CHAPTER VI
PAKISTAN AND COMMUNAL PEACE

Does Pakistan solve the Communal Question is a natural
question which every Hindu is sure to ask. A correct answer to
this question calls for a close analysis of what is involved in it.
One must have a clear idea as to what is exactly meant, when
the Hindus and Muslims speak of the Communal Question.
Without it, it will not be possible to say whether Pakistan
does or does not solve the Communal Question.

It is not generally known that the Communal Question
like the “Forward Policy” for the Frontier has a “greater” and
a “lesser intent,” and that in its lesser intent it means one
thing, and in its greater intent it means quite a different thing.

I

To begin with the Communal Question in its “lesser
intent”. In its lesser intent, the Communal Question relates
to the representation of the Hindus and the Muslims in the
Legislatures. Used in this sense, the question involves the
settlement of two distinct problems :—

(1) The number of seats to be allotted to the Hindus and
the Muslims in the different legislatures, and

(2) The nature of the electorates through which these seats
are to be filled in.

The Muslims at the Round Table Conference claimed :—

(1) That their representatives in all the Provincial as well
as in the Central Legislatures should be elected by
separate electorates ;

(2) That they should be allowed to retain the weightage
in representation given to Muslim minorities in
those Provinces in which they were a minority in the
population, and that in addition, they should be given
in those Provinces where they were a majority such
as the Punjab, Sind, North-West Frontier Province
and Bengal, a guaranteed statutory majority of seats.
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The Hindus from the beginning objected to both these
Muslim demands. They insisted on joint electorates for Hindus
and Muslims in all elections to all the Legislatures, Central
and Provincial, and on population ratio of representation, for
both minorities, Hindus and Muslims, wherever they may
be, and raised the strongest objections to a majority of seats
being guaranteed to any community by statute.

The Communal Award of His Majesty’s Government
settled this dispute by the simple, rough and ready method
of giving the Muslims all that they wanted, without caring
for the Hindu opposition. The Award allowed the Muslims to
retain weightage and separate electorates, and in addition,
gave them the statutory majority of seats in those provinces
where they were a majority in the population.

What is it in the Award that can be said to constitute a
problem ? Is there any force in the objections of the Hindus
to the Communal Award of His Majesty’s Government ? This
question must be considered carefully to find out whether
there is substance in the objections of the Hindus to the
Award.

Firstly, as to their objection to the weightage to Muslim
minorities in the matter of representation. Whatever may be
the correct measure of allotting representation to minorities,
the Hindus cannot very well object to the weightage given
to Muslim minorities, because similar weightage has been
given to the Hindus in those Provinces in which they are a
minority and where there is sufficient margin for weightage
to be allowed. The treatment of the Hindu minorities in Sind
and the North-West Frontier Province is a case in point.

Secondly, as to their objection to a statutory majority.
That again does not appear to be well founded. A system
of guaranteed representation may be wrong and vicious
and quite unjustifiable on theoretical and philosophical
grounds. But considered in the light of circumstances,
such as those obtaining in India, the system of statutory
majority appears to be inevitable. Once it is granted that the
representation to be given to a minority must not reduce the
majority to minority, that very provision creates, as a mere
counterpart, a system of statutory majority to the majority
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community. For, fixing the seats of the minority involves
the fixation of the seats of the majority. There is, therefore,
no escape from the system of statutory majority, once it is
conceded that the minority is not entitled to representation
which would convert a majority into a minority. There is,
therefore, no great force in the objections of the Hindus
to a statutory majority of the Mulsims in the Punjab, the
North-West Frontier Province, Sind and Bengal. For, even in
the Provinces where the Hindus are in a majority and the
Muslims are in minority, the Hindus have got a statutory
majority over the Muslims. At any rate, there is a parity
of position and to that extent there can be said to be no
ground for complaint.

This does not mean that because the objections set forth
by the Hindus have no substance, there are no real grounds
for opposing the Communal Award. There does exsit a
substantial ground of objection to the Communal Award,
although, it does not appear to have been made the basis
of attack by the Hindus.

This objection may be formulated in order to bring out
its point in the following manner. The Muslim minorities in
the Hindu Provinces insisted on separate electorates. The
Communal Award gives them the right to determine that
issue. This is really what it comes to when one remembers
the usual position taken, viz., that the Muslim minorities
could not be deprived of their separate electorates without
their consent, and the majority community of the Hindus
has been made to abide by their determination. The Hindu
minorities in Muslim Provinces insisted that there should
be joint electorates. Instead of conceding their claim,
the Communal Award forced upon them the system of
separate electorates to which they objected. If in the Hindu
Provinces, the Muslim minoroties are allowed the right of
self-determination in the matter of electorates, the question
arises : Why are not the Hindu minorities in the Muslim
Provinces given the right of self-determination in the matter
of their electorates? What is the answer to this question ?
And, if there is no answer, there is undoubtedly a deep
seated inequity in the Communal Award of His Majesty’s
Government, which calls for redress.
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It 1s no answer that the Hindus also have a statutory
majority based on separate electorates* in those Provinces
where the Musalmans are in a minority. A little scrutiny will
show that there is no parity of position in these two cases.
The separate electorates for the Hindu majorities in the Hindu
Provinces are not a matter of their choice. It is a consequence
resulting from the determination of the Muslim minorities
who claimed to have saparate electorates for themselves. A
minority in one set of circumstances may think that separate
electorates would be a better method of self-protection and
may have no fear of creating against itself and by its own
action a statutory majority based on separate electorates for
the opposing community. Another minority or, for the matter
of that, the same minority in a different set of circumstances
would not like to create by its own action and against itself a
statutory majority based upon separate electorates and may,
therefore, prefer joint electorates to separate electorates as a
better method of self-protection. Obviously the guiding principle,
which would influence a minority, would be : Is the majority
likely to use its majority in a communal manner and purely
for communal purposes ? If it felt certain that the majority
community is likely to use its communal majority for communal
ends, it may well choose joint electorates, because it would
be the only method by which it would hope to take away the
communal cement of the statutory majority by influencing the
elections of the representatives of the majority community in
the Legislatures. On the other hand, a majority community
may not have the necessary communal cement, which alone
would enable it to use its communal majority for communal
ends, in which case a minority, having no fear from the
resulting statutory majority and separate electorates for the
majority community, may well choose separate electorates
for itself. To put it concretely, the Muslim minorities in
choosing separate electorates are not afraid of the separate
electorates and the statutory majority of the Hindus, because
they feel sure that by reason of their deep-seated differences
of caste and race the Hindus will never be able to use their

*It is perhaps not quite correct to speak of a Hindu Electorate. The Electorate
is a General Electorate consisting of all those who are not included in any separate
electorate. But as the majority in the General Electorate consists of Hindus, it
is called a Hindu Electorate.
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majorities against the Muslims. On the other hand, the Hindu
minorities in the Muslim Provinces have no doubt that, by
reason of their social solidarity, the Muslims will use their
statutory majority to set into operation a “Resolute Muslim
Government”, after the plan proposed by Lord Salisbury for
Ireland as a substitute for Home Rule ; with this difference,
that Salisbury’s Resolute Government was to last for twenty
years only, while the Muslim Resolute Government was to
last as long as the Communal Award stood. The situations,
therefore, are not alike. The statutory majority of the Hindus
based on separate electorates is the result of the choice made
by the Muslim minority. The statutory majority of the Muslims
based on separate electorates is something which is not the
result of the choice of the Hindu minority. In one case, the
Government of the Muslim minority by a Hindu communal
majority is the result of the consent of the Muslim minority.
In the other case, the Government of the Hindu minority by
the Muslim majority is not the result of the consent of the
Hindu minority, but is imposed upon it by the might of the
British Government.

To sum up this discussion of the Communal Award, it may
be said that, as a solution of the Communal Question in its
“lesser intent”, there is no inequity in the Award on the ground
that it gives weightage to the Muslim minorities in the Hindu
Provinces. For, it gives weightage also to Hindu minorities in
Muslim Provinces. Similarly, it may be said that there is no
inequity in the Award, on the ground that it gives a statutory
majority to the Muslims in Muslim Provinces in which they
are a majority. If there is any, the statutory limitation put
upon the Muslim number of seats, also gives to the Hindus
in Hindu Provinces a statutory majority. But the same cannot
be said of the Award in the matter of the electorates. The
Communal Award is iniquitous inasmuch as it accords unequal
treatment to the Hindu and Muslim minorities in the matter
of electorates. It grants the Muslim minorities in the Hindu
Provinces the right of self-determination in the matter of
electorates, but it does not grant the same right to the Hindu
minorities in the Muslim Provinces. In the Hindu Provinces,
the Muslim minority is allowed to choose the kind of electorates
it wants and the Hindu majority is not permitted to have
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any say in the matter. But in the Muslim Provinces, it is
the Muslim majority which i1s allowed to choose the kind of
electorates it prefers and the Hindu minority is not permitted
to have any say in the matter. Thus, the Muslims in the
Muslim Provinces having been given both statutory majority
and separate electorates, the Communal Award must be said
to impose upon the Hindu minorities Muslim rule, which they
can neither alter nor influence.

This is what constitutes the fundamental wrong in the
Communal Award. That this is a grave wrong must be admitted.
For, it offends against certain political principles, which have
now become axiomatic. First is, not to trust any one with
unlimited political power. As has been well said,

“If in any state there is a body of men who possess
unlimited political power, those over whom they rule can
never be free. For, the one assured result of historical
investigation is the lesson that uncontrolled power is
invariably poisonous to those who possess it. They are
always tempted to impose their canon of good upon
others, and in the end, they assume that the good of
the community depends upon the continuance of their
power. Liberty always demands a limitation of political
authority............

The second principle is that, as a King has no Divine
Right to rule, so also a majority has no Divine Right to rule.
Majority Rule is tolerated only because it is for a limited
period and subject to the right to have it changed, and secondly
because it is a rule of a political majority, i.e., majority which
has submitted itself to the suffrage of a minority and not a
communal majority. If such is the limited scope of authority
permissible to a political majority over a political minority,
how can a minority of one community be placed under the
perpetual subjection of a majority of another community ? To
allow a majority of one community to rule a minority of another
community without requiring the majority to submit itself to
the suffrage of the minority, especially when the minority
demands it, is to enact a perversion of democratic principles
and to show a callous disregard for the safety and security of
the Hindu minorities.

II

To turn to the Communal Question in its “greater
intent”. What is it, that the Hindus say is a problem ? In its
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greater intent the Communal Question relates to the
deliberate creation of Muslim Provinces. At the time of
the Lucknow Pact, the Muslims only raised the Communal
Question in its lesser intent. At the Round Table Conference,
the Muslims put forth, for the first time, the plan covered
by the Communal Question in its greater intent. Before the
Act of 1935, there were a majority of Provinces in which the
Hindus were in a majority and the Muslims in a minority.
There were only three Provinces in which the Muslims were
in a majority and the Hindus in a minority. They were
the Punjab, Bengal and the North-West Frontier Province.
Of these, the Muslim majority in the North-West Frontier
Province was not effective, because there was no responsible
government in that province, the Montagu-Chelmsford
Scheme of Political Reforms not being extended to it. So, for
all practical purposes, there were only two provinces—the
Punjab and Bengal—wherein the Muslims were in majority
and the Hindus in minority. The Muslims desired that the
number of Muslim Provinces should be increased. With this
object in view, they demanded that Sind should be separated
from the Bombay Presidency and created into a new self-
governing Province, and that the North-West Frontier
Province, which was already a separate Province, should
be raised to the status of a self-governing Province. Apart
from other considerations, from a purely financial point of
view, it was not possible to concede this demand. Neither
Sind nor the North-West Frontier Province were financially
self-supporting. But in order to satisfy the Muslim demand,
the British Government went to the length of accepting the
responsibility of giving an annual subvention to Sind* and
North-West Frontier Provincet from the Central Revenues, so
as to bring about a budgetary equilibrium in their finances
and make them financially self-supporting.

These four Provinces with Muslims in
majority and Hindus in minority, now functioning
as autonomous and self-governing Provinces, were
certainly not created for administrative convenience,
nor for purposes of architectural symmetry—the Hindu

*Sind gets an annual subvention of Rs. 1,05,00,000.
FNorth-West Frontier Province gets an annual subvention of Rs. 1,00,00,000.
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Provinces poised against the Muslim Provinces. It is also
true that the scheme of Muslim Provinces was not a matter
of satisfying Muslim pride which demanded Hindu minorities
under Muslim majorities to compensate the humiliation of
having Muslim minorities under Hindu majorities. What was
then, the motive underlying this scheme of Muslim Provinces ?
The Hindus say that the motive for the Muslim insistence, both
on statutory majority and separate electorates, was to enable
the Muslims in the Muslim Provinces to mobilize and make
effective Muslim power in its exclusive form and to the fullest
extent possible. Asked what could be the purpose of having the
Muslim political power mobilized in this fashion, the Hindus
answer that it was done to place in the hands of the Muslims
of the Muslim Provinces an effective weapon to tyrannize their
Hindu minorities, in case the Muslim minorities in the Hindu
Provinces were tyrannized by their Hindu majorities. The
scheme thus became a system of protection, in which blast was
to be met by counter-blast, terror by terror and tyranny by
tyranny. The plan is undoubtedly, a dreadful one, involving the
maintenance of justice and peace by retaliation, and providing
an opportunity for the punishment of an innocent minority,
Hindus in Muslim Provinces and Muslims in Hindu Provinces,
for the sins of their co-religionists in other Provinces. It is a
scheme of communal peace through a system of communal
hostages.

That the Muslims were aware from the very start, that the
system of communal Provinces was capable of being worked in
this manner, is clear from the speech made by Maulana Abul
Kalam Azad as President of the Muslim League Session held
in Calcutta in 1927. In that speech the Maulana declared :—

“That by the Lucknow Pact they had sold away their
interests. The Delhi proposals of March last opened the
door for the first time to the recognition of the real
rights of Musalmans in India. The separate electorates
granted by the Pact of 1916 only ensured Muslim
representation, but what was vital for the existence
of the community was the recognition of its numerical
strength. Delhi opened the way to the creation of such a
state of affairs as would guarantee to them in the future
of India a proper share. Their existing small majority
in Bengal and the Punjab was only a census figure, but
the Delhi proposals gave them for the first time five
provinces of which no less than three (Sind, the Frontier
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Province and Baluchistan) contained a real overwhelming
Muslim majority. If the Muslims did not recognise this
great step they were not fit to live. There would now be
nine Hindu provinces against five Muslim provinces, and
whatever treatment Hindus accorded in the nine provinces,
Muslims would accord the same treatment to Hindus in
the five Provinces. Was not this a great gain ? Was not a
new weapon gained for the assertion of Muslim rights ?”

That those in charge of these Muslim provinces know the
advantage of the scheme, and do not hesitate to put it to the
use for which it was intended, is clear from the speeches made
not long ago by Mr. Fazl-ul-Huq, as Prime Minister of Bengal.

That this scheme of Communal Provinces, which constitutes
the Communal Question in its larger intent, can be used as
an engine of communal tyranny, there can be no doubt. The
system of hostages, which is the essence of the scheme of
communal provinces, supported by separate electorates, is
indeed insupportable on any ground. If this is the underlying
motive of the demand for the creation of more Muslim Provinces,
the system resulting from it is undoubtedly a vicious system.

This analysis leaves no doubt that the communal statutory
majority based on separate communal electorates and the
communal provinces, especially constituted to enable the
statutory majority to tyrannize the minority, are the two evils
which compose what is called, ‘the Communal Problem’.

For the existence of this problem the Hindus hold the
Muslims responsible and the Muslims hold the Hindus
responsible. The Hindus accuse the Muslims of contumacy. The
Muslims accuse Hindus of meanness. Both, however, forget
that the communal problem exists not because the Muslims
are extravagant and insolent in their demands and the Hindus
are mean and grudging in their concessions. It exists and
will exist wherever a hostile majority is brought face to face
against a hostile minority. Controversies relating to separate
vs. joint electorates, controversies relating to population ratio
vs. weightage are all inherent in a situation where a minority
is pitted against a majority. The best solution of the communal
problem is not to have two communities facing each other, one
a majority and the other a minority, welded in the steel-frame
of a single government.
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How far does Pakistan approximate to the solution of the
Communal Question ?

The answer to this question is quite obvious. If the scheme
of Pakistan is to follow the present boundaries of the Provinces
in the North-West and in Bengal, certainly it does not eradicate
the evils which lie at the heart of the Communal Question.
It retains the very elements which give rise to it, namely,
the pitting of a minority against a majority. The rule of the
Hindu minorities by the Muslim majorities and the rule of
the Muslim Minorities by the Hindu majorities are the crying
evils of the present situation. This very evil will reproduce
itself in Pakistan, if the provinces marked out for it are
incorporated into it as they are, i.e., with boundaries drawn
as at present. Besides this, the evil which gives rise to the
Communal Question in its larger intent, will not only remain
as it is but will assume a new malignity. Under the existing
system, the power centered in the Communal Provinces to do
mischief to their hostages is limited by the power which the
Central Government has over the Provincial Governments. At
present, the hostages are at least within the pale of a Central
Government which is Hindu in its composition and which has
power to interfere for their protection. But, when Pakistan
becomes Muslim State with full sovereignty over internal and
external affairs, it would be free from the control of the Central
Government. The Hindu minorities will have no recourse to an
outside authority with overriding powers, to interfere on their
behalf and curb this power of mischief, as under the scheme,
no such overriding authority is permitted to exist. So, the
position of the Hindus in Pakistan may easily become similar
to the position of the Armenians under the Turks or of the
Jews in Tsarist Russia or in Nazi Germany. Such a scheme
would be intolerable and the Hindus may well say that they
cannot agree to Pakistan and leave their co-religionist as a
helpless prey to the fanaticism of a Muslim National State.

111

This, of course, is a very frank statement of the consequences
which will flow from giving effect to the scheme of Pakistan. But
care must be taken to locate the source of these consequences. Do
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they flow from the scheme of Pakistan itself or do they flow
from particular boundaries that may be fixed for it. If the evils
flow from the scheme itself, i.e., if they are inherent in it, it is
unnecessary for any Hindu to waste his time in considering it.
He will be justified in summarily dismissing it. On the other
hand, if the evils are the result of the boundaries, the question
of Pakistan reduces itself to a mere question of changing the
boundaries.

A study of the question amply supports the view that the
evils of Pakistan are not inherent in it. If any evil results follow
from it they will have to be attributed to its boundaries. This
becomes clear if one studies the distribution of population. The
reasons why these evils will be reproduced within Western
and Eastern Pakistan is because, with the present boundaries,
they do not become single ethnic states. They remain mixed
states, composed of a Muslim majority and a Hindu minority
as before. The evils are the evils which are inseparable from
a mixed state. If Pakistan is made a single unified ethnic
state, the evils will automatically vanish. There will be no
question of separate electorates within Pakistan, because in
such a homogeneous Pakistan, there will be no majorities to
rule and no minorities to be protected. Similarly, there will
be no majority of one community to hold, in its possession, a
minority of an opposing community.

The question, therefore, is one of demarcation of boundaries
and reduces itself to this: Is it possible for the boundaries
of Pakistan to be so fixed, that instead of producing a mixed
state composed of majorities and minorities, with all the evils
attendant upon it, Pakistan will be an ethnic state composed
of one homogeneous community, namely Muslims ? The answer
is that in a large part of the area affected by the project of
the League, a homogeneous state can be created by shifting
merely the boundaries, and in the rest, homogeneity can be
produced by shifting only the population.

In this connection, I invite the reader to study carefully
the figures given in the Appendices V, X, XI showing the
distribution of the population in the areas affected, and also
the maps showing how new boundaries can create homogeneous
Muslim States. Taking the Punjab, two things will be noted :—

(1) There are certain districts in which the Musalmans
predominate. There are certain districts in which the Hindus
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predominate. There are very few in which the two are,
more or less, evenly distributed; and

(11) The districts in which Muslims predominate and the
districts in which the Hindus predominate are not
interspersed. The two sets of districts form two separate
areas.

For the formation of the Eastern Pakistan, one has to take
into consideration the distribution of population in both the
Provinces of Bengal and Assam. A scrutiny of the population
figures shows:—

(1) In Bengal, there are some districts in which the Muslims
predominate. In others, the Hindus predominate,

(1) In Assam also, there are some districts in which
the Muslims predominate. In others, the Hindus
predominate,

(111) Districts in which the Muslims predominate and those
in which the Hindus predominate are not interspersed.
They form separate areas.

(av) The districts of Bengal and Assam in which the Muslims
predominate are contiguous.

Given these facts, it is perfectly possible to create
homogeneous Muslim States out of the Punjab, Bengal and
Assam by drawing their boundaries in such a way that the
areas which are predominantly Hindu shall be excluded. That
this is possible is shown by the maps given in the appendix.

In the North-West Frontier Province and Sind, the situation
is rather hard. How the matter stands in the North-West
Frontier Province and Sind may be seen by an examination
of the figures given in the appendices VI to IX. As may be
seen from the appendices, there are no districts in which
the Hindus in the North-West Frointer Province and Sind
are concentrated. They are scattered and are to be found in
almost every district of the two provinces in small, insignificant
numbers. These appendices show quite unmistakably that the
Hindus in Sind and the North-West Frontier Province are
mostly congregated in urban areas of the districts. In Sind,
the Hindus outnumber the Muslims in most of the towns,
while the Muslims outnumber the Hindus in villages. In the
North-West Frontier Province, the Muslims outnumber the
Hindus in towns as well as in villages.
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The case of the North-West Frontier Province and Sind,
therefore, differs totally from the case of the Punjab and
Bengal. In the Punjab and Bengal, owing to the natural
segregation of the Hindus and Muslims in different areas, it
is possible to create a homogeneous State by merely altering
their boundaries, involving the shifting of the population
in a very small degree. But in the North-West Frontier
Province and Sind, owing to the scattered state of the Hindu
population, alteration of boundaries cannot suffice for creating
a homogeneous State. There is only one remedy and that is
to shift the population.

Some scoff at the idea of the shifting and exchange of
population. But those who scoff can hardly be aware of the
complications, which a minority problem gives rise to and the
failures attendant upon almost all the efforts made to protect
them. The constitutions of the post-war states, as well as of
the older states in Europe which had a minority problem,
proceeded on the assumption that constitutional safeguards
for minorities should suffice for their protection and so the
constitutions of most of the new states with majorities and
minorities were studded with long lists of fundamental rights
and safeguards to see that they were not violated by the
majorities. What was the experience ? Experience showed that
safeguards did not save the minorities. Experience showed
that even a ruthless war on the minorities did not solve the
problem. The states then agreed that the best way to solve
it was for each to exchange its alien minorities within its
border, for its own which was without its border, with a view
to bring about homogeneous States. This is what happened
in Turky, Greece and Bulgaria. Those, who scoff at the idea
of transfer of population, will do well to study the history
of the minority problem, as it arose between Turky, Greece
and Bulgaria. If they do, they will find that these countries
found that the only effective way of solving the minorities
problem lay in exchange of population. The task undertaken
by the three countries was by no means a minor operation.
It involved the transfer of some 20 million people from one
habitat to another. But undaunted, the three shouldered the
task and carried it to a successful end because they felt that
the considerations of communal peace must outweigh every
other consideration.



