
   [image: Cover: India-Pakistan: The History of Unsolved Conflicts: Volume I by Lars Blinkenberg]


   
      
         
            Lars Blinkenberg
   

            India-Pakistan
   

            The History of Unsolved Conflicts: Volume I
   

         

         
            SAGA Egmont
   

         

      

   


   
      
         
            India-Pakistan: The History of Unsolved Conflicts: Volume I

             
   

            Cover image: Shutterstock

Copyright © 1998, 2022 Lars Blinkenberg and SAGA Egmont

             
   

            All rights reserved

             
   

            ISBN: 9788726894707

             
   

            1st ebook edition

Format: EPUB 3.0

             
   

            No part of this publication may be reproduced, stored in a retrievial system, or transmitted, in any form or by any means without the prior written permission of the publisher, nor, be otherwise circulated in any form of binding or cover other than in which it is published and without a similar condition being imposed on the subsequent purchaser.

             
   

            www.sagaegmont.com

Saga is a subsidiary of Egmont. Egmont is Denmark’s largest media company and fully owned by the Egmont Foundation, which donates almost 13,4 million euros annually to children in difficult circumstances.

         

      

   


   
      
         
            FOREWORD
   

         

         One of the most persistent conflicts in the world in recent years has been the Indo-Pakistani dispute, which involves a large proportion of the world’s population. At this juncture, when Bangladesh has been recognized by most countries, there is reason to hope that a turning point has been reached in the Indo-Pakistani relationship.

         It is with satisfaction that the Institute is now publishing this analysis by Mr. Lars Blinkenberg who has personal experience of the subcontinent. In his study he presents both a historical survey of the conflict, including its deep-rooted background, and an analysis of some of its structural factors.

         The Danish Institute of International Studies (Dansk Udenrigspolitisk Institut) has granted Mr. Blinkenberg support for his research and welcomes the first result of his work. His analysis is published as No. 4 of “Dansk Udenrigspolitisk Instituts skriftserie”. Because of international interest in the subject, the book is published in English.

          
   

         Copenhagen, April 1972

         Sven Henningsen

      

   


   
      
         
            To my Father

         

      

   


   
      
         
            PREFACE
   

         

         My project to study the Indo-Pakistan problem was begun in 1969, when all was quiet in the Indian subcontinent, except for internal difficulties in both India and Pakistan. I made a long journey to the two countries concerned in the first half of 1971, when internal difficulties in Pakistan were obvious, and the old confrontation policy towards India was soon reopened. I witnessed the important elections in India in March, and during my long stay there renewed many old contacts.

         My personal knowledge of India goes back to four fruitful years spent there, where I got a great liking for the subcontinent and its peoples. I also developed an interest in the intriguing and extremely difficult Indo-Pakistan problem and witnessed the September war of 1965. Several visits to the lovely land of Kashmir, which for so long remained a highly disputed area between India and Pakistan, only sharpened my interest in the conflict.

         This book has been written during a crucial period, when the internal struggle between the two widely split parts of Pakistan was converted into a renewed open conflict between India and Pakistan, ending with a brief but violent war.

         After the many momentous events of 1971 a new country emerges, Bangladesh, which has now been recognized by several countries, including Denmark. This decision seems to confirm the completely changed political picture in the subcontinent but makes any final assessment very difficult at the time of writing. I hope, however, that my account of the unsolved conflicts may be helpful for an understanding of the background of the latest development.

         I am extremely grateful to the Danish Institute of International Studies, which granted me a scholarship allowing me to undertake this project. I would also extend my thanks to those many persons, mostly in India, who have spent some of their valuable time in answering my many questions, and to those who have assisted me in various ways. I cannot mention all of them here, but I should like to thank my colleagues in the two Danish Embassies in Islamabad and New Delhi respectively, not least our Ambassador in India, Mr. H. A. Biering, and his wife, whose hospitality and assistance during my long stay were a great help. In particular, I express my gratitude to the local staff of my old Embassy in New Delhi, who never spared any effort to help me. Without the good assistance of Mr. C. S. Bindra, for example, I could not have arranged all my many interviews. My highest gratitude goes to my secretary and friend, Mr. N. Rajagopalan, whose tireless efforts have been of tremendous help.

         Finally I should like to thank Mr. H. B. Ward, M. B. E., who has very kindly read my manuscript in order to weed out some of my expressions, which were not acceptable in idiomatic English.

         It goes without saying, I hope, that whatever opinions I may have expressed in the study are only mine and have no relation to those of the Danish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, where I have now resumed my work.

          
   

         Copenhagen, February 4, 1972

         Lars Blinkenberg

      

   


   
      
         
            INTRODUCTION
   

         

         A conflict that concerns the destiny of almost 700 million people cannot be ignored by the world. The conflict between India and Pakistan has now lasted almost 25 years and no solution is yet in sight. Before the recent war there had twice been open hostilities between them—apart from the armed conflict in the Kutch in 1965, which was a prelude to the larger war in the same year.

         In Pakistan the word Kashmir has long been the key to any understanding of the Indo-Pakistan conflict. In India, however, Kashmir is acknowledged only as the symbol of the many problems that have made relations between the two countries so unhappy. To-day the old Kashmir conflict has been overshadowed by the recent armed confrontation due to the Bangla Desh crisis. In order to understand the history of the overall conflict, however, it is necessary especially to analyse the prolonged Kashmir dispute, which long remained the most serious one between the two parties. I have also found it essential to restrict the study, because the wider conflict between the two countries touches on many subjects which cannot be analysed here.

         This study of the original Indo-Pakistan conflict, mainly on Kashmir, may contribute to a better understanding of the roots of the topical dispute because of the Bangla Desh crisis, a brief analysis of which will also be given in this work.

         In order to study the Indo-Pakistan conflict chiefly from the political science angle—and that is the aim of this work—it is necessary to analyse the various forces which have led to the political decisions or have influenced them.

         I agree with J. B. Duroselle, who, in his study of the Trieste conflict
         1
      , writes that in order to analyse a dispute from a political science angle, it is essential first to establish the historical facts and their train of events. I shall therefore try to give a historical survey of the conflict, the origin of which goes back to October 1947, but whose background cannot of course be traced to any special date. I shall seek to establish the facts as seen from the many documents available, published either by one or both of the governments involved or by the U. N. Unlike the Trieste conflict, when it was the object of the above study, the Kashmir conflict has as yet not been solved, and the governments are therefore not willing to throw open any of their archives, as was the case in Italy and Yugoslavia. However, ample material—including many books—is already available. I have supplemented such material by interviews, in accordance with the modern theory
         2
       that such interviews can add a new dimension to the events, by making possible a better understanding of the atmosphere in which the political decisions have been taken, and by giving us a better insight into the personalities involved. It may thereby be possible to grasp some of the important psychological factors which are essential in any conflict. We are fortunate in this dispute to have relatively few personalities involved on the Indian side, and I have had the opportunity of interviewing all the three prime ministers that Kashmir has had since 1947
         3
      . Unfortunately the most imposing figure in Indian politics, Nehru, is no longer there, but I have had the occasion to interview some personalities who have been his close friends; besides many studies of his personality are available.

         I shall not here elaborate on the usefulness of the interview which seems incontestable, and I fully agree with what Erling Bjøl has already written on this subject
         4
      . I have therefore generally followed the same method in this regard as he
         5
      .

         One of the characteristics of this conflict, it seems to me, has been the fact that Pakistan’s all-round attitude towards India and the Kashmir dispute has remained a constant factor. India’s position, on the other hand, has undergone changes and understandably so, because policies generally only remain unaltered for a limited period like all human endeavours. I have therefore found it most interesting to analyse the changing pattern of Indian politics, and with this in mind I have concentrated on interviewing politicians and other personalities in that major country of the subcontinent. This has been done especially with a view to bringing out, if possible, why and when the changes have occurred. My aim was not only to illustrate the Historical Part of this analysis, but also to prepare a special study of this political development which will, however, be reserved to a later work. Only when interviews have brought out essential new factors or seem to confirm important historical facts they have been referred to in the text itself. If their relevance has been only secondary they have been mentioned in the notes, if at all. But all through the historical account they have been at the back of the author’s mind, helping, I hope, in making the reader better understand the atmosphere in India and Pakistan in certain crucial periods which are relevant to this difficult conflict study.

         In the Analytical Part of this work I shall try to bring out some of the structural elements of this particular dispute, which has only few similarities with other conflicts. The analysis should not be taken to be a complete one—if ever that were possible—but rather as an expanded conclusion to the Historical Part.

         Intentionally I have not departed from one particular theory of conflict since a careful study of the historical events of this dispute—it seems to me—will only emphasize its many peculiarities. I may refer in this context to Clinton F. Fink’s interesting article Difficulties in the Theory of Conflict6, which gives a warning, I find, with regard to analysing a conflict from one single angle.

         Some authors have taken the historical train of events for granted and only analysed the structural factors
         7
       within a particular historical framework. It seems essential to me, however, initially to give a general account of the historical development of this conflict, since it is not very well known in Europe, or even among the parties themselves
         8
      . This may be particularly interesting at a moment when this conflict has recently been converted into war. At the same time as policies have changed, mostly in India, as already mentioned, the conflict has developed into a constant confrontation, which cannot be fully understood unless one looks into the background of the subcontinent’s history. It is therefore purposely that this background has been explained in some detail. Intentionally I have often quoted substantially from the texts themselves (including newspaper comments) in order to give a more accurate account of what was actually said or written. This may also better explain the atmosphere on both sides and the various views of outside mediators.

         In a conflict study not only the historical events as such are of interest to the political observer. Also the views of the various commentators
         9
       in the confronting countries may throw some light on the dispute and perhaps explain how the conflict is being considered internally. It could expose the intensity of it, which may not be the same on both sides. This seems to me to be of particular interest in this study, since the Kashmir dispute has been a burning issue in Pakistan almost from the outset, witnessed by many utterances to the effect that it was a matter of life and death, whereas in India it has had a more secondary role, as we shall later try to establish.

         The Indo-Pakistan conflict is a very complex one. One can meet persons, especially in Pakistan, but also in India who hold the view that the Kashmir issue in itself is a very simple matter
         10
      . This, however, can only sadden the would-be objective observer, whose basic aim is to understand a difficult problem and then to explain the network of complications that has made the issue so entangled.

         This work is primarily meant for a Danish public, but I have written it in English with the hope that a careful study by a complete outsider (and belonging to a country that has never taken part in the Security Council’s debates on Kashmir) might also be of some interest to the parties concerned and to others.

         Before concluding this introduction, I should like to underline, again in agreement with Duroselle, that my study will “try to avoid scrupulously any distribution of either blame or praise, because there is no sole objective criterion with which to judge the parties.”
         11
       My only hope is that I shall be able to explain the complex issue so that my readers can themselves draw their own conclusions.

      

   


   
      
         
            A. HISTORICAL PART
   

         

      

   


   
      
         
            I. BACKGROUND
   

         

         1. MUSLIM RULE IN INDIA
   

         In order to understand the Indo-Pakistan conflict, one has to go to the roots of modern Indian history to see how the split between the two major religious communities, Hindus and Muslims, developed.

         Islam came to India during the early Middle Ages, but contacts with the expanding Arab world had already taken place. The first encounter was in 712 when the Arabs invaded Sind (now West Pakistan). This constituted the easternmost Arab expansion in Asia, and further conquest in that period was resisted by local North Indian kings. It was only three centuries later that the Muslim conquest of Northern India began through the north-western corner of the subcontinent (the actual border area between Pakistan and Afghanistan). Mahmud of Ghazni (Afghanistan) was the first Muslim to establish a kingdom near India which had sufficient strength to threaten the plains of Punjab, and Mahmud raided temples and towns in Northern India, returning each time to his strategically important principality in the mountains. Many old and famous religious places of the Hindus such as Mathura (near Delhi) and Somnath (in Gujarat) came under the sway of this warrior prince, and were destroyed or looted. Especially the destruction of the famous temple of Somnath had “effects which were to remain for many centuries in the Hindu mind and coloured its assessment of the character of Mahmud and on occasion of Muslim rulers in general.”
         12
       The same Mahmud also tried to conquer Kashmir, but did not succeed. Therefore Kashmir came to know Islam much later than those parts of North India which today constitute West Pakistan.

         Mahmud had paved the way for further Muslim conquest of North India, but it came about only at the very end of the twelfth century, when Muhammad Ghuri defeated the Delhi kingdom of Prithviraj; his immediate successors founded the Delhi Sultanate. Thus, one of the centres of Muslim power in Central Asia was moved from Afghanistan down to Northern India and this was repeated when the Moghuls came through Afghanistan into India. Together with what is today West Pakistan, Afghanistan continued to hold a pivotal place for the invasions of India, up to the British conquest. Delhi became a centre of Muslim power which stretched out to cover most of the North Indian areas, including Bengal. Because of the vastness of the country, Muslim power, however, was concentrated mostly in the cities and around military settlements.

         From the point of view of religion, Islam made an impact on Indian life only little by little. Buddhism had already been on the decline for some time in India and the new foreign religion, therefore, more easily got converts from that faith, with which it also shared some features, both being proselytizing and more institutionalized than Hinduism. Buddhism had been most firmly established in the north-west and the east of India, and it was in these areas that Islam, through attacks on Buddhist monasteries, managed to get strongholds. The new faith was spread mostly through the efforts of Muslim mystics from Persia, the Sufis, and the majority of the new converts came from the lower classes, especially from the untouchables, who suffered most under the rigid caste system.

         Because of the decline of the Hindu culture, some Indian historians have called this early period of Muslim influence in Northern India the dark age. The modern Indian historian, Romila Thapar, however, has very sensibly termed it “a formative period, which rewards detailed study, since many institutions of present day India began to take enduring shape during this period”
         13
      . This is not the place to go into such detailed study, but we can again refer to Romila Thapar, who writes that “by the sixteenth century a pattern of living had evolved in which an appreciable degree of assimilation had taken place.”
         14
       It was especially in the lower strata of society that fusion took place, whereas the upper classes of both religious societies remained apart. Both the Muslim descendants of the earlier conquerors and the religious establishment, the Ulema, on the one hand, and the Brahmins and other carriers of Hindu orthodoxy on the other hand wanted to preserve their exclusiveness. To give examples of the assimilation that did take place it is sufficient to mention the North Indian languages Hindi (or Hindustani, as it was called in British days) and Urdu, which originate from that period and are very close, both being a mixture of the original local languages of North India, derived from Sanskrit, with the many Persian and Arabic words that came to India with the princely, military and religious foreign establishment
         15
      .

         Architecture in North India is another example of a happy blend of Hindu and Islamic features and so is North Indian classical music that adopted many innovations made by Muslim nobles during the above mentioned formative period.

         If one should sum up the Muslim period prior to the Moghul invasions of and establishment in Northern India, one could stress the fact that it was mostly the earlier Muslim invaders who regarded India as an object of loot enabling them to become rich quickly; these fervent believers in Islam also looked down upon the Hindus as heathens. Dr. Baagø, who has written an interesting chapter on the Cultural Basis of the Indian Society in Jai Hind16, quotes a Muslim theologian from the middle ages, who has stated: “It is a special religious duty to keep the Hindus in suppression and degradation because they are the most stubborn enemies of the Prophet, and because the Prophet has ordered us to kill them, plunder them and take them prisoners, saying: Convert them to Islam or kill them, make them slaves or destroy their riches and property.” No doubt many crimes were committed by the early Muslims in the name of Allah, just as our own forefathers in their religious fervour spread destruction in Palestine and many other places. Soon, however, the Muslim Princes realized that in the immense Indian land, where a strongly established cultural society did exist, suppression and degradation of Hindus could not be carried through successfully. Therefore, sheer necessity imposed on the ruling class a tolerance of local habits, whereby a slow assimilation process took place. During this formative period new religious ideas came up because of the mutual influence of Islam and Hinduism on each other. One of the new religions, Sikhism, was based on ideas first formulated by Guru Nanak (1469–1539), who himself had joined the Muslim Sufis, but later broke away and preached his religious belief without reference to either Islam or Hinduism. The other new religious movements from this period need not be mentioned here because in the long run they did not have the same impact on the history of North India as Sikhism had. The latter was from the outset designed to bridge the gap between Islam and Hinduism, and it developed as a strong religious society in the Punjab as the exponent of monotheism and a casteless society.

         Islam penetrated the South of India in two ways. Firstly, Arab merchants settled along the west coast, especially in the Malabar area (Kerala), where they have since peacefully survived together with other foreign elements such as Christians, Jews and Parsees (the latter descendants from Persian refugees and Zoroastrian believers, settled especially in Gujarat and Bombay). The assimilation of these elements went fairly smoothly because the traders were not supported by a foreign military establishment. Secondly, the Muslim rulers in 1311 penetrated as far south as Madurai (Tamil Nadu) which resulted in a disorderly situation there for some time. New Hindu kingdoms arose, however, in the deep South, and Muslim traditions therefore never really penetrated that part of India where, on the other hand, orthodox Hindu ways survived, which they still do.

         The modern idea which lay behind the creation of Pakistan, the Two Nation Theory, has resulted in a search backward in history to find confirmation of the theory there. To this Romila Thapar argues that the “earlier writing of theologians and chroniclers who consciously emphasized the distinction between Hindus and Muslims” and which have been referred to in this connection cannot be accepted uncritically since their own prejudices are writ large in their attitudes. She reaches the conclusion that “from the pattern of society in the Sultanate period it is evident that a synthesis of the two cultures took place, although this synthesis did not occur at every level and with the same intensity.”
         17
       Therefore, Dr. Baagø’s statement in his above mentioned article
         18
       that “the various cultures and religions in India influenced each other very little” seems to me to under-estimate the prolonged assimilation process that did take place in Northern India during the various periods of Muslim rule, and which has resulted in making the daily pattern of life look so similar even today in West Pakistan and Northern India.

         When the Moghul invasion under Babar took place in 1526, North India had already seen the decline of the Sultanate, the raids of Timur Lenk, at the very end of the fourteenth century, and the reign of the Afghan Lodi kings in Delhi and Agra. Babar was a direct descendant of Timur and felt called upon to reconquer his forefather’s dependencies. Coming from Badakshan he first conquered Kabul and Kandahar and finally won the decisive battle over the Lodis north of Delhi. His rule, however, was short and it was only with his grandson, Akbar, who came to power in 1556, that the Moghuls
         19
       became an important fact of life in North India.

         Akbar is a fascinating personality, and he was the one that fully established the Moghul empire which was destined to have lasting effects on most of India. The first part of his long rule (nearly half a century, up to 1605) was spent in consolidating and expanding the imperial influence, and at the end of his reign Moghul India covered what is now Afghanistan, West Pakistan, Kashmir and the rest of the subcontinent, except the South (i. e. south of the Godavari river). The importance of Akbar is manyfold. Firstly he established a strong central government, which laid the foundation of a modern state in India. Secondly he did not base his rule entirely on the foreign dominated military establishment, but cleverly incorporated many Rajput (Hindu) chiefs in the ruling class, and even himself married a Rajput princess. Thirdly in the context of religion he was a very tolerant Prince who realized that if he wanted to be fully accepted as ruler of all Hindustan he must not antagonize the Hindu majority. He therefore abolished the special poll tax on non-Muslims, the jizya that had been levied long before and also a tax that had been imposed on Hindu pilgrims. This abolishment caused offence to the orthodox Muslims, and especially to the Ulema, though it is possible that for dynastic reasons Akbar was not averse to antagonizing them.

         From his general tolerance in religion, Akbar went further and arranged religious discussions with all the many religions represented in India and eventually developed an eclectic cult, influenced by Zoroastrianism. This, however, never penetrated Indian religious life beyond a court circle in Akbar’s own time, but the very tolerance of this first Great Moghul, his acceptance of other religious ideas, combined with his consolidation of imperial rule, certainly had a long-lasting impact in the subcontinent.

         Akbar’s immediate successors, Jehangir and Shah Jahan, were great builders and art lovers, but did not greatly alter the structure of North India’s cultural and religious life; they were certainly less tolerant than Akbar. For the purpose of this study, the last Great Moghul, Aurangzeb (1658–1707), whose rule lasted as long as that of Akbar exactly a century earlier, is a cardinal figure. He was undoubtedly a great emperor in the sense that he expanded the Moghul rule even further than his predecessors; the latter part of the Moghul empire in India also saw its center moving southwards, since Kandahar in Afghanistan had been lost to the rival Persian empire at the end of Shah Jahan’s rule. Aurangzeb himself moved his capital down to the Deccan in central South India. Opinions differ greatly, however, as to the interpretation of Aurangzeb’s qualities. Percival Spear writes that “he provided the reverse to the Akbarian medal of genius, and this in general is the current picture of him today, except in Pakistan where many proclaim him the greatest Muslim ruler of India”
         20
      . Spear adds as his personal interpretation that Aurangzeb has been unduly denigrated. He also says somewhat carefully that “he was far too cautious to outrage Hindus as a whole, in spite of particular acts of intolerance, but their previous passive support and even pride turned into indifference and disdain … The declining empire became an affair of the Muslims.”
         21
       Criticism against Aurangzeb was mainly directed to the fact that he rejected Akbar’s tolerance in religious politics, being himself an orthodox Muslim or even bigoted. The Encyclopaedia Britannica describes Aurangzeb in this traditional way: “The political and religious intolerance of Aurangzeb was the chief cause of the decline of the empire. Puritanically orthodox and extremely bigoted he departed from Akbar’s conciliatory policy toward the subject Hindu population … he claimed the throne as the champion of orthodox Islam … Hindus were excluded from public office, their schools and temples destroyed and the detested poll tax was reimposed. Aurangzeb subjected the Sikhs to persecution and put their religious leader to death. This transformed the Sikhs from a sect of quietists into a brotherhood of fanatical soldiers opposed to Muslim rule. The result was that the Rajputs, Jats and Sikhs of the North and the Marathas of the Deccan … raised the standard of revolt.”
         22
       Whether we accept this traditional description of Aurangzeb, Spear’s more carefully worded one or the Pakistani version calling him the greatest Muslim Ruler, enough remains to explain that a now widening split between the Muslim community and the rest had come about
         23
      .

         Some historians
         24
       hold the view that for instance the persecution of the Sikhs in the Punjab was not really so much the result of religious intolerance as of a ruthless—and as it proved—miscalculated land revenue policy. Whether the traditional view of Aurangzeb or this more materialistic historical interpretation is correct, I am sure that in our political context here, only the first one is relevant. Certainly, the Sikhs themselves became “a community with a notable anti-Muslim bias”
         25
      . The Sikh historian, Khushwant Singh, has confirmed to me that the Sikhs have kept alive the memory of religious intolerance and persecution during Aurangzeb’s rule, and this can also be seen in the vivid paintings of their martyrs, which are exposed at the holy Golden Temple in Amritsar. From the conflict point of view, popular feelings and the memory of past shared unhappiness are forces to be reckoned with. Looking at the Muslim community, Percival Spear has found already in the seventeenth century “what may be called a Muslim intellectual movement which sowed the first seeds of the Pakistan of the future.”
         26

         The successors of Aurangzeb did not manage to uphold the integrity of the empire. From about 1750 and until British India became finally established a century later, there was a general decline and confusion on the Indian scene. Whereas in the West the Hindu Maratha kingdom became somewhat consolidated and expansionist, the Moghul empire in the North slowly desintegrated and suffered raids and loot of Delhi by Nadir Shah of Persia and later by Afghans. In the second half of the eighteenth century there was thus an almost complete power vacuum in most of India. Yet several Muslim kingdoms survived—for instance the Nizam’s State of Hyderabad—and new Hindu ones were established. In the Punjab the Sikhs, who had by now become a militant community, held power in many parts and became consolidated into a strong kingdom, also embracing Kashmir, under Ranjit Singh in the first part of the nineteenth century.

         We shall not here give further details of the decline of Moghul rule or the establishment of British colonial power, but only underline that even if the Muslim empire in North India broke up, a certain substructure of the country remained fairly intact, so that the British found a Muslim nobility and landowning class in influential positions and to a great extent could carry on through them. Otherwise we could call this period between 1750 and the establishment of British India a time of transition. The various religious communities, if their leaders were not busy fighting each other, became inward looking and waiting for some ruler who could take over and consolidate the various kingdoms that had risen on the ruins of the previous larger empires of North and South.

         The coming master was the English East India Company that expanded its rule little by little from its first settlements in Bengal and Madras. British rule became finally established after the wars with the Sikhs—in 1845 and 1848–49—but the Company’s possessions only became British India after the Mutiny (1857–58), as the British generally call it, or the First War of Independence as the Indians prefer to term it.

         2. BRITISH INDIA—BEGINNING OF A NEW SPLIT
   

         We have already seen that a large part of India suffered from general confusion and anarchy after the collapse of the Moghul empire. The British rule did not immediately provide settled conditions. Bengal, where they first came, was originally a very prosperous part of India. It was, however, turned into a plundered State27, ruined because of the Company’s policy of giving its merchants a free hand in the country’s internal trade. The land revenue system was later radically changed, which upset the previous balance between Zamindars (landlords) and tenants; it was initially felt by most Indians to be unjust, and the countryside suffered from a tragic famine. In the capital, Calcutta, a new intelligentzia (almost entirely Hindu) began to show an interest in western ideas, and this was also true in the old British establishments around Madras and Bombay. In the heavily populated Ganges plains, where Moghul power had had one of its centres, the upper classes could not easily forget their previous splendour and the many insults that foreign rule had now imposed on them. The Mutiny or the Great Revolt as Nehru called it
         28
      , was really more than a military affair. It was—in the areas concerned—a widespread and violent fight against foreign rule, and it is interesting in our context because it united both Hindus and Muslims for a while. But this unification did not have a lasting effect, since most of those taking part in the rebellion were supporters either of the almost defunct Moghul regime or of the Hindu Marathan one, i. e. from Maharashtra, the state around Bombay. The orthodox of both major religions also had their reasons to object to many reforms introduced by the British, all going against their traditional pattern of life, and they therefore provided many supporters to the revolt. The new westernized Indian classes, on the other hand, especially in Bengal, did not participate. One of the main reasons why the revolt, which lasted more than a year, did not eventually succeed was that, besides the Bengali westernized elements, the South did not join the rebellion and even more important that the newly defeated Sikhs supported the British. This was probably due to the fact that they had already found their new masters to be more lenient—at least in religious matters—than the previous Moghul kings.

         The Indian leaders of the revolt were cruelly punished and altogether British reprisals were savage
         29
      . A complete reorganization and re-orientation was found necessary to save the colonial rule which was to last 90 years longer. It is this last period which forms the most important background to the modern split between Muslims and Hindus. It is not surprising that the further British involvement in Indian life, after the transformation of the foreign rule from a chartered company into a pure British colonial establishment, also had effects on the religious communities and the links between them. We may ask, already at this stage, whether it was in fact, as it has often been alleged, the British policy of Divide and Rule that was responsible for the partitioning of India? No simple answer can be given to this, but we shall here analyse briefly the relevant development of politics in British India
         30
       upto 1947.

         Muslim sentiment was at a low ebb after the suppression of the revolt in 1858, and the final collapse of the Moghul political structure which followed, spread disillusionment in the North. To the northwest of the old Moghul capital, Delhi, the British successors to the defeated Sikh kingdom managed to create efficient government in collaboration with the Sikh minority and to the East and South, the westernization of the Hindu community continued. One of the first exponents of this liberal minded Hindu community was Ram Mohan Roy, a Bengali Brahmin. The new British administration carefully avoided upsetting orthodox religious feelings, but it was also very sceptical of Muslims in general since they were often identified with the rebellion. The Muslims themselves, because they had been mostly under orthodox influence during the last part of the Moghul rule, were hesitant towards the new western ideas; they therefore held aloof from English education and also from the emerging industries of India
         31
      . This again hit the Muslims because the growing importance of the English language that replaced Persian as the official one, made their participation in public life almost impossible.

         The second half of the nineteenth century saw many new reform movements among the Hindus, of which the Arya Samaj found its adherents mostly in the Punjab, where “its fundamentalism led it into intolerance towards both Muslims and Christians”
         32
      . Thus perhaps was laid one of the foundations of later communal disturbances in the Punjab. Politically, the formation of the Indian National Congress in 1885 was a very important step, but Congress was then a reform body not really opposed to the British Establishment. Only at the turn of the century it became a national liberation movement.

         Before we go further into the development of the non-exclusive
         33Congress Movement, let us see how the first steps were taken by some Muslims in the second half of the nineteenth century to improve their community’s educational standards. The most important Muslim personality is without doubt Syed Ahmad Khan of Delhi, who joined the British judicial service and was convinced that Indian Muslims should interest themselves in western ideas without associating too closely with the Hindus. He founded the Aligarh College in 1875 and it soon became the center of Muslim revivalism. When the Congress was formed ten years later, Syed Ahmad Khan kept away, and Percival Spear sees this as the first overt step towards Pakistan34. Nehru, however, interpreted it in another way, saying: “He was not opposed to the National Congress because he considered it predominantly a Hindu organization; he opposed it because he thought it was politically too aggressive and he wanted British help and co-operation.”
         35
       Whichever interpretation is the correct one, it seems true to me that a political split occurred here between the two major communities for the first time during the British period. Nehru himself underlines that “British policy became definitely pro-Muslim or rather in favour of those elements among the Muslims who were opposed to the national movement.”
         36
       So, if there was a slight split developing between the active Hindus who were behind the Congress movement, and passive ones supporting the foreign rule, there also developed a split inside the Muslim community which has persisted until now: on the one hand the traditionals, we may call them, who wanted to stress their links with their illustrious past and also with the other Muslim countries, especially Turkey where the seat of the Caliphate was, and on the other hand the nationals who believed themselves to be firstly Indians and only secondly Muslims. Syed Ahmad Khan did not really belong to either Muslim fraction, because he was opposed to the Islamic movement, and despite Nehru’s affirmation that Khan believed that religious differences should have no political or national significance37, Syed Ahmad Khan mostly thought in terms of Muslim interests. He died in 1898, before there were yet obvious signs of any serious split between Muslims and Hindus.

         This was soon to come, however. In 1906, which was the first year of Lord Minto’s Viceroyalty, a Muslim delegation under the leadership of Aga Khan had pleaded for separate electorates for the Muslims in any scheme of political reform, and Minto replied: “I am grateful to you for the opportunity you are affording me of expressing my appreciation of the just aims of the followers of Islam and their determination to share in the political history of our Empire.” He further expressed his conviction that “any electoral representation in India would be doomed to mischievous failure which aimed at granting a personal enfranchisement regardless of the beliefs and traditions of the communities composing the population of this continent.”
         38
       The nationalist Indians, represented especially by Congress, felt outraged by this—as they saw it—typical imperialist gesture to a minority. Minto’s allusion to the Muslims as the descendants of a conquering and ruling race39 was felt by Hindus to be both insulting and unjust, especially because only a small minority of the Indian Muslims could claim a direct descendancy from the original Muslim invaders. Somebody has called this new development of separate electorates that were granted—despite the Secretary of State for India’s original resistance
         40
      , poison in the bloodstream of politics41. Undoubtedly, this first grant of political separateness to the Muslims and the establishment of the Muslim League42 in the same year (1906) is of crucial importance for the understanding of the later development of the Pakistan idea. It is necessary to underline that not all Muslims agreed with this policy, but it is also noteworthy that not all British politicians were happy about this new trend, which justly has been represented as part of the Divide and Rule system so inherent in any imperial policy. At least the later Montagu-Chelmsford Report on Indian Constitutional Reform (1918) admitted the dangers of these communal electorates by saying: “Division by creeds and classes means the creation of political camps organized against each other, and teaches men to think as partisans and not as citizens … We regard any system of communal electorates, therefore, as a very serious hindrance to the development of the self-governing principle.”
         43

         To understand fully the relevance of the separate electorates, it is necessary to know what was behind the British wish to exploit friendliness with the large religious minority. The Congress, formed as we know in 1885, had in the last decade of the nineteenth century taken the first steps towards a more radical attitude, influenced of course to a large extent by liberal thought in Britain. Lord Curzon, who was Viceroy in the first years of this century, had in 1905 divided the huge province of Bengal, which had a population of 78 million, almost along the same lines as were later used to separate East Pakistan from West Bengal. This, however, created a stir among the Hindu upper classes, who felt that this new move, actually meant mostly to be a practical administrative act, must have been made purposely to antagonize Hindu- and national feelings. Muslims were generally happy about the partition, which gave them their own center at Dacca, and the British promised never again to revoke this division. The Hindu animosity accelerated the trend among the nationalists towards further radicalization and the British felt the threat to be so great that they reversed Curzon’s decision again in 1911, when Bengal was reunited, despite the earlier promises to the Muslims.

         In 1909 a further step had been taken by the Morley-Minto reforms to grant more Indian participation in the Executive Councils, and by and large moderate Congressmen seemed satisfied by this
         44
      . These steps, however, were not sufficient to stop an outbreak of violent episodes, culminating in the bomb attack (1912) on the new Viceroy in which he was seriously wounded.

         During the First World War years, a surprising reconciliation took place between the Congress and the Muslim League when they concluded the so-called Lucknow Pact (1916). Tilak was then the leader of Congress whereas Jinnah was one of the leading members of the Muslim League45. The Pact granted Muslim support of the Congress’ demand for self-government and in return Congress recognized the establishment of separate Muslim constituencies. Jinnah’s comment at that time was that this agreement represented the birth of a united Indian nation46. It is interesting to see how this event is often ignored both in Indian and Pakistani literature, and for instance Nehru’s Discovery of India does not mention the Pact. This may be because later Indian leaders were not happy about Congress’ previous acceptance of the separate electorates for Muslims
         47
      , which went against their belief in normal democratic practice; the Pakistani leaders generally do not recall memories of past unity in India, especially when their founding father is involved.

         The Montagu declaration of 1917, in which progress towards responsible government in India was promised, was carried through by the Government of India Act of 1919, which among other things consolidated separate electorates, but advanced somewhat Indian participation in politics. Soon, however, Congress under the new leadership of Gandhi showed that it was not content with the reforms, and it therefore started a non-cooperation movement. General unrest in Amritsar had led to the very cruel shooting on an unarmed crowd, and nearly 400 were killed and many were wounded, which turned public opinion violently against the British. Jinnah, however, did not believe in Gandhi’s and Congress’ methods and remained an adherent of constitutional methods right up to 1946. He felt disillusioned during the Congress session in December 1920, which Gandhi dominated, and he therefore left the movement
         48
      . Gandhi converted Congress into a mass movement and for the rest of his life exercised immense influence, especially upon the uneducated masses. The young Maulana Azad was chosen in 1923 to preside over a special Congress session, and with him enters on the political scene one of the important Muslims who never believed in the separatist Muslim organization or later in the Pakistan idea.

         Generally, foreign politics did not concern Indians very much in this period, even although India as such became a member of the League of Nations in 1919; but the treatment by the Allies of Turkey, seat of the Caliph, at the peace conference generally shocked Muslim opinion in India, and Gandhi cleverly associated Congress with the so-called Khilafat movement in support of Turkey. He thus managed to get a hold over Muslim opinion at a period when the Muslim League was without strong leadership. Jinnah, who was not an orthodox Muslim himself, felt that the Khilafat agitation had brought the reactionary mullah element to the surface, and found it amazing that the Hindu leaders did not realize that this movement would encourage pan-Islamic sentiments
         49
      . Maulana Azad, who was much more conversant with Islam than Jinnah, but who like him opposed orthodox religious influence on politics, spoke in favour of Gandhi’s support of the Khilafat movement
         50
      .

         Gandhi and many other Indian politicians with him were arrested in 1921, and in the following years before independence was attained, these fighters for freedom had to suffer imprisonment several times, whereas the Muslim League politicians as a general rule avoided this, because of their basic loyalty to British rule. The rapprochement between Congress and the League in 1916 ended six years later, and instead the country witnessed the rise of communalism, which resulted in many violent incidents throughout the country.

         In 1928, the Secretary of State for India challenged the Indians to produce their own scheme for a Constitution, and accordingly a committee was set up under Motilal Nehru (father of India’s first prime minister). The most important of this committee’s proposals were those to establish a federal and secular state based on adult franchise and to abolish separate electorates. In order to accommodate the Muslims it was suggested that a balance should be maintained between the Hindu majority and Muslim majority provinces
         51
      . Jinnah’s first reactions were extremely cautions, and he underlined that the prominent men who had worked out the proposals had made an effort towards Hindu—Muslim unity. Later the Muslim League suggested that one third of all seats must be reserved for the Muslims and that residuary power should be vested in the provinces.

         “These moderate proposals had been ignored by the Nehru Committee, who had adopted the principle that wherever such reservation has to be made for the Muslim minority it must be in strict proportion to its population” writes Hector Bolitho
         52
      , whereas the Indian journalist, Durga Das
         53
      , talks of the Committee’s “disregarding the plea of the Muslim extremists.”Whether one agrees with Bolitho that the proposal to reserve 33 % of the seats for approximately 25 % of the population was moderate or whether one should agree with the term Muslim extremists, the fact remains, it seems, that Jinnah felt “disgust over the short-sighted policy of the Nehru Committee’s recommendations”
         54
       or at least wanted to exploit a new political development. Jinnah still spoke of the “necessity of a Hindu-Muslim settlement … and of a friendly and harmonious spirit in this vast country of ours”
         55
      , and there was not yet any reference to a Two Nation Theory; but he was deeply frustrated, because he felt Congress to be too self-confident and even arrogant towards the minority. Sapru, who had been one of the leading members of the Nehru Committee, pleaded for a gesture to the Muslim League leader, but in vain
         56
      .

         An agreement between Gandhi and the Viceroy, Lord Irwin, in 1931, put an end to the civil disobedience movement and Congress accepted participation in the round table conference in London that eventually led to the Government of India Act of 1935. Jinnah took part in those meetings, but was overshadowed by the Aga Khan as leader of the Muslim delegation, and of course by Gandhi. Jinnah received the shock of my [his] life because the Hindu attitude led me [him] to the conclusion that there was no hope of unity, as he himself later expressed it
         57
      , and he withdrew from politics for some years, settling in London.

         The 1935 Act provided for an all-India federation with Indians participating fully–with some safeguards–in the provincial governments, and left open a possibility for the Princely States to join the federation. Separate representation of the minorities was to be retained, and since this went against Congress’ ideals as expressed most lately by the Motilal Nehru Committee, opinion in India was generally opposed to the act, which did not carry through the long expected full reform. Both Congress and the League, however, eventually participated in the elections to the provincial assemblies. Congress won a clear victory—getting an absolute majority in all provinces (eleven), except Bengal, Punjab, Sind and Assam. The League did not do well, despite Jinnah’s return from his voluntary exile in London and participation in the elections. It only secured good results in Uttar Pradesh
         58
       and Bombay where the Muslim community was in a minority. Congress formed governments where they had won a majority and then offered to take representatives of the League into coalition governments, but only on the unacceptable condition that they “should join the Congress legislature party before a joint ministry could be formed.”
         59
       Many influential Congressmen like Gandhi, Patel and Azad were in favour of “enlisting the League’s co-operation in a coalition as envisaged originally”
         60
      , but Rafi Ahmad Kidwai (a Muslim himself) and Nehru thought that the election results entitled Congress to form governments alone. Nehru himself has explained it thus in Discovery of India: “Congress itself was a kind of coalition … A wider coalition meant a joining up with people whose entire political and social outlook was different and who were chiefly interested in office and ministership.”
         61

         This again is a very crucial period in the history of Muslim-Hindu relationship in the pre-independence years, and one which should be fully understood in order to comprehend the later Pakistani movement.

         One Pakistani author
         62
       has quoted Jinnah as saying that Congress’ demands amounted to “abjure your party and forswear your policy and programme and liquidate the Muslim League”. He also says that “this period of rule by the Congress had a tremendous impact on Hindu-Muslim relations, and more than anything else hastened the partition of India … Congress rule was marked by such systematic attacks on the culture and way of life of the Muslims that in Jinnah’s words it killed every hope of a Hindu-Muslim settlement”.
         63
      .

         The very personal tone of animosity that opposed the two political leaders, Jinnah and Nehru, is mentioned by the witness, Durga Das, who quotes Jinnah as having told him: This is war to the knife. In another interview he declared: “What can I say to the busy-body President of the Congress (Nehru). He seems to carry the responsibility of the whole world on his shoulders and must poke his nose into everything except minding his own business.”
         64
       Nehru and Jinnah conducted a correspondence in 1938 regarding their differences, which did not bring them any nearer to each other. Jinnah spoke of Nehru’s arrogance and militancy of spirit65, whereas Nehru commented as follows: “It was extraordinary how he avoided telling me, or anyone else exactly what he wanted or what the grievances of the League were … there was the same vagueness and inconclusiveness and I could get nothing definite.”
         66

         Thus, with the first real Indian participation in power, the split between the communities widened, not only, it seems, because of a clash of ideals, but also because of the very different personalities involved, as we have seen and shall further analyse later. We may note, however, that if “it was natural in the light of the election results and of its own traditions that Congress should adopt this policy”
         67
      , certainly the Congress under-estimated the strength of the feelings among the Muslim League’s leadership, especially its ambitious president. In order to exploit the rupture, the League set up a committee that should examine “the Muslim suffering under Congress rule” and whose report was published in 1939. Not unexpectedly, its conclusion was that there were “balanced and well-documented accounts of the suppression and oppression of Muslims”
         68
      ; but that there was any truth in these accounts is vehemently denied by the leading Congress Muslim, Maulana Azad. He writes: “I can speak from personal knowledge that these allegations were absolutely unfounded. This was also the view which was held by the Viceroy and the Governors of different provinces.”
         69
       There is thus a conflict of evidence or perhaps only of interpretation. An outside view, as expressed by Percival Spear
         70
      , is that the new ministries proved co-operative and constructive. One of the reasons why the Muslim League complained about the Congress rule—besides the obvious political one— may have a social background. Durga Das explains that “the Pant Ministry’s outlook (in UP) was genuinely secular. However, in fulfilling its pledge to the tenantry it unwittingly drove a further wedge between the Congress and the Muslims. Rafi’s Tenancy Reforms Bill encountered stiff resistance from the League landlords, the only propertied class among the Muslims.”
         71

         Congress’ rule in the provinces came to an abrupt end with the beginning of World War II. At the same time as the United Kingdom, the Viceroy declared war on Germany on behalf of India. This upset the Congress politicians and they therefore resigned all over India in protest, after prolonged debates–the Congress politicians being split on this difficult issue. Nehru’s comment on India’s sudden involvement in the war was the following: “One man, and he a foreigner and a representative of a hated system, could plunge four hundred millions of human beings into war without the slightest reference to them.”
         72
       It was certainly a political blunder on the part of the Viceroy
         73
      , and it hastened the final split between the Congress and the League. Jinnah saw this as his great chance and asked his followers to observe a Day of Deliverance and Thanksgiving as a mark of relief that the Congress regime had at last ceased to function.

         If the majority community had perhaps been too self-confident during their government period, certainly this act of the League was no less arrogant. From the nationalistic point of view it was highly insulting to indulge in happiness at this juncture, when Congress felt it necessary to resign, even if many among them would have otherwise preferred fighting with the British against fascism. Throughout the war period the Congress politicians suffered from pangs of conscience over this, and they had to remain in prison for several years.

         3. PARTITION PROBLEMS
   

         With the beginning of the war, the resignation of Congress and the League’s Day of Deliverance, the split had become almost complete, and we may therefore consider the partition problems right from this period, even if at a certain later stage a compromise was nearly reached. In a preceding passage I have tried to give the historical background of the growing split between the two major communities, but we have also seen that Jinnah for some time remained an Ambassador of Hindu-Muslim unity, as Nehru himself pointed out in his autobiography from 1937
         74
      . Jinnah did not originally believe in the idea of Pakistan, which was first formulated by some Muslim students in Cambridge in the thirties
         75
      . The great poet Iqbal supported the idea of a consolidated Muslim State
         76
      . It is interesting to note that no thought was paid then to what became later East Pakistan. In 1940 Jinnah had become finally convinced of the necessity of a separate nation and he wrote an article explaining the idea to the British public
         77
      . In this he summed up his views as follows: “A constitution must be evolved that recognizes that there are in India two nations who must both share the governance of their common motherland.” So, if he had now coined his Two Nation Theory, he still spoke of a common motherland, perhaps for the last time
         78
      . Shortly afterwards the Pakistan resolution was passed in Lahore (March 23, 1940), not mentioning, however, the word Pakistan itself. The important part of the resolution reads as follows: “It is the considered view of this session of the All India Muslim League that no constitutional plan would be workable in this country or acceptable to the Muslims unless it is designed on the following basic principles, viz. that geographically contiguous units are demarcated into regions which should be so constituted with such territorial readjustments as may be necessary, that the areas in which the Muslims are numerically in a majority, as in the north western and eastern zones of India, should be grouped to constitute Independent States in which the constituent units shall be autonomous and sovereign.”79

         With this resolution behind them did the “Muslim masses see in the distant and hazy future a hopeful possibility of regaining their lost empire”, as one Pakistani author
         80
       has said it? I mention this because some Hindus who later came to fear Pakistan were particularly scared about such a Muslim train of thought. Whether this was true or whether it was only the militant hope of a minority, it seems certain that the idea of Pakistan, little by little, became a fact of life with the Muslim masses of India, less split on the issue than their own élite.

         The first step towards independence during the war took place in 1942 when the Cripps mission came to India. With the resignation of the Congress politicians from the provincial governments, the Governors had carried on with a purely administrative rule. Since the outbreak of the war there had therefore been complete deadlock as regards the political arrangements and Congress had on several occasions underlined that they could only take up government again if Britain would promise full independence to India.

         The Congress felt that the Cripps’ offer which promised the earliest possible realization of self-government in India81 did not give a clear assurance about the future of India even after the cessation of hostilities
         82
      . Gandhi was against the war as such and, therefore, also against Indian participation in it, which the British Government saw as a condition for self-government. Nehru favoured the proposal because of his attachment to the democracies, but Maulana Azad felt that the British offer of autonomy was not sufficient and he managed to persuade his colleagues. Consequently, the final outcome of the discussions was that Congress rejected the offer
         83
      . Two reasons for the rejection should interest us in our context of the growing split between Muslims and Hindus. The first is that Congress could not accept the idea that there was “complete ignoring of the 90 million of the people in the Indian (princely) States, and their treatment as commodities at the disposal of their rulers is a negation of both democracy and self-determination.”
         84
       Secondly, “the acceptance beforehand of the novel principle of non-accession for a province is also a severe blow to the conception of Indian unity and an apple of discord likely to generate growing trouble in the provinces … Nevertheless, the Committee cannot think in terms of compelling the people in any territorial unit to remain in an Indian Union against their declared and established will. While recognizing this principle, the Committee feels that every effort should be made to create conditions which would help the different units in developing a common and co-operative national life
         85
      .” Here is on one hand a cautious recognition of the demand for Pakistan, but on the other hand a strong moral opposition to it. This ambiguous attitude corresponded to the different moods of the various Congress politicians as we shall soon see.

         For the rest of the war, most of the leaders of Congress were in prison (up to 36,000 Indians were then in jail for political reasons), because Gandhi started the Quit India Movement, and there was therefore an almost complete lull in politics up to the meeting that the Viceroy, Lord Wavell, arranged in June 1945 at Simla. One exception was the meeting in September 1944 between Jinnah and Gandhi after the latter’s release from prison. Both were very cautious in their approach and confirmed in letters what views they had expressed during the talks. These two men could only repeat the arguments which they already knew too well, and no new basis of understanding was found. The League leader stressed that any mutual arrangement should be arrived at before independence, whereas Gandhi said that it should await the freedom from foreign domination
         86
      . Maulana Azad was against these talks, and he asserts that “Gandhi’s approach to Jinnah on this occasion was a great political blunder …” He further thought that “it is doubtful if Jinnah could ever have achieved supremacy but for Gandhi’s attitude.”
         87
       Certainly there was no love lost between these two Muslim rivals.

         The Simla conference in June 1945 with the political leaders under the chairmanship of Wavell stranded because the Muslim League would not accept that the Congress could nominate Muslims to the Executive Council; Jinnah wanted to be the sole representative of all Indian Muslims, which of course was impossible to accept for the Congress whose very president was a Muslim, among several others. The clash of ideals here can be seen from two angles; Percival Spear presents it this way, showing sympathy with the League’s views: “These discussions foundered on the rocks of the allotment of seats on the Executive Council and the Congress’ refusal to recognize the League as the sole representative of Muslims.”
         88Congress, on the other hand, found that the League had no right to interfere as regards who should represent the major party
         89
      .

         These new discussions after the war had thus failed to clarify the confused political picture. In order to get out of the deadlock, Wavell therefore called fresh elections, and these were held in early 1946. Congress did very well, securing absolute majorities in all provinces except Bengal, Punjab and Sind. In these provinces the situation was complex. But the Muslim League certainly did much better than ever before, and the results were therefore a triumph for Jinnah who secured 428 of the 492 possible Muslim seats in the provinces and all the Muslim seats in the Central Assembly
         90
      . Accordingly, the League could take office in Bengal and Sind, whereas a non-Congress and non-League coalition government was established in the Punjab where the situation was very difficult. The result could not have been closer, 87 seats to the League and 88 seats to the Unionists. A British commentator
         91
       has said that it was “amazing that the Governor (who was British) acquiesced, without the slightest struggle, in a Ministry so harmful to the public interests”, but it is difficult to see—even if we admit that this local government proved harmful—how the democratic results could have been ignored. The Punjab province was soon to become especially important because it was here that the most cruel massacres took place in 1947, involving Muslims, Hindus and Sikhs.

         Maulana Azad, who was still the leader of Congress, went round in the provinces to assist in the formation of the new governments, underlining that “we should accept a generous attitude towards the Muslim League in the matter of formation of the Ministries.”
         92
       But even this liberal politician could not turn the tide; Jinnah and his successful Leaguers had become uncompromising and self-confident, coining arrogant phrases, even sometimes combined with threats
         93
      .

         The next step on the road to independence was the cabinet Mission Plan that was the nearest one came to a final agreement, and which perhaps only failed because of a fatal mistake. The Mission, composed of three British Cabinet Ministers, among whom was again Cripps, came to India towards the end of March 1946 after the fairly new Labour Government had announced independence for India. The Mission remained several months in the subcontinent and had discussions with all the political leaders. They published their scheme on May 16, 1946, which, according to Maulana Azad, was “basically the same as the one sketched in my statement of April 15, 1946.”
         94
       In that statement the Maulana had underlined that “his formula (accepted by Congress of which he was still the president) secures whatever merit the Pakistan scheme contains while all its defects and drawbacks are avoided.”
         95
       The essence of these proposals was the creation of a loose Union the center of which should deal with foreign affairs, defence and communications, whereas all other subjects should be dealt with by the provinces to gather in groupings corresponding to what became later the two wings of Pakistan and the Indian Union respectively. The scheme should ensure the largest possible autonomy of the Muslims in the two outer wings, whereas the Hindu majority areas could voluntarily delegate some of the powers vested in the provinces to the central government. Inherent in the plan was also a revival of the previous plan as put forward by the Viceroy for an interim government. Now it was suggested that the League and the Congress should have five members each in the Central Cabinet to sit until a Constituent Assembly had been inaugurated.

         The Muslim League met for three days before it reached a solution on the Cabinet Mission Plan. Jinnah was completely opposed at first
         96
      , but apparently under the influence of the Cabinet Mission members themselves, who underlined that they could not envisage how a completely sovereign Pakistan would be viable, he gave way. The Council of the Muslim League on June 6 accepted the plan “in the hope that it would ultimately result in the establishment of a complete, sovereign Pakistan”
         97
      .

         For Congress it was also a difficult solution to reach, but “after protracted negotiations the Working Committee in its resolution of June 26 (i. e. twenty days later than the League) accepted the Cabinet Mission Plan for the future, though it found itself unable to accept the proposal for an interim government”
         98
      . Congress had during so many years been bent on one sole aim: freedom from British rule, but now suddenly had to consider a final plan for independent India. Many members—tired as they still were after years’ imprisonment—did not see the perspective clearly, as at least Nehru later admitted
         99
      . According to Maulana Azad the “acceptance of the Cabinet Mission Plan by both Congress and Muslim League was a glorious event in the history of the freedom movement in India.”
         100
       But as we have seen, there had been only a qualified acceptance
         101
       by the parties and soon everything was upset, particularly because of some very careless remarks by Nehru. He had just been chosen as the new president of Congress, thus replacing Maulana Azad, who in the Plan had found the best solution to a delicate problem; at his first press conference in Bombay, on July 10, Nehru made a fatal speech in which he said that Congress would “enter the Constituent Assembly completely unfettered by agreements and free to meet all situations as they arise”.
         102
       Nehru’s biographer, Michael Brecher, has termed this one of the most fiery and provocative statements in his forty years of public life103. Maulana Azad was very perturbed by these utterances, which went against not only his own genuine belief in the reached agreement, but also against the wishes of Gandhi, who had even complimented the British on the plan, which he regarded as the best attainable in the circumstances
         104
      .

         Azad managed to get a new resolution passed by the Working Committee of Congress, but too late. Jinnah had already seen the possibilities inherent in Nehru’s unfortunate declaration and soon persuaded his League Council to pass a resolution rejecting the Cabinet Mission Plan. What was more dangerous, he decided to resort to direct action in order to achieve the idea of Pakistan.

         August 16, 1946, which was fixed as the Direct Action Day, is generally believed to be the point of no return as regards the final split between the two communities. Jinnah, who had so far been a staunch believer in constitutional methods, now declared that he gave them up
         105
       in order to fight for Pakistan. When he was invited to join the interim government, which Nehru had been asked to form, he declined and “bitterly denounced the caste-Hindu-Fascist Congress and their few individual henchmen of other communities who want to be installed in power, to rule over Mussulmans with the aid of British bayonets.”
         106
       Here was for the first time a violent denunciation of the British, which was combined with a renunciation of the various British titles held by the Leaguers.

         A very serious event took place in Calcutta on Direct Action Day, namely the Great Calcutta Killing as it was later called. The Bengal Muslim League government had declared August 16 a public holiday, and according to one of the witnesses of the day, Ian Stephens, “there was much to suggest that members of it (the local government) thought a bit of beat up to celebrate the occasion might be no bad thing. That, at any rate, was this writer’s considered view, formed with a newspaper’s means of information at his disposal.”
         107
       Whether this indicates a real responsibility for the Muslim League leadership or not, one has to remember that “nowhere in the world does a mob respond so quickly or so savagely to a firebrand’s call for action; and in the unlovely city of Calcutta the cauldron, if so lighted, bubbles faster and more sulphurously than in any other city in the subcontinent.”
         108
       Therefore, one could say that these leaders ought to have foreseen that their call for a bit of beat up was a very dangerous thing, as this tragic day showed. No exact figure of its casualities is, of course, available, but the various estimates run up to 20,000, including more than 5,000 dead
         109
      . These first killings were later followed by massacres in Noakhali, Bihar, etc., as prelude to the even greater human sufferings during the Punjab massacres in the summer 1947.

         Jinnah who originally declined to participate in the Interim Government—despite invitation from both the Viceroy and Congress to this effect—was later persuaded to join, which took place on October 15, 1946
         110
      . One reason may have been that the problem created by the League’s rejection of the Cabinet Mission Plan could not be solved if the Muslim League kept completely away from power, or at least only at its own expense. Congress now offered the finance post to the League (see footnote), but did not thereby show any real spirit of co-operation; the Leaguers, on their side, had already given up any hope of surviving politically in a united India
         111
      . Therefore, there was uneasiness and lack of understanding between the two fractions of government and by mid February 1947 Nehru’s patience gave way when he demanded the resignation of the League members
         112
      . The British Government had tried to find a compromise by discussing the issues in London (in December 1946) with the various Indian leaders, but in vain. Now, Attlee on February 20, 1947, announced Britain’s firm intention to leave India not later than June 1948. It was also declared that Lord Mountbatten would succeed Wavell as Viceroy and thus be instrumental in leading the final steps towards independence. Nobody, however, yet knew whether Britain would concede Pakistan or not. It was only said in the Prime Minister’s above declaration: “His Majesty’s Government will have to consider to whom the powers of the Central Government in British India should be handed over, on the due date, whether as a whole to some form of Central Government for British India or in some areas to the existing Provincial Governments or in such other way as may seem most reasonable and in the best interest of the Indian people.”
         113

         We shall not here go into the many details of the Great Divide, as Hodson has termed it, but only give a short survey of the various steps taken in order to carry through the partition
         114
      . One thing especially characterizes it: the immense speed and skill in solving the many practical problems that arose throughout. But it also seems clear that “the British Government were just as impatient to hand over power as Indians to accept it,”
         115
       and Wavell had become exhausted in his efforts of finding possible solutions agreeable to both sides. According to an account he gave Mountbatten upon the latter’s arrival in India, on March 22, 1947, he had finally suggested a Madhouse Operation, a plan for a mere British withdrawal from India, province by province
         116
      .

         After coming to India Mountbatten immediately began to discuss the various possible solutions with the Indian leaders and soon came to the conclusion that partition could not be avoided. Communal incidents had been on the increase since the Great Calcutta Killing and the Interim Government had not been able to co-operate as we have already seen. One month after his arrival, on April 25, Mountbatten informed his staff meeting: “My object is to create the effect of two sovereign states or separate blocks negotiating at the centre rather than having a system of majority voting.”
         117
       Some of the Congress leaders had already become somewhat reconciled to the idea of partition. Rajendra Prasad (later India’s first President) said on April 28, 1947: “It may be that the Indian Union may not comprise all provinces. If that unfortunately comes to pass we shall have to be content with a Constitution for part of it.” And in the same week Nehru declared: “The Muslim League can have Pakistan if they want it, but on condition that they do not take away other parts of India which do not wish to join Pakistan.”
         118
       Shortly after these utterances Gandhi and Jinnah had a meeting, which was, however, just as abortive as their efforts in 1944. Their statement said that “Gandhi did not accept the principle of division, which in his view was not inevitable. Jinnah, on the other hand, underlined that not only is Pakistan inevitable, but it is the only practical solution of India’s political problems. The two leaders took the opportunity to appeal to the population to maintain peace”
         119
      , but this new development —the only one—did not have any marked effect.

         The first plan worked out by Mountbatten and slightly altered by the Government in London, in early May 1947, seemed to Nehru to amount to little less than connivance at Balkanization120 and was thus abandoned because of his protest. Mountbatten did not easily give up, but immediately requested his Reforms Commissioner, V. P. Menon, to prepare a new plan. This Indian civil servant, who had served several Viceroys, and soon was to become the first Secretary in the Indian Ministry of States, had close relations with some of the Congress leaders; especially with Sardar Patel, the first deputy prime minister of India and minister for the States, and he was thus aware of their way of thinking. His plan, which was eventually accepted by all parties concerned and announced on June 3, 1947, had the following basic elements: Independence was to be granted the Muslims in the two areas where they were in majority, but the legislative assemblies in the two provinces with only small Muslim majorities, Bengal and the Punjab, should decide whether they accepted partitioning of their provinces. If they did (which was the case), a Boundary Commission should decide the details of the new borders. It was further said in the declaration that Britain had “no intention of attempting to frame any ultimate constitution for India”, and “it is not the intention of His Majesty’s Government to interrupt the work of the existing Constituent Assembly” (which the Muslim League boycotted). Finally “the transfer of power would take place this year (1947) on a Dominion status basis to one or two successor authorities according to the decisions taken as a result of this announcement.”
         121
       This final phrase shows that the partition issue was not yet final, and the word Pakistan was not mentioned in the declaration.

         However, it was taken for granted that the question of dividing British India into two dominions had been settled, and that the two provinces to be divided would vote in favour of this procedure, as they did.

         As regards the Indian States, no new decision was taken and the government’s statement only referred to the previous Cabinet Mission Plan in this respect. We shall soon look into this special problem, highly relevant to our study.

         At his press conference on June 4, Mountbatten announced that Independence Day would be August 15, 1947, instead of some day in June 1948 as previously decided. There was therefore very little time left to settle all the intricate problems that this Great Divide involved. Mountbatten found it difficult to obtain from Jinnah a final approval of the scheme granting Pakistan. This was probably due to the fact that the partitioning of the two big provinces, the Punjab and Bengal, would leave only a moth-eaten Pakistan122. Jinnah at least never gave his confirmation to partition in writing
         123
      . Whereas the League always followed Jinnah who held almost dictatorial powers inside the party, Congress was split on this difficult issue. The two men who were to become the most powerful in independent India’s first cabinet— Nehru and Sardar Patel—had reconciled themselves almost completely to Pakistan’s secession from India, probably because both were eager for an early take-over from the British
         124
       and because they hoped the split would be of only short duration. Gandhi and Maulana Azad together with some others fought the battle for union for a long time, Azad to the very end. At the All India Congress Committee’s meeting, June 14/15, 1947, Gandhi—despite all his previous efforts to stick to the Cabinet Mission Plan or any other that would keep India one—spoke in favour of the acceptance of the new Mountbatten plan because “a situation had now been created where there was no alternative. Political realism demanded the acceptance”
         125
      , he said, thus rising to a great moral height, according to the press observer, Durga Das
         126
      .

         The British had been pleasantly surprised by the acceptance of Dominion Status by both countries, but they were disappointed—especially Mountbatten—that Pakistan did not accept to have the Viceroy as the common first Governor-General, which had been envisaged, in order to ease the transition problems. Jinnah wanted to become the first Governor-General of his new country, and he thus created a difficult dilemma for Mountbatten, who eventually decided in favour of remaining as Governor-General of India alone
         127
      .

         The final agreement on partition did not appease the public in India who, according to Maulana Azad never accepted partition
         128
      , and the warm hectic summer during which so many decisions had to be taken, witnessed a horrifying increase in communal killings. The Great Calcutta Killing had, as already mentioned, been followed by ugly massacres in Noakhali (East Bengal) where Hindus were the great sufferers and in Bihar, where a large amount of Muslims were attacked and killed. These were perhaps mainly spontaneous incidents, which had always been known in India, this time only on a larger scale than previously, but they were not yet part of a Communal War of Succession as the British Governor of the Punjab termed the almost continuous line of murders in the summer of 1947 (in his report to Mountbatten)
         129
      . It is interesting to note at this stage the observations by this British civil servant as regards the beginning massacres, which Pakistan should later refer to at the U. N., in connection with the Kashmir conflict. The first serious killings in what is now West Pakistan occurred in March 1947, when Sikhs and Hindus were murdered by Muslims in Rawalpindi and other places. This started Sikh retaliation involving killings of Muslims in Amritsar and other places in East Punjab, and again massacres of Hindus in Lahore. Up to the date of the report, August 7, 1947, the estimate of casualties was the following: Muslims—1200 killed and 1500 seriously injured. Non-Muslims—3800 killed and 1500 seriously injured. At a fairly late stage the martial Sikh community realized that they were going to be the great losers at partition, because their population was spread all over the Punjab
         130
       (thus on both sides of the new border) and their revenge of the cruel killings of Sikhs in Rawalpindi took a drastic form. They also felt that the Muslim leaders had done nothing to appease them
         131
      , and they therefore decided on the deliberate removal of Muslims in East Punjab
         132
      .

         Once the decision had been taken to divide India and the date had been fixed, many problems had to be solved before August 15, 1947. One of the greatest problems seemed to be the division of the armed forces, which had been the pride of the British. But the Partition Council that had been set up to decide all these problems, “most surprisingly agreed without delay or dispute to the procedure for the division of the Indian armed forces.”
         133
       (June 30, 1947). Besides, Mountbatten, who headed the Partition Council, managed to persuade both countries to keep Field Marshal Auchinleck as Supreme Commander during a transitional period. The army, which so far had had mixed units, was now divided on communal lines, and it is easily understandable that the special Punjab Boundary Force134, which had been set up to stop the killings in the Punjab, could not carry out its extremely difficult task satisfactorily, because most of the soldiers of the Force became involved themselves
         135
      .

         The Boundary Commission that was set up under the chairmanship of Cyril Radcliffe with an equal amount of Muslim and Hindu judges had less success than the Partition Council. Its difficult task was to fix the boundary between West Pakistan and India and between the two Bengals “on the basis of ascertaining the contiguous majority areas of Muslims and non-Muslims. It will also be instructed to take into account other factors.”136 Since the Muslim/Hindu judges could not agree on the majority of problems, these therefore had to be decided by the British Chairman himself. The parties concerned had declared beforehand that they would accept the Commission’s decisions, but this fact has not, however, absolved the Chairman of blame afterwards, especially from Pakistan. The Award was only made public after independence, and we shall therefore discuss it in further detail at a later stage.

         One of the difficult problems to be decided and which is specially relevant to this study is the question of the Indian Princely States. There were as many as almost 600 Princely States in India with nearly 100 million inhabitants, (about one-third of the population of British India) and it was certainly an important problem to solve. We shall therefore give a brief survey of their position within the British imperial structure.

         Already long before the advent of British India, the East India Company had swallowed up several small or large kingdoms of which most were established by military leaders during the period following the decline of Moghul power. However, with the basic change of British policy after the Mutiny (1857) a special Royal proclamation was issued to the effect that the states ceased to be allies of the British Government as such, because “they were transformed into protected feudatories of the Crown of England, whose sovereignty over them was boldly and frankly announced and pressed with the unquestioned authority of irresistible military power.”
         137
       The British Government on August 21, 1891, further decided that the States were not subjects of international law. Little by little the theory of paramountcy was evolved. It is not necessary to go into details as to what this system really meant, but I should like to quote Lumby, who has justly said: “Perhaps no other body of men (than the Princes) has ever enjoyed for so long an existence combining in such a degree power, privilege and security.”
         138
       Even the proud Nizam of Hyderabad had at a certain stage in this century been told by the Viceroy that his royal power was always dependant on and subject to the British and their presence in India. To quote Lumby again: “The fact that their territories were intermingled with those of British India’s provinces … made it inevitable that their political future should be indissolubly linked with that of the remainder of the country.”
         139

         As we have seen, the statement of June 3, 1947, did not bring about any new approach to the problem of the Princely States (since the Cabinet Mission Plan), and the only certainty was thus that paramountcy would lapse together with the coming into existence of independent India and Pakistan.

         Already the Cabinet Mission, however, had made it clear that none of the Princely States could hope to enter the Commonwealth as a separate Dominion and this was repeated by Mountbatten at his press conference on June 4, 1947.

         Only on July 25, the Viceroy had a meeting with the Princes during which he underlined that the States would have complete freedom —technically and legally they became independent—but he added: “Presently I will discuss the degree of independence which we ourselves feel is best in the interests of your own States.” So, if in theory the States became entirely independent, the Crown representative— himself related to the King of England—made it clear that only a degree of independence ought to be envisaged. He recommended strongly to the Princes that they should surrender three subjects—defence, external affairs and communications—and he added that even if they were theoretically free to link their future with whichever Dominion they might care, there are certain geographical compulsions which cannot be evaded, and his final sentence of importance here was as follows: “My scheme leaves you with all the practical independence that you can possibly use and make you free of all those subjects which you cannot manage on your own. You cannot run away from the Dominion which is your neighbour any more than you can run away from the subjects for whose welfare you are responsible.”
         140
       This statement combined with the assurance given by the Secretary of State for India in Parliament that Britain would not support any State as a separate Dominion, showed that no real independence was thought of for the Princely States, which would thus not become subjects of international law.

         Since 1927, an All-India States Peoples’ Conference had been in existence in the Princely States, corresponding to the Indian National Congress in British India, and it worked in collaboration with it; the following year the Nehru Committee Report demanded, from the Rulers, that their people should have a right to elect representatives to an Indian Constituent Assembly. We have previously mentioned that Congress rejected the Cripps’ offer (1942), among other reasons because the proposals ignored the fate of the 90 million inhabitants in the States. Again after the Cabinet Mission Plan, Congress pointed out that the provisions in regard to the States were vague, and on June 8, 1946, Nehru declared: “While we have accepted the continuance of the Ruler as a constitutional head, it must be made perfectly clear that the only ultimate rights we recognize are the rights of the people.”
         141
       In concistency with this, when two States, Hyderabad and Travancore, a few days after the British Government’s statement of June 3, declared that they would become independent sovereign states after August 15, 1947, Congress passed a resolution “refusing to admit the right of any State to declare its independence and live in isolation from the rest of the country.”
         142
       It was also said that “recognition of such independence by any foreign power would be considered an unfriendly act.”
         143

         The Muslim League had a different approach to the problem of the States, which, however, concerned future India much more than what was to become Pakistan that had only few of the 568 States within her borders. In accordance with his constitutional and legalistic approach, Jinnah did not want to interfere with the Princely States, and he made the following observation in 1940 when explaining the Lahore resolution: “The only important States which matter are … Kashmir, Bahawalpur, Patiala, etc. If these States willingly agree to come into the federation of the Muslim homeland, we shall be glad to come to a reasonable and honourable settlement with them. We have, however, no desire to force them or coerce them in any way.”
         144
       Pakistan’s later prime minister declared on April 21, 1947: “When the decision regarding the future of British India has been announced, the Indian States will be free to negotiate agreement with Pakistan or Hindustan145 as consideration of contiguity or their own self-interest may dictate, or they may choose to assume complete and separate sovereign status for themselves.”
         146

         From the above account of the two major parties’ approach to the Princely State problem, which had only been partly solved by the strong recommendation by the Viceroy, we will see that here was a bone of contention that could easily give rise to a serious conflict, as later proved to be the case. In Congress circles it was felt that “the League did not show as much eagerness to persuade the States within the borders of Pakistan to join the new State as to dissuade Indian States from joining the Indian Union … it was one of their major tasks to prevent the consolidation of India, to Balkanize it, if possible, in order to make the inevitable contrast between India and Pakistan in size and population look unimportant.”
         147

         After Mountbatten’s important address to the Princes, on July 25, 1947, he felt, according to his press attaché, that their questions had been incredibly unrealistic and that very few of the Princes or their representatives seemed to have any idea of what was going on around them. Unless they accepted the Instrument (of accession) they would be finished, he declared
         148
      .

         We now approach the Day of Independence, fixed for Pakistan on August 14, 1947, and for India on the following day, so that the departing Viceroy could take part in celebrations both in Karachi and in New Delhi.

         The atmosphere was tense in many parts of Northern India because of the communal unrest that was soon to develop into chaos. Neither the Sikhs, the small minority party Hindu Mahasabha or more sadly, Gandhi, took part in the celebrations in Delhi
         149
      , when otherwise most people forgot the unsettled conditions under which the two countries were being born, and cheered the two leading political figures around independence, the popular British Governor-General and the cherished leader, India’s first prime minister. Nehru took the opportunity to pledge dedication to the service of India and her people and to the still larger cause of humanity. He regretted that these “brothers and sisters who had been cut off from us by political borders unhappily cannot share at present in the freedom that has come.” This expression of sadness or nostalgia could be interpreted as an anti-Pakistan bias. But Nehru also pledged that all citizens would have equal rights, no matter their religion, and he spoke against communalism
         150
      . In Karachi, Jinnah declared that Pakistan wanted to “live peacefully and maintain cordial relations with our immediate neighbours and with the world at large” and he also assured that “Pakistan would not make any distinction between the various religious communities”. But as the Pakistani author, Choudhury, has said it: The joy and enthusiasm were short lived. Jinnah soon complained: “We have been victims of a deeply laid and well planned conspiracy, executed with utter disregard of the elementary principles of honesty, chivalry and honour.”
         151
       The massacres in the Punjab that pushed a flood of refugees from their homes
         152
      , both in India and Pakistan, soon created a bitterness in the two countries which later turned into open conflict. Gandhi stood out as a lonely figure, using all his energy to fight communalism and he managed to keep peace in Calcutta in August–September 1947
         153
      .

         4. KASHMIR BEFORE THE CONFLICT
   

         In this passage I shall give a brief outline of the history of Kashmir, which for centuries has been intermingled with that of the whole subcontinent. But first the geography of this State should be considered. The geographical components of Kashmir will not be fully discussed in this book, but it is necessary to underline the heterogeneous character of the State
         154
      . It has five main components: 1) The Valley itself with almost half of the population, mainly Muslims; the outer (and lower) Himalaya area in Jammu Province, which can again be divided into 2) a Southern Hindu majority area and 3) the Western Muslim majority districts (Poonch, Muzzafarabad). Then there are 4) the sparcely populated Muslim Northern areas in the high mountains, and 5) the Easternmost part of Kashmir, the Buddhist Ladakh area in even higher and wilder country. With regard to languages, one of the elements in a national feeling, it is essential to point out that the Kashmiri language is spoken only in the Valley. In the other parts of the State, various dialects, which are often connected to neighbouring areas, are spoken, but as a general rule they have little in common with Kashmiri.

         The State of Jammu & Kashmir, as the official name is, goes back in its modern and complex form to the past century (1846), when a small Prince, Gulab Singh, from the hilly country around Jammu got possession through the Treaty of Amritsar155 of Kashmir, because he had assisted the British in their fight against the Sikhs. This valiant soldier king was, according to Panikkar, “one of the most remarkable men that India produced in the 19th century”, and a British observer of the day said that the Maharaja was inclined to be just and reasonable156. He expanded his kingdom to include Ladakh and other areas. Pakistani writers, however, often describe the Dogra rule, as it is called because Gulab Singh was a Dogra (belonging to the community around Jammu), as “the most tyrannical despotism the world has known”
         157
      , and sure it is that the Maharaja rule soon deteriorated and the fate of the average Kashmiri did not improve. But let us first go to the roots of Kashmir’s history, hereby meaning the history of the Valley, which still today is the basic part of Kashmir.

         The ancient history of Kashmir was recorded at an early date, in 1149, by the historian Kalhana. He mentions with just pride that learning is the most important among the things for which Kashmir is renowned
         158
      . Another is architecture, and some beautiful old specimens still survive. Mostly, however, Kashmir’s ancient history, like its later one, is nothing but a melancholy tale of perpetual misgovernment by monarchs and their underlings159. For our purpose it is sufficient to note that Kashmir in certain periods was a powerful kingdom expanding outside its modern frontiers, but that it seemed to keep up a separate identity, centered in its beautiful main Valley. Both the Arabs, in the eighth century, and Mahmud of Ghazni, who was the feared master of the North Indian plains in the eleventh century, as we have already seen, tried to conquer Kashmir, but in vain. Islam therefore came later to Kashmir than to other parts of North India and not through conquest. After some Mongol raiders had devastated the Valley in the early fourteenth century, a son of a Ladakhi chief took over power in Kashmir, where he later converted to Islam, the influence of which was slowly penetrating the State. The guardian of his son was a Muslim by birth, probably of Turkish origin, who later managed to found a Sultanate that was to rule Kashmir up to the time of the Moghuls. This period corresponds, therefore, in many ways to the Delhi Sultanate, but there is at least one basic difference
         160
      . Because of Kashmir’s rather isolated position, which we should always keep in mind, her only link with the outside world that remained open all the year round, went westwards through the Jhelum valley. Her intercourse with the remaining part of the subcontinent took place, therefore, through Muslim areas, and little by little the great majority of the population was converted to Islam
         161
      , leaving only a small class of Brahmins (Pandits) in the Valley.

         The great Moghul, Akbar, conquered Kashmir in 1586, after several vain attempts earlier. Kashmir now became a province of the Moghul empire and therefore shared the history which I have briefly given above. With the decline of this empire, in the mid-eighteenth century, Afghans invaded the country and, according to one Kashmiri, “proved the worst of all the despotisms that Kashmiris had suffered in their long history.”
         162
       During this period several Pandits had to escape to India to avoid cruel persecution and many Indian families still honour their Kashmiri descent (like the Nehru one). In 1819 Kashmir was annexed by the great Sikh king, Ranjit Singh. This rule by the powerful minority community of the Punjab did not make the average Kashmiri more happy, and a British observer of the day has given his account of their pitiful conditions then: “The Sikhs seem to look upon Kashmiris as little better than cattle … The number of Kashmiris who were to accompany us over the mountains proved here to be no exaggeration and their appearance half-naked and miserably emaciated presented a ghastly picture of poverty and starvation.”
         163
       This was therefore the picture of Kashmir when the Dogra rule was established. The British could of course have taken over Kashmir themselves as they did the Punjab, but they found it to be too demanding on their forces to expand that widely
         164
      . They therefore preferred to give it to the Dogra Rajput Ruler who had already proved a valuable help during the Sikh wars. He could thus create a buffer State and his expansionist tendencies were looked upon favourably by the British
         165
      . In his early rule, the efficient, but ruthless Gulab Singh enjoyed more independence than other Princes in India, and there was originally no British resident in Srinagar/Jammu (the two capitals). Later British influence increased and in the last part of the nineteenth century the Maharaja was forced to abdicate. (He was only restored to power in 1905). Otherwise the Dogra Rulers enjoyed absolute power until the struggle for freedom began in the 1930s, which we shall later describe. The autocratic Ruler was surrounded by a small supporting upper class, mostly from his own Dogra (Hindu) community. Despite the fact that the great majority of the population were Muslims, especially in the Valley itself, the laws of the land were designed to respect the Hindu religion
         166
       alone, and Muslims were often discriminated against, both in government and in the State army. The Rulers of Kashmir only slowly modified their previous primitive cruelty, and the first part of this century can still be described with Bazaz
         167
       as dark years of tyranny. Before giving an account of the freedom movement, I should like to give a characteristic of the population of Kashmir, which may be relevant to understand what happened later on.

         Brecher, in his Struggle for Kashmir, quotes a publication on the Kashmir question by the Research Institute of India, Lucknow, in which it is said: “The Dogra Rulers were not able to unify the country; the mountainous character of the country and the paucity of communications prevented the growth of anything like a common sentiment of nationality. The different communities continued to live a separate existence till the repercussions of the freedom struggle in India inspired the National Conference to unite the Kashmir peoples.”
         168
       A sort of national feeling was probably in existence in the Valley of Kashmir for a long time, mostly due to the memory of past sufferings
         169
       under the various harsh Rulers. The Maharajas never became accepted as a symbol of that nationhood, nor did real unity be-between the various parts of Kashmir ever occur before events made it too late.

         Perhaps it will be useful here to refer to some of the descriptions of Kashmiris that various authors have given: Lawrence wrote the following in the past century: “In their hearts they are Hindus and the religion of Islam is too abstract to satisfy their superstitious cravings … There is a delightful tolerance between the two religions, chiefly due to the fact that the Kashmir Musulman never really gave up the old Hindu religion of the country”
         170
      . Whether Kashmiris today would accept this description of their innermost feelings is of course doubtful
         171
      , but it seems a fact that despite the autocratic Hindu Rulers and the discrimination against them, Kashmiris have remained very tolerant and there have been few communal incidents in Kashmir, especially in the Valley itself; thus the members of the small Pandit community, which is spread out among the Muslim majority, have never felt their personal positions threatened. Many foreigners, who have described the character of the people of Kashmir, are quoted by Gervis who himself underlines that Kashmiris are very different in the various parts of the State, saying: “The men of Jammu, of Poonch and of Gilgit, are fighters from whom came some of the finest troops in the old Indian Army”
         172
      , and the people of Ladakh are “honest, steadfast and true to those they make their friends.”
         173
       The real Kashmiris of the Valley, on the other hand, have been looked down upon by most observers who have written about them. One author has thus spoken of the “effeminate race of males, of the ordinary Kashmiri as a coward, a man with no self-respect and deceitful to a degree”, but Gervis himself has found some improvement in modern times so that “the Kashmiri is now coming out of his previous degradation”
         174
      . Perhaps Birdwood’s description is the one that comes the nearest to my own impression, which, however, I would hesitate to define, fearing all generalization of a people’s characteristics: “Kashmiris are a gentle, friendly people of little stamina, who in trouble bark loudly, but who seldom bite.”
         175

         Modern thinking was slow in coming to Kashmir. The Pandit community was the first to take advantage of better education, but in 1916 the Maharaja accepted a demand from some Muslims who wanted more educational facilities in the State and asked a British Educational Commissioner to examine the demands. Hardly any attention, however, was paid to the conclusion of the expert, and the next step in favour of reform was taken by some leading Muslims when the Viceroy visited Kashmir in 1924. They submitted a memorandum to him, containing some very reasonable demands
         176
      . A Committee was asked to deal with it, but found that there was no substance in the suggestions and, as a result, action was taken against the complainants. Autocracy could not have been more absolute.

         When the last ruling Maharaja, Hari Singh, began his reign (1925), things became even worse than before. He no longer moved his government from the winter capital of Jammu to the summer center of Srinagar and his administration, even more than those of his predecessors, consisted almost entirely of non-Kashmiris
         177
      . One of the ministers resigned in 1929, because of the backward political, social and economic conditions obtaining in the State. He commented the situation thus: “Jammu & Kashmir State is labouring under many disadvantages with a large Mohammedan population absolutely illiterate, labouring under poverty and very low economic conditions of living in the villages and practically governed like dumb driven cattle. There is no touch between the government and the people, no suitabe opportunity for representing grievances”
         178
      .

         Although previous efferts to present grievances had been in vain, some moderate Muslim politicians made renewed representation to the Maharaja in 1929, but again with no avail. The educated class—still a very limited force—soon became restless and in 1931 chose two young leaders who should approach the government with a view to obtaining a larger share in State services for the Muslims. One of those young leaders was Sheikh Abdullah, a school teacher, who was soon to dominate the political scene in Kashmir over a long period.

         Their limited and—it seems—very reasonable demands were not accepted, however, and political unrest became acute in the summer 1931.

         At the beginning the protest movement was entirely Muslim, as this, the largest section of the community, had the deepest grievances against the Hindu dominated government. Some communal incidents occurred, but later during the revolutionary movement, Muslims stopped molesting Hindus, realizing that also the minority community had complaints against the exclusive autocratic government. The Maharaja regime first tried ruthless suppression, but eventually had to yield and set up a Committee headed by an Englishman
         179
       who should suggest reforms. Its report came out in April 1932 and “established beyond doubt that real grievances existed which needed redress.”
         180

         One of the members of the Glancy Commission was Prem Nath Bazaz
         181
      , and through this fact it became known that not all Pandits supported the Hindu government. According to Bazaz
         182
      , he and Sheikh Abdullah—who was by now the leading political personality and had already earned the name Sher-i-Kashmir183— met to discuss a common approach to fight despotism. These two men were to work together for about a decade, but later became bitter opponents. With the improved political climate that followed the Glancy report, it was possible to found, in October 1932, a new party, All Jammu & Kashmir Muslim Conference. As a result of the Commission’s work, a land reform was carried through, granting proprietory rights to the landholders of the State (previously all land belonged to the Maharaja). The district of Poonch, however, was omitted from the reform, which according to M. Brecher
         184
      , might be one of the reasons for the revolt there in 1947.

         The reform report was not heeded by the autocratic regime and protests from the newly formed Conference were without result. A new constitution provided a Legislative Assembly, but its only useful purpose was to help the elected Hindu and Muslim members to know each other and realize that they had common interests against the autocracy
         185
      . Little by little the major community understood that before a real revolutionary movement could be in a position to overthrow the Ruler or at least to introduce responsible government, it would be necessary to unite all communities in one movement, also to prevent the Maharaja from applying the divide and rule principle to play off one community against another. In several utterances Sheikh Abdullah underlined the need to gather all communities in the fight for freedom. In his presidential address to the Muslim Conference on March 26, 1938, he said: “I reiterate today what I have said so often. Firstly we must end communalism by ceasing to think in terms of Muslims and non-Muslims when discussing our political problems.”
         186
       This was exactly the same ideology as that followed by the Congress, which we have seen expressed in similar terms by Maulana Azad, another Muslim non-believer in communalism. Soon afterwards the Working Committee of the Muslim Conference adopted a resolution in Which it was said that “all the progressive forces in the country should be rallied under one banner to fight for the achievement of responsible government. Therefore, the name and constitution of the organization should be changed so that all such people who desire to participate in this political struggle may easily become members of the Conference irrespective of their caste, creed or religion.”
         187
       At a plenary session on June 11, 1939, the Muslim Conference endorsed this resolution and the name of the organization was changed to that of National Conference.

         It is important to note that at this moment in the development of Indian politics, when the demand for Pakistan was being created and should soon materialize in the Lahore resolution (March 1940), a Muslim leader in Kashmir managed to gather practically all opposition to the local Ruler under the secular National Conference. What is the explanation for this different development in British India and in this important Muslim dominated State? One explanation has been given by Sheikh Abdullah himself in an interview with the author. He told me that during his discussions with Jinnah in 1944, to which we shall later return, he had explained to the leader of the Muslim League that living in a Muslim majority area he had nothing to fear from the Hindus; on the other hand, he wanted to secure the Hindu population there, amounting to almost 25 %. One other reason, which many observers underline in India today, is that Sheikh Abdullah and several other leading Muslim personalities from the valley of Kashmir (unlike Jammu) had their contacts mostly with circles in what was to remain India (Aligarh University, for instance, where Sheikh Abdullah had studied), and that they had been highly influenced by tolerant Indian leaders like Gandhi, Azad and Nehru. Also the latter’s socialist views had had an effect. On the other hand, Muslims from Jammu had more contacts with Punjabi Muslims, which could explain the split that arose later between the Jammu and the Kashmir Muslims, as we shall see. At this stage, however, all Muslims stood behind the secular turn of the Conference188.

         The Dogra Ruler saw the danger signal in the almost united political opposition against him and tried the usual repressive methods, but was soon compelled to abandon them. The Second World War was about to break out and was to change the pattern of Indian politics radically. Before Nehru and other Congress politicians were put under arrest by the British, the coming prime minister of India visited Kashmir, whose genuine freedom movement he had seen as a happy augury for a fight for responsible government
         189
      . Nehru’s tour of the State was a tremendous demonstration of public enthusiasm, writes Bazaz
         190
      , adding a little maliciously
         191
      , particularly among the Hindus.

         Some sections of the Muslims, especially those in Jammu, were not happy about the secular development of the National Conference and perhaps of its orientation towards Indian Congress politicians, as opposed to the Muslim Leaguers. Ghulam Abbas, who had himself supported the change from Muslim Conference to National Conference in 1938–39, decided, after the Lahore resolution, to revive the Muslim Conference again. This occurred in 1941 with the active support of the religious leader, Mirwaiz Yusuf Shah. It is impossible to say whether this was due to the increasing attraction of the Pakistan movement, or whether it reflected disagreement with the policy of Sheikh Abdullah
         192
       and his inner circle, but here we see the first serious split between the later Azad Kashmir Government, supported by Jammu and western Kashmir Muslims and the Indian supported National Conference Government, whose main support was from the valley of Kashmir.

         Jinnah, who was canvassing support from all Muslims in India and exploiting, as we have seen, the fact that the Congress had most of its leaders behind bars, was of course also eager to get support from the Kashmiris. The National Conference had originally hoped that both the Congress and the Muslim League would support their fight for freedom
         193
      , and they had agreed among themselves to keep aloof from both main parties of India
         194
      . Having already received Nehru, the party could not ignore a request from Jinnah to visit Kashmir in the summer of 1944
         195
      . He was well received and stayed two months in the Valley. Bazaz writes
         196
       that many emissaries of the National Conference had gone to see Jinnah with a request that he should arbitrate between the two parties of Kashmir. Sheikh Abdullah has denied this in an interview with me and said that when he met Jinnah in New Delhi, the Muslim League leader tried to convince him that he and Ghulam Abbas ought to form an enlarged Muslim Conference, joining the League to fight for Pakistan. Sheikh Abdullah had then replied that Jinnah should request Ghulam Abbas to call all the various political personalities in the State together for a full and free discussion of the problem. The Leaguers did not want this, said Sheikh Abdullah to me, “as they were rightly concerned that I should have the larger following among the political leaders of Kashmir. As Jinnah could not persuade me, he spoke against me and the National Conference publicly. He was very onesided.” During his visit to Kashmir Jinnah appealed to the public to join hands with other Muslims outside the State: “You should awaken and instil life in the dead bones of the Muslim Nation.”
         197
       According to one Indian author
         198
       he spoke of the leaders of the National Conference as a band of gangsters and unavoidably the visit ended in a general clash between the exponents of the believers in Pakistan and those whose minds were mostly taken up by local Kashmiri problems, such as how to establish a secular, responsible government there.

         Sheikh Abdullah issued a statement during the visit, saying that Jinnah had violated the spirit in which he had been received in Kashmir and added: “As for the National Conference we certainly owe no apologies to Jinnah for our existence. Starting the Muslim Conference as a sectional organization in 1932, we passed on to a higher stage of political evolution in 1939 … Thus we passed Jinnah’s milestone of today over five years ago.”
         199
       Jinnah would certainly not have agreed with the qualification “higher stage of political evolution”, but we again here witness a clash of ideology so important in this conflict. The political position of the two main parties of Kashmir was, according to Bazaz, who had now formed his own socialist party (since 1942), as follows: “The National Conference was still the best organized party”
         200
       and “it speaks of the inefficiency, timidity and short-sightedness of the Muslim Conference leaders that they could not derive any advantage out of the consequences of the bombshell which Jinnah had thrown on the citadel of nationalism.”
         201

         The National Conference presented a programme, New Kashmir, in 1944, which gave an outline of a socialist form of responsible government with the Maharaja as constitutional head of the State. It was very similar to the concept of government as exposed in a later report on an economic programme, prepared for Congress by Nehru
         202
      . Most significant, however, was the fact that the plan underlined a liberal, secular approach to politics, thereby differing from the Muslim League (and their Muslim Conference supporters) who in those years almost entirely stressed the needs of Muslims alone. The constitution envisaged by the New Kashmir programme was to grant equality to all citizens, irrespective of religion, race and nationality of birth in all spheres. It seems understandable that in the light of Kashmir’s history of intolerant and autocratic rulers right up to India’s independence, the freedom movement in Kashmir should have wanted to stress a liberal ideal in politics unlike the Muslim League in India, which was mostly concerned with Muslim/Hindu problems. It is also understandable that the Muslims of Kashmir should have no reason to fear the Hindus in India. Partly their geographical orientation was westward, i. e. towards the Muslim areas (now West Pakistan) and partly, as already mentioned, most of their leaders had had links with those liberal circles in India around Gandhi, Nehru and Maulana Azad from whom, to a great extent, they had learnt their democratic and secular ideas.

         When the Second World War was over, things began to move fast in Indian politics, as we have already seen; also the National Conference politicians became restless. In the summer 1945 a big conference was held in Kashmir, which was attended by leading Congress politicians like Nehru, Maulana Azad and Khan Abdul Gaffar Khan (the latter from another Muslim dominated area, the North West Frontier Province); this confirmed the identity of approach of the National Conference and the Congress movement.

         In 1946, when the British Cabinet Mission had come to India with a view to providing a plan for the independence of India, but only a degree of independence to the Princely States, the democratic movement in Kashmir saw no possibility of being heard by the British, except by launching a Quit Kashmir campaign, directed against the Maharaja and his regime. The move was based on the frustration which the Conference had felt, because responsible government was practically no nearer in 1946 than in 1932, when the first political platform was established. But the Maharaja would not leave Kashmir or give up his power and he arrested all the leading members of the party. Nehru, however, supported the movement and even went to Kashmir himself and got arrested there for a short while
         203
       (in June 1946—during discussions with the Cabinet Mission). Sheikh Abdullah demanded the abrogation of the Treaty of Amritsar
         204
       that had established the Dogra dynasty in Kashmir (1846). If there had been realistic prospects of an entirely independent Kashmir, such a step might have been reasonable, but the solution of the Princely States’ problems had to be found within an all-India framework in which the legal position of the Princes had to be respected. The approval by Nehru of Sheikh Abdullah’s move was not supported by other members of the Congress who underlined that “Congress policy was not to displace the Indian Princes but to make them constitutional heads in a democracy.” Nehru expressed his views thus: “We shall stand by the people of Kashmir and their leaders in this heavy trial they are going through. To the State authorities I would say that their actions are bringing grave discredit to their name and no government can live with that disgrace attached to it.”
         205
       Nehru’s support of Sheikh Abdullah and his party at this early stage has been interpreted differently by the two parties to the conflict soon to begin. India saw it as a rather impulsive move of support to a party sharing the same ideals as the Congress,
         206
       whereas the Muslim Conference interpreted it as follows: “Pandit Nehru is supporting the National Conference simply because he thinks that Sheikh Abdullah affords him an opportunity of using Kashmir as a jumping off ground, making the State another pocket for sabotaging the Pakistan movement and incidentally getting six more seats in the Constituent Assembly.” (From the Party’s Working Committee’s resolution of June 13, 1946)
         207
      .

         No doubt the split between the National Conference and the Muslim Conference, had become absolute in 1946, and obviously the latter, smaller party would not support Sheikh Abdullah in his Quit Kashmir campaign. It also went against the careful, constitutional approach of Jinnah, stressing the legal rights of the princely Rulers. The Muslim Conference, however, wanted to impress its existence upon the public in Kashmir (its base was still around Jammu) and it now defied a governmental ban against holding its annual conference session in Srinagar. The result was again a repressive move by the Maharaja, who had all the leaders of the Muslim Conference arrested on October, 25, 1946
         208
      .

         The Government decided to call elections at this crucial moment, when most of the political leaders were in jail, and to make things worse in January (1947), when weather generally makes movement difficult in Kashmir. The National Conference boycotted the elections since its leaders were in jail, and only 182,800 voters (out of 707,400 possible) exercised their franchise. The Muslim Conference, which decided to participate, won 16 out of 21 possible Muslim seats
         209
      . Many other small parties took part, however, but the impression remains that the election was a complete farce210. It is difficult to interpret the election results as a victory for the Muslim League, since only a small minority of the electorate participated and many voters thus seem to have accepted Sheikh Abdullah’s boycott of the elections. The Sheikh and most of his men remained in jail until late September 1947, i. e. after India’s independence, and could therefore have no direct influence during the following months so crucial to the later development.

         The Congress party’s president, Acharya Kripalani, visited Kashmir in the month of May 1947. He himself writes
         211
       that he pleaded for the release of the Sheikh, and also told the Maharaja that “if he did not join the Indian Union he would have trouble afterwards. He listened to what I had to say. About Sheikh Abdullah he said that the Sheikh always created trouble and could not be released. About joining the Indian Union he was non-committal.” It is important to note these remarks in the light of later Pakistani accusations against India of having entered into a plot with the Maharaja to secure the accession to India of Kashmir, but also to remember that they were uttered before there was any certainty about the creation of Pakistan.

         On June 3, 1947, the important announcement on the future of India and the States was presented in Delhi, and it became clear that the Princes would have the choice between declaring themselves for India or for Pakistan respectively. However, Mountbatten had not yet held his important meeting with the Princes (July 25, 1947), when he himself visited Kashmir, which State it was not difficult to see could give rise to special problems. His visit took place from June 18 to 23 and Mountbatten went personally because he had understood from the Maharaja that a visit by Nehru (who wanted to go himself) was not welcome
         212
      , Mountbatten, who never got an opportunity to see the Maharaja alone
         213
      , tried to persuade the Prince and his prime minister that they should take measures to ascertain the will of the people. The Indian States’ Department was prepared to give an assurance that if Kashmir joined Pakistan this would not be regarded as an unfriendly act by the Government of India, he underlined.

         Mountbatten later declared, in his important meeting with all the Princes, that it was very essential to reach a solution before August 15, 1947 (only until then he had powers as Viceroy). When that important date in the history of the Indian subcontinent came, the Maharaja of Kashmir, however, was still undecided.

         Another outstanding personality came to visit the hesitant Maharaja, namely Gandhi himself. These visits to Kashmir by Indian politicians have later been presented by Pakistan as a significant indication of the pressure put on the Maharaja by India to accede to the Union
         214
      . Let us turn to one of the biographers of Gandhi, Kripalani, who mentions that Gandhi during his visit met both the Maharaja and his prime minister but made no political statements in public. Afterwards Gandhi declared that “Kashmir, after the end of British paramountcy, (August 15, 1947) would have to join either India or Pakistan. He was of the opinion that the will of the Kashmiris was the supreme law between the two dominions and the Maharaja.”
         215
       Durga Das, who was often present at Gandhi’s daily prayer meetings, tells us that Gandhi, after his visit to Srinagar, explained his audience that “Kashmir was very important strategically and that joint discussions between the Maharaja and the representatives of the Kashmiris and of the two Dominions would avert trouble over its future.”
         216
       This was said only a few days before India and Pakistan reached independence, and had the leaders, who were busy preparing themselves to take over power, listened to this serious advice, the whole ensuing conflict might perhaps have been avoided.
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