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PREFACE

It has taken me forty-four years to write this book—the
length of time I have been studying Pakistan (and India). My early inter-
ests were in the role of the military, but I was unable to visit Pakistan until
1978, as an earlier application for a visa had been turned down by the
government of Zulfigar Ali Bhutto.

When I did visit Pakistan for the first time I was surprised to discover
that my personal “idea of Pakistan” was wildly inaccurate: not better, not
worse, just different. That trip led to a book, The Pakistan Army. Research
for that book was made possible by General Zia ul-Haq, who promptly
banned it, although he eventually told an aide to “let the professor’s book
be published.” Zia’s decision was only one of the many paradoxes I
encountered in studying Pakistan, and the mixture of hope and frustration
reflected in The Pakistan Army is to be found here as well.

This book is not quite comparable to India: Emerging Power. It focuses
primarily on internal dynamics, not strategic policy. One important dif-
ference between the two states is that Pakistan’s domestic and external
policies are more entwined than those of India, partly because of Pak-
istan’s more perilous geostrategic position and partly because the domi-
nant Pakistan army looks both inward and outward. Writing this book
provided me with the opportunity to extend my knowledge of Pakistan
beyond the army and to gain a fuller understanding of the country’s polit-
ical parties, Islamists, civilian elites, and various ethnic, linguistic, and
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viii Preface

sectarian minorities. Above all, I have learned more about the contested
idea of Pakistan.

Many individuals and institutions have assisted me on this journey.
First and foremost, I wish to thank those Pakistanis who have given their
time in innumerable discussions and meetings. My Pakistani friends have
always been courteous and considerate, even when we have disagreed; I
hope that they will find here an accurate representation of their views. In
particular, I would like to thank Moonis Ahmar, Samina Ahmed, Qazi
Hussein Ahmed, Akbar Ahmed, Benazir Bhutto, Pervaiz Igbal Cheema,
Mahmud Durrani, Ejaz Haider, Husain Haqqani, Pervez Hoodbhoy,
Mushahid Hussain, Rifaat Hussein, Jehangir Karamat, Shaukat Qadir,
Ashraf Jehangir Qazi, Ahmed Rashid, Hasan Askari Rizvi, Najam Sethi,
Aqil Shah, Mohammed Waseem, and innumerable other civilians and
serving officers and officials of the Pakistan government. Some Pakistanis
may disagree with the arguments and conclusions of this book; I hope that
in such cases it will lead to the beginning of a dialogue and not the end of
a friendship.

Many Washington friends and colleagues have generously shared their
knowledge and special insights. Chief among these are Marvin G. Wein-
baum, now of the Middle East Institute and a friend and colleague for
forty years; Nisar A. Chaudhry; Selig Harrison; Rodney Jones; Anatol
Lieven; Polly Nayak; and former ambassadors Dennis Kux, William
Milam, Robert Oakley, and Howard and Teresita Schaffer (whose own
Pakistan project helpfully paralleled the writing of this book).

Brookings has provided me with admirable support and a lively intel-
lectual home for over six years, and I would like to acknowledge the spe-
cial help of my two junior colleagues, Sunil Dasgupta, who provided much
of the research support, and Tanvi Madan, who helped bring the book to
completion. We have been assisted over the years by diligent and hard-
working associates, Azeema Cheema, Meena Mallipeddi, Zaid Safdar,
Taylor Sherman, and Moeed Yusuf. Strobe Talbott contributed, among
other things, the book’s title, and Jim Steinberg provided a meticulous cri-
tique. At the Brookings Institution Press, Vicky Macintyre very ably edited
the manuscript, while Inge Lockwood handled proofreading, and Enid
Zafran indexed the pages. Larry Converse and Susan Woollen were help-
ful in developing the cover and getting the book to print. Generous
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support for the research and writing of this book was provided by the
Smith Richardson Foundation and the United States Institute of Peace.

As ever, I wish to thank my wife, Roberta, for her unfailing support and
for being my first and best reader and critic.

Finally, I am deeply grateful to my own students, past and present,
including the hundreds of young Pakistanis, Indians, and Chinese who par-
ticipated in the Summer Workshops on South Asian Security issues held
since 1993 in Pakistan, India, Sri Lanka, Nepal, and China. They reinforce
the wisdom of the Latin, docendo discimus (we learn by teaching).
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INTRODUCTION

In recent years Pakistan has become a strategically impor-
tant state, both criticized as a rogue power and praised as being on the
front line in the ill-named war on terrorism. The final report of the
National Commission on Terrorist Attacks upon the United States iden-
tifies Pakistan, along with Afghanistan and Saudi Arabia, as a high-
priority state.

This is not a new development. In the 1950s and 1960s Pakistan was
a member of two American-sponsored alliances, but then drifted away
from Washington. In the 1980s Pakistan was a vital partner in evicting the
Soviet Union from Afghanistan, even though its covert nuclear program
drew much criticism. In 1996 it was one of three states (the others being
Saudi Arabia and the United Arab Emirates, UAE) to recognize the Tal-
iban regime, which was by then playing host to the terrorist organization
al Qaeda. After September 11, 2001, Pakistan was again characterized by
American officials as a vital ally, even though it was caught, and admit-
ted to, covertly spreading nuclear technology to a number of states; fur-
ther, its enthusiasm in tracking down al Qaeda and Taliban leaders was
suspect.!

Unfortunately, the United States has only a few true Pakistan experts
and knows remarkably little about this country. Much of what has been
written is palpably wrong, or at best superficial.> Over the years, it has
become difficult to conduct research in Pakistan’s deteriorating security
environment, and support for such work has dried up. It is little wonder,
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2 Introduction

then, that views cover a wide spectrum, with “rogue state” at one
extreme—some would call it a potential nuclear Yugoslavia or even the
most dangerous place in the world.? The flamboyant French intellectual
Bernard-Henri Levy called Pakistan “the most delinquent of nations.”*
According to a senior Indian diplomat, it “represents everything . . . in the
forefront of U.S. concerns: religious fundamentalism, terrorism, weapons
of mass destruction in possession of a failing state, a military dictatorship
masquerading behind a pale democratic facade.” To Jaswant Singh, for-
mer Indian minister of external affairs, Pakistan is “Taliban East.”’ Oth-
ers, however, notably senior officials of the George W. Bush administra-
tion, have praised Pakistan as a misunderstood, but still effective, friend
deserving of American support.®

To probe beyond the headlines, this book offers a double biography.
One biography is that of the idea of Pakistan, the notion that India’s Mus-
lims needed a homeland for their protection and to fulfill their cultural
and civilizational destiny. The second biography is that of the state of
Pakistan, the largely military-dominated entity that now possesses nuclear
weapons, has a hostile relationship with most of its neighbors, and is
characterized by weak and uneven economic growth, political chaos, and
sectarian violence.

I also try to peek into Pakistan’s future, to ask whether failure is a
strong possibility. If so, would Pakistan dissolve slowly or collapse in a
sudden cataclysm? Or would it become an outlaw and threat to the
entire world, acting as a base for international terrorism and perhaps
sharing its nuclear weapons technology with other states and terrorist
groups? Can Pakistan become a normal state at peace with its neighbors
and itself?

In the ensuing discussion, I return to questions I addressed at length
back in 1985.7 At that time, I warned that Pakistan could again become
its own worst enemy, that highly dangerous futures might be in store,
including a repetition of the 1971 catastrophe when Pakistan became the
first post—-World War II state to break up.® Here, I again ask which poli-
cies—economic, political, strategic—pursued zow might avert the worst
outcomes and help steer the country in a direction compatible with its
own identity and interests, as well as the key interests of the United States
and Pakistan’s important neighbors. A stable, prosperous, progressive
Pakistan could trigger a new spurt of South Asian development, in part-
nership with India and Afghanistan.
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Several factors bode well in this regard. Pakistan’s economy was once
viewed as a success story, and its governments, though often military in
nature, have been relatively moderate and have maintained many politi-
cal freedoms. For most of its history, Pakistan has oscillated between
unstable democracy and benign authoritarianism. It has never had a pop-
ular revolution, its levels of political violence (except for the Bangladesh
interregnum) have been high but not pathological, and it has always had
a cohesive and well-educated political elite. This did not translate into a
full-fledged democracy, but then Pakistan did not undergo the excesses of
neighbors such as China or Iran, nor, despite its Islamic identity, did it veer
toward religious authoritarianism. Pakistan does well in many areas and
arguably can still emerge as a successful state and cohesive nation.

Hence it is necessary to take a nuanced view of “failure”—a term
widely and imprecisely used to describe Pakistan. The term derives from
a sparse literature on recent cases in which states were unable to deliver
the most fundamental necessities to their citizens.” Most of these enti-
ties—Somalia, parts of sub-Saharan Africa, and Afghanistan—were hardly
states to begin with and could not withstand the external and internal
stresses that stripped away their capacity to provide food, shelter, and
security to their citizens. However, surely the term also applies when states
are unable to defend against foreign aggression, or, more spectacularly,
when they commit genocide against their own citizens? Is it not a failure
of the state when its leaders embark upon a ruinous quixotic policy? In
short, failure is not a straightforward concept, since even the most
advanced and competent states “fail” from time to time, either in relation
to their own citizens or as political entities operating in a complex global
environment. At least five kinds of failure can be identified:

—The failure to live up to past expectations, one’s own and those of
others. Nations seldom fulfill their high ideals and early promise. Pakistan,
created as a haven for Indian Muslims, was to be a stable and prosperous
Islamic state. The discrepancy between its early aspirations and contem-
porary reality is one of the country’s more notable features.

—Failure of vision. Pakistan’s founders expected the idea of Pakistan
to shape the state of Pakistan; instead, a military bureaucracy governs the
state and imposes its own vision of a Pakistani nation.

—Economic failure. With the loss of the very poor East Wing in 1971,
Pakistan expected to gain middle-income status. But the economy did not
fire up, and its per capita income today is below that of India.
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—Failure of leadership. Pakistan has a distinct political and governing
class: the “Establishment,” a moderate oligarchy that has presided over
many political, economic, and strategic disasters, and whose most promis-
ing leaders, notably Benazir Bhutto, have by and large disappointed their
ardent supporters, creating further disillusionment with the political
process.

—Catastrophic failure. Failing states, at one time absorbed by imper-
ial powers or neighbors or placed under international trusteeship, today
pose a highly visible and serious problem for the world, complicated by
refugees and migrants, televised holocausts, and the internationalization
of ethnic conflict. An additional concern in Pakistan’s case is the possible
spread of nuclear weapons, missiles, and Islamic radicalism: a cata-
strophically failed Pakistan would become a matter of grave concern to
many states.

Like their neighbors, Pakistanis themselves are concerned about the
country’s future.'® The internal debate intensified after the military again
assumed power in 1999. Although some resigned themselves to another
spell of military rule, hoping that this time the generals would “fix” the
system once and for all, others grew cynical. The coup, they argued, sim-
ply represented another failure, adding to the four or five earlier ones.

Yet there is evidence that success and the high expectations of its
founding fathers and friends abroad may not altogether elude Pakistan.
State resurrection is not out of reach, as has been amply demonstrated
in Eastern Europe, Latin America, and perhaps most dramatically in
Russia—which had failed as the Soviet Union but was able to reinvent
itself and take its place as a normal state with reasonable prospects for
the future.

In laying out the evidence for this possibility in Pakistan’s case, I begin
with a historical overview, followed by a more detailed examination of the
evolution of both the idea and the state of Pakistan (chapters 1-2), and
then a survey of Pakistan’s major political and social institutions, notably
its military, political, Islamist, and regional elites (chapters 3-6). I also ask
how they themselves diagnose Pakistan’s assets and liabilities. What are
their organizational or ideological imperatives? How do they establish
the legitimacy of their own perspectives on Pakistan, and who are their
key foreign allies? What policies would they introduce if they were to
come to power? Next comes a discussion of some critical demographic,
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economic, and educational constraints in Pakistan (chapter 7) and the
resulting range of its plausible “futures”(chapter 8). The book closes with
some policy options for the United States (chapter 9).

Any study of Pakistan must be careful to see it as it is—not as an evil
or blessed twin of India, to which it is often compared—but as a state with
its own identity, logic, and future. My approach is to examine the way in
which the idea of Pakistan intersects with the hard realities of the state and
to determine what this bodes for the future. Pakistan is both interesting
and alarming. It could emerge as the pariah of Asia. This is not a welcome
prospect, but there are worse: a collapsing Pakistan, spewing out nuclear
weapons and Islamic extremists, or even a Pakistan transformed into a
truly radical and militant state.

Pakistan: A Short History

Until the arrival of Muslim traders, missionaries, and armies in the late
seventh and early eighth centuries, the population of South Asia was pri-
marily Hindu and Buddhist. By A.D. 1100 a number of Indo-Muslim
states had been established, and by the sixteenth century the Mughal
Empire dominated northern India. The British formally disbanded the
empire in 1858, at which time about one-quarter of India’s population
were Muslims. They were concentrated in East Bengal, the Northwest
Frontier, Punjab, Sindh, and Baluchistan, with large Muslim minorities in
present-day Uttar Pradesh and Madhya Pradesh.!!

India’s Muslims slowly adapted to British rule yet maintained their
identity, establishing the Aligarh Muslim University (1875) and the Mus-
lim League (1906). The latter, dominated by wealthy landowners and
Muslim professionals, was largely secular in orientation, though a basic
concern was the fate of Muslims in a mainly Hindu political order. There
was no suggestion of a separate Muslim state until 1930, when the Pun-
jabi poet-politician Mohammed Igbal raised the idea. Three years later a
group of Indian students at Cambridge proposed naming it Pakistan. As
the prospects for British withdrawal from South Asia increased, the Mus-
lim League, led by the lawyer-politician Mohammed Ali Jinnah (born
December 1876, died September 1948), declared its support for the idea
of Pakistan at its 1940 Lahore session; one year later the most powerful
of the religious—or Islamist—groups, the Jama’at-i-Islami, was founded.
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Following negotiations between the British, the secular but largely
Hindu Indian National Congress, and the Muslim League in 1946, the
state of Pakistan was born on August 14, 1947, and India gained indepen-
dence on August 15. Pakistan was carved out of five provinces of British
India plus some princely states. Under the new boundaries, the provinces
of Bengal and Punjab were partitioned, and millions of people had to move.
The eastern part of Bengal, which was overwhelmingly Muslim (but with
a 15 percent Hindu minority), became East Pakistan, or the East Wing. It
was slightly more populous than West Pakistan (together their population
was about a quarter of India’s). Western Punjab, including the important
princely state of Bahawalpur, became the Pakistani province of Punjab.
The eastern area, and a number of ethnically Punjabi princely states,
became the Indian state of Punjab. West Pakistan also included Baluchis-
tan, the Northwest Frontier Province (NWFP), and Sindh.

However, India and Pakistan could not agree on the disposition of the
state of Jammu and Kashmir and in October 1948 went to war over it,
with former comrades now pitted against each other even though Pak-
istan’s higher military command was still entirely British. A cease-fire bro-
kered by the United Nations in January 1949 left about three-fourths of
the state, including the prized Valley, in Indian hands. Since then Kashmir
has figured in most India-Pakistan crises, including the 1965 war and the
miniwar in Kargil in 1999. Obtaining justice for Muslim Kashmiris living
in the Indian-administered parts of the state has been a central goal of
Pakistan’s foreign and security policy for five decades. Pakistan has tried
diplomatic, military, and low-level military pressure on India to hold a
plebiscite (as recommended in several UN resolutions) or to negotiate a
change in the status quo, all to no avail. A fresh approach, featuring diplo-
macy rather than coercion, began in January 2004 after a summit meet-
ing between Pakistan’s president, Pervez Musharraf, and India’s prime
minister, Atal Behari Vajpayee. In a statement issued before the summit,
Vajpayee indicated that he wanted to make a third “and last” effort to
normalize relations with Pakistan. After some secret diplomacy between
the two countries, President Musharraf stated that the UN resolutions on
Kashmir might be set aside in the event of progress on a Kashmir settle-
ment. Subsequently, both states began to ease travel and other restric-
tions, and an Indian cricket team toured Pakistan, to great popular
acclaim in both countries. By July 2004 the India-Pakistan dialogue on
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nuclear confidence-building measures had resumed, but with little expec-
tation of a breakthrough, or of rapid movement toward a dialogue on
more contentious issues, such as Kashmir.

At independence, Jinnah was appointed Pakistan’s governor-general,
and his close associate, Liaquat Ali Khan, became prime minister, but nei-
ther man had deep roots in the new state. Jinnah was from Bombay and
Liaquat had spent much of his career in North India. Then both suffered
untimely deaths that threw the country into political chaos. Jinnah suc-
cumbed to tuberculosis on September 11, 1948, and Liaquat was assassi-
nated at a political rally in Rawalpindi on October 17, 1951. Toward
1954 the Muslim League, whose supporters were in large part migrants
from India, went into decline, losing power in both wings. Control fell to
a coalition of émigré politicians, bureaucrats, and, eventually, the army.
Also in 1954 the four provinces of West Pakistan were combined into a
single administrative entity under a “One-Unit” scheme, to balance the
more populous East Wing.

It was not until March 23, 1956, that the Constituent Assembly
approved the first constitution, which renamed the state the Islamic
Republic of Pakistan. A former soldier, Iskander Mirza, became president
under the new constitution, which he abrogated two and a half years later,
on October 7, 1958. Mirza was himself displaced in a 1958 coup by Gen-
eral Ayub Khan, beginning Pakistan’s long experiment with military rule.

Pakistan has had four spells of direct or indirect military rule and
several failed coup attempts. The successful coups were by Generals
Ayub Khan (1958), Yahya Khan (1969), Zia ul-Haq (1977), and Pervez
Musharraf (1999). Each was justified on the grounds of national security,
with the army claiming to be Pakistan’s ultimate protector, and each of the
generals derided the incompetence or corruption of the politicians. Despite
these claims and the variety of military governments, none left Pakistan
better equipped to face its multiple domestic and foreign challenges. Of
the failed coups, usually by low-level officers (the successful ones were led
by the army chiefs), the first was the Rawalpindi Conspiracy of 1951, and
the most recent an attempt by an Islamic-minded general and several
junior officers in 1995; in 2004 several officers of lower rank were impli-
cated in an assassination attempt on President Musharraf.

After winning 80 percent of the votes in a “yes or no” referendum,
Ayub became president on February 17, 1960. He strengthened the
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One-Unit scheme by appointing a powerful governor of West Pakistan and
introduced a system of “basic democracies” that provided the framework
for National Assembly elections in April 1962. Assisted by a tolerant atti-
tude toward private enterprise and considerable foreign aid, Pakistan
experienced rapid economic growth during Ayub’s tenure. He also con-
cluded a division of the Indus waters with India in 1960, which secured
a reliable flow of water.

Pakistan’s growing foreign ties had been marked by a mutual defense
agreement with the United States and entry into the Southeast Asia Treaty
Organization (SEATO) in 1954, as well as membership in the Baghdad
Pact (later Central Treaty Organization, CENTO) in 1955. However,
these counted for little during the full-scale war with India over Kashmir
between September 6 and 22, 1965. American interest in the region then
faded, and it fell to the Soviet Union to mediate the postwar negotiations
between Ayub Khan and Prime Minister Lal Bahadur Shastri. By then
Pakistan had developed a close strategic tie with China; this eventually
yielded significant military assistance, including missile and nuclear tech-
nology and large quantities of technically mediocre aircraft and armor.

The 1965 war contributed to domestic unrest, as did Ayub’s ill health
and treatment of the East Wing (which, he remarked, was militarily
expendable). On March 26, 1969, the army commander, General Yahya
Khan, removed Ayub, imposed martial law, dissolved the national and
provincial assemblies, and did away with the One-Unit scheme. When
East Pakistan’s Awami League Party won an absolute majority in the new
national assembly two years later, Yahya denied its leader, Sheikh Mujibur
Rahman, the prime ministership and instead allowed a military crack-
down in East Pakistan. In response, Sheikh Mujibur declared Bangladesh
an independent state, and an independent government was formed.
Because India had militarily supported the Bangladesh movement, war
again broke out between India and Pakistan on December 3, 1971.

Two weeks later, the Pakistan army was defeated in the east (there
were few battles in the west), and more than 90,000 Pakistani troops sur-
rendered. East Pakistan became the independent state of Bangladesh,
and Pakistan lost over half of its population. China, which had devel-
oped a strategic and military tie with Pakistan to maintain a balance
with the Soviet Union and India, declined to intervene on Pakistan’s
behalf, while the United States did little more than make political and
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military gestures, which included the dispatch of a carrier, the Enter-
prise, to the Bay of Bengal.

The loss of East Pakistan not only meant a loss of people but it changed
the nature of the state. East Bengal, though Pakistan’s poorest region,
was home to a more moderate Islam. This region had also contributed an
important and diverse Bengali element to Pakistani society and culture.
The balance of political power changed too. Punjab became Pakistan’s
dominant province, being both more populous than Sindh, Baluchistan,
or the NWFP and economically far more prosperous, as well as con-
tributing the overwhelming number of officers and soldiers to the ruling
military.

Following the loss, Yahya was forced to resign by his fellow officers.
They turned to West Pakistan’s most charismatic politician, Zulfigar Ali
Bhutto, to assume power in what remained of Pakistan. Bhutto first
became chief martial law administrator, then president, and finally, in a
new constitutional order, prime minister. The constitution, approved by
parliament on April 10, 1973, though subsequently modified, still pro-
vides the overall framework for Pakistani governance.

One of Bhutto’s first acts was to sign a peace treaty with Indian prime
minister Indira Gandhi at Simla in July 1972, and the following year to
secure the return of Pakistani prisoners of war captured by India in East
Pakistan. At the same time, he ruthlessly suppressed a separatist movement
in Baluchistan that was modeled after the East Pakistan breakaway. Bhutto
also pursued a policy of “Islamic socialism” attempting to appease both
his Islamist critics and his leftist supporters, but his autocratic style of
governance (and the army’s wariness) led to mass protests over delegit-
imized parliamentary elections and a coup on July 4, 1977. Subsequently,
in a dubious trial, the Lahore High Court convicted Bhutto of conspiracy
to commit murder, and he was hanged in Rawalpindi on April 4, 1979.

While in office, Bhutto had begun a Pakistani nuclear weapons pro-
gram. After he was deposed in 1977 by General Zia ul-Hag, it fell under
the army’s direct control. Nuclear weapons were seen as a way of coun-
tering India’s larger army, matching India’s suspected nuclear program,
and providing an umbrella under which Pakistan might launch low-level
probes in the disputed Kashmir region.

General Zia ul-Haq was the first (and so far the only) Pakistani leader
truly committed to a program of Islamization. The United States became
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Zia’s staunchest supporter since Pakistan was the channel for military aid
to the Afghan mujahiddin, then engaging the Soviet Union in Afghan-
istan.'? The Zia years saw the acceleration of the nuclear program, grow-
ing Islamization in the armed forces and Pakistani society at large, and a
decline in spending on health, education, and social services. Under Amer-
ican pressure, Zia did allow nonparty elections in February 1985 and
lifted martial law in the last week of that year; but he dismissed his own
prime minister (Mohammad Khan Junejo) in May 1988 when the latter
showed some sign of independence on foreign policy issues. After Zia
died in a still-unexplained plane crash on August 17, 1988, both the press
and Pakistan’s political parties showed an impressive regenerative capac-
ity, and Pakistan embarked on a ten-year experiment with democracy.

This experiment featured two prominent politicians, Benazir Bhutto
(Zulfigar Ali Bhutto’s intelligent, Western-educated daughter) and Nawaz
Sharif, a member of a Punjabi business family that Zia had brought into
politics. Benazir had assumed the leadership of the left-centrist Pakistan
People’s Party (PPP), the country’s only true national party, and Nawaz
headed the reborn Pakistan Muslim League, a somewhat more conserva-
tive group. Benazir and Nawaz each served as prime minister for two
terms—Benazir from December 1988 to August 1990 and October 1993
to November 1996, and Nawaz from November 1990 to July 1993 and
February 1997 to October 1999.

For the most part, freedom was protected, other parties were allowed
to function normally, and it appeared that Pakistan had evolved into a
two-party democracy. However, the army, conservative members of Pak-
istan’s powerful Establishment, the intelligence services, and the former
bureaucrat Ghulam Ishaq Khan, who had succeeded Zia as president,
could not resist the temptation to interfere behind the scenes. Neither
Benazir nor Nawaz served a full term—both were dismissed by the pres-
ident (often with the connivance of the army), and the election process
was manipulated by the internal wing of the Inter-Services Intelligence
Directorate (ISID) and other intelligence services. Benazir and Nawaz pro-
vided the excuse for their own dismissals as both engaged in or tolerated
a degree of corruption. Furthermore, Nawaz showed signs of deep inse-
curity by interfering with the operations of Pakistan’s judiciary and
indulging in other abuses of power. The army also suspected the two of
being “soft” on India and the Kashmir problem. Under their governments,
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Pakistan’s Varied Islam

Islam is divided into two major sects, Sunni and Shi’ia. Pakistan mirrors the
global percentage of each: of the total number of Muslims, about 85 per-
cent are Sunni and 12 percent are Shi’ia. Shiism is anchored in Iran, an
almost totally Shi’ia state. The sects differ over the legitimate successor to
the Prophet and are organized along different lines. By analogy, Sunnis
resemble Protestants in that they believe they have a direct spiritual linkage
to God; Shi’ia tend to be more formally organized, like the Catholic Church,
and the clergy (many of whom trace their theological roots back to Iran and
Iraq) are hierarchically structured. Sunni and Shi’ia have separate mosques
in Pakistan, although in some cases—notably in the army—they pray
together in a syncretic Islamic service.

Pakistan is also home to a number of other Islamic sects, including the
Ismailis, the followers of the Aga Khan. The Ismailis reside in some of the
urban areas, primarily Karachi, and in the far northern mountainous region;
they have contributed to Pakistan’s medical and charitable institutions,
mostly through the renowned Aga Khan Foundation. There is no theolog-
ical opposition to them, as there was to another sect, the Ahmediyyas,
founded in the Punjabi town of Qadian in 1889. Its followers were declared
non-Muslims by Pakistan’s parliament in 1974, a move supported by Zul-
figar Ali Bhutto. They were subsequently threatened with death if they
passed themselves off as Muslims, prayed in a mosque, or uttered the basic
declaration of faith, the Kalima. While these four are the main formal sects,
most Pakistanis in rural areas remain vague about their Islam, and their reli-
gion is strongly intermixed with folk practices, Sufi beliefs, and even Hin-
duism and Buddhism.

sectarian violence also increased, especially in Karachi and Lahore, with
Sunni and Shi’ia murder squads targeting doctors and other elites.

During the democratic interregnum, as in previous decades, the army
remained the true power in Pakistan, coming to the forefront again in
October 1999 when Nawaz’s army chief, General Pervez Musharraf, dis-
missed the civilian government and assumed power as “chief executive.”
Musharraf accused Nawaz of attempted murder after the former’s aircraft
was diverted on a return flight from abroad. The murder charge was
dropped, but Nawaz and his immediate family were exiled to Saudi Ara-
bia; Benazir also resides outside Pakistan, while her husband remains
imprisoned back home, awaiting trial for corruption.
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After a farcical national referendum in May 2001, Musharraf declared
himself president on June 20, 2001. Pakistan’s intelligence services were
active in the subsequent October 2002 election, preventing both the PML
and the PPP from effectively organizing themselves. This enabled a coali-
tion of Islamic parties to come to power in the Northwest Frontier
Province and share power in Baluchistan. A kind of parliamentary gov-
ernment exists in Pakistan today, with Musharraf as president, choosing
and dismissing prime ministers as he sees fit—first selecting a pliable
Baluch politician, Mir Zafarullah Khan Jamali, and then forcing him to
resign eighteen months later, in June 2004, to be replaced by the minister
of finance, Shaukat Aziz, a former Citibank official. It remains to be seen
whether Aziz’s technocratic credentials are sufficient for him to tackle
Pakistan’s sectarian and ethnic conflicts and still retain the confidence of
the army.

Since 1999 Musharraf has, with Shaukat Aziz’s expert guidance, suc-
ceeded to some extent in repairing the economic damage from ten years
of free-spending governments. There has been some progress in the form
of modest growth and an increase in available foreign exchange, but Pak-
istan remains an unattractive place for investment. Despite the rise of sec-
tarian violence and the better performance of the Islamic and religious
parties, there is no “green wave” washing over Pakistan; most of its citi-
zens remain devout Muslims but are not attracted to Islamic extremism.
Yet, given the increase in poverty, the still faltering economy, the lack of
a real political process, and Pakistan’s continuing conflicts with its neigh-
bors—notably Afghanistan and India—few Pakistanis are optimistic
about the future. Musharraf’s version of military rule was far more toler-
ant than that of Zia, but as with previous military regimes, the army
appears unable to govern Pakistan itself but will not allow anyone else the
opportunity to do so either.

Furthermore, Pakistan’s repeated conflicts with India continue to alarm
the international community. Since 1987 there have been three major
near-war crises (in 1987, 1990, and 2002) and one miniwar (in the Kargil
region of Kashmir in 1999). All but the first involved two nuclear
weapons states. These crises alternate with periods of détente and seem-
ing cordiality, hence the complexity of India-Pakistan relations and the
dual role played by the army in Pakistan—with one face turned inward
and enforcing its version of political order and stability, the other turned
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toward India (and to a lesser degree, Afghanistan) and the threats lying
there. Even the army is aware of India’s growing strategic and economic
power and Pakistan’s relative decline, which may have prompted the deci-
sion to soften Pakistan’s position on Kashmir in late 2003. This, plus
cooperation with the United States in rounding up al Qaeda and Taliban
remnants, led to a series of assassination attempts against President
Musharraf, who in the waning days of 2003 pledged to give up his army
post by the end of 2004, seek parliamentary legitimacy as president, and
serve at least one full term in that office, through 2007. As I discuss more
fully in chapter 8, Musharraf’s declared course suggests one plausible
future for Pakistan, but there are other, less benign ones.
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CHAPTER ONE

THE IDEA
OF PAKISTAN

For millennia, ideas, people, and goods moved freely
between the Indian subcontinent and what is now the Middle East, with
routine trade well established by the sixth century A.D. In A.D. 660 the
second caliph, Umar, sent the first Arab expedition to Sindh, and in 711
the province was conquered by Mohammad ibn Qasim. Along with
advanced military power came missionaries and traders, and the process
of conversion to Islam began. There are still important Muslim trading
communities throughout South India, Sri Lanka, and the Maldives—and
farther east in Malaysia, Indonesia, and the Philippines. These traders
(and minor Muslim rulers) shared their knowledge of the sea route from
East Africa to India with the Portuguese explorer Vasco da Gama, the first
European to make the long journey around Africa and across the Arabian
Sea.! Parenthetically, just as Islam came to India in the seventh to eighth
century, South Indian Hindu kingdoms began their exploration and dom-
ination over large parts of Southeast Asia.

Origins of the Idea of Pakistan

In the early eleventh century Muslim invaders arrived in India’s northwest,
with the Mongols following in the thirteenth. By then Indo-Islamic states
had been established in north and northwest India. Some invaders were
seasonal, based in present-day Afghanistan, and were influenced by Persian
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16 The Idea of Pakistan

political and military models. These Central Asians came to loot and con-
vert but eventually stayed on to rule.

By 1290 nearly all of India was under the loose domination of Muslim
rulers. Two and a half centuries of internecine war among various Indo-
Islamic, Hindu, and Sikh states followed, after which the Mughals estab-
lished an empire in the early sixteenth century that stretched from the
Northwest Frontier to Bengal and down to the Deccan (present-day
Andhra Pradesh). The attempts of Mughal emperor Aurangzeb to extend
his control to South India, coupled with his brutal treatment of his sub-
jects, led to a crisis of empire.? The empire lasted until 1858, when it was
finally eliminated by the British. A few major Muslim and Hindu princi-
palities remained intact; these were all absorbed into India or Pakistan
after the British departed India in 1947.

Islam, Conversion, and Mythology

As Islam moved eastward, it encountered Persian, Hindu, Buddhist, and
eventually Chinese cultures, none of which was composed of “people of
the book”—Christians and Jews. This encounter along the new Asian
frontier led to considerable adaptation and change in Islam, a religion of
the desert lands. In India, the caste system crept into Islam, and Hindu reli-
gious practices were incorporated in Islamic rituals. In turn, Islam had a
profound impact on India, notably in transforming Sikhism from a pietis-
tic Hindu sect into a martial faith. Further, those variants of Islam such as
Sufism, which incorporated saint worship, mysticism, and piety, had a
great attraction for India’s Hindus and Buddhists, and today Sufism is
important in a good part of Pakistan, especially Sindh and Punjab.
Because of wide regional variations, the impact of Islam on India is dif-
ficult to summarize. In the south and the east, Muslim rule was relatively
benign and inclusivist. In Hyderabad-Deccan and Bengal, Muslim rulers
presided over vast Hindu populations, and conversion was extensive and
peaceful.? In some instances Hindu institutions received state patronage
and there was extensive intermarriage between Muslim ruling families
and their high-caste Hindu counterparts, as family ties were used to shore
up political alliances. Gradually, many Muslim dynasties, especially the
Mughals, became “Indianized” through the marriage of Muslim princes
and Hindu princesses, with their children assuming prominent positions
in the state apparatus. However, some regions experienced the militant,
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18 The Idea of Pakistan

exclusivist side of Islam, with the destruction of Hindu temples and
attacks on the Brahmin-dominated Hindu social order taking place in
such renowned pilgrimage destinations as Multan (in the Pakistani
province of Punjab) and Somnath (in the contemporary Indian state of
Gujarat). The most vivid account of these conquests is that of the Central
Asian scholar Alberuni, who wrote in the early eleventh century: “Mah-
mud [of Ghazni] utterly ruined the prosperity of the country, and per-
formed there wonderful exploits, by which the Hindus became like atoms
of dust scattered in all directions, and like a tale of old in the mouth of the
people. Their scattered remains cherish, of course, the most inveterate
aversion towards all Muslims.”* These sites are still politically sensitive,
and that is why the Hindu nationalist politician L. K. Advani chose Som-
nath to begin his “Rath Yatra” on September 25, 1990, in an attempt to
mobilize Hindu sentiment.

No question is more contentious, or of more contemporary political
relevance, than that of how Islam spread within South Asia.’ The entire
state of Pakistan rests on certain interpretations of that expansion, and in
India conversion and reconversion to Hinduism are intensely divisive
political issues. Remarkably, there is little objective scholarship on the
subject, but there is an enormous amount of mythmaking and fabrication.

The fact is that Muslims constituted about one-quarter of India’s pop-
ulation around the time the British arrived, concentrated in eastern Ben-
gal and Sindh, Northwest Frontier Province (NWFP), and parts of Punjab.
Muslims were a majority in East Bengal and parts of India’s northwest,
although it took the British nearly a hundred years to recognize this. Their
earlier estimates were that Muslims constituted no more than 1 to 10 per-
cent of the total population, and not until the first census, in the late nine-
teenth century, were accurate numbers obtained. The British were also
uncertain about how many Muslims were immigrant-descended (Ashraf)
and how many were converts; further, it took them some time before they
(and Indian scholars) came to understand that conversion to Islam was
still taking place, in some places at a rapid rate, even in parts of India
directly governed by the British.°

Of the many theories about the distribution and numbers of Muslims
in India, one was that Muslim power rested on superior military tech-
nology and tactics, which enabled Muslim rulers to forcefully convert
Hindus to Islam.” Another (favored by some British writers) was that
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20 The Idea of Pakistan

Islam, like Christianity, was a monotheistic religion, and pagan Hinduism
could not withstand the moral arguments of either. According to some
Muslim writers, the Sufi movement played an important role in recruit-
ing converts to Islam, as indicated by the close linkage between Hin-
duism, Buddhism, and Sufism, a pietistic, mystical form of Islam.? Islam,
others point out, matched up well with the requirements of an expand-
ing economic and demographic frontier in places like East Bengal. A
large number of conversions took place there (as on the island of Java)
because Islam was adaptable and effective in assisting the colonization of
new lands.’

A significant factor in the west was the proximity to other Islamic soci-
eties and states, as well as the greater ease with which Sindh—which was
more Buddhist than Hindu—could convert to an egalitarian Islam.' In
parts of Punjab, where for many hundreds of years differences between
Hindu and Muslim were less important than differences of clan and tribe,
conversion to Islam often occurred for economic and social reasons.!* As
in present-day India, families commonly designated one son for conver-
sion to facilitate dealings with a Muslim ruler. Forced conversions, which
occurred in parts of India as recently as the 1920s, should also be men-
tioned, although these have been exaggerated by both Hindu and Muslim
historians. In sum, Islam thrived in India for a variety of reasons: inter-
marriage, conversion, the attractiveness of Islamic egalitarianism, and
social and political advantages in a context of Muslim rulers.

Until the 1920s English-speaking Muslims were not too concerned
about seeing Hindus, Buddhists, and followers of folk religions convert to
Islam. Rather, the presence of masses of Muslim converts was a political
liability, and educated Muslims focused on rescuing the noble families
who had suffered under British rule. When it became evident that num-
bers counted, however, the upper-class Westernized Muslims of India
began welcoming the awwam (Urdu for lower or uneducated classes).!?
They argued that the converted Indian Muslim had a distinctive political
identity, as did some earlier British writers and scholars who had identi-
fied the “Mohammedans” of India as a distinct nation.

In the 1920s more and more Muslims and Hindus engaged in myth cre-
ation, a process that continues unchecked today in both India and Pak-
istan. On one hand, many Muslims, including the leaders of the Pakistan
movement, saw India’s Islamic period as a golden age, an era of high cul-
ture and material and spiritual progress that was all but absent under the
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displaced “pagan” Hindu regimes.'* To Hindu nationalists, on the other
hand, the coming of the Muslims brought a new dark age, marked by the
mass destruction of places of worship, forced conversions, and Muslim
cultural imperialism. In fact, scholars have found little evidence of mas-
sive cruelty and cultural barbarism, or the wholesale destruction of tem-
ples, only some temple looting and capture of holy images by Muslim and
Hindu rulers alike.'* Histories of this nature are manufactured by propa-
gandists on both sides and are periodically refreshed by such events as the
demolition of the Babri Masjid in India in 1992, the communal riots in the
state of Gujarat in 2002, and attacks on Hindu temples and Christian
churches throughout the subcontinent.!’

The Company and the Raj

The first great encounter between Islam and the West took place between
711 and 1492, when Christian armies expelled the Muslims from the
Iberian peninsula. The second occurred when Portuguese, Dutch, French,
and British traders came to South Asia and warred with each other in the
subcontinent, allied with various Hindu, Muslim, and Sikh regional pow-
ers. Eventually the triumphant British stayed on to rule.

The first British “government” in India was that of the crown-chartered
East India Company. The Company gradually assumed responsibility for
governance from the decaying Mughal Empire and layered a Chinese-
inspired bureaucracy over existing Mughal and Hindu patterns. This was
a major innovation in the history of South Asia. The role of the British-
Indian bureaucracy, which had originally been established as a means of
collecting revenue (the title of district officials in many parts of India is still
“collector”), expanded to include administering law and order, disaster
relief, and development projects. Until recently the collector also served as
a magistrate, but now judicial and executive functions are separated at the
district level in both India and Pakistan. Building upon the early canal sys-
tem created by the Mughals, the British also helped India devise the
world’s largest integrated irrigation system, which had to be divided
between India and Pakistan in 1960, however, since it lay astride their
frontier.

In addition, the British bequeathed a lasting military legacy to Pak-
istan. Emulating the French, the East India Company recruited Indians and
trained them along Western lines. These “sepoys” (a corruption of spabi,
the Persian-Turkic word for cavalryman) were led by British officers
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selected and promoted largely on merit. Two hundred years later, the pro-
fessional descendants of those British officers run Pakistan.

In 1833 control of India passed from the East India Company to White-
hall, although a powerless Mughal emperor, Bahadur Shah Zafar, con-
tinued to sit on Delhi’s throne. This arrangement did not prevent massive
discontent in India, culminating in the uprising of 1857 one consequence
of which was that the dual pretext of Company rule and Mughal sover-
eignty was swept away. The events of 1857 are referred to as an uprising
by Pakistani historians, a mutiny by the British, and the First War of Inde-
pendence by nationalist Indians.

Whereas the Company had governed the many for the benefit of the
few, namely, its shareholders, the new government of India, the Raj, was
responsible to London and hence developed strategic and moral justifica-
tions for its rule retroactively. Strategically, the British saw India as the
jewel in the crown of the empire, although by the 1930s the jewel had
become less of an asset. Morally, they envisioned their rule as a mission:
to elevate the Indian people to the point where they might, eventually,
become independent of British tutelage. Rubbing it in, they carved the fol-
lowing inscription over an entrance to the Central Secretariat Building in
New Delhi: “Liberty will not descend to a people. A people must raise
themselves to liberty. It is a blessing that must be earned before it can be
enjoyed.”!®

In sum, the Raj’s approach was to adopt Persian and Mughal practices,
but to denigrate its Indo-Islamic predecessors.!” Since the British consid-
ered themselves the tutors of India, the trustees of an empire, they sought
no mass conversion or state-sponsored religion, although their cultural
penetration—through the English language and Western education—was
to be as deep and as lasting as that of the Muslims. The Raj endured
because it was efficient and powerful, and because it appealed to higher
instincts. It became the model for good government on the subcontinent,
in Pakistan even more than in India.

The Loss of Power and Identity

By the mid-1800s northern India had significant numbers of Muslims,
concentrated in the northwest and East Bengal, especially Awadh/Oudh,
a princely state until it was absorbed into British India in 1856. Its capi-
tal, Lucknow, was a center for education and Muslim culture. After the
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mutiny of 1857, many elite Muslim families went to the nizamate of
Hyderabad in the south (some later migrated to Pakistan when Hyder-
abad was taken over by India after independence), which regarded itself
as the legatee of the Mughal Empire and remained outside of British India.
Of the state’s nearly 12 million residents, 12 percent were Muslims. Fur-
thermore, it had not only a well-run administration but also higher levels
of education and income than adjacent districts in British India. Hyder-
abad’s Muslim elites included Persian and Arabic speakers, leaders of
Turkish (Mongol) descent, and Urdu-speaking Muslims from North India.

Hyderabad was but one of the 500 or more princely states remaining
after the breakup of the Mughal Empire, some others being Junagadh,
Bhopal, Rampur, Bahawalpur, and Jammu and Kashmir (J & K). Unlike
Hyderabad, which had a Muslim ruler but a largely Hindu population,
Kashmir had a Hindu ruler but a largely Muslim population with Hindu
and Buddhist minorities, the latter tucked away in the districts of Ladakh.
India’s subsequent forceful absorption of Junagadh, Kashmir, and Hyder-
abad became a major source of Pakistani grievances against New Delhi.

The dismantlement of the enfeebled Mughal court had a major impact
on India’s Muslims. After the mutiny and revolution of 1857, in the words
of the Pakistani scholar-administrator Akbar S. Ahmed, the Muslims of
India “lost their kingdom, their Mughal Empire, their emperor, their lan-
guage, their culture, their capital city of Delhi, and their sense of self.”'*
Even the poorest Muslim could identify with the Mughal Empire, or with
the smaller but still substantial Muslim princely states that had not been
incorporated into the Mughal system. All this was swept away in an
instant—and the fundamental political, social, and economic structure of
India was reordered in a fashion that gave the Muslims little social space
and no political power. In 1835 Persian was replaced as the official lan-
guage of the East India Company, and after the mutiny “the Indian estab-
lishment switched entirely to speaking English. Muslim ways—dress, style,
food—were also put aside. Muslims now felt not only politically vulner-
able but concerned for their very identity.”"”

There is a rich polemic literature on the response of Indian Muslims to
the decline of the Mughal Empire. Indian nationalist historians tend to
argue that Muslims reacted like “Indians™ to the creation of the Raj—both
wanted to throw the foreigners out. To them, as already mentioned, the
mutiny was India’s First War of Independence, and subsequent demands
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for a separate Pakistan arose from the machinations of the British, who
were trying to divide the two communities in order to rule them.

By contrast, many Pakistani scholars and publicists see the dislocation
of the Muslim community after 1857 as the original source of Muslim dis-
content, and they attribute it to malevolent anti-Muslim sentiments of
the British. By favoring Hindus in education, administration, and other
spheres, they tilted against Muslims culturally, economically, and politi-
cally.?* And by promoting democratic institutions, liberal British author-
ities inadvertently bestowed a permanent minority status on Muslims in
greater India, as they would always be outnumbered by the larger Hindu
community.

Not surprisingly, the early Muslim leadership did not favor democra-
tic elections, which from the Muslim point of view signified parliamentary
democracy—where 51 percent forms the government—and thus would
make Muslims a permanent minority. Another, more practical concern
was the traditional relationship of dominance-subordination between the
predominantly petit-aristocratic Muslim leadership and the large Muslim
peasantry. Although some mass-based Muslim political organizations
were present in East Bengal, there was no guarantee that they would be
the chosen representatives of the Muslim population.

For all their distinctiveness, Muslims shared many interests with the
other populations of India, and on the regional level their cultures were
intertwined. Punjabis—whether Hindu, Muslim, or Sikh—had a similar
worldview and approach to life. Likewise, many South Indian Muslim
communities had more in common with their fellow Tamil or Malayalam
speakers than with the Urdu or Punjabi speakers to the north. Even in
Bengal, which had a huge minority Muslim population, the dominant
culture was Bengali, although here the two communities were sharply
divided along class and social lines. Hyderabad (Deccan) and the Vale of
Kashmir (sometimes referred to as “the Valley” and site of the region’s
largest city, Srinagar) saw rich fusions of Hindu and Islamic cultures.
Much of the Hindu-Muslim tension in British India (and in India and
Bangladesh today) stemmed not from religious but from class and social
differences.

Still, certain issues had a particular appeal to India’s Muslims. One
was the abolition of the Khilafat (see the next section) after the defeat of
the Ottoman Empire. Another was the disposition of Islam’s holy sites in
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Arabia and Palestine. One hundred years ago these issues fomented riots
throughout India, but even today, pan-Islamic concerns such as the Israel-
Palestine conflict are still capable of stirring public passions throughout
the subcontinent.

By the time of the Raj, India’s Muslims had become a politically and
culturally mixed population. They had a dispossessed court, narrow elite,
and large poor peasantry. Filled with fresh memories of grandeur and
glory, they grew increasingly frustrated and fearful as Hindus adapted
more swiftly than Muslims to the Raj’s new political and social order.

The Birth of an Idea

Though ideologues claim that Pakistan was born on the day that Muslims
first set foot on Indian soil, the first person to systematically set forth the
argument for what eventually became Pakistan was the jurist, author, and
educator Sir Syed Ahmed Khan (1817-98).2! He respected—even feared—
the British, tirelessly arguing that the only way for India’s Muslims to
resist the encroachment of Christian missionaries and the larger Hindu
community was to become educated to a high standard and remain loyal
to the Raj. In 1875 Sir Syed laid the basis for what would become Aligarh
Muslim University, which in turn produced the scholars and professionals
who staffed the Pakistan movement. Although Sir Syed was dedicated to
Muslim modernization, Islam’s destiny, and the idea of a pan-Islamic iden-
tity, he stopped short of advocating a separate state for India’s Muslims.
Nevertheless, a separate status for India’s Muslims was in the works
and became an important milestone on the road leading to Pakistan. In the
late nineteenth century the British began to examine more carefully the
population they now ruled. Aware of the vast social differences in Indian
society, they felt an obligation to protect its vulnerable segments and
adopted the principle of separate electorates and quota systems, first for
deprived Hindu castes—notably the “untouchables” and non-Hindu trib-
als.?2 Then they acceded to Muslim demands for separate electorates.
The predominantly Hindu Congress did not oppose these seats for so-
called Mohammedans and in 1916 came to an agreement with the Mus-
lim League on the issue. The Congress and the Muslim League shared
other policies as well. Mohandas Karamchand Gandhi—later known as
the Mahatma—afterward supported the Khilafat movement (the 1919-24
movement that attempted to restore the Ottoman caliph).?® This was the
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first time that a predominately religious issue had been introduced into
Indian politics.>* Interestingly, two of India’s leading Muslims, Igbal and
Jinnah, were not involved in the Khilafat movement but were deeply
impressed with Turkey’s Kamal Ataturk and his regime.

Separate electorates soon became a highly contentious issue, one that
remains politically significant today. India’s Muslims, some reasoned, were
descendants of peoples who had migrated to the subcontinent several cen-
turies earlier and thus might be considered quite different from indigenous
Indians—a separate “nation”—and as such deserving of protection and a
separate electoral status. In the view of others, they were largely converts,
their underlying culture, moral values, and social order not unlike those of
the “sons of the soil,” which meant both groups could share an “Indian”
political nationality in a common electoral arrangement.?’

Swayed by the latter argument, the Congress reversed its position on
separate electorates for Muslims—although it continued to support them
for disadvantaged Hindus and tribals. Troubled by this inconsistency,
Indians debated whether there were valid reasons for differential treat-
ment of religion, on the one hand, and language, ethnicity, or economic
status on the other. To this day, India and Pakistan have been unable to
reach a conclusive position on the question of quotas and reservations, as
is the case in every state that tries to legislate political equality between
economically or socially unequal groups.

As for the concept of a separate Indian Muslim political entity, it was
first put forth in the 1930s by Choudhary Rahmat Ali, an Indian Muslim
living in Cambridge, England. He and a group of Indian students outlined
a plan for a federation of ten Muslim states, which they named Pakistan
by drawing letters from the provinces that had a Muslim majority or close
to it: Punjab, Afghanistan, Kashmir, and Baluchistan.?® In Persian, Pak-
istan also means “land of the pure,” an implicit gibe at the ritually “pure”
high-caste Hindus who dominated the Indian National Congress. How-
ever, the name did not come into common use until 1945. Even the 1940
resolution of the Muslim League calling for a separate state for India’s
Muslims did not mention it.

Despite the increasing support for Pakistan—whether as a separate
entity within India or as a state—many distinguished Indian Muslims
rejected the idea, choosing to be loyal to the politically dominant Indian
National Congress. Badr-ud-Din Tyabji, Zakir Husain, and Maulana Abul
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Kalam Azad remained staunch members of the Congress to the end of
their lives.

Jinnah of India

Mohammed Ali Jinnah, a Bombay lawyer, was the second great advocate
of a distinctive Muslim Indian identity. He served as governor-general of
the new state until his death in 1948. A secular lawyer-politician, he is
revered in Pakistan today as the Quaid-i-Azam, or “Great Leader.” A
brilliant political strategist and speaker, he was Pakistan’s Tom Paine and
George Washington. He was not, however, a Jefferson, a theoretician or
deep thinker. Jinnah was the first world-class political figure produced by
Pakistan—in this case, by the idea, not the state.?”

After joining the secular Indian National Congress in 1903, he rose to
a leading position as “the ambassador of Hindu-Muslim Unity.” Ironi-
cally, he became the individual most responsible for the merger of the
idea of Pakistan with the state of Pakistan. He quit active politics in
1930 and went to London to practice law, but returned to India in 1934
to revitalize the Muslim League. Jinnah organized the campaign that
compelled both the British and the Indian National Congress to concede
to the demand for the state of Pakistan. He summarized his life’s strug-
gle in a historic address at a mass meeting in Lahore on March 23, 1940,
that set forth the logic of Pakistan, echoing Alberuni’s observation 900
years earlier:

The Hindus and the Muslims belong to two different religious
philosophies, social customs, and literatures. They neither inter-
marry, nor inter-dine together and, indeed, they belong to two dif-
ferent civilizations which are based mainly on conflicting ideas and
conceptions. Their aspects on life and of life are different. It is quite
clear that Hindus and Musalmans derive their inspiration from dif-
ferent sources of history. They have different epics, their heroes are
different, and they have different episodes. Very often the hero of
one is a foe of the other, and likewise, their victories and defeats
overlap.?®

Jinnah turned the “two-nation” theory (the idea that India’s Muslims
and Hindus constituted two “nations,” each deserving their own state)
into an effective political movement. Because he had to weld together
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disparate elements of the Indian Muslim community, Jinnah’s arguments
were deliberately vague. This vagueness brought both strength and weak-
ness to the Pakistan movement, enabling it to muster support for inde-
pendence and opposition to Hindu domination, but not to build a con-
sensus on the kind of state Pakistan was to become. In addition, Jinnah’s
dominance left little room for second-tier leadership, which was to prove
disastrous when he died shortly after independence.

The Two-Nation Theory and Igbal

From 1929 onward, the Indian National Congress called for an indepen-
dent state of India. The following year the Muslim League demanded not
only that India become independent from Britain but that it consist of two
“nations,” one Hindu and one Muslim, with suitable protection for Mus-
lims from what was envisioned as a Hindu-dominant India.

Indian Muslims were split on both questions. Some, such as the princes,
had good working relations with the British and saw nothing to gain from
an independent India or even a Muslim-dominated Pakistan. Many of
the rulers of the princely states (Hindu, Muslim, and Sikh) opposed par-
tition and only grudgingly gave in to British pressure to join one or the
other dominions. A few, especially the nizam of Hyderabad, had sought
independence. Other Indian Muslims, such as Maulana Azad, wanted a
free but undivided India. Azad had arrived at this position after journey-
ing in the opposite direction of Jinnah: he was originally a member of the
Muslim League but then joined Congress in the 1920s.2° Still others
favored a separate Pakistan within India, or a confederation of India and
Pakistan. Some pious Muslims (like some Jewish sects that deny Israel’s
legitimacy) even opposed the idea of Pakistan on the grounds that Mus-
lims should not pay allegiance to any single state but to a larger commu-
nity of believers, the ummabh.

What percentage of Indian Muslims favored an independent Pakistan
is still unclear, but there is no doubt that the most prominent community
leaders wanted a separate state—or at least staked out a claim for Pakistan
in the hope of winning concessions in the final round of negotiations. The
third towering figure of this group was Allama Igbal, who in his own way
propelled the idea of Pakistan forward as effectively as Jinnah or Sir Syed.

An eclectic figure who was a great and influential poet from Punjab,
Igbal did not fall into any single category. Caught between cultural
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conservatism and political reformism, his message was complex and sub-
tle. He, too, began as an advocate of Hindu-Muslim unity, and one of his
poems, Tarana-e-Hind (“Indian Anthem”) is still a popular song in India
(it begins: “Our Hindustan is the best place in the world . . .”). At the same
time, Igbal, more than Jinnah, anticipated the rage of contemporary Pak-
istanis, and much of his poetry and writing is a lament for the poor con-
dition to which India’s Muslims had fallen after their glorious past. Igbal
turned the idea of a separate homeland for India’s Muslims into a mass
movement, drawing intellectuals, professionals, and community leaders
into the fold. He heightened community pride—the community being
defined as the Muslims of India—and credibly argued that this commu-
nity desired and needed a separate state in which it could establish a South
Asian counterpart of the great Islamic empires of Persia and Arabia. For
Igbal, this state—he did not call it Pakistan—would not only solve India’s
Hindu-Muslim puzzle, it would awaken and re-create Islam, freeing it
from both alien Hinduism and obsolescent Islamic encrustations. At first
Igbal did not advocate a separate country, but one or more distinct com-
ponents in a federated India; if that was not possible, he declared in his
1930 presidential address to the Muslim League, then Indian Muslims
should seek a completely separate state via “concerted political action.”

Igbal’s idea of Pakistan was not based on a European model of a
nation-state, but on “an acute understanding that political power was
essential to the higher ends of establishing God’s law.”3° Like many of his
coreligionists, including those who set the stage for today’s Islamic parties,
Igbal saw territorial nationalism as a step toward a larger Islamic com-
munity, a vehicle for the perfection of Islam. By contrast, Jinnah envi-
sioned Pakistan as a “nation” consisting of Indian Muslims.

By the late 1930s Hindus and Muslims were on a collision course. In
1940 the learned B. R. Ambedkar, leader of India’s scheduled castes and
chief drafter of India’s constitution, anticipated the current India-Pakistan
rivalry, noting the two were like hostile states in an arms race, competing
in the establishment of militant groups, educational institutions, and polit-
ical parties: “Both appear to be preparing for war and each is watching the
‘preparations’ of the other.”3! Even the idea of reform in one community
threatened the other, he remarked: for Muslims, Hindu reform implied a
weakening of the traditional alliance between Muslims and India’s
untouchable population, while Hindus viewed Islam as a proselytizing
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religion, like Christianity, luring Hindus away from their civilizational
roots.*? These arguments echo today, as Hindu extremists launch a major
reconversion movement in India, arguing that Pakistan-sponsored terror-
ists are merely continuing the civilizational war waged by Muslim raiders
a thousand years ago.

Pakistan and the World

If there was any concern about South Asia’s security after partition, it
revolved around India’s status, not that of Pakistan. Very little thought was
given to the strategic implications of a new state of Pakistan. There were
so few Muslim officers, the British observed, that India and Pakistan
would have to enter into some form of military confederation, requiring
a British presence in Pakistan for many years to come. Though widely
held, the assumption that both India and Pakistan would remain depen-
dent upon Britain was tragically wrong. No proponent of the Pakistan
movement dreamed that Pakistan and India would become bitter enemies,
or that the armed forces of Pakistan would dominate Pakistani politics.
Before 1947 the regional security debate revolved around India’s secu-
rity in the face of an independent Pakistan, which would stand between
India and Afghanistan, on the one hand, and between India and the Soviet
Union, on the other. Could Pakistan maintain a viable army? Would it
serve as a bulwark for India against Soviet pressure or radical Islamic
movements? Jinnah and Igbal both believed that a new Pakistan would
enhance the defense of the subcontinent precisely because of its Muslim
and Islamic nature, arguing that security considerations strengthened the
case for Pakistan. According to Igbal, the Muslims of Punjab and the
Northwest Frontier Province would “be the best defenders of India against
a foreign invasion, be that invasion the one of ideas or bayonets. The
Punjab with 56 percent Muslim population supplies 54 percent of the
total combatant troops in the Indian army and (if the Gurkhas are
excluded) the Punjab contingent amounts to 62 percent of the whole.”3
Igbal disagreed that such a concentration of armed Muslims would
put pressure on India, as was feared by a number of his coreligionists
who supported the Congress. In a prophetic analysis of Pakistan’s strate-
gic future, a Muslim member of the Congress, Shaukatullah Ansari,
argued that Pakistan would have insufficient resources to defend itself
without outside help for it would face three conflicts involving two fronts.
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In the west there was a potential threat from both Russia and Afghanistan,
in the east from Japan and China, and in both the east and west from
India. Further, a united India would be a great power, whereas a divided
one would be as weak as Egypt, Burma, or “Siam,” and the British would
use an independent Pakistan to control India (this idea later resurfaced in
India, with the United States replacing Britain as the potentially control-
ling power).>* Ansari failed to persuade the Congress to concede a sub-
stantial degree of autonomy to the Muslims of a united India, perhaps as
a confederation.

In B. R. Ambedkar’s opinion, India actually stood to benefit from a sep-
arate Pakistan. For one thing, separation would leave most of the sub-
continent’s wealth in predominately Hindu India and make Pakistan, with
its poor resource base, a weak state. For another, India’s army would no
longer be dominated by Muslims (the British had drawn most of their
manpower from districts that would become Pakistan), and its primarily
Hindu civilian government would not be vulnerable to the army. “A safe
army,” Ambedkar commented, “is better than a safe border.”3*

One of Pakistan’s many ironies is that neither of its two greatest lead-
ers correctly foretold its strategic future. Igbal wrongly believed that the
Islamic nature of a new Pakistan would give it inherent strength. Instead,
Pakistan has had to draw power from its relationship with other states
and thus lacked the capacity to prevent the breakup of 1971. Jinnah, too,
was excessively optimistic in thinking that the minorities in Pakistan
would be hostages to good behavior, and that natural cultural and eco-
nomic linkages would strengthen relations between its various groups.
As Ambedkar correctly observed, Pakistan has always lacked the indus-
trial base to sustain a modern army, let alone the technological capacity
to develop a modern air force or navy, yet historical circumstances have
enabled its predominately Punjabi army to dominate Pakistani politics.
Meanwhile, India’s highly pluralistic officer corps remains both apolitical
and professional, and New Delhi can draw upon superior fiscal and mate-
rial resources.

A Tragic Victory

Though vaguely conceived, the idea of Pakistan did tie together the three
major Muslim communities of British India: those of East Bengal, Punjab,
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and the United Provinces. The Pakistan movement was not strong in the
Northwest Frontier Province or Sindh, or in India’s south. For seven years,
from the passage of the Lahore Resolution demanding a separate Pakistan
in 1940 to independence in 1947, the differences between these groups
were contained by Jinnah’s leadership. He negotiated both with the British
and with the Indian nationalists, winning enough victories at the polls to
make the claim for Pakistan credible.?®

Jinnah was fortunate in that the other two players in the drama were,
at their core, liberal. The Raj was a far cry from the brutal French regime
in Algeria, the Dutch in Indonesia, or the Portuguese in Africa. The Indian
National Congress, too, was a liberal organization—like the Muslim
League, it was led by a lawyer, and its firebrands were marginalized. While
the League’s fight for Pakistan has been mythologized as a titanic battle
against two implacable foes, the Raj and the Congress, it was in fact not
much of a struggle. This has contributed a great deal to Pakistan’s later
inclination toward constitutional structures and the rule of law—even
when it has been unable to sustain them.

As the economist-scholar Shahid Javed Burki notes, “The new state was
meant to achieve different things for different people: emancipation from
the Hindu landlords of the peasantry of Bengal and Assam; the creation
of new economic and political opportunities for the frustrated urban Mus-
lim classes of Delhi, Bombay, and the United and Central provinces; and
the establishment of an Islamic state” for the religiously minded in Sindh,
Punjab, and the Northwest Frontier Province.?” Pakistan as an idea was
successful enough to command support from many, but not all, of India’s
Muslims; as a blueprint for a state it was to founder on the rocks of these
different interests.

Ironically, a decision by the Indian National Congress helped turn the
idea of Pakistan—a longshot or a negotiating tactic, at best—into reality.
Whereas the Congress had supported Britain in World War I, in 1942 its
members, led by Gandhi, decided to launch the “Quit India” movement
and sat out the war in prison, demanding a promise of independence in
exchange for their support. Some prominent members even sympathized
with the Axis powers. As a result, the British relied on the Muslim League
to help them recruit soldiers to the Indian army—Punjabi Muslims were
the single largest recruitment class in the army—and gather Indian Mus-
lims to its own cause.
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The Congress’s nonparticipation in the war made the British wary.
Those in military and strategic circles in particular had to look after post-
war British imperial interests and vastly distrusted Gandhi and the Con-
gress Party. Though India was no longer the jewel in the imperial crown,
Britain still had colonies to India’s east and precious oil reserves to its
west. There was also some concern that India, led by the “leftist” Nehru,
might fall under Soviet influence.

The idea of Pakistan as an independent, pro-Western state remaining
under Western (that is, British) tutelage was thus quite attractive. For
many British strategists, the most secure foothold would be in an inde-
pendent Pakistan, with its loyal army and Western-leaning Muslim League
leadership.?® Whereas Pakistanis tend to emphasize the injustices and dis-
crimination that made separation necessary, Indian historians tend to
regard Pakistan as partly the product of this British imperial strategy, not
the result of a legitimate demand. The historical record is complex and
rich enough to support both interpretations, and as with so many other
events that conceptually divide the two states, debate continues to sur-
round the partition of British India.

The Idea of Pakistan

When two cultures collide, does one flee from the other, accommodate it,
ignore it, absorb it, yield to it, or try to destroy it?** Most Muslim rulers
on the subcontinent eventually accommodated their Hindu subjects, but
the coming of the British opened up the question once again, particularly
for Muslims. Since Hindus took to British education more readily than
Muslims, many Muslim elites felt overwhelmed by a devastating coalition
of British power and renascent Hinduism, which had been energized by
the tools of learning and power acquired from the British. Not only had
the Hindus transformed themselves but their numbers were so great that
Muslims could not even hope to maintain normal relations with them,
which could only be realized if Muslims had equal status or access to
skills, positions, and assets that would protect their special position in
India. Perhaps, there was also some fear of Hindu revenge for crimes
chronicled by Alberuni and others.

Though Igbal may have considered Pakistan part of a larger Islamic
rebirth, the spirit behind it also resembled the nation-state movement of
the nineteenth century, as reflected in Zionism or the Armenian national
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movement. More recent comparisons would include the Chechnyan,
Bosnian, and Palestinian movements, which also seek homelands for
oppressed minorities, and which have been strongly supported by
Pakistanis. The Indian National Congress, which made the comparison
with Israel, noted that both Zionism and the Pakistan movement identi-
fied their members by religion and professed tolerance for religious
minorities within the borders of the new state. Where they differ is that
Israel opens its doors to all coreligionists while Pakistan restricts entry of
Muslims from India and even Bangladesh. Even Jinnah did not foresee
Pakistan as a homeland for all of India’s Muslims.*

By making religion the basis for a separate nation-state, argued Pak-
istani nationalists, the new Muslim homeland would also be a progres-
sive state because Islam, unlike Hinduism, is a modern religion with a
proud position in history as the faith that brought to perfection the reli-
gions of the modern, advanced, scientific West, Judaism and Christian-
ity. Islam is part of this tradition, whereas Hinduism belongs to another
world, that of the complete nonbeliever. In the extreme view, Hindus
lack even the revelations of the other “people of the book”; their accom-
plishments were historically interesting but are not to be regarded as
modern or progressive.

This distinction between the world of Islam (in Arabic, world of sub-
mission or peace) and the remainder of mankind is central to Islamic
political thought. As discussed in subsequent chapters, Pakistani ideo-
logues believe that the acceptance of Islam and proper guidance enable
man to create a society of peace and justice on this earth. By contrast, they
contend, Hindus believe that Islam offers no hope of perfection, for the
world is in an era of decay and destruction—Kaliyug. In this scheme of
things, individual redemption through death and rebirth is a difficult and
slow process. Hindus profess no real faith, only a cynical opportunism
and a crude and misguided devotion to a thousand gods. As some Mus-
lims argued at the time of separation, if they could not rule over Hindus,
then they had to be shielded from Hindu influence, not by becoming a sep-
arate but equal society, but a separate and superior one.

For the more ardent supporters of Pakistan, the structure of the Hindu
caste system was further empirical evidence of the incompatibility between
Islam and Indian culture and of the need for a separate state. Like many
non-Hindus, they associated caste with varna, Hinduism’s theoretical four-
fold social hierarchy. At the same time, some Pakistanis prided themselves
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on Rajput or other high-caste origins, although a great number were con-
verts to Islam from lower Hindu castes. Thus they harbored a special
resentment toward “Hindu Brahmin” dominance and arrogance flowing
from being at the top of the system. Equally important in elite Pakistani
circles was the view that regional discord stems from the “Hindu mind,”
which is often characterized as scheming and devious, and compelled to
expand.*!

Another distinctive component of faith that shapes the view Pakistanis
have of their own country, its claims on Kashmir, and its relations with
India is Izzat, meaning pride and honor. Islam calls on individuals to live
honorable lives in accordance with their religious and moral principles.
The Pakistan movement and subsequent relations with India (and other
powers, especially the United States) suggest that Pakistan’s honor, and
therefore the honor of its citizens, is at stake in such issues as Kashmir,
India’s dominance, and Pakistan’s autonomy.** Any prospective normal-
ization of India-Pakistan relations and Kashmir affairs must address this
factor, just as it must reckon with India’s national identity.

Thus the idea of Pakistan rests on the elite Indian Muslim sense of
being culturally and historically distinct. This view descends in part from
the original Muslim invaders of the subcontinent, and in part from
the willingness of some to abandon corrupt Hinduism for a peaceful and
just Islam.

Although Islam is an egalitarian religion, the leadership of the Pak-
istan movement had difficulty accepting the democratic norm of one man,
one vote. Jinnah and others tirelessly argued that without some restraint
on majority power, Muslims would always be outvoted. Once the British
left, who would check the majority Hindu community? Jinnah strongly
opposed independence if it meant representative government based on
numbers: “three to one,” three Hindus for every Indian Muslim. Who, he
asked, would interpret and enforce the terms of the transfer of power
from Britain to India? “We come back to the same answer: the Hindu
majority would do it, and will it be with the help of the British bayonet
or Mr. Gandhi’s ‘Ahimsa’ [strategy of nonviolence]? Can we trust them
any more?”* Unyieldingly, Jinnah’s answer was no, no, and again no. Sar-
castically, he threw back Gandhi’s claim that the two men were brothers,
that Hindus, Muslims, Parsis, Harijans are all alike: “The only difference
is this, that brother Gandhi has three votes and I have only one vote.”**
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As far as Jinnah was concerned, “a thousand years of close contact,
nationalities which are as divergent today as ever cannot at any time be
expected to transform themselves into one nation merely by means of
subjecting them to a democratic constitution.” And, Jinnah added, Mus-
lims were not even minorities as the term is “commonly known and
understood,” since they were a majority in four of eleven British Indian
provinces.

Majoritarian democracy had no attractions for a minority divided by
language and sect, and with many coreligionists in the Congress Party
itself. This fundamental structural objection to democratic politics
explains why many Pakistanis of an older generation have strong reser-
vations about democracy and democratic politics as an end in itself.
Democracy threatened the minority Muslim community, forcing it to
establish its own political order, Pakistan. But proponents of the idea of
Pakistan had not looked too closely at the contradiction between the edu-
cated, Westernized leadership of the Pakistan movement (many of whom
claimed descent from the original Muslim invaders) and the much larger
numbers of the poor and the converted. Pakistan’s leadership eventually
split on the question of democracy—guided, basic, and otherwise—when
the poorer (but more populous) half of Pakistan claimed its right to rule
the whole state.

Glorious Past, Glorious Future?

The Pakistani movement bequeathed to the state of Pakistan a number of
identities. First, Pakistan was clearly “Indian,” in that the strongest sup-
porters of the idea of Pakistan identified themselves as culturally Indian,
although in opposition to Hindu Indians. This Indian dimension of Pak-
istan’s identity has been systematically overlooked by contemporary Pak-
istani politicians and scholars. Even Pakistan’s Buddhist heritage is
ignored, even though a good number in both East and West Pakistan con-
verted to Buddhism, and present-day Pakistan has many impressive Bud-
dhist pilgrimage sites.

Second, the idea of Pakistan implied that Pakistan would be a modern
extension of the great Islamic empires of South Asia, whose physical rem-
nants still dominate the subcontinental landscape. From the Red Forts of
Delhi and Agra to the Taj Mahal and the spectacular ruins of Golconda
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in southern India, there was compelling evidence of recent Islamic great-
ness. Many prominent Indian Muslim families traced their lineage back to
particular invasions of the subcontinent, or to a distinguished ancestor’s
conversion from Hinduism to Islam.

Third, Pakistan was also a legatee of British India, sharing in the 200-
year-old tradition of the Raj. This itself was a complex identity, as British
India had incorporated Turkish, Persian, and Hindu practices into its own
structure.

Fourth, because of its cultural links with Central Asia, strategists such
as Jinnah viewed Pakistan as a boundary land between the teeming
masses of India and the vastness of Central Asia. Such a Pakistan, with
its strong military tradition, was to serve as the guardian of South Asia.
In subsequent years Pakistani strategists and their American and British
counterparts came to see Pakistan as a balance to both the Soviet Union
and the pro-Soviet government of India (eventually, China came to hold
the same view).

Fifth, since Pakistan was also to be part of the Islamic world, it would
share in one way or another the ummabh’s destiny. As a result, it had a spe-
cial interest in the persecution of Muslim minorities in the rest of the
world. Pakistan was, in brief, blessed with many assets, several great tra-
ditions, and a number of potential identities. It was Jinnah who wove
these attributes together, arguing that without a separate Muslim home-
land, South Asia would be mired in conflict and vulnerable to outside
pressure. For him, the past pointed to the future. Pakistan would be a
democratic, liberal, and just state. It would live peaceably with its minor-
ity Hindu population, and relations with India would be normal, possibly
encompassing regional cooperation. How was this vision realized during
the subsequent fifty-plus years of Pakistan the state?



CHAPTER TWO

THE STATE
OF PAKISTAN

The British plan to partition the Indian subcontinent into
two dominions—India and Pakistan—was announced on June 3, 1947,
and accelerated the time frame for independence by six or more months,
with the date for transfer of power set for August 15. Few believed that
a clean, uncomplicated break was possible in that shortened period. They
were correct; of all the schemes that had been discussed over the years, the
plan to create a single Muslim state with two wings, separated by 1,000
miles of Indian territory, was perhaps the most problematic to implement
and certainly unprecedented. This kind of geography required perfect
Indian cooperation to make the idea work, but many Indian leaders were
all too eager to ensure that the new state of Pakistan would have a short
life. The Indian leadership differed sharply on the entire question of par-
tition: Gandhi opposed it, but Nehru and other Indian leaders such as Sar-
dar Patel accepted it for fear the British might decide to give the hundreds
of princely states the option of independence, which would certainly have
weakened the coherence of their new Indian state. Moreover, they
expected Pakistan to fail.

The State of Pakistan: Assets and Liabilities

In the event, Pakistan was the first state created after World War II, on
August 14, 1947, and India’s independence came one day later. Pakistan
was immediately identified as a migrant state born amid massive bloodshed
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and carrying many liabilities. At the same time, it boasted a strong bureau-
cratic and legal tradition, an unthreatening military, a powerful uniting
figure (Jinnah), and an important strategic position, among other assets.

The India Act of 1935 provided the legal framework for Pakistan until
1956, when the state passed its own constitution. The act had established
parliamentary governments at the central and provincial levels and had
divided power between them, also giving each the authority to collect
taxes. In some areas—notably East Bengal, Punjab, Sindh, and the settled
parts of the Northwest Frontier Province (NWFP)—the British had also
established a comprehensive system of courts and local bureaucracies.
Since much of the NWFP was the home of Pashtun tribes that had never
been directly ruled by the British, however, it was allowed to keep a sys-
tem of tribal governance, and the Pakistan government, like the British
before it, sent political agents to deal with the population.!

The total strength of the pre-independence Indian civil service (ICS) had
been no more than 1,400 individuals, and of these only about 80 came to
Pakistan.? The service was renamed the civil service of Pakistan (CSP), and
Pakistan recruited many former British officials to stay on in the civil ser-
vices and police (7 of the top 27 senior civilian officials were still British
in 1950). Most of the ICS officers who came to Pakistan were from north-
ern India, or, in the case of East Pakistan, from the Bengal cadre of the
ICS. While Pakistan remained short on manpower, those who did arrive
were fully imbued with the British administrative tradition and within a
few years replicated it, down to the tough recruitment standards and high-
quality training academies.

Pakistan’s strategic importance had been recognized by the British well
before partition. With memories of the Indian National Congress’s oppo-
sition to World War II still fresh and the likelihood that Pakistan would
be cool toward Britain and its Western allies, the British thought it criti-
cal to maintain the remnants of their Far Eastern possessions. Americans,
too, came to see the strategic value of West Pakistan’s location—particu-
larly as a possible bomber base on the Soviet Union’s southern flank. This
perception eventually led to close ties between the West and Pakistan’s
fledgling army, but for the first ten years the army was too small and too
junior to play any role other than a military one; it did, however, become
a conduit for Western influence.

Pakistan’s aforementioned liabilities quickly made themselves felt. Not
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only did the government have to bridge two wings over a thousand miles
of now-hostile Indian territory, but in large parts of the country it had lit-
tle or no influence. Tribal leaders had the ultimate authority over who and
what traversed their territory, and they managed tribal affairs by tradi-
tional laws through the tribal council, or jirga. This was especially the case
in NWFP and large parts of Baluchistan and Sindh. These regions had
either been lightly governed or not governed at all by the British and con-
tained some of the most regressive princely states in the subcontinent. Fifty-
seven years after independence, ordinary travel without government per-
mission is discouraged in much of the NWFP and parts of Baluchistan, and
in Sindh even government officials have to pay protection money to gangs.

Economically, Pakistan had no significant raw materials or exports
other than jute (used for carpet backing and sacks). The jute industry,
which had flourished during World War II, was soon challenged and then
overtaken by other materials; in any case, there were few mills in the East
Wing because the center of jute processing, Calcutta, had remained in
India. To make matters worse, Bengal had just suffered a historic famine
caused by British mismanagement of transportation and food supplies.
Although Pakistan’s breadbasket, the Punjab, was (and remains) very
prosperous, until the 1960 Indus Waters Treaty it did not have a reliable
flow of water for irrigation.

Jinnah of Pakistan

After August 1947, Jinnah of India became Jinnah of Pakistan, a man des-
perately trying to assemble a modern nation-state, a task that became
monumental in the aftermath of partition. Jinnah’s divisive rhetoric and
acceptance of extralegal procedures suddenly gave way to a vision of a
democratic Pakistan that would be tolerant of religious minorities, socially
progressive, and constitutionally modern in the Western sense. Jinnah
died appalled by the hatred and bloodshed generated by partition, des-
perately concerned about the difficulties that Pakistan would face in estab-
lishing a modern state.’?

While he left no document outlining his plans for the new state, Jinnah
had given several important addresses that constitute benchmarks in the
history of both the state and the idea of Pakistan. The most remarkable
aspect of these later speeches was their secular character.
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Box 2-1. Secularism

In Pakistani parlance, Jinnah is not called a “secular” leader, although his
personal habits were quite secular and he did advocate the practical sepa-
ration of religion and personal life, even as he worked toward the creation
of an “Islamic” Pakistan. Subsequently, the term “mainstream” has been
used to describe Jinnah’s mixture of Islam and secularism; the term “liberal”
is often used pejoratively by self-proclaimed Islamists, as is “secular,” both
carrying the implication of not being fully committed to the idea of an
Islamic state.

For a man who had emphasized the differences between Muslims and
Hindus right up to independence, Jinnah pointedly urged the new Pak-
istanis—Hindu, Sikh, and Christian, as well as Muslim, to forget the past
and work together “in a spirit that every one of you, no matter to what
community he belongs, no matter what relations he had with you in the
past, no matter what is his colour, caste or creed, is first, second, and last
a citizen of this State with equal rights, privileges and obligations, there
will be no end to the progress you will make.”* (At this time Pakistan had
a small Christian and Parsi minority, no more than 5 percent of the total.
Less than a million Hindus stayed behind in West Pakistan, but East Pak-
istan’s population was approximately 20 percent Hindu.) Whether Sunni,
Shi’ia, Bengalis, Tamils, Pathans, Punjabis, or Hindus of any caste—not
to mention Christians or Parsis—all residents of the new state were Pak-
istanis, Jinnah proclaimed, and he urged cooperation. Pointedly, he told
the assembly that if India had been imbued with this spirit, it would have
been independent years earlier. Without this sense of tolerance, he implied,
the new state would be in danger.

Despite their import, Jinnah’s fine words had little impact: they were
delivered just as a historically unprecedented 6 million to 8 million
refugees poured into Pakistan.’ Jinnah had sought out and welcomed
trained Indian Muslims but had not reckoned on a mass migration of the
dispossessed, the fearful, and the deprived, many of whom fled to Pakistan
not out of idealism but out of terror. A few speeches could not erase four
decades of emphasis on the differences between Hindus and Muslims,
and the threat to Muslims from the larger community. As Shahid Burki
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questioned, “How could Muslims cease to be Muslims and Hindus cease
to be Hindus in the political sense when the religions to which they
belonged were, in Jinnah’s passionately held belief, so utterly different
from one another? Was Jinnah giving up the two-nation theory, the ideo-
logical foundation of the state of Pakistan?”¢ The fact is, he was a prag-
matic leader trained in the British constitutional framework, scornful of
the religious leaders who had opposed the idea of Pakistan—and who in
turn castigated him for being irreligious.

Jinnah’s mission was to establish internal cohesion. On the surface, at
least, he showed no concern about India-Pakistan relations, and he evi-
dently had no Kashmir policy. He foresaw cooperation, despite the per-
sonal strains between him and the Congress leadership and the rivalry
between the Muslim League and the Congress:

The Dominion of Pakistan and the Dominion of India should co-
ordinate for the purpose of playing their part in international affairs
and the developments that may take place, and also it is of vital
importance to Pakistan and India, as independent sovereign States,
to collaborate in a friendly way jointly to defend their frontiers both
on land and sea against any aggression. But this depends entirely on
whether Pakistan and India can resolve their own differences and
grave domestic issues in the first instance. In other words, if we can
put our house in order internally, then we may be able to play a very
great part externally in all international affairs.”

Jinnah’s secular vision of Pakistan was embedded in the state’s British-
derived constitution. Though watered down over the years, the constitu-
tion has been carefully tended by a series of inventive legal minds, begin-
ning with Jinnah himself, a lawyer by profession. They have maintained
the facade of constitutionalism during each military takeover and the
more repressive civilian governments. A key figure in providing such con-
tinuity was Syed Sharifuddin Pirzada, a Bombay lawyer who became Jin-
nah’s personal assistant and legal adviser to every Pakistani military gov-
ernment since. Of the constitutional changes, the blasphemy laws and the
laws declaring the Ahmediyyas to be non-Muslims are stains on the
Jinnah-of-Pakistan model: they have been used to systematically persecute
and punish Pakistanis who do not conform to a narrow, Sunni-dominated
vision of Islam.®



The State of Pakistan 45

Elements of Jinnah’s latter-day secular outlook are also evident in Pak-
istan’s courts, newspapers, and universities, despite decades of institu-
tional decay. The large and influential nongovernmental organization
(NGO) community also hearkens back to Jinnah’s earliest dream of a
society with a commitment to positive social change, although it also indi-
cates that the Pakistani state failed to meet the basic needs of its citizens
in the fields of health, education, civil liberties, and social equality—all
areas emphasized by Jinnah in his final speeches.

Would Jinnah recognize the Pakistan of today? Perhaps, but just barely.
Several of the religious parties that opposed him in 1947 now govern in
two provinces, while Pakistan is governed by a politically powerful army,
not by the mainstream parties of persuasion similar to his own; Jinnah
would certainly see army rule and the disproportionate influence of the
Islamists as an aberration, and he would undoubtedly be distressed about
Pakistan’s distorted economy and the loss of more than half of Pakistan
after a civil war and Indian intervention. Perhaps most troubling, accord-
ing to one perceptive student of Pakistani politics, would have been the
way in which his image and his reputation were appropriated by those
attempting to create a state at variance with his hopes and expectations;
after all, Jinnah’s “was a middle of the road approach which viewed Islam
as a civilization and culture, a social order, and a source of law, rather than
a set of punitive, regulative, and extractive codes.”®

Out of India

Partition and the horrific violence that accompanied it had important
consequences for both the idea and the state of Pakistan.'® First came a
mass migration that changed the power balance in what was to become
West Pakistan. Support for the Muslim League and a separate Muslim
state had been strongest in North India, where Muslims had been in a
minority. However, Pakistan was established on the periphery of the sub-
continent, where Muslims were in a majority but support for Pakistan was
weak."" The upshot was that the strongest supporters of Pakistan migrated
in huge numbers to the new state (significant among the minorities were
the Mohajirs, Urdu-speakers from North and Central India, who flooded
into the West Wing). These individuals were more educated, urbanized,
professionally qualified, and experienced in the ways of the British Indian
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bureaucracy than the local population; the incoming trading communities
possessed significant capital as well. The refugees thus gained control of
the government, bureaucracy, and business in the West Wing, while the
traditional Punjabi and Pathan leadership—the descendants of the Union-
ists who had controlled the politics of pre-independence Punjab—were
frozen out. Also taking shape was the “triad” consisting of the army, the
bureaucracy, and the feudal landlords that came to dominate the politics
and social life of the Indus basin, and that today “continues to exercise
inordinate influence over public and economic affairs.”!?

Second, partition confirmed many Pakistanis’ worst fears about India,
especially among migrants, who by 1951 constituted approximately 10
percent of all Pakistanis.'> Though the Congress and Muslim League had
struggled against each other in the courts and the legislatures of British
India, they were both fundamentally oriented toward constitutionalism
and unprepared for the violence unleashed by partition. Minorities were
attacked on both sides of the newly drawn international border, and eth-
nic cleansing was commonplace. Memories of these events remain vivid
from generation to generation, especially among the deeply affected pop-
ulations of parts of northern India and the major cities of what was then
the West Wing of Pakistan and is now the state of Pakistan.

Many refugees nurtured, as their descendants still do, a deep hatred
against “Hindu India” or “artificial Pakistan.”'* From the perspective of
the new Pakistani elite, the ensuing violence simply proved how right they
had been to seek a separate country. Although they saw their struggle in
historical and practical terms, not as a theological quest, and people dif-
fered over what it meant to be a Pakistani, the new state was the promised
land and was rooted in an idea validated by the state’s very existence. Sub-
sequent wars were further evidence of the justness of their cause, repre-
senting further Indian attempts to strangle the state of Pakistan and renew
Hindu oppression of Muslims. By 1965 and 1971 the vision of Pakistan as
a homeland had long been supplanted by that of Pakistan as a fortress—
an armed redoubt guarded by the Pakistan army, safe from predatory
India. Nothing illustrated this more pointedly than the Kashmir conflict,
which was both a cause and a consequence of India-Pakistan hostility.

Third, partition made evident how necessary the state’s institutions
were to protecting the basic interests of citizens of the new state. The
Muslim League was ineffective in providing relief and rehabilitation aid
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to the West Wing. The task of protecting and caring for the émigrés hence
fell to Pakistani bureaucrats and young army officers. They performed
their impossible task with valor, and the experience propelled them to the
new state’s center stage.

The army further demonstrated its importance in October 1948, with
the eruption of the first India-Pakistan war in Kashmir. The senior com-
manding officers were still British, thus limiting the scope of operations,
but the army acquitted itself well and quickly assumed its place as one of
Pakistan’s central institutions. Although their former British commanders
believed the officers who had come to the Pakistan army were not as well
qualified on average as those of the new Indian army, the force did well
enough, and subsequent retelling of the drama did much to burnish its
reputation.

Partition had a fourth consequence that underscored the theme of
betrayal in relations between the two new states, which carried back to
when both the Muslim League and the Congress had struggled for inde-
pendence while competing against each other. Pakistanis considered
India’s failure to adhere to the terms of partition as the supreme betrayal.
India had not only defaulted on the division of assets, but it had also con-
nived with the British to manipulate the international boundary between
the two states and persuaded some of the rulers of the princely states to
accede to India rather than Pakistan. Further, India had unfairly moved its
forces to the princely state of Jammu and Kashmir (see the next section).

Ironically, though Gandhi and Jinnah had been rivals, it was Gandhi
who undertook a fast unto death (begun on January 13, 1948) to protest
India’s retention of Pakistan’s assets and Hindu and Sikh attacks on Mus-
lims in India. Indeed, the Hindu extremist who assassinated Gandhi
thought he was too pro-Pakistani. Such events demonstrate the tight
linkage between separatism, terrorism, and foreign policy throughout
South Asia.

Betrayal is a pronounced leitmotiv of Pakistani explanations for the
state’s problems perhaps because it runs through early Muslim history
wherever experiments at statehood have failed. Like many other Arab and
Islamic populations, Pakistanis have found it difficult to establish or retain
a modern state. As Akbar S. Ahmed notes, Muslims feel that the West,
having a hand in this outcome, has stripped them of dignity and honor, but
they confusingly equate the restoration of honor with violence.'
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Box 2-2. Left Behind

The creation of Pakistan made organized politics by India’s large Muslim
minority difficult. For decades they found a home in the Congress Party—
then a Brahmin-led party that had great strength among both Muslims and
the Scheduled Castes. Whenever a crisis with Pakistan has occurred, or
whenever Kashmir flares up, all eyes have turned to India’s Muslim popu-
lation for their reaction. In some instances, such as cheering for visiting Pak-
istani cricket teams, it has been defiant, and intended to irritate Hindu
nationalists; but when India normalized relations with Israel, few if any
Muslim voices arose in protest. The loyalty of Indian Muslims is openly
questioned by Hindu nationalists, including elements of the Bharatiya
Janata Party, who also consider the Aligarh Muslim University (the intel-
lectual base for the Pakistan movement) suspect. This has led to a fresh
spurt of migration by educated Indian Muslims, not to Pakistan but to the
West and to the Middle East. However, Indian Muslims have found a place
in a few sectors, notably entertainment and films; some have ventured into
politics, and India’s wealthiest person, the software entrepreneur Aziz Pre-
mji, is Muslim. Furthermore, three Indian presidents have been Muslims,
and the community is well represented in the diplomatic services, although
its contribution to the army is small.

The fifth consequence of partition stemmed from the uneven migration
of Indian Muslims to Pakistan and the large numbers left behind (see box
2-2). While some Pakistanis consider their state incomplete because it
does not encompass all of the Muslims of South Asia, the fact is that
India’s remaining Muslims now constitute the world’s largest minority
population and may actually outnumber the Muslims in Pakistan. For a
state whose creation was justified as necessary for the continued survival
of South Asian Muslims, the presence of these Muslims on the other side
of the border is inconvenient.

Sixth, partition transformed the economies of the regions that became
Pakistan.'® As mentioned earlier, at the outset Pakistan did not have a sig-
nificant industrial and business sector. Furthermore, only 1 percent of its
national income was generated in industries that used power and
employed at least twenty workers. With the exception of the great trad-
ing communities in Western India, the Muslims in undivided India had
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played no part in industry and the capital sector. Whereas Hindu and
Parsi businesses had collaborated with British industry and trade to take
advantage of the new economic opportunities, the traditional business
communities were the early competitors of the East India Company and
thus subjected to biased trading practices.

Most significant was the absence of Muslims in banking, partly because
Islam prohibited usury, but also because capitalism had not yet evolved in
its communities. Though India’s Muslim businesses used credit instru-
ments extensively, there was no interest-bearing mass system channeling
small savings into large investments. This incapacity to pool small savings
to make large industrial investments has continued to haunt Pakistan: the
country’s savings rate has been significantly less than that of comparable
economies in Asia.

Furthermore, the overwhelming majority of businesses in the regions of
the subcontinent that became Pakistan had been owned by non-Muslims,
most of whom had fled to India.'” In West Pakistan as a whole, 80 per-
cent of industrial firms had been owned by non-Muslims. In Karachi, the
first city of Pakistan, 80 percent of the landed property and the over-
whelming proportion of the foreign trade had been controlled by non-
Muslims. In Lahore alone, 167 of 215 Indian-owned factories had
belonged to non-Muslims. In East Pakistan, a Hindu trading caste, the
Marwaris, had controlled almost all trade and industry—though the
Hindu exodus from East Pakistan was not as dramatic or complete as
from the West Wing. By way of example, Karachi’s population of 600,000
in 1947 was equally divided between Muslims and Hindus, but by 1951
only 4,400 Hindus remained in a population then in excess of 1 million.

The exodus of Hindu merchants and business families living in what
would become Pakistan was matched by a heavy migration of Muslim
business families leaving India out of fear for their lives and property.
The Indian state of Gujarat experienced the largest outflow, but Bombay
and Calcutta also saw important families depart.

Gujarat, for example, had been home to the Muslim Habib family,
which had been prominent in the finance and gold trading community in
undivided India. Jinnah himself belonged to a similar community. The
family’s Habib Bank, founded in 1941, was the first to be owned by Mus-
lims in the subcontinent. Mohammed Ali Habib, the head of the House
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of Habib and owner of the bank, reportedly presented Jinnah with a
blank check to finance the new state until India delivered its share of
financial resources, and Jinnah wrote in the figure of Rs 80 million.'8

Other families that supported the Muslim League included the Ispaha-
nis and Adamjees of Calcutta.’ The Adamjees had set up a successful
Indian-owned jute mill in an industry dominated by the British and decided
to migrate because partition was going to separate their mills from the
jute-producing lands of East Bengal. While they established new mills in
East Pakistan, the family itself migrated to West Pakistan.

Another old Calcutta Muslim family that moved to Pakistan was the
Saigols. Unlike the Adamjees and the Habibs, the Saigols were from Pun-
jab, where they dominated the leather-tanning business, a trade avoided by
Hindus because of the ritual pollution associated with handling animal
hides. From leather the Saigols had expanded into the rubber industry and
set up one of the first Indian-owned rubber factories. Following partition,
the Saigols moved to Lahore in West Punjab to build the country’s second
textile mill, and Rafique Saigol, the son of patriarch Amin Saigol, became
a cabinet minister. One Saigol brother remained in India to manage family
businesses there, but the Indian government expropriated them as enemy
property during the 1965 war.

Most émigré business families belonging to the traditional trading com-
munities of Gujarat resettled in Karachi, turning the sleepy port city into
the business capital of the country and eventually a huge metropolis. They
quickly filled the gap left by Hindu traders. A smaller number of Punjabi-
owned businesses resettled in the Lahore-Lyallpur (now Faisalabad) belt,
making the first major investments in industry.

The contribution of these families should not be underestimated. Both
the Bengalis in East Pakistan and the Urdu-speaking Mohajirs (together
with the Punjabi working class and the Islamists) in West Pakistan
protested the concentration of wealth in their hands, but it was the entre-
preneurial skill and capital of these business communities that enabled
Pakistan to develop the rudiments of an industrial sector after partition.

Though Pakistan did not inherit an industrial base, the areas that
became Pakistan in 1947 produced large agricultural surpluses. The irri-
gation canal system built by the British in the Indus River basin had turned
the arid plains of northwest India into fields of cotton, wheat, and rice,
and many of the lands had been settled by retired officers and other ranks
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of the British Indian army. This created an enormous agricultural surplus
in the region. The biggest cash crop in the area was cotton—a crop that
Pakistan depends on to this day. The cotton fed the textile mills of Ahmed-
abad and Bombay. East Pakistan had a largely jute-and-rice economy sim-
ilarly tied to Calcutta’s jute mills and accounted for the bulk of the world’s
jute production.

Once the dust of partition settled, however, these earlier economic link-
ages were severed. The two countries could not agree on an exchange
rate mechanism, effectively making it difficult to maintain integrated agri-
cultural-business operations across the border, and both the cotton and
jute industries came unstuck. West Pakistan could not process the cotton
it produced, and East Pakistan could not process its jute.

The Pakistani economy may have had its prospects, but these structural
problems stood in the way, as soon became evident. Pakistan suffered
more than India; with the exception of Calcutta, which lost most of its
hinterland and went into steep decline as a commercial and manufactur-
ing center, India adapted reasonably well to the bifurcation of what once
had been a vast, integrated economy.

The Kashmir Curse

All of the early arguments in favor of Pakistan and the experience of par-
tition found their ultimate expression in the dispute over Kashmir, a Mus-
lim-majority state ruled by a Hindu maharaja. After partition, the ruler
was faced with an invasion of tribal warriors sent from the NWFP. He
invited the Indian army to repel the invaders—but India first demanded
his accession, which he provided. Thus Kashmir became the only Muslim-
majority state in India.

Pakistani attitudes hardened when India reversed its pledge to the
United Nations to allow a plebiscite in which Kashmiris could choose
between India and Pakistan.?® India had already sent forces in because it
said tribal invaders had been dispatched from Pakistan’s NWFP. Paki-
stanis acknowledge the move, but argue that it was done without Jinnah’s
knowledge, and that in any case India had also demonstrated its bad
intentions by invading Junagadh, a princely state that had acceded to
Pakistan, and by its reluctance to give Pakistan a fair share of assets from
British India.
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For first-generation Pakistanis, Kashmir was not a territorial or strate-
gic concern—although it later became both as Kashmir came to symbol-
ize the idea of Pakistan as a homeland for South Asian Muslims. India’s
reluctance to permit Kashmiri self-determination seemed to demonstrate
both the correctness and justice of the two-nation theory, and to demon-
strate the continued antagonism toward all of Pakistan and the cruelty
toward its own Muslim citizens.

For many Pakistanis, but especially that first generation, Kashmir’s
captivity conjured up vivid images of oppression. Seven years before he
became prime minister, the charismatic and demagogic politician Zulfiqar
Ali Bhutto called Kashmir the “handsome head of the body of Pakistan”
held by India “against all norms of morality” because it wanted to keep
a Muslim majority area out of Pakistan, thus negating the two-nation
theory.?! Cruder and more virulent descriptions of Kashmir are also com-
mon, often supported by state propaganda organs.

This rhetoric resonated among Pakistanis who suffered during parti-
tion. It resonates even today. The staunchest advocates of the idea of Pak-
istan (in contrast to those who take a more relaxed view as citizens of
Pakistan) feel that their identity is wrapped up in the fate of Kashmir, a
region that reflects their own personal and political histories. For some,
Kashmir is also the key to unraveling India. If India gave up Kashmir, then
Indian Muslims would also come to Pakistan—or would at least achieve
a separate status within a restructured Indian confederation. Whereas
Indians regard the creation of Bangladesh as the death-knell of the two-
nation theory, many Pakistanis now believe that the existence of two
Islamic states in South Asia is compatible with the original Pakistan move-
ment—a few hardliners even look forward to the day India might be bro-
ken up, adding to the list of independent South Asian Muslim states. In
effect, they have come to agree with Choudhary Rahmat Ali’s vision of
many Muslim states in South Asia—Pakistan being joined by Bangladesh
(he called it Bangistan), a new Kashmir, and perhaps an “Osmanistan”
(the former princely state of Hyderabad, now incorporated in India’s
Andhra Pradesh), and others.

Interestingly, some of the most intense supporters of Kashmiri libera-
tion are those who suffered under various military regimes or at the hands
of Zulfigar Ali Bhutto. Kashmir’s liberation is a cause that justifies their
uprooting and suffering; their anger at martial law during the Zia regime



The State of Pakistan 53

could be channeled into support for Kashmir. They see a link between
their own private agony, India’s policies on Kashmir, and the neutral or
unhelpful policies of such countries as the United States. Because Amer-
ica failed to even acknowledge the brutal suppression of Kashmiri rights,
it has, by extension, treated lightly the suffering of non-Kashmiris who
supported the Pakistan movement. A good example of this reasoning is
provided by Z. A. Suleri, a close associate of Jinnah and an active Mus-
lim Leaguer.?? For Suleri and his generation, the key issues were justice and
truth, not strategy and security: “When the Quaid was asked about the
economic viability of Pakistan he said: ‘we will worry about that when the
time comes.” We will worry about the impact of a free Kashmir when the
time comes; you know, Kashmiris were never known as people who would
fight, but look at them now!”2?

To be sure, much of this vocal support is bravado, especially when
coming from civilians. The army leadership would not risk the future
of Pakistan over Kashmir, and until the 1989 Kashmir uprising, few
thought that Kashmir’s status would ever change (there is also a degree of
cultural disdain, especially by Punjabis, for the nonmartial Kashmiris).
Army officers speak of aid to the Kashmiri liberation movement but basi-
cally see it as a guerrilla struggle, which must therefore be waged by the
Kashmiris, not outsiders. This has not prevented Pakistan from support-
ing Kashmiri militants and facilitating the movement into Kashmir (and
India) of Punjabis and others who would like to join the fight against
India, but the motive is as much to bleed India as to hope that Kashmir
can be wrested from India.

For years, this seemed to be a no-lose position. If Kashmiris failed to
achieve their freedom, then it was because they were insufficiently moti-
vated, despite their just grievances against Indian perfidy. If Kashmiris
are successful, then this can only be to Pakistan’s advantage—it would val-
idate the two-nation theory. There has thus been no serious civilian think-
ing about the actual strategic consequences of an independent Kashmir—
how it would affect Pakistan’s relations with Central Asia, Russia,
Afghanistan, China, and India, and possibly other potential new states
carved out of India or Pakistan, or how it would affect separatist demands
from Sindhis or Baluch.

Pakistan has had a military strategy for Kashmir but not a political one,
except to try to embarrass India in international forums. It has tried to
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wrest Kashmir away from India by force several times, and more recently
it has used proxy war and militants to force India to come to the negoti-
ating table. These policies have not worked, and Pakistanis have yet to
examine carefully the kind of compromise settlement on Kashmir that
they would be willing to accept.

Over the years, Kashmir has become part of the Pakistani identity—at
least, of those Pakistanis who focus on strategic and security issues,
notably the army—and it raises deep passions and emotions, especially
among the large Kashmiri population in important Pakistani cities. The
obsession with Kashmir for over fifty years can be said to have seriously
damaged Pakistan’s prospects as a state, but it is a cost that several gen-
erations of Pakistani leaders have been willing to pay, and the same can
be said of their Indian counterparts.

The Struggle to Build a State

Pakistan was unstable from the outset. Jinnah’s vision of a liberal Pakistan
lacked roots, perhaps because he came to it so late, and was but one of the
competing ideas put forth—especially by the Islamists and the state’s var-
ious ethnolinguistic groups. (Ironically, this state created on the basis of
religious fraternity chose Urdu as the national language, which was not
the mother tongue of any Pakistani living in the provinces that became
Pakistan, but of the Mohajirs who came from northern India.)

After independence no consensus emerged on the idea of Pakistan until
one was imposed by the military, and even it proved elusive. Having failed
to establish enduring and credible political institutions, Pakistan contin-
ued to face instability. Actually, a number of factors were to blame:

—The fledgling state suffered an immediate leadership crisis: Jinnah
died on September 11, 1948, and his chief lieutenant, Liaquat Ali Khan,
was assassinated on October 16, 1951.

—The Muslim League soon fractured: its leaders, newly arrived from
India, lacked a political base in the provinces that became West Pakistan.

—In West Pakistan, the newly arrived Mohajirs favored a more or less
secular state, laissez-faire economy, and liberal politics. By contrast, Mus-
lim Leaguers from the NWEFP, Punjab, Baluchistan, and Sindh tended to
favor Islamization, a state-managed economy, and a go-slow policy
toward land reform.
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—In East Pakistan, 1,000 miles away, the Bengali wing of the Muslim
League lost its influence in the party and national politics when ousted by
a loose assemblage of opposition groups in provincial elections in 1954.

—There were deep differences between the populations of the East and
West Wings: the former was almost entirely Bengali, while the latter was
divided among several linguistic groups, with almost half being Punjabi.

—ZEast Pakistanis (mainly Bengalis) were an overall majority and
believed in the logic of majority rule, which put the less populous West at
risk of permanent subordination to its Bengali fraction, which was poorer
and in some quarters culturally denigrated.

Although it may not have lived up to its founders’ expectations, Pak-
istan did move ahead economically, in stride with the much larger India,
and established its own international identity. Three factors contributed
to these successes.

First, Pakistanis had an intense underdog desire to disprove Indian
predictions that their state would fail. The Indian National Congress had
accepted partition grudgingly, expecting a fairly immediate collapse.
By merely staying afloat, Pakistanis felt they were defying India. This
psychology is evident even today in the third post-independence genera-
tion, particularly in cricket and sports rivalries and in public declarations
of Pakistani nuclear prowess, which is why it was so difficult for the gov-
ernment to move against the hero of Pakistan’s nuclear program, A. Q.
Khan, when it was revealed in 2004 that he had been selling (as well as
buying) nuclear secrets around the world.

Second, several policy issues it faced had the effect of strengthening the
state and reinforcing the idea behind it. One of these was Kashmir. Of
greater interest to West Pakistanis than those in the East Wing, Kashmir
seemed to confirm the core rationale for Pakistan—that Muslims could
not live peacefully or safely in a Hindu-dominated India. Further, their
dependency on India, the upper riparian, united both East and West
Pakistanis.?*

Finally, Pakistan received significant outside economic and diplomatic
support because it had early on decided to join two Western-sponsored
military alliances, the Central Treaty Organization (CENTO) and the
Southeast Asian Treaty Organization (SEATO). From 1954 to 1965 Pak-
istan was allowed to purchase weapons and received a mixture of military
assistance in the form of grants and aid (weapons sold at concessional
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rates, or with reduced interest). This enabled it to build a modern army
and a very efficient air force whose quality was enhanced by cooperative
arrangements with several Gulf states. After Pakistan joined these Western-
sponsored military pacts, however, the Indian attitude, never generous,

hardened.

The Disinterest in Democracy

The difficulty of reconciling the idea of Pakistan with the requirements of
a new democratic state was most evident in the failure to establish a func-
tioning constitution or hold regular and consequential elections, both
requirements for democracy. Although the idea of Pakistan included a
nominally democratic Pakistan and there was agreement on the term,
pressure began building to abridge or abort democracy. Most of the key
power players in Pakistan respected democracy and wished Pakistan to be
democratic, but they were not willing to make it so. These included the
army, which admired democracy in the abstract but found it troubling in
practice; civilian bureaucrats, who tended to equate democracy with civil-
ian governments in which they played a major role; and the left, which
advocated democracy in theory but also had authoritarian inclinations.

In fact, many groups in Pakistan lacked even a nominal commitment
to democratic forms, let alone substance. The large landowners and rural
elites, the so-called feudals of Pakistan, were dismissive of democracy,
and many favored an undivided India—some had property on both sides
of the international border and many had family and kin ties all over
India. They rushed to join the Muslim League when it became apparent
that the new state would come into being, but that was more to preserve
their influence than out of ideological fervor.?* As for the Islamic groups,
most opposed this Western-imposed institution, and many were also not
interested in Pakistan per se. They were conservative and generally apo-
litical, and for the most part not yet violent. That change would come
twenty years later.

Pakistan’s international supporters were ambivalent about democracy
too. The American agenda was clear: a pro-Western Pakistan, a stable
Pakistan, a prosperous Pakistan, and a democratic Pakistan were all desir-
able, but in that order. When democracy threatened to remove a leader-
ship that was less than pro-American, the U.S. Embassy conveyed this
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priority to Pakistanis and for decades got a hearing—over the years the
embassy, and most ambassadors, have been major participants in the Pak-
istani political process, even when they did not seek such influence.

The Objectives Resolution

Pakistan’s constitutional history had begun before it was a state.* A Con-
stituent Assembly met on August 11, four days before Pakistan came into
being, and served as the federal parliament of Pakistan while it framed the
new constitution. Jinnah was elected the first president of the assembly
and became Pakistan’s governor-general (the title for head of state that
replaced the position 