This, however, did not end the anachronistic
perceptlonlof the Indian threat within the = public. To the new rullng elite, the same
mlsperceptlons of the Indian threat within the publlc To the new ruling elite, the
same misperceptions already prevalent among te people were furthered for their
'own surwved

The result of the erroneous propaganda efforts by |slamabad had led to a
stereotyping of Indian intentions vis-a-vis Pakistan. The ... in the threat from India -
may have undergone subtle change to keep pace with changing realities, but the
threat has created an ‘ln’dia.'—" Phobia .among the Pakistani politicians, making it . .
impossible for any Pzkistani leader to publicly talk pace with India. without h_eing
-dubbed a trailor to the cause. At one time or another, virtually every imported:non-

" Punjabi leader— be it Z_ulﬁkar Ali Bhutto. Asghar Khan,-Khan Abdul Wali Khan, Quai



ym Khan Benazu' Bhutto Jam Sad|q Ah or Gulam Mustafa Khar — have had their
o credentlals doubted

~..
~

. Bhutto, whn sent a quiet message to Mrs Gandhi whilst flying back to
Paknstan after the Simla Accord. that was lntended to reassume the Indian
leadership of Islambad’s jenuine desire for peacefully solving vexed political iesues,

changed .t_ii'nes while addfessing a Trally in Lahore immediately upon arrived. He
expoundedtof the public his rationele for signing the Simla Agreement which did not
- speak-of-the: need for peace with India. The Simia Agreement was the onIy face

saving opﬁnn avaﬂable to h|m -after the humlhatmg defeat which was 93,000
soldiers taken as POWs in lndla.

The coetliest misjudgment of India foreign policy was to bite the bait that the

: Pakisfani leadership offered by throwing of to two-nation theory as the alternative
model for the region. Ever since, India has been embroiled, despite its global
outlook, in a regional acrimony that has plagued every aspect of bilateral relations

. with Paknstan |slamabad s ruling elite was able to create a feeling of vulnerability vis-
a-vis_India and successfully externalize this exaggerated sense of insecurity to
achieve its goals. |

. India’s Pakistan Policy was always been reactive ,and New Delhi is constantly
engaged in a policy of denial. It has allowed Pakistan’s ruling elite to use issues of its

K choosing Iﬂ(é,fhe communal situation in India for domestic gain, while Indian
reference to happenings inside Pakistan on issues like human rights, rights of
women, children and minorities, are touted as exarhples of Indian interference whose
‘end goal is t.he destruction of Pakistan itself. The resultant threat hisperception on

. both sides of the border is always viewed from a worst case scenario angle.

: -The process of complete mistrust and suspicion began with Kashmir, where
Pakistan preferred using force rather than dialogue and diplomacy to wrench a
state. It hardened attitudes regarding Pakistan’s motivations and led to the
withholding of the transfer of military stores and each balances by India o Pakistan.

" This, in tumn, !edtc%»‘szar dragging its fact over evacuee properly anc it giving
active assistance tc the Razakars of Hyderabad.””
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‘Toﬂ?is may be added India’s disapproVaI of P‘akistan’s- advocaéy of the ‘two-
natlon theory’ based on religion. “It was perfectly clear' said Jawaharlal Nehru, that it
wasq.xrteunposstble to dmde it on the basus of separatlng rekgxous groups on ons
stde ufth& other »28 To accept Paklstans ‘two-nation thereof’ would mean a

~coﬁapseof ﬁ;e secu!anstic policy on which the Indian Union rests and a reopemng
of the' cundeﬁtsof separatlsm through various rellglous sensmzed groups.

Accordmgly, the two-nation theory, whlch formed the ldeologlcal basis for the ‘
partmonof 1947 had as its corollary a built’ in assumption that after lndependence
India amd Pakrstan would possess not only juridical equality but also equality in
power terms and that this should be recognized by the world at large and particularly
by the dominan_t powers. The ‘two nation’ theory was thus transformed into
‘.lhdepende'ht Pakistan.’s drive to achieve and enjoy power-parity with I.n/dia. A
perceptivé western scholar of Pakistan Affairs has stated : -

B ~ In large measure, Pakistani -feeling towards.India has been a continuation of
the poiitical. Struggle ,beforé partition ....... Mr Jinnah had -never agreed to
~ constitutional formula which would * have denoted lesser statls for the Muslim
League. India contained two.nations;- one sovereign nation is the equal of any other
s_bvereign 'natidn ..... Many political Ieaders and most of the articulate section of the
population -have reacted with emotlonal intensity to any suggestlon of Indlan
‘superiority’ on any field 2

Pakistan's Presndent Ayub almost verifying th|s wrote :

, The world today is fighting for equality — equality amongst lndlwduals as
arhongnat»t_ons, regardliess of.whether they-are big or small. This requires an
_unequivocal recognition by fhe world that every nation 'is léntitled to equal rights and
tobpor.tuniﬁes. The degree of a country’'s sovereignty and self-respect is not
-'determinéd by the size of its territory or its resources. This sounds simple enough ....
Yet. there. are no means to enforce it. It is a world of the Big wa, Big Three or four
‘or more. It is they who peeside over the destiny of the world and determine ts -
direction. T!'%wrméer -:m partlcularly those in the early st=== *f in" sirial

development, belong to a lower stratum of eX|stence ..... we tog have 'ro establish
our identity and fight for a position' of equality and honour.- '
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_ He continued in the same vein :

‘ Thacause of our maior problem is India’s 'inabiltty to reconcile herself to our
as a sovereign mdependent natlon ..... At the back of it all was India’s
ambiﬁrm to absorb Pakistan ortumn her into a satelllt&30

Howe’_ver, even after par-tition of the subcontinent, the state in India still had to )
can!emthth not only a l_argé and disoriented Muslim minority but also a multi—ethhic
af—rdrﬁu&ﬁ-lh#guisﬁc society. So the political elite in India naturally persisted with
secméris_m as the glue that could hold in its modernization. The raison detel;s\ idea
" that only a Muslim majority state in the subcontinent could ensure a fair deal to the
“Indian Muslim. Even afriter the creation of Pakistan with a Muslifn majority, the

Paki_s’tani elite found it expedient to reiterate Islam as the binding factor. This , they
thought, could not only keep its two wings, separéted by a thousand miles of Indian

Terrltory intact but also keep in check potentially centrifugal forces stimulated by
ethnlc:ty and language

“Implicit in these two approaches was the assumpt'ion that secularism in the
case of India and Islam in the case of Pakistan would help ensure political justice to -
their 'ﬁespective citizens. lhdia and Pakistan, therefore, sbught their ideoclogical
securfty in secularismi and Islam respectively. In other words, these two states
adopted not only different‘but_ also opposing; strategies of state building, which by
itself éreated certain tension in their bilateral relations. It was, perhaps, iresistable
that Kashmir would become a symbol of this |deo|og|cal tension that under|ay the
poh’ucal foundations of the two states

,Pak_lsftans sense of insecurity stems from the fact that the creation of
Pakistan with a Muslih majority failed to impart the necessary cohesion to the
F’ak’istani state. The fear of Hindu domination submerged the differences among
Musiims temporarily and they threw their collective weight behind Jinnah's demand
~for Pakistan One. Pakistan was created, as the ethnic, linguistic and'seétérian
differences among the Pakistani Muslims, naturally surfaced e.gam erxab' who
relentiesssy ;:ar—sua:‘. mis two nation theory on the sole ground that Hindus and
. Muslims constltuted two nations, was aware of this probiem and its impiications for
' Pale!BI'L So, ‘he fourd it expedient to make a political vcl=—ace oncs Pakistan
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| was conceded. Addressmg the Paklstan Constrtuent Assembly on 11™ August

4

-

T~

1947 Jinnah' S exhortation to the Prospective Pakistani citizen was, “You are free,
yau_a:e free to go to your temples you are free to _go your mosques or te any ather
place:-of worshlp in the state of Pakistan. You may belong to any religion or caste or '
creed that has nothing te do with the business of the state. We are starting with this

fundamental_principle. that one are all citizens and equal citizens of one state.’

However the creation of Bangladesh, the movements for separatlon/autonomy in

'Sind, North Wesﬂ-‘rontler Province and Baluchistan, the struggle of the Maharajon

the secretanan wolence between Sunnls and Shias and the treatment meted out to

the so- called ‘Azad Kashmir’ |tself demonstrate that Islam has failed to ensure

polltlcal justice to these communities in spite of the fact that they are all Muslims in

‘an owedly Islamic State, lromcally, the father of the so called ‘Islamic Bomb of

Pakistan Dr. Abdul Qadir Khan belongs to the Ahmadlya sect, which has been
declared a non- Musllm minority in Pakistan.

A lt was_the two-nation theory of Jinnah which was supposed to provide - the
ideological and philosophical foundation to Pakistani-Musl_ims in India, it was
argued, were so much different culturally and ethnically that they constitute a

-eeparate nation altogether. Bhutto described the etruggle for Pakistan on the
“glorious freedom struggle of the Muslims of the South Asia Sub-continent.”*? Way
" back in-1051 the then Prime Minister of Pakistan, Liaquat Ali Khan had said :

- Pakistan'came into being as a result of the urge felt by the Muslims of the

.sub-continent to secure a territory, however, limited, where the Islamic ideology and

"~ way of life could be practlced and demonstrated to the world. A cardinal feature of

this ldeology isto make Muslim brotherhood aliving reality. »33
That Pakrstan was founded on Islam was also stressed’ by Ayub Khan, he said :

~ We in Pakistan cannot ignore the fact that our country is the product of the

ideology of islam. This is the foremost justification of its existence and we cannot be-

true-to P&kistan w:ihout being true to its ideology.®

The Istamic character of Paklstan has been exploited t'me and again in-order

to uphold her distinct |dent|ty from that of “Hindu” India . Ever since 1949 when the

objectives Resolution was adopted by the constituent Assembly of Pakistan the
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Istamic.thrust had been a determlnant of Pakrstan s forelgn policy in one form or the
other -

~..

_ ldmt@cztty speakmg Islamic Pakistan goes asymmetncal W’Iﬂ’] secular Indla
But lt has amﬁnﬂuced a definite strarn in Indo-Pak relations. As an lslamlc State
Pakistan copsiders ‘it her sacred duty to extend her protectionist role to all the
Muslims in the SUb-oontinentincluding those who are living in India . For her “the

~ Muslims: ineide,.Pakistan and across the border in India..... from one nation, though
eitiiens of two states ....... Pakistan therefore still considers the Muslims across the

borders as her special responsibility and pressure.”® Therefore whenever there are
eome communal clashes in India Pakistan media and also the political Ieaders.find it
an occasron to ventllate with the Hindus does clearly negate. Two Nation theory on
,whlch Pak was founded The fact that many millions of Musllms to live in India”,
Wave anti-Muslims and Hindu as Imperialists. Therefore at the global level or
paniculérly at the Islamic meets such events are highlighted by Pakistan in order to
‘mobilize diplomatic support against India.

The 'lsla_'mic base of Pakistan State manifacets itself in yet another form while
shaping her relations with India. The orderly c_oexistence of the Muslims seem
' perfectly content to live in lndia, raises the basic-question of the identity of Pakistan
itself as homeland for persecuted Indian Muslims. It raises a question in secret
moments of self-doubt, was Pakistan some kind of cosmic error.”® '

Infact, Pakistan identity, hi'sto'ry', geography and culture are all interwoven with
India. ‘Thenefo're,' their problem is how to hold themselves distinct from those of
‘India. Any _intimacy with India threatens ‘Pakistan’s identity. Hence anti India
?ipo‘sture is -almost a national compulsion with Istamabad.

For the same reason forces pulling Pakistan away from the sub-continent
:have been active . Since her inception in 1947. Her special bonds of friendship
with the Muslim countries in the neighbourehood, like Iran and with those ‘in the
: Mlddle East and in the gulf region can very easily be e plalneﬂ in this framework of
myese T‘m countries are regarded as the “dipler=iic territory” of Pakistan. Any
lefforts on the part of India to sirike special bonds with these countrles are looked

' .upon as trespass on Pakistan , natural sphere o - interest. Mrs. Gandhi visit to
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Soudi Arabia, with which Pakiétan has traditionally had very intimate relationship,

‘was regarded by some in Pakistan as “a part of a concerted effort to lsolate

o Paktstan dip!omattcally

“‘Pakistan aléo tried in  1950s to float an alternate mods! of international
relations, when Indian approach of non-alignment and Panchshed model of world
relations‘seeme'd to have caught the imagination of several Third world countries
Pakistan sought to build up an international Islamic Group with Pakistan as its
epicenter. By hosting and organizing Islamic Conferences Pakistan on the one
hand hoeped.to assume the leadership of the Islamic World but at the séme time they
tried to mobilize world public opinion on the issue of Kashmir. Viewing international
relations as a collectlon of religious constellations Ayub Khan dreamt that one of the
plllars of these constellations wnll definitely be Pakistan.

The cultural diversities in Pakistan is yet another ‘detrimental of her foreign
policy: Though predominantly Muslim State, the regional, ethnic and cultural .
_diversities-in Pakistan have been as, if not more, strongly entrenched in her
society as in India. |

The | prevalence of two différent types of political systems in India and
Pakistan is in itself a source of friction between the two. Pakistan’s military projects
and -progrémme ever since Islamabad decided to follow alliarice_and military aid
str’ategy'in order to attain “parity” with India have been suspected in the political
perceptions of New Delhi. in the context of the hostile exchanges in the past these
percepﬁons; have not only hardened but have become firm convictions. The
divergence and divide in secuﬁty perception, can to a Iarge extent be attributed to the
pr'e_'emiﬁent role which the "military factor plays in Pakistan and a fairly strong
popular suppdrt which the democratic process enjoys in India. Any moves or
initiative to restore democracy in Pakistan is convinced to be a threat by the military
leédership and the easiest way to discredit such moves will be by proclaiming that
they are’inspired and supported by India. India baiting seems to have acquired a

permarrent piace in the Foreign and defence poficies of Islabad.”’

~ Indian Democracy in fact, rejects the “Two — Nations’ Theory . The ‘two —
nations’ theory is legally and c¢ constitibcnally unscund and socially and
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saciolagically reaction‘aiy This theory was never - accepted hy the Congress prior to
mdependence and has been totally rejected by the Indian constitution. The ‘two-
natron theory- proceeds on the fallac;ous and irrational assumption that religions
mak&s a natlon. The presence of several multiracial, multi religious, multi lingual

nation in the .wofld is a standing territory to the fact that the concept of ‘nation’

_has not direct relation With the concept of religion.

Gandhul revolted against this ‘two — nations’ theory, and he expressed h|s
emphaﬁcdtsapproval of the permcrous doctrine of the ‘two-nations’ which came to be
preached in support of the creation of~ Pakistan prior to 1947, by declaring that
Pakistan would be born over his dead body. Gandhiji's solicitude for the poor and
humble of this earth needs no mention. Throughout his life’he was a champion of the
downtrodden and their saviour. History has naturally acclaimed him as one of the
nobled of men. In Gandhiji's philosophy and practice difference in religion was
_altogether immaterial. /

B When Gandhul expressed hlS whosehearted condemnation of the attempt to
create Pakistan on the attempt to create Pakistan on the theory of ‘two-nation-
what Gandhiji meant was that this permi doctrine would ultimately mean disaster
both for India and Pakistan, and that was prbVed to be true when both India and
Pakistan celebrated the birth of the two respective Dominious with great acclaim
and celebrations Gandhiji was engaged in the significant though tragic task of
thenching the fire of ‘communal fray, which had overwhelmed Bengal. In the
address, which he delivered at Calcutta on 14" August, G’andhiji called -upon his
ccuntrym_en ‘to celebrate the ecces'sion 'by a fest and prayer. It is not difficult to
imagine how the aftermath of the division must have caused great anguish to

Gandhiji . He had' always looked upon India as one and invisible . He had never

‘befieved in Jinna’s two-national theory and never change Nationality. He considered ,

himself as much of Pakistan as of Hindustan. So far as he was concerned

‘ nattonahsm transcended religious dlfferences It is also necessary to remember that

. the formation of Pakistan and India did not, in fact, proceed on and such theory. If

the dmsmn of India” was based in the hasis of Musiims being a nation separate

from the l-ﬁndus and the rest, it would follow on a matter of constltutlonal law that the
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. Muslims - who remained in India would be alien and that is a proposition which is

entrrely unthmkable

Every srngle provrsmn of the constitution totally rejects. the theory of two-

’naﬁnns ‘and prociarms that in lndla Hindu and Muslim, Christian, Slkhs Parsrs and |
Jows: and all them whatever their religion, are citizens who are equal in their rights

and in thelr obllgatlons Besrdes it the basis of Partition was that the Musllm forma -

‘ separate natlon why was it necessary to hold a plebrscnte in the North-West Frontier

Pm\nnce where 90 percent of the populatlon was Mushm why again were the
legislatures consulted in Bengal'ancl inthe Punjab, which has Muslim majorities. It is

true that in the result the provinces which had Muslim Majorities formed Pakistan;

but this' is very much different from saying that the division of India into two
Dominions was then made on‘the basis that the Hindus and Muslim formed two
dlfferent nations. The presence of over fifty million Muslims in India who are and are |

entitied to be treated on citizens is a standing and effective answer to this

- reactionary an unsound theory of two nations. India thus totally and unreservedly

rejects. ;the theory of two nations and regards-lt as rnedleval, irrational and
unscientific. ' ' '

The genesis of tyl/o-nations teory was purely political. The movement for
creation Pak., came into existence not because Muslims could not live with the

' Hindus ‘but because a section of modern English education, ‘westernized Muslims.

felt that they will not get their due share of political and economic power. And that in
the lndependent India they will be dominated by Hindus. It was poverty of the
masses, as an Important to which the partition of Indian may be traced. Poverty is

~ equal though curable. But it can be cured by economic pragmatism, and by no other

ideology -secularism can not mean an anti-religion, all religions are given respect

and freedom of activity, presnded of course they do not impinge upon each other

and preS|ded further that forelgn help, funds are not allowed to be channelled

. through Osten3|bly teligious organlzatlon for political pourposes.

"The- theoru of Pakistan was bazed on the concept of Hindus and Musllms of -
_two. nations. Hindus and Muskims migitt ln‘te.rmmgled all over India and in every

region of India; Hindu and Muslims mignt be having common ancestors, but ’they

'were p'r»oc’lalm‘ed to be twe Indians — two nations. This premise to basze nation_ality
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~ an religion was contrary to the every accepted historical definition. A Nation is a
hrstoncally evolved- stable communlty of language, territory, economic life and

psychologxcal make: up maru“festad in a community of culture None of the above
charactenzed by ltself is sufﬁc:ent to deﬁne a nation. '

g On the other hand it is sufficient for a single one of the charactenstrcs to be
" absent ang the nation ceases to be a nation. By this test, it is evident that the
Muslime of India could not be called one ‘nation’. Their languages are different.
Ethmcally, they are different. Between the Pathan and the Bengali Muslrms the only

common feature is rellgron Butthrs is hardly sufficient to constitute a nation,

Majorities of the Muslims in India are converts from Hinduism or descendents
~of converts. H\ow could they constitute themselves into a‘separate nation, con\/erts
hevery constitute a separate nation. The Hindus and Muslims have lived together for
centuries: and are destined to live so for times immemorial. The share similar
customs and social behaviours and . the difference of social practices has never
been greater than those of Hlndus of Punjab and those living in Madras or in Bengal :

They have been one and are destined to remain one.

-Has the partition solved the problems for which it was accepted ? The
obvious answer is : - '

It has not solved the problem. Rather the problems have been aggravate'd.

* Aurabindo, predicted that in year ahead, India and Pakistan would ultimately
come closer and stand united. In the words of Aurobindo, “Unity may finally come
about under whatever from the exact form may have a pragmatic but not a
fundamental importance. But by whatever‘mean, in ‘whatever way, the division
‘must go',A unity mus'r and will be achieved, for it is necessary for the greatness of

India’s future.”'?®

. The ideology of two nation theory began to collapse’ imrnediately after
Partition. Indo-Pak: problems 'cannot be effectively solved until the partition is
-annulled, for the partition has sohed no problems. It has neither brought peaceful
' coexistence of the two states — i and Pakistan — nor has it resulted into desired

'Hindu-Muslim amity. India has atways stood for cooperation and friendship with alf
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and ehte_rj:éins malice towards none. The past unfortunate incidents of armed
" struggles of 1947, 1965, 1971 and 1000 are unfortunate events.

last rnor'ethan 50 years of continued hostility between the two countries,.
“are all harhxqger:s m‘ihe end of partition and unification of what nature has created
:as one unevitable unit — United India. The Partition indeed was an evil. Millions of
people were uprooted and yet it did not end in 1947 and for many it was a |ohg drawn
unending -process. The partition went an for many years, with Partition, ‘the birth
places of many,-their old homes became'foreign fand, to them.

i Frem"the' above disedssibn,'it became clear that the ideology of the Two-
Nation Theory is a ‘cure’. Most of Pakistén’s problems with India are the outcome of
the former's adherence to the ideology of the two-nation theory. That ideology is
contradictory to fhat of India Pakistan is a monolithic theocratic state wi‘th me religion,

- one -Iangua'ge and one mind. On the other hand, India is the opposite — with many
religious, many wl.anguages, many communities and many minds. The divergences
between the two counfries are -of a fundamental and muitiple nature and they have
out stripr}ed any prospect of convergences between them. The foundations of the two .
- ‘countries are not only distinct but different. India achieved independence and
nationhood as result of the freedom struggle against the age old British colonialism.
On the other hand, Pakisfan was the first country in the twentieth century born as a
: resu'lt‘ of the demand ,by a religious community. It was founded on the basis of the two |
nation fheory,'helding that the Hindus and the Muslims were separate nations. The
Father of the-Nation, Quid-l-Azam, Muhammad Ali Jinnah, had visualized it in 1947
" itself- that the role of religion in the governance of the country was dangerous and,
therefone; -he warned that the newly born country was not going to be a theacratic
state tb'-’be_ ”r-esfed by religious priests. Advocating equal citizenship to all
communities and. hinting at religious freedom which would unshackle any kind of
rehguous ldentlty, he in his inaugural address to the constituent Assembly - said,
in the course of time, Hindus will cease to be Hindus and Muslims will
ceése to be Muslims, not in the religious sense because that is the personal faith of
the individual, but in the palifical sense as citizens of the nation.”® He further saif'i
........ . change your past and work together in the spirit that everyone of you, no

" matter what community he belongs to, is, first, second and last a citizen of the state
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with equal rig.hts"‘39 he confessed on his death — bed that he committed a ‘blunder’
by creating. the sta’te of Paklstan as he foreseen .that his successor were not .
5 gomg to. upho!d:d1evalues he strived for. The roregomg secular statements aof Jmnah
| amounted tu thecontradtctlon of the two-nation theory Recently Ayesha Jalal, the

| dlstlngusshed- is based Pakistan scholar said that,Jlnnah was agamst Partition of the
Indian Subcontinent.*! he did not grant a separate country for Muslims. In fact the
deméhd for Pakistan was a bargaining card for securing better deals for the Indian
- Muslims. ' ’

© The -SEt-ESAS-iQI’T‘Of Bangladesh-and Pakistan’s tt_umiliating ‘military defeat at -
the hands-of India were the two defining events that cdntinue to haunt Pakistan
evén today. The emergence of Bangladesh not only exposed the absurdity of the
two-nation theory, the very raisbh d'etre for Pakistan but also repeatedly reiterated
the fact that religion alone was inadequate for Pakistan as a nation-state.

The founding fathers of ’Pakista‘n proposed the political idea on the basis of

the two nation théory as a homeland for South Asian Muslims. It su’it/ed- then initially
" in-order to mobilize . the Indian Muslims in the ' struggle to ward’s nationhood. After
the nationhood was achieved a controversy erupted. Pakistani Muslims of secular
"~ mindset belleved that religion was not the basis for nationhood and only - common
'tem_tory defines a nation. Their opponents argued that their common r_ehglon of Islam
‘was adequate to form a nation. They ultimately prevailed. Thus, Jinnah’s successor’s
finally flouted the secular valugs he preached. Islam has remained_a- dominant
factor infiuencing the political destiny of Pakistan. It ensured thé survival of the two
l‘nation"theory_. But, unfor.turtately, Islam has failed to unite the Muslims of Pakistan,
'lcrea'te a national ethos " and prevent the fractured nature of internal politics. The
iwish of the - founding fathers of Pakistan to create a ‘homeland for the South Asian
Muslims pt‘oved tobe a nightmare. The initial setback came from the decision of a
large section of the Indian Muslims to stay away in India. In the process they
disapproved the thesis that Muslims.in India were ill treated or exploited by the
.Hintjus. Today tndia,cbfnmands the second largest Muslims population among the
countries of the world. Thus over 120 million Indian Muslims, almost 'equive.ient to
-the total populaﬁoﬁ of Pakistani Musiims, are ﬁrm]y loyal to the Indian nation despite

) frequent provocation and allurements from abroad. Pakistan’s former Army Chief
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General'Ja!'éngir Karamat has also confirmed it by saying, “Indian Muslims remain
loyal to India. even after the formation of Pakistan as the home for the Musllms of the
lndlan sub:cantnmt”“z India, since time |mmemor|al has we!comed Islam and
contmue&to be a heaven for lslamm It is one of the few non-Muslim majority
countries that a allows Muslims to conduct their life in accordance with Islamic

person_a[;__lgws._ India is the biggest centre of Islamic literature in the world even

after partﬁm when Muslim-majority areas broke away to form Pakistan. On the
. contrary, Pakistan has not become ‘the country of even all of its Muslim inhabitants. -

- Quite néﬁomj{,-'it‘ is prin1arily tne country of dominant Punjabi’ Muslims. Thus, it

represents only a section of its Muslim population ignoring the hopes and aspiration
of the people of Smgh Baluchistan and NWFP.

" The ideology of two-nation theory now poﬁ)ularly known as the clash.of

‘civilizationvlin the light of Samuel P. Huntington’s thesis first developed in his essay “A

clash of»Civilizafion” -published in Foreign Affairs and later expanded into a full-

: 'ﬂedged book publlshed in 1996 under the title of A Clash of Civilizations and
Remarklng of World- Order has been at the root of the 54 years.old conflict between

India and Pakistan. It is the real core issue between the two. countries. The most

.signiﬂcanﬁfact ls that the Pakistani army is the guardian of the ideology to two-nation

theory,** which never hopes to abandon it.

“The 'm'os_t dangerous country” these are words used by Saymour Hersh in

-an ar;t.icleéprblished in the Statesman. The words are a description of Pakistan. The

question . how did Pakistan, founded on 14" August 1947, grow into a dangerous
state. I,t-'is‘t_me 't_hat Pakistan created by M A Jinnah on the.foundation of an irrational

- two—n‘atiqn theory, was crippled at its birth. Jinnah himself called it a “moth-eaten

Pakistan™. The Boundary Commission did not give it what it wanted, the whole of the
Punjab and the whole of Bengal, Delhi and Calcutta and corridor from Karachi to

‘Calcutta.

Mr. Radeliff‘s award'created in Pakistan an anger against Indla WhICh it

could never shed. Af:tually it has been steadily on the increase since & came into

existence. Perhiaps e Bompay barrister realized that his two-nation Sreory was

,untenable irr the modem world. in his presidential address to Pakistan's Constituent
. Assembly:in Karachi on 11 August 1947. Jinnah declare : “We are starting with this
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fundamental pnncnple that we are all cmzens a/nd equal cmzens of onestate .... In
course’ of tlme Hindu would cease to be Hindus and Muslim would cease to the
Musﬁms, mLm the reltglous sense ..... .. but in the political-sense as citizens of the |
, :Jﬁnnah speech&s and statement 1947-1948 (1989) where was this idea
of s&paraﬁor;nf rehglon from poﬁtncs when he enunciated his two nation theory in his

- demand for partition. It is the USA which encouraged Pakistan to become a
dangerous' state “even in those days v‘vh_en'its armed forces were busy Iiberafing
South Vietnam from Communist rule. America has pampered Pakistan and made it
an Alaler Gharer Dulal, a spoiled child, even when it was ruled by a dictator.*
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