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That the transfer of minorities is the only lasting remedy
for communal peace is beyond doubt. If that is so, there is no
reason why the Hindus and the Muslims should keep on trading
in safeguards which have proved so unsafe. If small countries,
with limited resources like Greece, Turkey and Bulgaria, were
capable of such an undertaking, there is no reason to suppose
that what they did cannot be accomplished by Indians. After
all, the population involved is inconsiderable and because some
obstacles require to be removed, it would be the height of folly
to give up so sure a way to communal peace.

There is one point of criticism to which no reference has
been made so far. As it is likely to be urged, I propose to deal
with 1t here. It is sure to be asked, how will Pakistan affect
the position of the Muslims that will be left in Hindustan ?
The question is natural because the scheme of Pakistan does
seem to concern itself with the Muslim majorities who do not
need protection and abandons the Muslim minorities who do.
But the point is: who can raise it ? Surely not the Hindus.
Only the Muslims of Pakistan or the Muslims of Hindustan
can raise it. The question was put to Mr. Rehmat Ali, the
protagonist of Pakistan and this is the answer given by him :(—

“How will it affect the position of the forty five million
Muslims in Hindustan proper ?

“The truth is that in this struggle their thought has
been more than a wrench to me. They are the flesh of our
flesh and the soul of our soul. We can never forget them ;
nor they, us. Their present position and future security is,
and shall ever be, a matter of great importance to us. As
things are at present, Pakistan will not adversely affect
their position in Hindustan. On the basis of population (one
Muslim to four, Hindus), they will still be entitled to the
same representation in legislative as well as administrative
fields which they possess now. As to the future, the only
effective guarantee we can offer is that of reciprocity,
and, therefore, we solemnly undertake to give all those
safeguards to non-Muslim minorities in Pakistan which
will be conceded to our Muslim minority in Hindustan.

“But what sustains us most is the fact that they know
we are proclaiming Pakistan in the highest interest of the
‘Millet’. It is as much theirs as it i1s ours. While for us
it is a national citadel, for them it will ever be a moral
anchor. So long as the anchor holds, everything is or can
be made safe. But once it gives way, all will be lost”.
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The answer given by the Muslims of Hindustan is equally
clear. They say, “We are not weakened by the separation of
Muslims into Pakistan and Hindustan. We are better protected
by the existence of separate Islamic States on the Eastern and
Western borders of Hindustan than we are by their submersion
in Hindustan.” Who can say that they are wrong ? Has it not
been shown that Germany as an outside state was better able
to protect the Sudeten Germans in Czechoslovakia than the
Sudetens were able to do themselves 7*

Be that as it may, the question does not concern the
Hindus. The question that concerns the Hindus is: How far
does the creation of Pakistan remove the communal question
from Hindustan ? That is a very legitimate question and must
be considered. It must be admitted that by the creation of
Pakistan, Hindustan is not freed of the communal question.
While Pakistan can be made a homogeneous state by redrawing
its boundaries, Hindustan must remain a composite state. The
Musalmans are scattered all over Hindustan—though they
are mostly congregated in towns—and no ingenuity in the
matter of redrawing of boundaries can make it homogeneous.
The only way to make Hindustan homogeneous is to arrange
for exchange of population. Until that is done, it must be
admitted that even with the creation of Pakistan, the problem
of majority vs. minority will remain in Hindustan as before
and will continue to produce disharmony in the body politic
of Hindustan.

Admitting that Pakistan is not capable of providing a
complete solution of the Communal Problem within Hindustan,
does it follow that the Hindus on that account should reject
Pakistan ? Before the Hindus draw any such hasty conclusion,
they should consider the following effects of Pakistan.

First, consider the effect of Pakistan on the magnitude of
the communal Problem. That can be best gauged by reference
to the Muslim population as it will be grouped within Pakistan
and Hindustan.

*The leaders of the Muslim League seem to have studied deeply Hitler’s bulling
tactics against Czechoslovakia in the interest of the Sudeten Germans and also
learned the lessons which those tactics teach. See their threatening speeches in
the Karachi Session of the League held in 1937.
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Muslim Population in Muslim Population in Hindustan.
Pakistan.

1. Punjab 13,332,460 1. Total Muslim Population 66,442,766
in British India (Exclud-
ing Burma and Aden).

2. N.-W. F. P. 2,227,303

3. Sind 2,830,800 2. Muslim Population group- 47,897,301
ed in Pakistan and
Eastern
Bengal State.

4. Baluchistan 405,309

5. Eastern Bengal 3. Balance of Muslims in Bri- 18,545,465

Muslim States :(— tish Hindustan

(i) Eastern Bengal 27.497,624
(i1) Sylhet 1,603,805
Total 47,897,301

What do these figures indicate ? What they indicate is that
the Muslims who will be left in British Hindustan will be only
18,545,465 and the rest 47,897,301, forming a vast majority of
the total Muslim population, will be out of it and will be the
subjects of Pakistan States. This distribution of the Muslim
population, in terms of the communal problem, means that
while without Pakistan the communal problem in India involves
6% crores of Muslims, with the creation of Pakistan it will
involve only 2 crores of Muslims. Is this to be no consideration
for Hindus who want communal peace ? To me, it seems that
if Pakistan does not solve the communal problem within
Hindustan, it substantially reduces its proportion and makes
it of minor significance and much easier of peaceful solution.

In the second place, let the Hindus consider the effect
of Pakistan on the communal representation in the Central
Legislature. The following table gives the distribution of seats
in the Central Legislature, as prescribed under the Government
of India Act, 1935 and as it would be, if Pakistan came into
being.

Distribution of seats. Distribution of seats.
I.—As at present. II.—After Pakistan.
Name of the MNOIll'- Musli MNOI{‘.' Musli
Chamber uslim uslim uslim uslim
;I‘;(:fs 1 (Hindu) | Territorial ;I(;oattas ! (Hindu) |Territorial
| Territorial Seats. " | Territorial Seats.
Seats. Seats.
Council of State. 150 75 49 126 75 25
Federal Assembly.| 250 105 82 211 105 43
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To bring out clearly the quantitative change in the communal
distribution of seats, which must follow the establishment of
Pakistan, the above figures are reduced to percentage in the
table that follows :—

Distribution of seats. Distribution of seats.
Name of the I.—As at present. II—After Pakistan
Chamber.
Percentage of | Percentage of | Percentage of | Percentage of
Muslim seats | Muslim seats | Muslim seats | Muslim seats
to Hindu seats. | to total seats. | to Hindu seats. | to total seats.
Council of State 33 66 25 331/,
Federal Assembly 33 80 21 40

From this table one can see what vast changes must follow
the establishment of Pakistan. Under the Government of
India Act, the ratio of Muslim seats to the total is 33% in
both the Chambers, but to the Hindu seats, the ratio is 66%
in the Council of State and 80% in the Assembly—almost a
position of equality with the Hindus. After Pakistan, the ratio
of Muslim seats to the total seats falls from 33%% to 25% in
the Council and to 21% in the Assembly, while the ratio to
Hindu seats falls from 66% to 33% % in the Council and from
80% to 40% in the Assembly. The figures assume that the
weightage given to the Muslims will remain the same, even
after Hindustan is separated from Pakistan. If the present
weightage to Muslims is cancelled or reduced, there would
be further improvement in the representation of the Hindus.
But assuming that no change in weightage is made, is this a
small gain to the Hindus in the matter of representation at
the Centre ? To me, it appears that it is a great improvement
in the position of the Hindus at the Centre, which would never
come to them, if they oppose Pakistan.

These are the material advantages of Pakistan. There 1s
another which is psychological. The Muslims, in Southern and
Central India, draw their inspiration from the Muslims of the
North and the East. If after Pakistan there is communal peace
in the North and the East, as there should be, there being no
majorities and minorities therein, the Hindus may reasonably
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expect communal peace in Hindustan. This severance of the
bond between the Muslims of the North and the East and
the Muslims of Hindustan is another gain to the Hindus of
Hindustan.

Taking into consideration these effects of Pakistan, it
cannot be disputed that if Pakistan does not wholly solve the
communal problem within Hindustan, it frees the Hindus from
the turbulence of the Muslims as predominant partners. It is
for the Hindus to say whether they will reject such a proposal,
simply because it does not offer a complete solution. Some gain
is better than much harm.

v

One last question and this discussion of Pakistan in relation
to communal peace may be brought to a close. Will the Hindus
and the Muslims of the Punjab and Bengal agree to redraw the
boundaries of their provinces to make the scheme of Pakistan
as flawless as it can be made ?

As for the Muslims, they ought to have no objection to
redrawing the boundaries. If they do object, it must be said
that they do not understand the nature of their own demand.
This is quite possible, since the talk that is going on among
Muslim protagonists of Pakistan, is of a very loose character.
Some speak of Pakistan as a Muslim National State, others
speak of it as a Muslim National Home. Neither care to know
whether there is any difference between a National State
and a National Home. But there can be no doubt that there
1s a vital difference between the two. What that difference
1s was discussed at great length at the time of constituting
in Palestine a Jewish National Home. It seems that a clear
conception of what this difference is, is necessary, if the likely
Muslim opposition to the redrawing of the boundaries is to
be overcome.

According to a leading authority :—

“A National Home connotes a territory in which a
people, without receiving the rights of political sovereignty,
has nevertheless a recognised legal position and receives
the opportunity of developing its moral, social and
intellectual ideals.”
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The British Government itself, in its statement on Palestine
policy issued in 1922, defined its conception of the National
Home in the following terms :—

“When it is asked what is meant by the development of
the Jewish National Home in Palestine, it may be answered
that it is not the imposition of a Jewish nationality upon
the inhabitants of Palestine as a whole, but the further
development of the existing Jewish Community, with the
assistance of Jews in other parts of the world, in order
that it may become a centre in which the Jewish people
as a whole may take, on grounds of religion and race, an
interest and a pride. But in order that this community
should have the best prospect of free development and
provide a full opportunity for the Jewish people to display
its capacities, it is essential that it should be known that
it 1s in Palestine as of right and not on sufferance. This
is the reason why it is necessary that the existence of a
Jewish National Home in Palestine should be internationally
guaranteed, and that it should be formally recognized to
rest upon ancient historic connection.”

From this, it will be clear that there is an essential difference
between a National Home and a National State. The difference
consists in this: in the case of a National Home, the people who
constitute it do not receive the right of Political sovereignty
over the territory and the right of imposing their nationality
on others also living in that territory. All that they get, is a
recognized legal position guaranteeing them the right to live
as citizens and freedom to maintain their culture. In the case
of a National State, people constituting it, receive the rights of
political sovereignty with the right of imposing their nationality
upon the rest.

This difference is very important and it is in the light of this
that one must examine their demand for Pakistan. What do the
Muslim want Pakistan for ? If they want Pakistan to create a
National Home for Muslims, there is no necessity for Pakistan. In
the Pakistan Provinces, they already have their National Home
with the legal right to live and advance their culture. If they
want Pakistan to be a National Muslim State, they are claiming
the right of political sovereignty over the territory included in it.
This they are entitled to do. But the question is: Should they be
allowed to retain, within the boundaries of these Muslim States,
Non-Muslim minorities as their subjects, with a right to impose
upon them the nationality of these Muslim States ? No doubt,
such a right is accepted to be an accompaniment of political
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sovereignty. But it is equally true that in all mixed States,
this right has become a source of mischief in modern times.
To ignore the possibilities of such mischief in the creation of
Pakistan will be to omit to read the bloody pages of recent
history on which have been recorded the atrocities, murders,
plunders and arsons committed by the Turks, Greeks, Bulgars
and the Czechs against their minorities. It is possible to take
away from a state this right of imposing its nationality upon
its subjects, because it is incidental to political sovereignty.
But it is possible not to provide any opportunity for the
exercise of such a right. This can be done by allowing the
Muslims to have such National Muslim States as are strictly
homogeneous, strictly ethnic states. Under no circumstances
can they be allowed to carve out mixed states composed of
Muslims opposed to Hindus, with the former superior in
number to the latter.

This is probably not contemplated by the Muslims who are
the authors of Pakistan. It was certainly not contemplated by
Sir M. Igbal, the originator of the scheme. In his Presidential
address to the Muslim League in 1930, he expressed his
willingness to agree to “ the exclusion of Ambala Division
and perhaps of some other districts where non-Muslims
¢ will make

3

predominate” on the ground that such exclusion
it less extensive and more Muslim in population”. On the
other hand, it may be that those who are putting forth the
Scheme of Pakistan, do contemplate that it will include the
Punjab and Bengal with their present boundaries. To them it
must become clear, that to insist upon the present boundaries
1s sure to antagonize even those Hindus who have an open
mind on the question. The Hindus can never be expected to
consent to the inclusion of the Hindus in a Muslim State
deliberately created for the preservation and propagation of
Muslim faith and Muslim culture. The Hindus will no doubt
oppose. Muslims must not suppose that it will take long to
find them out. Muslims, if they insist upon the retention of
the present boundaries, will open themselves to the accusation
that behind their demand for Pakistan there is something
more sinister than a mere desire to create a National Home
or a National State. They will be accused of a design to
perfect the scheme of Hindu hostages in Muslim hands
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by increasing the balance of Muslim majorities against Hindu
minorities in the Muslim areas.

So much, for considerations which ought to weigh with the
Muslims in the matter of changing the provincial boundaries
to make Pakistan.

Now, as to the considerations which ought to weigh
with the Hindus of the Punjab and Bengal. The Hindus
are the more difficult of the two parties to the question.
In this connection it is enough to consider the reaction of
the high caste Hindus only. For, it is they who guide the
Hindu masses and form Hindu opinion. Unfortunately, the
high caste Hindus are bad as leaders. They have a trait of
character which often leads the Hindus to disaster. This trait
is formed by their acquisitive instinct and aversion to share
with others the good things of life. They have a monopoly of
education and wealth, and with wealth and education they
have captured the State. To keep this monopoly to themselves
has been the ambition and goal of their life. Charged with
this selfish idea of class domination, they take every move to
exclude the lower classes of Hindus from wealth, education
and power, the surest and the most effective being the
preparation of scriptures, inculcating upon the minds of the
lower classes of Hindus the teaching that their duty in life
is only to serve the higher classes. In keeping this monopoly
in their own hands and excluding the lower classes from
any share in it, the high caste Hindus have succeeded for
a long time and beyond measure, it is only recently that
the lower class Hindus rose in revolt against this monopoly
by starting the Non-Brahmin Parties in the Madras and
the Bombay Presidencies and the C. P. Still the high caste
Hindus have successfully maintained their privileged position.
This attitude of keeping education, wealth and power as a
close preserve for themselves and refusing to share it, which
the high caste Hindus have developed in their relation with
the lower classes of Hindus, is sought to be extended by
them to the Muslims. They want to exclude the Muslims
from place and power, as they have done to the lower class
Hindus. This trait of the high caste Hindus is the key to
the understanding of their politics.
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Two illustrations reveal this trait of theirs. The Hindus
in 1929 opposed the separation of Sind from the Bombay
Presidency before the Simon Commission, strenuously and
vehemently. But in 1915, the Hindus of Sind put forth the
opposite plea and/wanted Sind to be separated from Bombay.
The reason in both the cases was the same. In 1915, there
was no representative Government in Sind, which, if there
was one would have undoubtedly been a Muslim Government.
The Hindus advocated separation because in the absence of a
Muslim Government, they could obtain jobs in Government in
a greater degree. In 1929, they objected to the separation of
Sind because they knew that a separate Sind would be under
a Muslim Government, and a Muslim Government was sure
to disturb their monopoly and displace them to make room for
Muslim candidates. The opposition of the Bengali Hindus to
the Partition of Bengal is another illustration of this trait of
the high caste Hindus. The Bengali Hindu had the whole of
Bengal, Bihar, Orissa, Assam and even U. P. for his pasture.
He had captured the civil service in all these Provinces. The
partition of Bengal meant a diminution in the area of this
pasture. It means that the Bengali Hindu was to be ousted
from Eastern Bengal to make room for the Bengali Musalman
who had so far no place in the civil service of Bengal. The
opposition to the partition of Bengal on the part of the Bengali
Hindus, was due principally to their desire not to allow the
Bengal Musalmans to take their place in Eastern Bengal. Little
did the Bengali Hindus dream that by opposing partition and
at the same time demanding Swaraj they were preparing the
way for making the Musalmans the rulers of both Eastern as
well as Western Bengal.

These thoughts occur to one’s mind because one fears that
the high caste Hindus, blinded by their hereditary trait, might
oppose Pakistan for no other reason except that it limits the
field for their self-seeking careers. Among the many reasons
that might come in the way of Pakistan, one need not be
surprised, if one of them happens to be the selfishness of the
high caste Hindus.

There are two alternatives for the Hindus of the Punjab and
Bengal and they may be asked to face them fairly and squarely.
The Muslims in the Punjab number 13,332,460 and the
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Hindus, with Sikhs and the rest, number 11,392,732. The
difference is only 1,939,728. This means that the Muslim
majority in the Punjab is only a majority of 8 p.c. Given
these facts, which is better: To retain the unity of the
Punjab and allow the Muslim majority of 54 p.c. to rule
the Hindu minority of 46 p.c. or to redraw the boundaries,
to allow the Muslims and the Hindus to be under separate
national states, and thus rescue the whole body of Hindus
from the terrors of the Muslim rule ?

The Muslims in Bengal number 27,497,624 and the
Hindus number 21,570,407. The difference is only of
5,927,217. This means that the Muslim majority in Bengal
is only a majority of 12 p.c. Given these facts, which is
better : To oppose the creation of a National Muslim State
out of Eastern Bengal and Sylhet by refusing to redraw the
boundaries and allow the Muslim majority of only 12 p.c. to
rule the Hindu minority of 44 p.c.; or to consent to redraw
the boundaries, to have Muslims and Hindus placed under
separate National States, and thus rescue the 44 p.c. of the
Hindus from the horrors of the Muslim rule ?

Let the Hindus of Bengal and the Punjab consider which
alternative they should prefer. It seems to me that the
moment has come when the high caste Hindus of Bengal
and the Punjab should be told that if they propose to resist
Pakistan, because it cuts off a field for gainful employment,
they are committing the greatest blunder. The time for
successfully maintaining in their own hands a monopoly of
place and power is gone. They may cheat the lower orders
of the Hindus in the name of nationalism, but they cannot
cheat the Muslim majorities in the Muslim Provinces and
keep their monopoly of place and power. The resolution of
the Hindus—if their cry against Pakistan can be regarded
as such— to live under a Muslim majority and oppose self-
determination may be a very courageous thing. But it will
not be a very wise thing if the Hindus believe that they
will be able to maintain their place and power by fooling
the Musalmans. As Lincoln said, it is not possible to fool
all people for all times. If the Hindus choose to live under
a Muslim majority the chances are that they may loose
all. On the other hand, if the Hindus of Bengal and the
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Punjab agree to separate, true, they will not get more, but
they will certainly not lose all.
'



PART III
WHAT IF NOT PAKISTAN?

Having stated the Muslim case for Pakistan and the Hindu
case against it, it is necessary to turn to the alternatives to
Pakistan, if there be any. In forming one’s judgment on Pakistan,
one must take into account the alternatives to it. Either there
is no alternative to Pakistan : or there is an alternative to
Pakistan, but it is worse than Pakistan. Thirdly, one must
also take into consideration what would be the consequences, if
neither Pakistan nor its alternative is found acceptable to the
parties concerned. The relevant data, having a bearing on these
points, are presented in this part under the following heads :—

1 Hindu alternative to Pakistan.
2 Muslim alternative to Pakistan.

3 Lessons from abroad.






