INSTITUTE OF MANAGEMENT SCIENCES
COURSE OUTLINES FOR PAKISTAN STUDIES

Course Objectives

The course is designed to better understand the state, society, people, government and ideology of Pakistan. The course will be instructed in purely academic and dispassionate manner, it will be tried not to fuse any patriotic elements that can overshadow the better understanding of the subject (Pakistan). An understanding of the pre-partitioned India’s political scenes is imperative for the study of Pakistan, for this purpose a preliminary study of the British colonialism and its impact on Pakistan will be discussed. Issues like the failure of democracy and the rule of army in Pakistan will be given priority. The objective of this course is to familiarize the students with the issues and problems of Pakistan. By the end of the course students should be able to have created a strong base of understanding the State, Society and Politics of Pakistan.  On the basis of this strong understanding they would be capable enough to know the problems and solutions of those problems, of Pakistan. 
Organization of the Module:

The module is planned of a period of 8 weeks, two sessions in a week each of 90 minutes. The students are encouraged and expected to actively participate in the classes, they are also encouraged to develop their own points of view, supported by valid reasoning, regardless of what other writers or the course-instructor have. The instructor reserves the right to delete, substitute and add new material during the course
Assessment:

1. Group Presentation and Research Paper of 2000-3000 words. (Soft copies of all the assignments and presentations must be emailed to the instructor on the day they are due or before) [20]
2. Monthlies [40%]
3. Comprehensive Exam [40%]
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INDUS VALLEY CIVILIZATION

(A Historical Narrative)

· Hegal, the famous German philosopher, gave a not untypical nineteenth-century description of India as an object of desire: ‘From the most ancient times downwards, all nations have directed their wishes and longings to gaining access to the treasure of this land of marvels, the most costly which the Earth presents; treasures of Nature-pearls, diamonds, perfumes, rose-essences, elephants, lions, etc.-as also treasures of wisdom. The way by which these treasures have passed to the West, has at all times been a matter of World-historical importance, bound up with the fate of nations’. 

· He added approvingly, ‘the English, or rather the East-India Company are the lords of the land; for it is the necessary fate of Asiatic Empire to be subjected to Europeans…’

· India-the land of wisdom and wealth:

· India is real, the rest is plastic.
· Iqbal’s Tarana-i-Hindi (1904): Sarey jahan sey acha, ye Hindustan hamara
Hum bulbelen hain iske, ye gulistan hamara
MODERNITY AND ANTIQUITY: INTERPRETATION OF ANCIENT INDIA
· Nehru in his book ‘discovery of India’ said ‘the continuity of a cultural tradition through five thousand years of history which made the 180 years of British rule in India seem like just one of the unhappy interludes in her long story’. And on the opening page of ‘the Indian Struggle’ Subhash Chandra Bose emphasized two features critical to an understanding of India: first, its history had to be reckoned not in decades or in centuries but in thousands of years; and second, only under British rule India for the firs time in her history had begun to feel that she had been conquered. Among others than the above mentioned nationalist leaders, there were British Orientalists, Indian traditionalists and revivalists Hindu as well as Muslims, each possessing an implicit if not explicit political agenda.

· British Orientalists and Gandhian utopians have made the task complicated for us to know the South Asia’s pre-modern history.

· The Truth Unearthed: It was in 1922 that the age of Indian history was suddenly extended by a millennium and a half archaeological excavation unearthed the ruins of a quite stunning civilization in the Indus Valley region, with two key urban centers at Mohenjodaro and Harappa. Their urban planning of streets and drainage system is one example of their sophistication and advancement. Artifacts found there have indicated the existence of long-distance trade with other great ancient civilization-Mesopotami. …Excavated by John Marshall.

· An Amazing Civilization: One of the first sites where humans developed the art of agriculture and created a whole civilization based on it.

· Harappa and Moen-Jo-Daro: Oldest, largest, well-organized cities ever built by humans. These two large and well-planned cities are not just the subcontinent’s first planned cities where the very first of their kind built by humankind anywhere in the world. The Indus civilization is supposed to have been twice the size of the contemporary Egyptian Civilization and almost four times that of the Sumerian Civilization in Mesopotamia (modern Iraq).

EVOLUTION OF THE TERM INDIA

· Bharat in Sanskrit, Hind in Persian, Indica in Greek, al-Hind in Arabic and Hindustan in Urdu (The victorious Greeks changed the name of the river from Hind to Indos and that of the country to Indica.

· In 343-321 BC, the term ‘Bharat’ had begun to denote the Ganges valley instead of the Indus valley that had been taken over by the Achameanian Empire.

· In 323 BC, the year Alexander’s death in Babylon, the indo-Aryans of the Ganges valley led by Chandragupta, the founder of the Mauryan empire defeated the Greeks in Indica and reabsorbed the Indus valley into Bharat after a lapse of several centuries.

· Due to many different historical names, the term South Asia is preferred over the term India.

INDUS VALLEY CIVILIZATION:
· Aryans’ Arrival:

· Destruction of the Indus Valley Civilization:

· Aryans: Spoke Sanskrit …Arya means noble, the name they gave to the site of the Indus civilization was ‘Bharatvarsha’-the land of ‘Bharat’ who was their leader. Modern India has adopted both Bharat and India as its official language.

· ‘Septa Sindhu’ in Sanskrit, which literally means ‘seven rivers’…Sindhu became Hind in Persian

· Indian Civilization: later on the Aryans moved eastwards to the Ganges Valley where their civilization flourished during the first millennium BC and became the Indian civilization.

· Caste System: Introduction of caste system…Aryans debased the darker Indus basin dwellers (Drawadians) in social status.

THE INDIAN CIVILIZATION:
· The Vedic Era (the era that followed the Aryans triumph over the Indus people is called the early Vedic period. Adopted a more settled life, depended on rain (indra), sun (surya), fire (agni). Sacrifices needed…the special memorized knowledge (of the holy books-Vedas) of the priest class or Brahmana helped in creating a hereditary class of pried or Brahmans who in turn handled powerful gods to save their crops, leaders (rajas) and cattle.

· The Rig-Veda (it contains information about the lifestyle, organization and aspiration of the Aryans. It is a collection of miscellaneous fragments of old legends, chants and hymns. The hymns are not so much for spiritual enlightenment as for victory, power, wealth and food. According to Bhandarkar and other indologists, the hymns of the Rig-Veda are saturated with selfish sordid (ignoble) aims.

· The Rig-Veda mentions mortal conflict with the local inhabitants, presumably Dravidians who are identified as hostile in speech, nose-less, irreligious and black.

· The holy books were kept them to themselves. There possession ensured control over the performance of the rituals and gave the Brahmans high social status and important privileges in the Vedic society

· The Cast System: The Sanskrit for cast is verna and jati. Verna is used to categorize the four groups: Brahmana (priest and educators), Kshatriya (Warriors) Vaisya (cultivators and traders) and Shudras (dasas-slaves). Not all the indigenous people became part of the shudras varna. It appears some big clans were co-opted in the first three varnas because of their contribution.

· Vedic interpretation done only by the Brahmans…later on it was said that one had to be born Brahman.

FURTHER DEVELOPMENT IN THE INDIAN CIVILIZATION

· Two important developments mark the evolution of the Indian civilization: One religious viz. the rise of Jainism and Buddhism, and the other political viz. the rise of the Magadha state.

1. RELIGIOUS DEVELOPMENT:

· Jainism (Mahavira (Jina means conqueror) Vardhamane-his own name. he was more a reformer than the founder of Jainism. He came from a long line of ‘enlightened teachers’. He was the 24th and the last of these teachers. He prescribed an extremely ascetic life characterized by non-violence (ahimsa) and aversion to kill or participate in the killing of any form of life, from the animals down to vegetables. They shunned all business activities that involved taking any life at any stage. Early Jainism had a streak of selfishness in the struggle for one’s own salvation. A Jain had to eat but he would rather let someone else commit the sin of uprooting plants than add the load of sin to his soul. Jainism does not provide, therefore, a universal social code. Its emphasis is entirely on the quest for individual deliverance.

· Buddhism (Gautama Siddharta…nirvana…later on divided into Hinayana (the orthodox school) and Mahayana)
· Revival of Brahmanism: Deeply affected by the religious revolt in the shape of Jainism and Buddhism, the vedic religion transformed itself into Hinduism. This synthesis retained the caste system, including the primacy of the Brahmans. It reduced, however, the role of the Brahamans in attaining spiritual bliss. Many tents taken from Jainism and Buddhism including the abhorrence to killing animals and abstention from consuming meat became part and parcel of Hinduism over the centuries.
· The synthesis had also affected the Buddhism and Jain religion. Buddha was declared an avatar (representative reflection) of Lord Vishnu. Many converts to Buddhism were brought back into the fold of Hinduism…diehard Buddhism were suppressed hard with the result not many remained today in the land where Buddhism was born.

2. POLITICAL DEVELOPMENT:

· The Mauryan Empire (Chandragupta Maurya…Kautilya’s Arthasastra (Doctrine of material gain). Kautilya’s Saptanga theory-that a state includes seven elements i.e. king, ministers, territory, fort, finance, army and allies. His foreign Policy-‘the enemy of my enemy is my friend’

THE FIRST IMPERIAL UNIFICATION OF THE SUBCONTINENT

· It is amazing how almost 2,300 years ago with primitive modes of transport and communication and other problems, the Mauryan king was able to administer the vast country in an efficient manner. 

· Ashoka: Like the Harappan culture, Ashoka’s contribution to Indian culture was unknown until about a hundred and fifty years ago in 1837.

· A priest king used to address his subjects as ‘my children’.

· He is supposed to have sent his daughter to Sri-Lanka with a message of peace, inviting that country’s ruler to adopt the Buddhist faith.

· Ashoka’s ‘dharmo-chakra’ (wheel of the law) appears in the center of the Indian flag.

POLITICAL FRAGMENTATION OF THE SUBCONTINENT:

· The Mauryan Empire had disintegrated politically but the Indian Civilization managed not only to retain the moral and cultural unity created by Ashoka the great but indeed to flourish 

· Racial Intermingling: As the Northern and North Western part of the Subcontinent had been mostly the place of habitat of the foreign invading forces; therefore, the racial consequences are more noticeable today in the north than in the south.

THE CLASSICAL AGE OF HINDUISM:

(THE SECOND IMPERIAL UNIFICATION)
· The Gupta Era: The second Imperial Unification of the Subcontinent. The Gupta period is well known for the production of the secular and fundamentally optimistic literature in poetry, prose and drama. The significant themes for poetry were love, nature, story telling and morals.

ARABS AND CENTRAL ASIAN INVASION

· Arabs: 712 AD.

· Central Asian conquerors had always turned to the Subcontinent when their fortunes waned on their own habitat or when they were looking for additional territory for enhancing their revenues. When the Central Asia became Muslim, their invasion began to be called Muslim invasion. This creates an impression as if these invasions were due specifically to the nature and spread of Islam 

· Delhi Sultanate: 

THE MUGHAL EMPIRE

· The Turko-Afghans ruled form strong forts that were maintained as armed camps to guard against the indigenous population. But the Mughals established a compact with the Hindu Rajputs, and in a way, began to live with and among them.

· Akbar (deen-i-illahi)

· Aurangzeb (the contradiction on Aurangzeb’s policies surfaced in the form of widespread rebellion among his Hindu and Sikh subjects. These two communities had been militarized at least partly by the negative impact of the strong-arm Mughal policies.

· Aurangzeb’s messianic vision…that his ancestors were at fault…he wanted to make the whole subcontinent an ideal Islamic state.

· He died in 1707, left behind an unstable, ungovernable and dying empire)

· Nadir Shah’s Invasion (1739): Followed by Abdali
· Delhi massacre, looting, and plundering: What the Indians could not do against him, however, the Afghans did. They assassinated Nadir Shah in 1747, took over his mantle and replaced Iranian invasion with Afghan invasion (Ahmad Shah Abdali).

THE BRITISH ADVENT IN MARITIME TRADE IN THE INDIAN OCEAN

· Mughals like Chinese had ruled continental empires for centuries unaware of the increasing role that naval power was beginning to play in the distribution of power on the world. They were aloof from the changes taking place in Europe. The other significance fact is that, while the ottomans and the Chinese did wake up to reality and introduced modernization in their countries, though a little too late, the Mughals never woke up.

· The discovery of Cape of Good Hope in 1488:

· Vasco-de-Gama arrived in India in 1498:

· Foreigners’ struggle amongst each other: Franco-Dutch struggle, Anglo-French and Anglo-Dutch struggle and Struggle with Indian princes 

· East Indian Company.
· The Battle of Plassey 1757:

· The Crown Raj- Post 1857

· Indian Civilization could not be changed:  Now, the Princes appeared to be the buffers between the British rulers and their subjects, they had to be created rather than dispensed with (get rid of), they were going to be partners rather than adversaries in governing India. The attempt of imposing western culture and expecting the Indians to become totally westernized, this policy was changed and the British government realized this fact that east can never become west, as it is cleat from Kippling famous phrase ‘the east is east and the west in west and never the twain shall meet’.
PAKISTAN: A SHORT HISTORY
· Pakistan a strategically important country since its creation…global and regional strategic importance…Strategic importance in the post 1945 global politics…Geographical and strategic location: South Asia, Middle East, Central Asia, China, Arabian Sea, Indian Ocean

· Pakistan: ‘the most delinquent (criminal) of nations’, French intellectual Bernard-Henri Levy (BHL). According to a senior Indian diplomat, Pakistan ‘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 (disguising) behind a pale democratic façade.’ [In spite of having so many odds with the U.S policies, primarily because of U.S’s own interests, Pakistan has been always America’s blue-eyed boy. The military government follows Americas agendas for the sake of its own survival or America’s aid or support (military, economic and political)

· Pakistan: Military rule, weak democracy, 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.

(Introduction by Ian Talbot)
· Pakistan for much of its history has been a state searching for a national identity. Strong nationalist sentiments among other ethnic groups about their identity. E.g. Pushtoon, Baluch, Sindhi and Sarieki etc…Punjabization of Pakistan is being blamed of these tendencies.

· Successive bouts (periods) of authoritarian rule have reinforced centrifugal (force pulling away from the center) ethnic, linguistic and regional forces. This was seen most dramatically in the Bengal nationalists’ struggle with the state which culminated in civil war and the separation of East Pakistan in 1971.

· Major reasons of Pakistan being an un successful state: 

1. The tendency to regard all dissent (opposition) as a law and order rather than a political issue; (intolerance towards democratic culture)
2.  The manipulation and the repression of popular forces by successive authoritarian regimes; and (military rule)

3. The uneven relationship between the Punjab and other regions in the conduct of national affairs. (Punjabization of Pakistan)
· Pakistani politics: personalities count rather than ideologies or party institutionalization…Electoral politics dominated by elite families

· The over-development of the un-elected institutions of the Pakistan state has perpetuated the problem of weak legitimatization as well as exacerbating ethnic politics by reinforcing the regional elites’ claims of a Punjabisation of Pakistan.

· Pakistan’s post-independence history: Pakistan’s post-independence history has thus been a fruitless search for stability with frequent changes of government and regimes.

· Foundational Myths: the official reading of history still maintains that the Muslims of the subcontinent were a separate nation from their Hindu neighbors. On this ‘two nation theory’, the Pakistan demand was based…no room for the regional nationalist politics, which are seen as a barrier to nation building and as traitorous to the state’s unity. 

· Zia’s foundational myth: of an Islamic state. (Pakistan is to return to the past  to safeguard the future).

· Jinnah’s aim and that of the professional elite who controlled the League was to wrest a state in which Muslim economic, political and cultural interests could be safeguarded, but not to create an Islamic state. 

· Politics of identity in Pakistan: Yunas Samad, has argued that the Muslims nationalism of the freedom struggle and post-independence linguistic/ethnic nationalism are alike vehicles for minorities’ counter-hegemonic aspirations.

· Security dilemma: Pakistan is a garrison state surrounded by three of the world’s top four military powers, haunted by a history of wars with India.

· Institutional weakness: Lawrence Ziring for example has linked the introduction of Pakistan’s first martial law regime in 1958 with the institutional weakness resulting in part from the collapse of the Muslim League.

· Punjabization: The region, which accounts for 56% of the total population, has become the arbiter of national authority not just under periods of martial law, but during civilian rule….Punjab’s political predominance was greatly increased with the breakaway of East Pakistan in 1971. Punjabi domination of the Army has had immense political repercussions, for the Army had been the most important institution in the state and the self-appointed upholder of Pakistani stability and national identity. 

· Religion as a weak mean of union: religion alone has proved an insufficient means of building a nation out of separate ethnic groups who had never previously coexisted except under colonialism. 

· The task of nation building in Pakistan had been hampered not only by unresolved conflicts between regional, religious and nationalist identity inherited from the freedom movement, but by the attempts of successive martial law regimes to forcibly impose a national identity rather than achieve it by consensus.
IS PAKISTAN A FAILED STATE?
Q: whether Pakistan failure is a strong possibility. If so, would Pakistan dissolve slowly or collapse in a sudden cataclysm? (Disaster). 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?
· 1971 catastrophe

· A stable, prosperous, progressive Pakistan could trigger a new spurt of South Asian development, in partnership with India and Afghanistan. 

· Pakistan has never had a popular revolution; since its creation, it has been oscillated between unstable democracy and benign authoritarianism.

· Pakistan does well in many areas and arguably can still emerge as a successful state and cohesive nation.

DEFINITION OF A FAILED STATE:
· At least five kinds of failure can be identified:

1. The failure to live up to past expectations, one’s own and those of others:

2. Failure of vision:

3. Economic failure:

4. Failure of leadership:

5. Catastrophic failure: internationalization of ethnic conflict spread of nuclear weapons or dangerous conventional weapons and Islamic radicalism.

PAKISTAN: A SHORT HISTORY
· Muslims’ rule in India:

· British Arrival:

· 1857:

· Muslim Reformist Movements:

· Muslim Separatism (Creation of AIML 1906):

· Lahore Resolution 1940

· Creation of Pakistan 1947

· Founding Fathers of Pakistan: 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.

· First constitution 1956

· 1958 First Coup by General Ayub Khan: beginning of Pakistan’s long experiment with military rule, Pakistan has had four spells of direct or indirect military rule and several failed coup attempts.

· After winning 80 percent of the votes in a ‘yes or no’ referendum, Ayub became president on February 17, 1960.

· Rapid economic growth during Ayub’s tenure:

· Defense pacts with US i.e. SEATO (South Asia Treaty Organization) & CENTO (Central Treaty Organization)

· Misadventure of 1965: deception by US

· Strategic ties with China

· Fall of Ayub

· Yahya’s martial law 1969

· 1970: First ever fair elections, Yahya denied East Pakistan leader, Sheikh Mujibur Rahman, the prime ministership and instead allowed a military crackdown in East Pakistan. Pakistan was defeated, more than 90,000 Pakistani troops surrendered. China, which had developed 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 US did little more than make political and military gestures, which included the dispatch of a carrier, the Enterprise, to the Bay of Bengal.

· Post 1971 Pakistan: the balance of political poor 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 contribution the overwhelming number of officers and soldiers to the ruling military.

· Bhotto’s era

· 1973 constitution: 

· Peace treaty with India in 1972: Simla agreement, to secure the return of Pakistani prisoners of war.

· Ruthless suppression of a separatist movement in Baluchistan that was modeled after the East Pakistan breakaway.

· Bhutto’s Islamic socialism: to appease both his religious parties’ critics and his leftist supporters, but his autocratic style of governance (and the army’s wariness) led to mass protests over delegitimized parliamentary elections and a coup on July 4, 1977 toppled Bhutto’s government.

· Zia’s regime: the Zia years saw the acceleration of the nuclear program, growing Islamization in the armed forces and Pakistani society, and a decline in spending on health, education, and social services. Under American pressure, Zia did allow nonparty elections in February 1985 when the latter showed some sign of independence on foreign policy issues.

· Experiment with democracy: Benazir and Nawaz Sharif

· October 1999 Musharraf overthrows Nawaz’s government: Army remains the true power in Pakistan.

· After a farcical national referendum in May 2001, Musharraf declared himself president.

· October 2002 election, preventing both the PML and the PPP from effectively organizing themselves enabled a coalition of Islamic parties to come to power in the NWFP and share power in Baluchistan.

· Musharaaf’s era: there has been some progress in the form of modest growth and an increase on available foreign exchange, but Pakistan remains an unattractive place for investment. Most of Pakistanis remain devout Muslims but are not attracted to Islamic extremism. Yet, given the increase on poverty, the still faltering economy, the lack of a real political process, and Pakistan’s continuing conflicts with its neighbors-notably Afghanistan and India-few Pakistanis are optimistic about the future. Musharraf version of military rule is far more tolerant 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.

· War against Terror

· Baluchistan military actions: 

· SWAT/FATA military actions
· Fall of Musharraff
· Assassination of Benazir Bhutto 
· 2008 Elections: PPP wins
· Restoration of Judiciary
· PML (N) as an opposition party
· 18th Amendment 
THE IDEA OF PAKISTAN:
(Origins of the Idea of Pakistan)
· Muslim Invasion of South Asia: Arab invasion 712 A.D, Delhi Sultanate (1210-1526), Mughal Invasion (1526-1707)

· Islam in India: considerable adaptation and change in Islam. An inclusivist and benign Muslim rule, Mughal’s Indianization of Islam (or Muslim citizens), intermarriages between Muslim ruling families and their high-caste Hindu counterparts, as family ties were used to shore up political alliances.  However, some regions experienced the militant, 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 and Somnath. The most vivid account of these conquests is that of the Central Asian scholar Alberuni, who wrote in the early eleventh century: ‘Mahmud (of Ghazni) utterly ruined the prosperity of the country, and performed there wonderful exploits, by which the Hindus became like atoms of dusts scattered in all directions, and like a tale of old in the mouth of the people’. These atrocities done by Muslims are still clear in the minds of Hindu nationalists, which frequently exploit historical mishaps to mobilize Hindu masses.  

Q: How Islam spread within South Asia?

There is little objective scholarship on the subject, but there is an enormous amount of mythmaking and fabrication. 

1. Forceful conversion: Muslim power rested on superior military technology and tactics, which enabled Muslim rulers to forcefully convert Hindus to Islam.
2. Islam, like Christianity, was a monotheistic religion, and pagan Hinduism could not withstand the moral arguments of either.
3. According to some Muslim writers, the Sufi movement played an important role in recruiting converts to Islam
4. Another view is that in some parts, particularly in Punjab, where for many hundreds of years differences between Hindu and Muslims were less important than differences of clan and tribe, conversion to Islam often occurred for economic and social reasons. 
In sum, Islam thrived in India for a variety of reasons: intermarriages, conversion, the attractiveness of Islamic egalitarianism, and social and political advantages in a context of Muslim rulers.

· Hindu and Muslims engaged in myth creation, a process that continues unchecked today in both India and Pakistan.
· In fact, scholars have found little evidence of massive cruelty and cultural barbarism, or the wholesale destruction of temples, only some temples looting and capture of holy images by Muslim and Hindu rulers alike.
· The British Raj: 
· 1857: the loss of Power and Identity, in the words of Akbar S. Ahmed, the Muslims of India ‘lost their kingdom, their Mughal Empire, their emperor, their language, their culture, their capital city of Delhi, and their sense of self’. Muslims now felt not only politically vulnerable but also concerned for their very identity.
· Dislocation of the Muslim community in the post-1857 India: also by promoting democratic institutions, liberal British authorities inadvertently (unintentionally) bestowed a permanent minority status on Muslims in greater India, as they would always be outnumbered by the larger Hindu community.
· Class and Social differences stronger and influential than religious: Much of the Hindu-Muslims tension in British India (and in India and Bangladesh today) stemmed not from religious but from class and social differences.
· Muslims’ concerns: by the time of the Raj, India’s Muslims had become a politically and culturally mixed population. They had a dispossessed (expelled) 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: 

· Sir Syed Ahmed Khan-a reformist, an educationist and a modernist (1817-98): although Sir Syed A. khan was dedicated to Muslim modernization, Islam’s destiny, and the idea of a pan-Islamic identity, 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. 
· Iqbal’s and Jinnah’s idea of Pakistan.
· Although Islam is an egalitarian religion, the leadership of the Pakistan movement had difficulty accepting the democratic norm of one man, one vote. 
· Jinnah’s concerns: 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 Muslims. 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? Can we trust them any more? Unyieldingly Jinnah’s answer was no, no, and again no. Sarcastically, 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’. In addition, Jinnah added, Muslims were not even minorities as the term is commonly known and understood, since they were a majority in four of eleven British Indian provinces. Democracy threatened the minority Muslim community, forcing it to establish its own political order, Pakistan.  
· Pakistan has always lacked the industrial base to sustain a modern army, let alone the technological capacity enabled its predominate 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 material resources. 
· Glorious Past, Glorious Future? Q: why the ‘Indian’ sub-identity is missing in the idea of Pakistan? As ironically the Arab and Central Asian is much present. 

· The idea of Pakistan being a vague idea has never been shaped into practical, though changed from time to time.

PARTITION OF INDIA:

In their book “Modern South Asia”, Ayesha Jalal and Sugata Bose in the chapter “Partition of India and the creation of Pakistan”, argue that the idea of partition of India was neither based on the Indian nationalists view-that the partition was the British imperialist policy of divide and rule which divided India into two communities; nor what most Pakistani historians say that the creation of Pakistan was motivated by the Islamic ideology and was based on the Two Nation Theory, according to which Indian Muslims were always a distinctive and separate community that had resisted  assimilation into their Indian environment. Both Ayesha Jalal and Hamza Alavi share the same views that the partition of 1947 was no more than a partial solution to the Muslims minority problem in the subcontinent. To Hamza the Pakistan movement was a movement of Muslims rather than of Islam. What both the writers say that Islam should not be seen as the only driving force behind the creation of Pakistan.


Historically analysing, the failure of the 1857 rebellion had made the Muslims greatly discontent. India was now under the total control of the British raj. The Muslims bereavement was more than the Hindus as India had been ruled by the Muslims before the arrival of the colonialists. This hatred and frustration towards the new rulers and the rejection of the new British set up had made the Muslims politically, economically, socially and educationally backward vis-à-vis Hindus. This backwardness of Muslims was perceived by the great Muslim reformist Siayed Ahmad Khan founder of the Aligarh movement. During 1880s he proposed the concept of Two Nation Theory. This he did in order to exhort Muslims to shun the predominant Hindu congress and to impress the British the need to view their importance in political rather than numerical terms. The theory of “Two Nations”, at that time, should not be confused with the demand of a separate state.


To sooth the dissatisfaction of Muslims and maintaining a balance between communities the British granted separate electorates to Muslims in local government bodies. To Jalal the main purpose of these reforms was to confine Indian politics to the provinces, and to keep the centre exclusively under the purview of the British Raj. This act of playing the region against the centre could surely secure the British imperial interests.


Here it should be noted, as pointed out by both Jalal and Alavi, that despite the existence of All India Muslim League since 1906, Muslims politicians which were mostly landed notables hardly needed any assistance from organized political parties at the centre or in the provinces. In the 1936-7 elections, Muslim League tried to get the support of the Muslim-majority provinces on the provincial level and to deal with congress on the all India level; but was badly defeated on both the stages the League won on only 4.4% of the total Muslim votes.


Though the 1936-7 election was a disastrous result for the League, but it was a fact that Indian Muslims, however divided and disorganized, remained a separate political category. By adopting causes dear to all Indian Muslims the All India Muslim League could be the most representative organization of Muslims in majority and minority provinces alike. Backed by the Muslim-majority provinces, the League would not be ignored by the British or the congress. This may in tern induce the congress to come to terms with Jinnah and the League. The debacle of 1937 elections finally forced Jinnah to reconsider his strategy. Jinnah decided now to secure Muslims landlords support at any price; he made different deals with those who were in power in the Muslim-majority provinces, persuading them to accept the Muslim League label, even if it was to be only nominally. In return Jinnah surrendered the local Muslim League organization to them. Jinnah’s objective in this was to secure his claim that Muslim league was the sole and legitimate spokesman for the Muslims of India.


The national leadership of the Muslim League had something to offer to these regional landlords by way of ensuring that the post-independent government would not be in the hands of congress party (which was committed to land reforms) but rather under their control and which would ensure their own survival as a class. The Muslim-majority provinces of Punjab and Bengal, which were the main players of the partition game, their premier Sikander Hayat Khan of the Unionist party and Fazlul Haq of the Krishak Praja party thought better to lend support to an all India Muslim party. Both Sikandar and Haq could see that a congress dominated centre could easily override the provinces. And so long as they remained the minorities, Muslims could not expect anything more than a marginal role in settling how power was to be shared in an independent India. Jalal hints on this point that both the League and the Muslim-majority provinces magnets needed each other. For these landlords it was not a question of ideology but of clearly class interest.


So in March 1940, without specifying the exact geographical boundaries, the All India Muslim League formally demanded an independent Muslim state in the north-west and north-east of India on the ground that Indian Muslims were a nation. Though the resolution of 1940 was still not a clear resolution on different issues, but the gist of that resolution was the acceptance of Muslims as a nation and not a minority, as had been presumed in the past. Both Jalal and Alavi agree that Jinnah as a seasoned politician had taken care to draft the resolution in such a way that textual ambiguities would not foreclose alternative outcomes. What Jinnah was really aiming for a grouping of Muslims majority provinces enjoying a degree of regional autonomy, possibly with in an overall Indian federal union rather than the partition of India; especially if that was to entail carving up Punjab and Bengal. To both Alavi and Jalal Jinnah was quite happy to accept Pakistan as a regional grouping within an Indian federal union. It is testified by his ready acceptance of the Cabinet Mission plan which was offered just that in April 1946. But it was the congress that rejected this plan. Jinnah always maintained that the two main Muslims-majority provinces, Punjab and Bengal would keep their existing boundaries (and thus a large non-Muslim minority). The calculation was that a Muslim state built around these two provinces would remain part of a larger all India, whole in which minority Muslims outside the Muslim territory would be protected by the similar position that non-Muslims would have inside it.


In 1946 communal violence erupted in various regions of India, especially in Bengal, Bihar and later in Jan 1947 in Punjab. In this kind of chaotic situation London’s main priority was to get out of India as soon as possible with the least possible harm to their interests. On 20th February 1947 the British prime minister, Clement Attlee announced that Britain would depart from India by 30th June 1948. The congress immediately demanded the partition of Punjab and Bengal as well. What Jalal says that from the congress (led by Nehru and vallahbhai petal) attitude it seemed that it was more eager in the partition of India than even Muslim league. And according to her, congress (Nehru and Petal) was ready of partitioning Bengal and Punjab at the price of taking power from the British at the centre. Though ironically in May 1947, the united and independent state of Bengal was agreed by the Bengali nationalist leader Chandra Bose and Muslim league leader Hussein shaeed suhrawardy. The scheme received the endorsement of both Gandhi and Jinnah. But the implacable opposition of Nehru and petal made Mountbatten to partitioned Bengal as well. And thus finally on 14th August 1947 Pakistan came into being with partitioned Punjab and Bengal as its parts.

Conclusion:


Ayesha Jalal has raised a very interesting and standard debate on the partition of India, and the creation of Pakistan and the role of Jinnah as a sole spokesman for the all Indian Muslims. To Jalal the creation of Pakistan was a one man show i.e. Jinnah. She didn’t give much importance to the role of Muslim landlords, the student and teachers of Aligarh University and the Deobandi and Barelwi Ulemas, who had also a much influence on the ordinary Muslims in the creation of Pakistan. One objection raised by Mushirul Hasan about Jalal’s work is that her work on the making of Pakistan is mostly one-sided, based on official sources, on Muslim league records and on Jinnah’s private records. In his book “India’s partition” Hassan suggests to Jalal that she should examine the vast collection of private papers and newspapers in Indian libraries and achieves, that might will change her perspective, or perhaps not.


Regardless of both the views that Muslims were in fact a nation and the British policy of divide and rule, Jalal thinks that in fact it was the contradictions and structural peculiarities of Indian society and politics in late colonial India which eventually led to the creation of Pakistan. Hamza Alavi view regarding the partition of India is more or less the same, that the Pakistan movement was neither a  millenarian ideological movement of the realization of an Islamic state nor was it a movement of the Muslim feudal landlords, who wanted Pakistan to safeguard their own interests. To Alavi the central driving force behind the Pakistan movement was one particular social group which he calls the” Salariat”-the urban western educated professionals(generally lawyers, journalists and urban intellectuals) who emerged in the context of the colonial transformation of Indian society. And who were the functionaries in the expanding colonial apparatus. One more important thing regarding Jalal’s work on Partition of India is that she thinks of personalities as a shaping force behind the partition of India, than groups (what Alavi thinks). To her congress, in late colonial India, was only Nehru and Patel and Muslim League was only Jinnah.

Partition of India
POST 1857 INDIA
· post-1857 India (political democratization introduced by British in post-1857 India threatened Muslims throughout British India, especially the Muslims of the United Provinces (UP)

· According to one source, in 1886 the Muslims, who constituted 13.4 % of the population of the area, nevertheless occupied 45% of the administrative positions (Jaffrelot, 2002) 

· Muslims of the United Provinces (UP) [aristocratic inheritors of the Mughal Empire]

· In 1871, in Bengal, of the 773 Indians holding responsible government jobs, the Muslims, even though their numbers were approximately equals to Hindus in the province, occupied only 92 positions as compared with 681 held by the Hindus.

ALL INDIA MUSALIM LEAGUE (AIML)

The Beginning of Communal Politics
· Muslims demand for separate electorates.

· Muslim Majority and Muslim Minority Provinces.

· 1906: Muslim notables or feudals’, predominately the elites of the United Provinces, established AIML. 

· 1937: Provincial elections, Muslim League was defeated poorly in Muslim-majority provinces.

· AIML won just one seat in Punjab and was empty handed in both Sind and Frontier Province. It was only in Bengal that Muslim League put up a respectable performance, capturing 37 out of the 119 seats reserved for Muslims. Overall the Muslim League collected no more than 5% of the Muslim vote.

· ‘Muslim Nationalism was its weakest in the Muslim majority provinces’ (Alavi, 1988, p. 67). 

· Muslims who were against the idea of Pakistan (Jamiyyat-ul-Ulema-i-Hind, Abul Kalam Azad, the Unionists of Punjab and Sind, the Pushtoon nationalist of the North West Frontier Province (NWFP) and some Muslim Bengali nationalists (Krishak Praja Party)

· Secular politics of the subcontinent (Congress, the Unionists of Punjab and Sind, the Ahrars and Khaksar of Punjab, the Khudai Khidmatgar of North West Frontier Province and the Bengali nationalists were all secular in nature and of course hostile to the Pakistan movement)

· Muslim League leaders (mostly secular)

· ML labeling Pakistan Movement as an Islamic Movement (‘Islam in Danger’ and ‘Hindu Congress’)

· Targeting Muslim Majority Provinces 

· Punjab which held the key to the credibility of the Pakistan demand was targeted.

· propaganda campaign against the Punjab’s Unionist Party.

POST 1937 ELECTIONS STRATEGY OF AIML
· Sind (the Sufis (Pirs) played an important role in Sind in popularizing the Pakistan cause (Ansari, 1992 cited in Talbot, 2002, p. 146).

· North West Frontier Province [‘Khudai Khidmatgars’ (Servants of God)]

· Non-religious Movements were countered through local Pirs.

· 1946 Elections (Muslim League secured 75 per cent of the total Muslim vote in comparison with 4.4 per cent in 1937)
THE IDEA OF PAKISTAN (The revisionist school of modern South Asian historiography)
· Its victory in the 1946 elections enabled the Muslim League to demand a separate state on behalf of the Muslims of India, but the idea of Pakistan was still not clear.

· Jinnah as hailed by Sarojini Naidu as the ‘ambassador of Hindu-Muslim unity’, having  support of Muslim majority provinces was still struggling for grouping of Muslim majority provinces  which could have enjoyed a degree of regional autonomy, possibly within an overall Indian Federal Union rather than Partitioning India. 

CABINET MISSION PLAN
· 1946: CABINET MISSION PLAN (three-tiered all India federation)
· Jinnah interpreted the scheme to be a defacto recognition of his Pakistan Demand: the groups would have constituent assemblies of their own; the constitution of the federal central could eventually be designed to be a mere agency with executive and not legislative powers. The Congress also was amenable to the scheme. 

· But Congress argued that the provinces were free to opt out of a group to which they did not wish to belong. Congress had a ministry in northwestern province which was in Group B and under the Congress reading it should have a choice to opt out.

· The plan provided only the choice between an undivided India with a weak federal structure with compulsory grouping of Muslim and Hindu majority provinces, or a separate independent sovereign centre, that would constitute only of the Muslim majority districts of Bengal and Punjab.

· Jinnah accepted Nehru rejected.

· The idea of partition of India was neither based on the Indian nationalists’ view-that partition was the British imperialist policy of divide and rule nor, what most Pakistani historians declare that it was motivated by Islamic ideology and was based on Two Nation Theory. 
· ‘Pakistan movement was a movement of Muslims rather than of Islam’ (Alavi)
· To the revisionist school ‘the partition of 1947 was no more than a partial solution to the Muslims minority problem in the subcontinent’ 

· Jinnah the sole spokesman (a grand strategist)

· Pakistan Resolution (March 1940, the gist of that resolution was the acceptance of Muslims as a nation and not a minority, as had been presumed in the past)

· What Jinnah really aiming for was a grouping of Muslim majority provinces enjoying a degree of regional autonomy, possibly within an overall Indian federal union rather than the partition of India; especially if that was to entail carving up Punjab and Bengal (Bose & Jalal, 2002) 

· Jinnah had always kept the demand for Pakistan vague, mainly as a bargaining chip to negotiate with Congress to have equal rights to Muslims at the all-India level. 
· In 1946 communal violence erupted 

· partition of Punjab and Bengal 

· Congress (Nehru and Petal) was ready for partitioning Bengal and Punjab, at the price of taking power from the British at the centre.

· British hasty withdrawal.

· Congress demand of partitioning Bengal and Punjab.

· Jinnah was quite happy to accept Pakistan as a regional grouping within an Indian federal union. It is testified by his ready acceptance of the Cabinet Mission plan, which was offered in April 1946 

· ‘Little India’. (Tariq Ali)
· According to the revisionist school it was the contradictions and structural peculiarities of Indian society and politics in late colonial India which eventually led to the creation of Pakistan.

· The main actors of the Pakistan Movement

· Jinnah, AIML, Salariat
Conclusion
· Jinnah was never in favour of a mutilated and crippled Pakistan with a divided Punjab and Bengal (Bose & Jalal, 2002), it seems that he was forced by different factors to accept the 3rd June partition plan. ‘Jinnah’s fears of his own followers, his deep mistrust of the Congress high command, and Mountbatten’s decision to move up the date for the final transfer of power from June 1946 to August 1947 left him with little alternative but to acquiesce in the creation of a Pakistan shorn of eastern Punjab and western Bengal (including Calcutta)-the ‘maimed, mutilate and moth-eaten’ state which he had rejected out of hand in 1944 and then in 1946’(Bose and Jalal, 2002, p. 187).
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HORRORS OF PARTITION
12 to 14 million people were caught up in the process of mass migration; over one million were killed in violent encounters, and an estimated 75,000 women were abducted and subjected to sexual violence. 
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CONFLICTING VIEWS ABOUT THE ORIGIN OF PAKISTAN:

(PAKISTAN –The Formative Phase (1857-1948) by Kalid bin Sayeed.)
There are so many different and opposing views about the origin of Pakistan that it seems very difficult and challenging to adopt a single view, with authority, about the origin of Pakistan. 

a) British policy of Divide and Rule: Mahatma Gandhi, whilst speaking in the second session of the Round Table conference in London in 1931, said that the quarrel between Hindus and Muslims was ‘coeval with the British advent’ in India. It would be difficult to maintain such a position historically because the conflict between Hindus and Muslims had started long before the emergence of the British power in India. Perhaps Emperor Aurangzeb (1658-1707) was responsible for increasing Hindu-Muslims tension by trying to Islamize the Moghal government. On the contrary to Aurangzeb’s Islamization attempts, Hindu power had alarmingly grown under the leadership of Marathas (Shivaji).

b) It has also been argued that Muslims separatism really started after the British conceded separate electorates to Muslims in 1909. This decision has often been described as a part of British Divide and Rule policy…but the cultural and religious differences that already existed between Hindus and Muslims prior to 1909. E.g. Hali’s Musaddas and Chatterjee’s Anandamath (the Abbey of Bliss). The Hindus’ detestation was more towards Muslims-their former rulers and had made it clear that their struggle was not against British who had really come to India as liberators. But however ….the British not only failed to bring reconciliation between widened the gap that exited between the two communities through the concession of separate electorates to Muslims. However, if the British had planned to divide Hindus and Muslims, it seems that the Congress and Muslims League leaders did very little to frustrate British design. By looking at the divide and rule thesis, the unifying influences (modernization of Indian life through education, commerce, and industry, civil services, Army and Judiciary) of British rule in India should not be ignored.

c) Two Nation Theory…even Jawaharlal Nehru admitted that many a Congressman was a communalist under a national cloak. Abul kalam Azad pointed out that Jinnah could not be blamed entirely for the turn of events that brought about the establishment of Pakistan. It was Sardar Patel who had been communal-minded from the beginning.

d) Another popular view regards Pakistan as no more than a personal triumph of the brilliant strategy and will-power of Quaid-i-Azam. Some have gone so far as to suggest that had Jinnah died earlier, there would not have been Pakistan.

e) Revisionist’s School of Thought: Jalal’s view.

Each, perhaps, contribute its share and Pakistan was brought about by a multiplicity of factors. But perhaps a dominant or decisive cause of Pakistan is that there has never taken place a confluence of the two civilizations in India-the Hindu and the Muslims (KBS).

2 Anglo-Muslim Conciliation and the Beginnings of Hindu-Muslim Tension in India, 1857-1914
Post-1857 India: Persian ceased to be the official language…Hindus holding all the lucrative positions.
In 1871, in Bengal, of the 773 Indians holding responsible government jobs, the Muslims, even though their numbers were  approximately equals to Hindus in the province, occupied only 92 positions as compared with 681 held by the Hindus.

Sir Syeed Ahmad Khan Reformist Movement: liberal rational views in a conservative Muslim society.

…long before the Mutiny the Mogul Princes had abdicated their political leadership to religious leaders. E.g. Syed Ahmad Berelawi, Shah Abdul Aziz, Faraiziyah Movement, Militant Movements.

Sir Syed and the Indian National Congress:

…India as a beautiful bride whose two eyes were Hindu and Muslim, but he added the proviso that the beauty of India depended upon the fact that the two eyes shone with equal luster. 

Hindu Revivalist/reformist Movements: 

· Progressive reform movement as that of Raja Rammohan Roy.

· Hindu revivalist Movements… perhaps more anti Muslim than anti British. E.g.: Swami Vivekanand (1863-1902) Militant nationalism in religious terms.

· The Arya Samaj –a reformist Movement which was less violent in its nature started in 1877.

· Chatterjee’s Anandamath (the Abbey of Bliss) an anti-Muslim novel which incites the Hindu against the Muslims and to work for the revival of Hinduism. It was in this novel that the famous song ‘Bande Mataram (hail mother) appeared.

· Another Hindu movement which advocated militancy is that of Tilak. Talik believed in killing one’s enemy by deception. His men were engaged in killing British officers. The movement took a clear anti-Muslim turn and was run and organized on Hindu lines. 

· The British gained their first foothold in the coastal areas of the provinces of Madras, Bombay and Bengal-in these areas Hindus were in majority therefore were exposed first to the impact of British or Western ideas, education and culture or traditions…universities in Calcutta, Madras and Bombay were established in 1857.

THE PARTITION OF BENGAL: 1905

· A relieve to the poor Muslims of Bengal from the commercial and professional supremacy of the western Hindu Bengalis

· Severe opposition from the Hindus of every field.

· The partition of Bengal was an administrative issue, an area of 200,000 square miles and a population of 78.5 million people of great headache to administer for the British governor of Bengal. 

· The Nationalists vehemently opposed the idea they thought was a deliberate blow aimed at the growing solidarity and self consciousness of the Bengalis speaking population. A clear and vocal anti-Muslim stance was taken by several Hindu Bengali Nationalists in their writings.

THE ABOLISHMENT OF THE PARTITION OF BENGAL-A SETBACK TO AIML: 1911

· The annulment of the partition of Bengal in 1911 was a turning point in the history of Indian Muslims. It was a shock for Muslims particularly for AIML-the followers of Sir Syed, who were greatly disappointed by the British decision of the abolishment of the partition of Bengal due to Hindu’s pressure. The decision of the British government created mistrust between the Muslims and them. 

· Shibli’s criticism against AIML about its political methods and appreciation of congress human resourced policies. Congress had never elected its presidents from the landed gentry where as the AIML leadership was completely in the hands of such people. Shibli argued that situation in villages is very much brotherly between the two communities. He believed in the combined efforts of Hindus and Muslims to achieve political objectives.

The Khilafat Movement: 1920s

· At this time constitutionalists like Jinnah were relegated in the background and men like Gandhi and Mohammad Ali Johar, who were experts in extra-constitutional methods, were called upon to guide the political destines of Hindu and Muslims.

· The anti-Muslims policies all over the world by the West infuriated the Muslims.

· The intensely heated journals of Mohammad Ali and Azad stirred up the Muslims, these journals contributed immense vigor to the Kilafat Movement.

· Azad’s critique against Ali Garah Movement.

· ‘Remember that patriotism demands from Hindus that they should struggle for their country’s independence. But for Muslims, this is a religious duty, a Jihad’. (p.43).

· …but nothing could depart Jinnah from the constitutional path that he was determined to follow.

· It was transparent that the whole Khilafat Movement had taken a religious turn, and it was extremely doubtful whether Muslims could conduct their agitation and demonstration purely on non-violent lines, as on the other hand Azad’s talks about Jihad. These kinds of mixed agitation could make harm to the political cause of the Khilafat Movement.

· According to Bose ‘about the middle of 1920s, anti British feelings was stronger amongst the Muslims than amongst the rest of the Indian population.’ (p.56)

· Mopala rising. 

· Chauri-Chaura

· Hindu revivalist movement of Shuddhi and Sangathan, used to train the Hindus of swordsmanship and physical exercises to train them for fighting.

· Mustafa Kamal Pasha abolished the Khilafat in 1924.

· The murder of Swami Shradhanand-the founder of Shuddi Movement in 1926 heightened Hindu-Muslim animosity.

· From the beginning it was detected that the Hindu-Muslim unity was not on firm foundation.

· It failed because it was a wrong ideology, romantic and out of touch with actualities.

· Khilafat Movement was the first and only Movement in which both Hindu and Muslims had played a joint role on a mass scale. But freedom of India was not the first and only objective.

THE EMERGENCE OF PAKISTAN:

· Lahore Resolution a vague resolution-multiple interpretation.

· It may be suggested that the vagueness of the Lahore Resolution was perhaps deliberately designed. Some writers have argued that this gave room to League leaders for bargaining and maneuvering.

· It has been reported that Mountbatten pointed out to the League leaders that the area of Pakistan as envisaged in the Lahore Resolution did not include the entire provinces of Punjab, Bengal and Assam because the Lahore Resolution carefully used the phrase ‘areas in which the Muslims are numerically in a majority’. This shows that the League leaders were not sure and confident about the majority in the Bengal and Punjab.

· Pakistan Movement was a movement started with the objectives of securing the interests of the Indian Muslims which later on turned into the demand of a separate state.

· Mountbatten never seriously tried to bring about an understanding between the congress and the league on the basis of the Cabinet Mission Plan.

· Nehru and Patel acceptance of Pakistan as inevitable.

· Mountbatten under Nehru’s influence.

· Mountbatten’s haste decision of Partition caused Hindu-Muslim conflict.

· Muslim League’s Propaganda of reminding the Muslims of their past glory.

· Muslim educated elites neither were nor interested about their religious and cultural rights but about their share in the government.

· Total absence of competition from other Muslims political organizations.

· Jinnah- a sole spokesman of AIML

· It has been said that no political leader in the subcontinent could excel Jinnah in the ferocity and biting sarcasm with which he attacked his political opponents. 

· Some went as far that if there were no Jinnah there would be no Pakistan.
THE STATE OF PAKISTAN:
To the founding fathers Pakistan would be a democratic, liberal, and just state. It would live peaceably with its minority Hindu population, and relations with India would be normal, possibly encompassing regional cooperation. How this vision was realized during the subsequent fifty plus years of Pakistan the state?

· Partition of India was done in haste: few believed that a clean, uncomplicated break was possible in that shortened period.

· Nehru and Patel agreed on partitioning India, moreover they expected Pakistan to fail.

The state of Pakistan: Assets and Liabilities

· Pakistan’s historical linkage and strategic location: a natural alliance to the West.
Jinnah of Pakistan: Once Pakistan got independence, Jinnah‘s idea about what the new state should be like was very clear, as can be seen from his speeches and statements. In his address to the people of United States, in February 1948, he said, ‘In any case Pakistan is not going to be a theocratic state to be ruled by priests with a divine mission. We have many non-Muslims-Hindus, Christians and Parsis-but they all are Pakistanis. They will enjoy the same rights and privileges as any other citizens and will play their rightful part in the affairs of Pakistan’. Jinnah never envisaged Islam as an ideology to dominate the state of Pakistan, this can be seen in his address to the first ever meeting of the Pakistan Constituent Assembly on 11 August 1947, ‘you are free to go your temples, you are free to go to your mosques or to any other place of worship in this state of Pakistan…you may belong to any religion or caste or creed-that has nothing to do with the business of the state…We are starting with this fundamental principle that we are all citizens and equal citizens of one state’.

· Mass migration from both the sides: many of whom fled to the other side of the borderline not out of idealism but out of terror.

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

· Is the present Pakistan what Jinnah wanted? Would Jinnah recognize the Pakistan today?

CONSEQUENCES OF PARTITION: 
· Mass migration: the migrated Muhajirs taking control

· Partition confirmed many Pakistanis’ worst fears about India especially among migrants.

· Communal violence: minorities in perpetual threat

· Partition created hatred than good relationship: 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.

· British legacy: educated and efficient bureaucracy and trained army and landed gentry. The task of protecting and caring for the émigrés hence fell to Pakistani bureaucrats and young arm officers. They performed their impossible task with valor, and the experience propelled them to the new state’s center stage.

· Animosity and mistrust between India and Pakistan.

· Kashmir

· The Left Behind: whenever a crisis with Pakistan has occurred, or whenever Kashmir flares up, all eyes have turned to India’s Muslims population for their reaction. 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. 

· Partition transformed the economies of the regions that became Pakistan. In West Pakistan as a whole, 80 percent of industrial firms had been owned by non-Muslims. In East Pakistan, a Hindu trading caste, the Marwaris, had controlled almost all the trade and industry-though the exodus from East Pakistan was not as dramatic or complete as from the West Wing. The exodus of Hindu merchants and business families living in what would become Pakistan was matched by a heavy migration of Muslims 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. E.g. Habibs of Gujarat, Ispahanis, Saigols and Adamjees of Calcutta.

· The Kashmir Curse: After partition, the Kashmir 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.

· Kashmir issue: a strengthening factor to the idea of Pakistan and to the Two Nation Theory.

· Pakistan has had a military strategy for Kashmir but not a political one, except to try to embarrass India in international forums. 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 generations of Pakistani leaders have been willing to pay, and the same can be said of their Indian counterparts.

The Struggle to Build a State:

· Having failed to establish enduring and credible political institutions, Pakistan continued to face instability. Actually, a number of factors were to blame:

1. An immediate leadership crisis: Jinnah (died, 1948) and LAK (assassinated, 1951)

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

3. East Pakistan, 1000 miles away: deep differences between the populations of the East and the West Wings. East Pakistanis (Bengalis) in majority but were sidelined from the state affairs.

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

1. Despise to disprove India:

2. Kashmir: several policy issues Pakistan faced had the effect of strengthening the state and reinforcing the idea behind it. One of these was Kashmir.

3. Foreign Aid (economic and military): CENTO & SEATO

The Disinterest in Democracy:
· The ruling groups (civil bureaucracy, army, landed gentry) in Pakistan lacked commitment to democratic forms.

· Pakistan’s international supporters were ambivalent (uncertain) about democracy too. The American agenda was clear: a pro-Western Pakistan, a stable Pakistan, a prosperous Pakistan, and a democratic Pakistan were all desirable, but in that order.

· From the beginning having a constitutionally uncertain environment, Pakistan did not take long to move in an authoritarian direction. Many Pakistanis, especially in the West Wing, felt comfortable with this authoritarian arrangement for it was modeled on the (British) Raj, which had been a benevolent and usually benign authoritarian system.

A Withered Judiciary:

· Pakistan’s courts have become increasingly sensitive to political and physical pressures to bend their rulings in favor of the military or civilian government in power.

· The doctrine of necessity: that which otherwise is not lawful, necessity makes it lawful.

Attempts at Building a Constitution:

· In its 57 years, Pakistan has had three constitutions, those of 1956, 1962, and 1973. The 1956 constitution replaced the governor-general with a president, but with power in the hands of a prime minister elected by a national parliament. It preserved most of the British Indian constitutional structure and declared Pakistan to be an Islamic Republic. Other than that, there were no significant Islamic steps introduced, to the disappointment of the Islamic parties. The constitution of 1962 created a stronger presidency and an elaborate system of local government, presumably one that was party-free. The third constitution that of 1973 reintroduced a prime ministerial system. All of these constitutions were amended significantly from time to time, most probably in 1985. Then, as Zia’s martial law was being lifted, the powers of the president were increased in comparison with those of the prime minister, who could henceforth be removed by the president and the provincial chief ministers by the governors. Prime ministerial authority was revived in 1997 by Nawaz Sharif, only to be once again subordinated to that of the president in 2002 by General Musharraf through an extraconstitutional legal Framework Order (LFO).

· Neither Pakistan’s constitutional arrangement nor its political parties have attained a central place in the emerging Pakistani state-nation. Instead, the experienced bureaucracy and the young but ambitious army have perpetuated the notion that the politicians have let Pakistan down at moments when it faced its greatest threats from India.

Ayub and the End of Parliamentary Democracy:

Pakistan in constitutional limbo: Pakistani elites and its foreign supporters compromised on constitution. 

· According to the American scholar Allen McGrath, October 28, 1954, marks the destruction of Pakistan’s democracy. It was on this date that Governor-General Ghulam Muhammad ordered the police to bar the members of the Constituent Assembly from meeting the Karachi, where they were going to vote on the draft constitution approved at the assembly’s previous session. 

· East and West Pakistanis both disunited on the question of a constitution. Unsure of their own political base, they were unwilling to give democracy a chance, with democratic tendencies bursting through from time to time.

· A weak parliamentary government until that was terminated in 1958 by General Ayub khan.

Ayub’s coup: on October 7, 1958, Major General Iskandar Mirza declared martial law and dismissed the central and provincial governments. Mirza issued a statement noting that corruption, the unseemly struggle for power by the politicians, food crises, and the exploitation of Pakistan’s masses had compelled his action. Thus began Pakistan’s long experiment with Military rule, broken only by spells of highly personalistic, sometimes autocratic, civilian governments, all of which were carefully watched and eventually deposed by the army. Military rule was bitterly opposed by a few Pakistani politicians, but most found a role in the new system or dropped out of politics. 

Military Raj:

Pakistan: From a Homeland for Indian Muslims to a new vision of a Fortress.

· Like the (British) Raj, it justified its rule in strategic and moral terms.

· Grave matters of state security were taken out of the hands of politicians. Pakistan was to experience a transition from a homeland for Indian Muslims to a fortress, where its citizens could live more or less ‘Islamic’ lives secure from the predatory India.  

· After he became president, Ayub took the lead in articulating this new vision of Pakistan. ‘It was Brahmin chauvinism and arrogance that had forced us to seek a homeland of our own where we could order our life according to our own thinking and faith. They wanted us to remain as serfs, which was precisely the condition in which the Muslims minority in India lived today. There was the fundamental opposition between the ideologies of India and Pakistan. The whole Indian society was based on class distinction in which even the shadow of a low-caste man was enough to pollute a member of the high caste’. (Friends not Masters)
· His dismissal of the defense of East Pakistan became a major Bengali grievance after the 1965 war. If Pakistani generals thought that East Pakistan could be sacrificed to India to save West Pakistan, why should Bengalis stay in the Pakistani federation? It was a question ultimately answered by the creation of Bangladesh.

· From Joint Defense to War: Ayub raised the idea in 1959, ‘in case of external aggression both India and Pakistan should come together to defend the subcontinent’. But, as Ayub correctly records, the Indians were suspicious of his motives. They envisaged a repeat of the 1947-48 infiltration of raiders into Kashmir, supported by regular Pakistan arm troops. The Indians rejected the proposal. In return, Nehru offered a ‘no war’ agreement between India and Pakistan-which was rejected by Pakistan.
Domestic Reforms: 
· Ayub’s years were a break from the chaos and disorder that preceded his coup. Domestically, Ayub set about transforming a coup d’etat into a revolution. 

· Pakistan became a widely admired case study of nation building directed by the army. 

· 1962 constitution: it created a presidency indirectly elected by 80,000 union councilors. Civil military coalition.

Economic Gains: 
· Pakistan’s export during these years surpassed those of Thailand, Malaysia, and Singapore combines. Countries such as South Korea and Malaysia saw Pakistan as a model for export-led growth strategies. Today they are regarded as models for Pakistan. Pakistan was also the darling of the developed world in the 1950s and 1960s, and massive American, European, and Japanese aid and investment flowed in, along with substantial military grants and sales from Washington. 

· Economic inequalities (concentration of wealth in a few hands): according to Mahbub-ul-Haq that 66% of the country’s economy, 70% of insurance, and 80% of banking assets were controlled by 22 families. This 22 number later on became a symbol of Pakistan’s grave economic inequalities.

· The rapid economic growth under Ayub was responsible for the regional imbalance between the eastern and western wings of the country, which in turn contributed to the breakup of 1971. The industrial licensing policy clearly favored West Pakistani businesspersons over East Pakistanis. 

· Ayub’s economic policies allowed the military to forge an alliance with the business community. His purpose in doing so was to reduce the power of the political classes, both popular politicians and the feudal landowners. 

An ideology of Pakistan:

· It was during Ayub years that Pakistan began the process of official myth-creation in earnest (serious). A large central bureaucracy was created to manufacture an ideology for Pakistan, one that glorifies the army as the state’s key institution. As the British scholar notes, the ideology of a monolithic Muslim community was erected to counter the ‘other’ of Indian nationalism and provincialism within Pakistan. 
· State controlled textbooks and electronic media. Even today, many young Pakistanis do not have access to an objective history of their own history.
Pakistan’s Ruling Elite:

· Ayub’s Establishment: senior ranks of military, the civil service, key members of the judiciary, and other elites. It resembles a classic oligarchy, and its roots lie deep in the psychology of the British Raj and the social structure of Pakistan’s West Wing. Other members of the Establishment included members of the business community, journalists, editors, and media experts; and a few academics and members of think tanks and at time some foreign ambassadors. 
The 1965 War and the Second Partition: 

· The war’s objective had been to put pressure on India to negotiate on Kashmir, and the Kashmiris themselves were expected to rise up en masse. Instead, India escalated the conflict across the international border, the Kashmiris did not stir, and a stalemate ensued. None of Pakistan’s Western allies came to its rescue, and Pakistan’s newest ally, China, only made sympathetic noises.

· Operation Gibraltar:

· Grave miscalculations… foreign policy errors… diplomatic defeat… East Pakistan left unguarded… 95% army for West Pakistan.

· Economic growth hampered after the 1965 war:

· The 1965 war was devastating for Pakistani unity: 

· The overwhelming Punjabis-Paktoons officers considered Bengalis as inferior in martial capabilities.

· Not surprisingly, the Bengali political leadership led by Sheikh Mujibur Rahman put forth his six point agenda. Demanding a return to democracy, greater attention to East Pakistan’s defense, a redistribution of assets, and in effect, the freedom to conduct relations with other countries as it saw fit. This was almost a return to one of the earlier partition schemes-which envisioned two loosely affiliated Pakistans that would be allies and friends, but virtually independent.

· Ayub’s resigns: Ayub came through martial law and went through martial law.

· Yahya khan: a sincere but politically inept general, he had to address the demands of the East Wing while simultaneously trying to contain the charismatic Bhutto.  He was facing two strong politicians, Bhutto and Mujib; and the military dominated Establishment itself could only think of force when dealing with a political problem. The three men share the responsibility for creating the conditions that led to open rebellion in the East Wing, Indian military intervention, and the formation of the separate state of Bangladesh.

· The army treated the Bengal movement as a counterinsurgency, not political puzzle to be painstakingly and patiently solved.

The Aftermath:

· Pakistan lost its 54% of its population, and the army, the core of the Establishment, had been humiliated, with more than 90,000 officers and men taken prisoner.
· The political balance shifted within Pakistan, leaving Punjab the overwhelmingly dominant province. Pakistan equated with Punjab.
· The loss of East Pakistan dramatically narrowed Pakistan’s cultural and social diversity, to its ultimate disadvantage. Bengalis had been an important element in Pakistani cultural life and had added much to the old Pakistan. One of Pakistan’s early qualities was its cultural diversity, which had strengthened the country, not weakened it.
· In addition, the breakup of the country merely empowered the most regressive and conservative Muslims in the West. 
Zulfiqar Ali Bhutto: 

· The loss of East Pakistan drove people to ask questions: Was Pakistan going to survive? Had the dream of Pakistan proven illusory? Would there be another ‘Bangladesh’ in the future? How could Pakistan protect itself against the newly victorious India? Zulfiqar Ali Bhutto had answers to all of these questions.

· A populist leader: first democratically elected PM of Pakistan.

· Bhutto initiated a nuclear weapons project to undercut the army’s claim to being the ultimate defender of Pakistan.

· Bhutto’s solution to Pakistan security dilemma was a masterful geopolitical innovation: an alliance with China.

Bhutto’s Economic Experiments (Nationalization): By 1974, the Pakistan government was believed to control 60% of the country’s financial and nonfinancial assets, with direct authority over critical sectors such as banking, insurance, and heavy industry. Economic growth dropped to 4% after topping 6% under Ayub. 

The Zia Decade:

· Zia suppressed the political parties, stopped mass rallies, and tried to depoliticize politics. To balance the still-strong PPP, he entered into temporary alliance with some of the Islamic parties, notably the Jama’at-i-Islami, only to dump them when the job was done.

· Among other ironies, the army disbanded the paramilitary force that Bhutto had created and took control over the nuclear weapons program that Bhutto thought would some day balance the army’s power.

· Zia’s economic policies also produced a new business class, and during his regime Punjab became increasingly dominant in Pakistan’s politics, business, and social life.

· Zia Islamization of Pakistan.

Ten Years of Democracy: (a broken and weak democracy)

· When civilian government did return to Pakistan after Zia’s death, it was called democracy it was really one struggling regime followed by another, with the army again looking over the shoulders of its leaders. There were elections in 1988, 1990, 1993, 1997, and 2002, but the actual turnout in each succeeding election declined from 50% in 1988 to a government-declared 35% (but probably closer to 26%) in 1997, and 25-30% in 2002.

· Both Nawaz and Benazir understood that the army had placed certain limits on change when it came to relations with India, and both gave the army a free hand in the nuclear and missile program. For ten years, the elected democratic governments of Pakistan accommodated and fronted for the army while gingerly (cautiously) attempting to expand their own authority and power. In the end, neither leader built a political coalition strong enough to contain the army.

System Collapse:

· The government’s enthusiastic support for the Afghan Taliban and for Islamic militants in Indian administered Kashmir eventually backfired when the Taliban wound up supporting al Qaeda.
· The Kargil war led to a civil-military crises and the return of the army to overt political power. 
· Pakistan’s nuclear program alienated the United States, and its support for Islamic radicalism in Afghanistan and at home worried both America and Islamabad’s most important friend, China, both of which began to court Pakistan’s major strategic rival, India.
· Foreign terrorist combined with Pakistan’s homegrown sectarian terrorists to target foreign journalists, Christians, minority Muslim sects, and others. 
9/11 and Pakistan: 

· Islamabad once again became the capital of a ‘frontline’ state.

· Pakistan absolutely needed international economic support to remain viable, and the west was clearly prepared to crash Pakistan’s economy if the government did not cooperate. Second, Musharraf knew that if he did not accede to American demands, Washington had alternatives in South Asia.

· Dismantling the past polices

· Fighting others war

ARMY’S PAKISTAN

· All countries have armies, but here (Pakistan) an army has a country.

· Pakistan is rule by three as: Allah, America and Army.

Generations:

The British Generation: 

1. Sandhurst (UK) trained officer

2. Indian Military Academy (INA) at Dehra Dun trained officers

It is often assumed that the Sandhurst-trained officers were superior soldiers; however, there is substantial evidence to indicate that the IMA officers were better qualified and more professional in their outlook. This generation of officers left an important legacy: they were responsible for founding and commanding the major training and educational facilities of the new Pakistan army, and for shaping the army itself.

· A secular army:

· Even though religion was rarely discussed in the British Indian army messes and Hindu and Muslims officers came to the conclusion that they could lead a better life in an Islamic state.

· The reluctance of India to deliver Pakistan’s allotted share of military stores, India’s occupation of Kashmir, and its forceful absorption of the princely state of Hyderabad and Portuguese colonies, and many other example of Indian duplicity-real or imagined-became part of the Pakistan army’s legacy. For Pakistani officers of all generations, this axiomatic distrust of India is as certain as is the existence of Pakistan. A common view, held by many Pakistani officers through the years, and taught at the staff college, was that had Indian Hindus treated the Muslims fairly to begin with, there would have been no need for a Pakistani state.

· The Pakistan army retained the basic structure of the old Indian army, and most of the new Pakistani officers continued to see their British predecessors as professional role models. 

The American Generation:

· When Pakistan joined the Baghdad Pact (later CENTO) in 1955 and developed close ties with Iran, Turkey, and the US, a new generation of officers emerged. This generation of army was fully exposed to the American military. Many of them received training in America or from Americans. The American connection led to a complete revision of the army’s structure. Along with American equipment and training came American military doctrine. Present-day Pakistani nuclear planning and doctrine is descended directly from this early exposure to Western nuclear strategizing; it very much resembles American thinking of the mid-1950s with its acceptance of first-use and the tactical use of nuclear weapons against onrushing conventional weapons.

· Another important contribution was American philosophy. It took the Vietnam War to demonstrate that the American approach might not always work.

· Officers of the American generation had an exaggerated estimate of their own and Pakistan’s martial qualities, with some believing that one Pakistani soldier equaled ten or more Indians. This seriously distorted the army’s professionalism.

· Low intensity warfare, people’s war or guerrilla warfare. The prerequisites for people’s war seemed to exist: a worthy cause; difficult terrain; a determined, warlike people (the Pakistani); a sympathetic local population (the Kashmiris); the availability of weapons and equipment; and ‘a high degree of leadership and discipline to prevent (the guerrillas) from degenerating it into banditry.

The Pakistani Generation, 1972-82

· The outstanding characteristic of those who joined the Pakistani army in the post-Bangladesh years was that they were the most purely ‘Pakistani’ of all. They had less exposure to American professional influence, and believed the United States had let Pakistan down. The 1965-71 period came to be known as the ‘sawdust years’, during which military honor and professionalism slipped away from the Pakistani army. The myth of the army’s invincibility was shaken in 1965 and shattered in 1971, and its corollary, the corrupt ineptitude of the India army, was no longer taken for granted. 

· Zulifiqar Ali Bhutto goal was to create in Pakistan a kind of professional but docile army like India’s by reducing the power and prestige of the army without reducing its fighting capabilities. His secret nuclear program was also intended to balance the power of the army by giving Pakistan a new way of offsetting India’s military superiority, and the bomb program was run by civilians until Bhutto was overthrown in 1977.

· Zia generation became embedded in the army, and that it was socially more conservative, more Islamic in its orientation. Furthermore, inasmuch as this generation’s chief foreign policy experience was the 1971 humiliation, it was seen as vengeful as well. There is no strong evidence that Zia’s tenure created a distinct group in the army. However, his influence was important in three respects: 1. his emphasis on Islam, 2. his stress on irregular war or low-intensity conflict and 3. his acceleration of the nuclear program.

The Next Generation: 

· The officers who will occupy top staff and command positions over the next several years have a different orientation toward society. Many come from the middle class and joined the army simply to improve their standard of living. The army is now considered just another profession

FROM POLITICAL ISLAM TO MILITANT ISLAM

There is a very common misbelieve that Pakistan was founded, like Israel, to fulfill a religious ideal, to create an Islamic state and Islamic society for the Muslims of India, where they can practice Islam freely. The regime of general Zial-ul-Haq had declared likewise that Pakistan was created on the basis of Islam; he stated (Tariq Ali 2002:156) ‘Pakistan is like Israel, an ideological state. Take out Judaism from Israel and it will collapse like a house of cards. Take Islam out of Pakistan and make it a secular, it would collapse’. (Alavi 1986:21) ‘Lacking a popular mandate, the military regime had sought its claim to legitimacy, if not its purpose, in divine ordinance’.

PAKISTAN MOVEMENT


(Alavi, 1986:21) ‘The irony of the argument that Pakistan was founded on religious ideology lies in the fact that practically every Muslim group and organization in the Indian subcontinent that was, specifically, religious-Islamic was hostile to Jinnah and the Muslim League, and strongly opposed the Pakistan Movement. The fact remains that Islam was not at the centre of Muslim nationalism in India, but was brought into the political debate in Pakistan after the nation was created. The Pakistan Movement was not a movement of Islam, but of Muslims’. 


(Alavi, 1986: 22) ‘The Bengal case is particularly relevant for illustrating not only the contingent nature of (Muslim) ethnicity but also the fact that neither Jinnah nor the Muslim League intended to create a state exclusively of Muslims or an Islamic state. Faced in May 1947 with the carving up of Bengal between India and Pakistan, influential Muslim as well as Hindu (congress) leaders of Bengal came together in support of an alternative plan for a united independent Bengal. Bengal Muslim League’s Suharwardy and some of his colleagues reached an agreement with Congress leaders Chandra Bose, Kiran Shankar Roy and other in support of the idea. It is most significant in the circumstances that this plan also had Jinnah’s full support. After Suharwardy (on behalf of Bengal leadership) had presented Mountbatten the plan for an independent Bengal side by side with independent India and Pakistan; the later asked Jinnah what his attitude to such a plan would be, in the record of his interview with Jinnah, Mountbatten wrote; ‘I asked Mr.Jinnah straight-out what his views were about keeping Bengal united at the price of its remaining out of Pakistan. He said without any hesitation, ‘I would be delighted, what is the use of Bengal without Calcutta, they had much better remain united and independent (Jalal and Sugata Bose, 1997: 184-185) The plan was vetoed by the Congress high command, (Nehru & Patel) however, and Mountbatten accepted their veto’. From this plan of an independent Bengal it is very clear that Jinnah’s aim was not that of bringing together all Muslims of India under a single state at any price.

After the creation of Pakistan, (Abdus Sattar 199: 1) Jinnah’s idea about what the new state should be like was very clear as can be seen from his speeches and statements. In his address to the people of United States, in February 1948, he said, ‘In any case Pakistan is not going to be a theocratic state to be ruled by priests with a divine mission. We have many non-Muslims-Hindus, Christians and Parsis-but they all are Pakistanis. They will enjoy the same rights and privileges as any other citizens and will play their rightful part in the affairs of Pakistan’. Jinnah in his first speech to the constituent Assembly of Pakistan stated the principle on which the new state was to be founded, he said (Akbar S. Ahmad 1997:175) ‘You may belong to any religion or caste or creed-that has nothing to do with the business of the state, we are starting with this fundamental principle that we all are the citizens of one state. In the course of time Hindus would cease to be Hindus and Muslims would cease to be Muslims, not in the religious sense, because that is the personal faith of each individual, but in the political sense as citizens of the state’.

THE ARRIVAL OF MILITANT ISLAM

(Ahmad Rashid 1996:160) ‘The rise in Militancy and sectarian conflicts in Pakistan has its roots in the intensification of regional conflicts, the Iranian Revolution of 1979, the start of the Afghan War in 1980s, Zia’s Islamization project and Pakistan’s failure to contain the impact of these development on its domestic politics. The Iranian Revolution changed the character of sectarian politics in Pakistan. Its impact on Shias was, however, more direct and that in turn influenced the politics of Sunni activism as well’. (Mushahid Hussain 1993) ‘The ideological force of the Revolution combined with the fact that the first Islamic revolution had been carried out by Shias, emboldened the Shia community and politicized its identity. Soon after the success of the revolution in Tehran, zealous emissaries of the revolutionary regime actively organized Pakistan’s shias.

(Nasr, 2002:87) ‘Most important, the Zia regime was then in the midst of an ambitious Islamization project, which sought to transform government institutions, legal codes and policy making apparatuses in accordance with Islamic teachings. General Zia’s Islamization initiative, set in motion in 1979, claimed to manifest a universal Islamic vision. But in reality it was based on narrow Sunni interpretations of Islamic theology and law, and was therefore unacceptable to the Shias. In addition, Shias viewed Zia’s Islamization as a threat to their social position in Pakistan. The Shias made their opposition known when the Zia regime sought to implement Sunni law of inheritance and Zakat (the obligatory Islamic alms tax). The TJP (Tahrik-e-Jafria Pakistan, Shias most powerful militant organization, when the TJP moved towards the pursuit of constitutional politics, Sipah-e-Mohammed Pakistan SMP took its place), demonstrated against the zakat ordinance and besieged the Federal Secretariat building in Islamabad for two days, the Shias argued that the government’s proposals were not in line with their traditions. For centuries the Shias had maintained that Zakat should be donated on a voluntary basis and that no government had the right to collect it’. Faced with the strong Shias protest and the significant pressure by the revolutionary Iran made Zia to exempt Shias from all those aspects of the Islamization package that contravened Shia law.


(Nasr, 2002:88) ‘The Shia victory was considered a defeat for the ruling regime and for the Sunni Islamists. In the mind of Sunni Islamizers, Shiaism thus gradually becomes a problem for their desired Islamic State. This led Zia and his Islamist allies to develop a concerted strategy for containing Shia mobilization and limiting both Pakistanis Shias and Iran’s influence in Pakistan. The SSP (Sipah-i-Sahaba Pakistan, Sunni Militant organization) was founded in September 1985 at Jhang, to counter the rise of Shiaism, and apparently had the financial support of the Saudi Arabia and Iraq, both countries were concerned about Shia influence in the region. The Saudi and Iraqi involvement in effect imported the Iran-Iraq war into Pakistan as the SSP and its allies on one hand and the TJP and its allies on the other. The sectarian conflicts acquired a new dimension from 1988, and particularly so when the so-called Afghan Jihad was brought in Pakistan, after the Soviet Union withdrawal from Afghanistan. The assassination of Allama Hussain in August 1988(Iraq was probably involved) was a turning point; it was the first of a long series of sectarian killings’ that unleashed a cycle of inter-communal violence, which are continued till today. In February 1990, the SSP movement’s founder Haq Nawaz Jhangvi was assassinated, and then in December 1990 the consul general of Iran Sadiq Ganji was killed. The successors of Haq Nawaz Jhangvi were also murdered-Maulana Israr-ul-Qasmi in 1991 and Zia ul Rahman Farooqi in 1997, the last leader of the SSP was Maulana Azam Tariq assassinated in Islamabad on 6October 2003. These sectarian killings were not only confined to leaders and activists, symbols of state authority, main government functionaries, police officers judges, doctors, lawyers and traders, from both sides, were also targeted. A change was seen in 1997 with indiscriminate gunfire on ordinary citizens who were not involved in sectarian activities and whose only fault was to be either Sunni or Shia. (Mariam Abou Zahab 2002:118)

MADARIS :( seminaries)


 At the time of Pakistan’s independence there were an estimated 250 Madaris in the country. By 1987 it rose to 2,862, producing around 30,000 graduates each year, presently there are estimated 7000 to 8000 Madaris in Pakistan and between 60,000 to 70,000 students are attending them. Mostly in 1980s, these Madaris were established by Zia’s regime, as these Madaris were needed to produce anti-Soviet fighters for the Afghan War and could also be used to counter the Shia influence at home. Huge investment was made, to strengthen various Sunni institutions-in particular. (Nasr 2002: 90) ‘The Madaris received their fundings from larger religo-political parties or outside donors, and instruct their students in accordance with the sectarian beliefs and agenda to those donors (Saudi Arabia, Iraq and Kuwait). Their focus is less on training Ulema and more on producing sectarian activities, less on spiritual matters and more on sectarian hatred. Many Madaris provide military training to their students, combining sectarian vigilance with a Jihadist outlook, Students that come out of these seminaries have few skills that would encourage them to follow traditional careers in scholarship and religious services, or would allow them to join the mainstream economy. Many join the ranks of extremist Islamist parties and sectarian organizations’.

AFGHAN WAR:


(Rashid 1996:161) ‘The Afghan war that spanned the decade between 1979 and 1989 not only flooded Pakistan with weapons and drugs, but also embedded militancy in the country’s Islamism. The Afghan war spawned several militant Islamist groups with international connections; according to one estimate over 25,000 volunteers from thirty countries were trained in Pakistan and fought in Afghanistan’. In addition, the afghan scene itself was wrought with sectarian tension as Shias and Persian speaking pro-Iranian factions vied for power and position with the Saudi and American backed Mujahideen groups based in Pakistan’ (Roy 1990). (Nasr 2002: 94) ‘The rivalry between these two groups and the competition for control of Afghanistan ineluctably spilled over into Pakistan. Pakistan’s sectarian conflict, therefore, quickly became a regional affair. As a result, Pakistan’s response to sectarianism became entangled with its own afghan policy, the Afghan War was also important in that it flooded Pakistan with weapons of all kinds, and imprint militancy on its political culture, specially among Islamist groups. The ‘Kalashnikov Culture’ turned sectarian conflicts bloodier, and transformed militant organizations into paramilitary ones. The Kashmir conflict has played the same role, bolstering sectarianism in Pakistan’. 

PRESENT SITUATION:


It is a great irony that the scourge of Islamic fundamentalism has done more damage to the social and religious fabric of Islamic Pakistan, than anything else. Today Pakistan is paying a heavy social and political price and has become a victim of its own creation. The present government of General Musharraf is finding it extremely difficult to clean up the mess of Islamic fundamentalism.


It took just a few hours for the US administration to conclude that the 11th September attack had probably originated from Afghanistan and that any effective counter-attack would require the co-operation of Pakistan. The American message for the whole world countries was that ‘you are either with us or against us’. The Taliban government which showed no compliance, and refused to handover ‘Bin-Laden- number one suspect behind the September 11 attacks, had to go. (Jones 2002: 2) ‘Musharraf realized that once the US had made up its mind to topple the Taliban there was no point for Pakistan continuing to support them’. For General Musharraf it was not an easy task, it was not only the overthrow of Taliban government, but also directly confronting thousands of Islamic radicals within inside his own country, who took to the streets in all the major cities of Pakistan, swearing loyalty to their Islamic brethren in Afghanistan.


From the beginning of his rule, General Musharraf has never made any secret of his modernist views. While Zia had used his military might to try to Islamize Pakistan, Musharraf was indicating that he wanted to modernize the Pakistani State. (Jones 2002:20) ‘The first act he did, in April 2000, he backed a proposal to reform Pakistan’s notorious blasphemy law. The Islamic parties, however, strongly opposed the change and on May 2000, Musharraf backed down. Despite his failure to change the blasphemy law, Musharraf continued to express opposition to religious extremism. In June 2001, well before the attacks on the twin towers in New York, he gave a keynote speech to leading Pakistani Islamic scholars and clerics whom the government had transported to Islamabad for the purpose. His comments, which struck many of his audience dumb, comprised one of the clearest statements of Islamic modernism ever made by a Pakistani leader. ‘How does the world look at us?’ he asked, ‘the world sees us backward and constantly going under. Is there any doubt that we have been left behind although we claim Islam will carry us forward in every age, every circumstances and every land… How does the world judge our claim? It looks upon us as terrorists. We have been killing each other. And now we want to spread violence and terror abroad. Naturally the world regards us as terrorists. Our claim of tolerance is phony…we never tire of talking about the status that Islam accords to women. We only pay lip service to its teachings. We do not act upon it. This is hypocrisy’. (Jones: 21) The June speech was a major political event in Pakistan. Since the 1950s no Pakistani leader had dared to speak to the clerics in this way.


(Jones 2002:24) ‘From the moment General Musharraf took power, he made it clear that he considered those involved in sectarian violence to be terrorists. In August 2001, he felt strong enough to ban ‘Lashkar-e-Jhangvi’ and ‘Sipah-e-Mohammad’ Pakistan. The ban marked a significant development, which indicated that Musharraf was prepared to take some risks in confronting the Islamic radicals. But once again there were questions about implementation. The killing rate did diminish after the ban-but only for a few weeks. In practical terms, the ban made little difference since many activists from the two organizations, already wanted for murder, and was keeping a low profile. Nevertheless, Musharraf had laid down the foundations of his policy towards religious extremism and, after 11 September, he was to build on it. Before 11 September he had concentrated his attack on those responsible for sectarian violence. In the immediate aftermath of 11 September he had seen off the pro-Taliban clerics who tried to organize street protests against him. But he still faced one major obstacle that stood in the way of a full-blow assault on the radicals: Kashmir’.


 Kashmir- the unsettled problem of the British Partition of Indian-Sub-continent is a disputed area between Pakistan and India. Pakistan argues that this unsettled problem should be solved according to the United Nations Resolutions, while India considers Kashmir as its own part; both the countries had fought three wars over Kashmir. Ever since 1988, when the insurgency against the Indian security forces in Kashmir had begun, Pakistan had officially provided diplomatic, moral and political support to the Kashmiri militants.


 After 11 September US policy changed. The fundamental problem for Pakistan was that the United States was no longer prepared to accept Islamabad’s claims that there was no connection between Afghanistan and Kashmir. Washington had a point. Links clearly did exist. For a start, Taliban and the Pakistani-based Kashmiri militant groups had the same origins. Both had emerged from the anti-Soviet struggle in Afghanistan. Throughout the 1990s Pakistan’s military establishment felt it was in a strong position. Its close ties to the Taliban allowed the ISI to produce a cadre of well-trained militants who could fight in Kashmir. But after 11 September the policy unraveled. The US was no longer prepared to turn a blind eye to the Afghanistan-Kashmir nexus. Having decided to back the US-led coalition Musharraf had nowhere to turn. Then on 13 December 2001 Indian parliament was attacked by five armed men, during the thirty-minute gun battle the attackers killed six Indian security personnel and a gardener before they too were shot down. Nobody claimed responsibility for the attack but Indian leaders immediately blamed Pakistan-backed Islamic militants. From this incident the already unpleasant relations between the two countries, got worse. India called its commissioner from Islamabad, cut rail and other transport links with Pakistan and moved missiles, fighter aircrafts and tens of thousands of troops to the Pakistani border. The prospect of yet another military conflict, possibly full-scale war, between two nuclear powers put Musharraf under still more pressure. (Bennett Jones 2002:27)


The general now realized that he had little choice but to reverse Pakistan’s long-standing policy of backing the Kashmir insurgency. On 12 January 2002 he delivered a landmark speech in which he announced a ban of almost all the most prominent Pakistan-based militant groups, he said ‘No organization will be able to carry out terrorism on the pretext of Kashmir’. 

CONCLUSION:


Islam has always been exploited and politicizes by different leaders in Pakistan. The most prominent amongst them was General Zia-ul-Haq, who not only politicized religion but militarized it as well. It is very much true that Islam is rooted in the Pakistani society but not the militant Islam. Pakistan was certainly not made for religious extremism. (Mariam Abou Zahab 2002:115) ‘The Sunni-Shia conflicts were mostly unknown before partition in the areas which now form Pakistan because of the influence of Pirs and Sufis, relations between Shias and Sunni remained normal except for occasional riots or minor clashes during Muharram ceremonies. The state was neutral and had no sectarian agenda’. It was later on that these militant-sectarian organizations were created and nursed by different regimes for their own political purposes. (Tariq Ali: 195) ‘The strength of religious extremism has till now been derived from state patronage rather than popular support. These militant groups that have paralyzed the country for two decades were the creation of General Zial-ul-Haq, who received political, Military and financial support from the United States and Britain throughout his eleven years as dictator of Pakistan’. The west needed Zia to fight its Afghan war against the former Soviet Union, and Zia needed the Mullahs’ political support for his illegal regime and also to utilize ‘Mullah Power’ to combat Pakistan’s People’s Party (PPP) and groups further to the left. (Ali 1983:139). Zia Islamization, the Iranian Revolution, the Iran-Iraq War and the Afghan War and Kashmir were enabling factors, which gave scale and sustenance to the sectarianism and militancy in Pakistan. The present government of General Musharraf has, for the first time, demonstrated to reverse Zia’s legacy. Ironically both men were presented with the opportunity to pursue their diametrically opposed agendas because Washington needed to secure Pakistan’s support to determine the course of events in Afghanistan. Only one of his predecessors, Ayub Khan, attempted to confront the radicals. He failed. It is not yet clear whether Musharraf will succeed? (Jones 2002:30-33)

DR. KAISER BENGALI'S LECTURE IN DEC '07 

ON 

MAKING SENSE OF PAKISTAN AND ITS ECONOMY
You have heard for the last 5 years at least, stories of economic miracles. Why is it that this miracle has begun to evaporate overnight? What kind of miracle can it be that is not sustainable?

Colonial India: Now remember 1758. 1643 was when the first British individual set foot on south Asian soil, but 1758 is important as the beginning of formal presence. The first British formal presence in what is now Pakistan came 85 years later, 85 years after 1758, when the British conquered Sindh in 1843. In 1643 the first Englishman sets foot in Surat; in 1843, 200 years later, the British establish themselves in Sindh. The

British occupied Punjab, which at that time included most of NWFP as well; even Peshawar was part of Punjab, 91 years later _ 91 years after Fort William was established in Calcutta. And Balochistan was taken 114 years later.

What is now Pakistan was the periphery of the British Indian Empire. First of all it came, let's say, between 85-118 years after Calcutta and because it was the periphery they didn't take much interest. Apart from 3 or 4 towns _ Karachi, Lahore and Peshawar _ there were no municipal corporations and these were the places where there were cantonments. And in Karachi they had a seaport and railway lines to help transport cotton. And till today there is only one railway line that runs from Peshawar to Karachi, there's no other railway line. So this was the backyard.

1950s: So we begin in 1947, the governments that came from 1947 onwards, lets say in the 1950s, were committed to development. Development was a major objective, they were acutely aware of the lack of industry, the lack of food production, the lack of schools, hospitals, electricity, roads, and so on and so forth. They were aware of it.

The whole effort of the Government was to provide these economic assets. In conceptual terms Pakistan was a development state. The objective of the state was to promote development, that's what it was, so it was a development state. We'll see as we go into detail how this development state progressed over the 50's, 60's and 70s.

Development State versus the National Security State:

In 1977 Pakistan ceased to be a development state. From 1977 till today, Pakistan is a national security state, where national security is the main objective of the state. Development is no longer the main objective of the state and 'national' is being increasingly defined narrowly from the perspective of the military. Whatever the military thinks is national security is national security, and to the military, the military is national. 

1960s: Ayub Khan promoted development, pushed development. We saw the expansion of the economic infrastructure on a very large scale. In fact, out of the eight 5-year plans that Pakistan created only the second was successful which was in the 60s under Ayub Khan. It was successful in the sense that most infrastructure project targets were crossed.

Pakistan graduated by the end of the 1960's from a mere producer of consumer goods to a producer of intermediate goods. These intermediate goods are those which are made for use in agriculture and industry itself, for example fertilizer. We don't consume fertilizer but it is produced as an input into agriculture. These are called intermediate goods. So by the end of the 1950s Pakistan was producing a lot of consumer goods, and by the end of the 1960s we were also producing a lot of inputs that went into the manufacture of consumer goods. Previously these inputs were imported, now we began to manufacture ourselves. So, there was a marked upwards shift on the development level of the country.

1970s: Then came the 1970s. The 1970s represents the big push. Although the 1970s are very maligned but completely wrongfully. In fact, I consider the 1970s to be the golden period of Pakistan's economic development and I'll tell you why. Economic development has to be measured by how you are creating economic assets. So economic development has to be measured by the extent of asset creation that takes place. It is this creation of assets that gives you a flow of income in the years to come.

Asset creation started in the 1950s and accelerated in the 1960s.

But the 1970s saw an even higher push. For the first time in 1970s, capital goods industries were introduced, very large projects were introduced, and the basis for future growth was created.


First, in the 1950s we began to produce consumer goods, let's say toothpaste. In the 1960s we started producing the ingredients for toothpaste and in the 1970s we started producing the machinery that would produce toothpaste. So we see the graduation that took place of our economic capacity over this period. And this is very significant because if you look at data and if you plot industrial production, you will see that there is a line which is sloping upwards gently from 1974 to 1982 and then shoots up and continues upwards gently again. What happened in 1982? The steel mill started production. So when you create an economic asset you have an intercept jump in production that provides income for years to come.

The 3-decade period of the 1950s, 1960s and 1970s is the period of the

development state. The state's objective was to develop the economy, and there was a lot of political capital invested into it. The Colombo plan, the first 5 year plan, creation of the planning commission, the second 5 year plan, the third 5 year plan, and so on and so forth. Let us see what happened to the economy: per capita income rose 10 fold; food production tripled; fibre production went up 4 fold; manufacturing output increased 40 times; electricity output increased 35 times; telephone connections per 10,000 people rose 10 times. Primary enrolment rose 5 times;


Now of course for those of you who deal with numbers, if you have a low base then obviously the percentage will be very large, and this of course is the reason for this 10 fold and 40 fold increases, there were only 6 industries so if another 6 came into being there was 100 percent increase, 100% looked very impressive but it's only 6 more factories. Nevertheless having said that you cannot deny that there were absolute increases in the economy, and this increase did not take place by itself; there was very conscious effort on the part of the state to push the economy forward.

The rate of growth of development expenditure, between 1972 and 1977 was 21 percent per annum. So every year the budget went up by 21% and the GDP growth rate at that time was about 5 percent; which means that development expenditure was 4 times the GDP growth rate; which means that the surpluses that were being generated by the economy was being ploughed back into the economy to maintain the infrastructure and to expand it. This reflected the commitment of the state to development. This is what the development state is. In 1977 the development state seized to exist. The national security state took over. Of course in the 1980s there was also very high growth rate. It picked up even higher than the 1970s. We were in the 6 % range, rather than the 5% range. But this growth happened for largely external reasons. -- One being the investments that were made in the 1970's, like the construction of the steel mill started in 1974 but it started production in 1982, so obviously growth increased in the 80's. So a lot of the growth that was taking place in the 1980s was because of the investment that was done in the 70's. The fruits were being plucked off the trees that were planted in the 1970s.


Secondly, there was inflow of remittances from the Middle East. The oil shock took place in 1973. That doesn't mean that Pakistan's remittance income started in 1973, because it took Saudi Arabia and the other gulf countries almost 4-5 years to put their institutional framework for starting development. The development process in Saudi

Arabia and the rest of the Gulf States started towards the end of the 1970s. And the first remittance flow into Pakistan started coming in 1978 and peaked in 1982. So

1980s also benefited from the flow of remittances, very large remittances coming in.

Thirdly, there was foreign assistance coming in because of the Afghan War. They were historic because never before in Pakistan's history had there been that level of foreign assistance coming in.

And fourth, the government in 1980s was borrowing heavily from banks and printing money. And of course because of the Afghan War and the favourable view America had of Pakistan, the IMF did not complain. Otherwise, IMF always shouts when you print money, but they weren't complaining then.

Large debts were created, to the extent that if we calculate debt-to-GDP ratio, namely what percentage of your national income is indebted. In 1977 the debt GDP ratio was 24%, or 24% of our GDP or national income was indebted. In 1988 it had jumped to 48%, this was the extent of indebtedness that the Zia government led us into.
But the more significant thing about the 1980s, during the Zia regime, is that, compared to the rate of development expenditure of 21% in the 1970s, in the 1980's it dropped to 2.7%. Which means that the surpluses that were being generated in the economy  because of the output that came out of investment in the 1970s, because of the steel mill, because of remittances, because of foreign aid, even by printing money or loans _ was not being ploughed back into the economy. We were not reinvesting.

Neither of the two was happening in the 1980s. We had a mere 2.7% growth in development expenditure. This 2.7% growth rate of expenditure was half the average

GDP growth rate; whereas, in the 1970s, the rate of growth of development expenditure was 5 times the average GDP growth rate. Here it was half the GDP growth rate. So where was the money going? Money was being generated, the economy was booming, but where was the money going? The money was going into defence. Against average 6% GDP growth rate, defence expenditure during the 1980s was going up by 9%. So unlike in the first phase -- 1950s, 1960s, and 1970s -- where the economic surplus that was generated was ploughed back into expanding and strengthening the economy, in the 1980's the economic surplus that was generated was ploughed into the military's expansion rather than the economy's expansion.
1990s:

The military was in charge of Afghanistan and they gave money to the Taliban to buy arms, they paid the Taliban government salary but they did not do anything that would help Pakistan's economy. Because their entire focus was not development at all; their focus was to support the Taliban because they were anti-India, and because they provided a so-called "strategic depth". And as long as they provide strategic depth, and as long as they don't provide the Indians any foothold, that's fine with us. So the entire mindset was military. It was all about military strategic depths and military objectives; development didn't figure at all. Even when they were making public statements that this was an opportunity, they did not take it up. They were not listening because this was the national security state to them, national security issues, and as I said at the outset, national security is increasingly narrowly defined. Military's interest is now national interest


So what happened since the 1990s? When you don't invest, everything begins to creak; the infrastructure began to crack. And in the 1990s the growth rate began to decelerate. The governments in the 1990s also could not put money into investment and the rehabilitation of infrastructure because the debts that were incurred in the

1980s matured in the 1990s. And both Benazir's and Nawaz Sharif's governments had no fiscal space as they had to repay Zia's debts. Every time the economic team met, the economic team meeting included the Finance Minister; the Secretary General Finance; the Secretary Commerce; Secretary Economic Affairs Division and
Deputy Chairman, Planning Commission _ that's the economic team _ all they discussed was when was the next payment due, and where will that money come from?

2000: 


Then came 9/11. A lot of our debt is rescheduled; meaning: don't pay now, pay 35 years later. Pakistan saved $1 billion a year in payments. Now if you have taken a loan and you are having to make payments to the bank, and because of that you're skipping one meal a day because you don't have the money because you have to repay your debt payment. And the bank says don't pay me now, pay me 35 years later, not only will you have your third meal a day but you decide you will also party because you have a lot of money. This is what happened to Pakistan; suddenly there was a lot of money.

Now where did this money go? We've actually documented this. Year after year between 2002 and now, they always overshot current expenditure, meaning defence and government expenditure, and till 2004 failed to meet development expenditure targets. Now this is very poor economic governance.
The Musharraf regime was a continuum of the national security state. Development is still not an objective. But they needed to show that they were doing well. So what they did was that they engineered a credit-financed consumer driven growth. See what has happened.
Growth rates were very low till 2003, 3.4% maximum. Then came consumer financing. You could buy a house, a car, a fridge, a toaster; you could take a personal loan, even take a loan for a vacation. You can have 6 credit cards and spend, spend and spend. Obviously demand went up. When demand goes up, GDP growth rates improved, went up to 8.9%. But it was one-legged development, development that was standing on one leg and shaky.

What is GDP? GDP is the sum of value added. Value added comes from four sources-- all the wages that are earned by employees and workers, all the rent that is earned by property owners, all the interest that is earned by owners of capital and all the profit that is earned by businessmen. You add these four things and that becomes national income Other than wages, all the other three -- rent, profit and interest – they are usually earned by property owners. So, GDP will go up if only wages go up or if only profits go up. Wage-centred GDP growth means the increase in national income is going to wage earners; profit-centred GDP growth means the increase in national income is going to property owners.
Let us now examine GDP: it grew at 8.4%, but banking sector GDP grew at 30%. If in this group you are all 20 years old, and I am 50 years old, the average age will be well above 20. You remove me and your average age drops to 20. So, one sector growing at 30% pulled up the average GDP growth rate. But that was not the only sector that pulled up the average GDP growth rate. Because of consumer banking you could also buy cars, suddenly everybody was buying cars; we can see the traffic on the road because of that. The automobile industry output also went up. The automobile industry for 3 years running was growing at 40-45% per annum; that shot up the large scale-manufacturing sector from 7% to 17%. Now of course GDP is looking very good, but it's looking good because consumer financing allows banks to make exorbitant profits. Banks are giving money for cars, so automobile firms are making exorbitant profits. But what will happen if you remove consumer financing? Nobody will buy cars, so the automobile growth rate drops. Banks are not making the same profit, so the banking sector growth rate drops; in turn the GDP growth rate drops. So they created a bubble, which was standing on bank credit. You remove bank credit and everything else collapses. Then the other aspect of this is that by bank credit you only increase the consumption expenditure. Bank credit was not going into investment, bank credit was not going into setting up factories, and bank credit was not going into promoting exports.

That is why if you look at another few ratios that we have, one is a tax GDP ratio that out of your total national income what is the proportion of tax collected? The total tax collection in Pakistan is equal to about 10% of our GDP. That has remained constant. So if the economy is growing so fast why aren't taxes increasing? Our export GDP ratio is constant. In fact it has slightly declined. If the economy is doing so well why aren't we exporting more? -- Because the whole stress of the growth was consumption, rather than investment or expansion of the economic infrastructure, and the failure to think of infrastructure. Imagine, Shaukat Aziz every week would say so many refrigerators have been sold! so many air conditioners have been sold and so on. He completely forgot that fridges, air conditioners and deep freezers work on electricity. Since 1999 till mid-2007, the government did not put in investment to produce even one mw of power. When this huge crisis blew up they started searching all over the world for thermal power plants. And when the government in the 1990s, the People's Party government, made agreements with foreign power producers to provide power at 6 cents per unit there was a hue and cry. But now they have made agreements for 11 cents a unit. But we have no choice right now, we have a power shortage and just we have to pay whatever price they're asking for otherwise there will be no power.

These are all examples of a mindset of a state that is not thinking development. If they were thinking development they wouldn't make these blunders. They would have seen that if production is going up, then credit should go into supporting that production.

What consumer financing has done is that it has increased our import bill. Cars are imported, they are assembled here. ACs are imported but only their housing is built over here. We are technologically a very deficient country. We don't know how to make rickshaw or taxi meters; we don't know how to produce simple office equipment. The office material that we have, the staplers, the pins, we don't make it here, we import everything. We have made no investment in improving the technological capacity of our people.


We have to recreate the era of the 1960s and the 1970s in particular. Because only by a state and functionaries of the state who are always thinking about what they have to do for the development of the country, only then can we become a viable economy.

Otherwise, we are sinking. All these statistics that you see are hollow, they don't mean anything. That is why the economic miracle of the last five years is beginning to evaporate before us. Everybody now talks about the economic crisis, even those industrialists and businessmen who were ardent supporters of General Musharraf and Shaukat Aziz. When you create something that has no basis, it cannot last; we did not create economic assets and assets created in the 1960s and 1970s are deteriorating.

Ending Remarks:

I think this is a great country and let me make this final statement. I am saying this with full authority and responsibility. Pakistan is a resource-rich country. We can become a developed country like Portugal, the least developed European country. We can become a country like Portugal in 20 years. We can have zero poverty, zero unemployment and zero illiteracy. Illiteracy we can wipe out in 5 years, it is possible because we are not an overpopulated country. We talk about a high population growth rate but we are not an overpopulated country like India or China or Bangladesh. India, given its present socio-economic structure, cannot abolish its poverty even in 50 years. India will become a big economic power but will not be able to abolish poverty.

We can eradicate poverty in 20 years, we can achieve effective literacy in 5 years. All these are doable things. We can become a strong economic power in this area. We can become a respectable country. We can actually give aid to street children of Bombay.

All this is possible. But we have to first become a developed state ourselves. Today, we are like a factory most of whose revenue is spent on chowkidars and there is no money left to buy raw materials or spare parts. That factory will close down. Pakistan is like that factory. We have to change it. You have to change it.

Pakistan’s Future: (Hope and/or Frustration)
Is Pakistan at a critical juncture?

Is Pakistan a failed state?

Some future scenarios:

· A straight-line projection of the present system

· The emergence of a moderate, democratic state

· The rise of authoritarianism

· The rise of an Islamist state

· Pakistan’s possible breakup

· Pakistan after a major war with India

The present system is likely to continue, but certain events, trends, and policies might yet transform it. These include another war with India, the growth of radical Islamic groups, the loss of American and even Chinese support, the failure to come to grips with Pakistan’s social and educational problems, a series of assassinations of senior Pakistani officials, or the revival of ethnic and regional separatism. Above all, and the hardest to detect, would be the continuing loss of confidence in the very idea of Pakistan. 

The future scenarios and sub scenarios considered here are based on a perspective of five to eight years. Some seem improbable, but the dramatic history of recent years-the fall of the Soviet Union, South Asia’s nuclearization, the 9/11 terrorist attacks, the regime changes wrought by American power in Afghanistan and Iraq, and the frequent assassination attempts against Musharraf-must be kept in mind. 

The Present as the Future: (Status quo) 
A Permanent Establishment: There are good reasons to argue that Pakistan may not change very much. It has again become strategically important, the army’s role seems unchallengeable, the Establishment is content and stable, and the opposition is divided. Like the present Iranian regime, the Pakistani generals allow the political opposition to criticize, but not to organize. 

A Failing Establishment: Domestically, there is no question that Pakistan is subject to unprecedented demographic (of human population) pressures, exacerbated by the poor performance of the economy, an inadequate educational system, and a staggering rate of urbanization. Other factors may spell trouble for the Establishment in the short to medium term. One of these would be Pakistan’s role in combating al Qaeda and its own local Taliban (or War on Terror)…many senior Pakistani officials acknowledge the lack of long-range thinking and understanding the critical nature of Pakistan’s population explosion, the rise of Islamic radicalism, and economic stagnation. The costs of a prolonged, indefinite rivalry with a rising India are also clear to them. However, few members of Pakistan’s Establishment dare group these together to challenge an adaptive status quo policy. 

Transformation: it is unlikely that General Musharraf will be able to transform the present oligarchy-Establishment, nor is this his major objective. He seems more at ease with international affairs than domestic ones… Musharraf strong belief in TINA (There is No Alternative). A further question is what conditions could prompt a transition from a soft autocracy or oligarchic system to a true democracy? Two states, Taiwan and South Korea, recently moved from authoritarianism to democracy after experiencing economic growth. With security under control, autocratic government could safely yield to a civilian democracy. In Pakistan’s case, the army is unlikely to ever turn power over to civilians unless Pakistan’s external security is assured.

A Normal Democracy?  By most measures of freedom and democratization, Pakistan is far ahead of the Arabs states, Indonesia, and even Malaysia, but well behind its South Asian counterparts: Sri Lanka, India, and even Bangladesh have true national political parties and competitive political systems, as well as higher literacy and participation rates. Large number of NGOs working and Free Media…a full-blown democracy, in which the armed forces come under firm civilian control, will be impossible until Pakistan’s strategic environment alters in such a way that the army retreats form its role as guardian of the state…new tasks should be assigned for the army before Pakistan can emerge as a democracy, to calm down the army.

The Indian and Bangladesh Models:  India had its political dynasties, but never an oligarchic Establishment, let alone one dominated by the army. India’s economy is diverse and internationally competitive in many areas, and India’s vast size and diversity actually protect it from sectarian and communal violence since the entire country is not likely to be agitated at the same time.  Bangladesh economy is growing at a respectable pace for such a poor country, it had done much to limit population growth, and its Islamic extremists are few in number and politically marginalized. Above all, while Bangladeshis are intensely suspicious of what they regard as an arrogant and insensitive New Delhi, the two states have no strategic conflict and are able to sort out their differences through normal means. Bangladesh is ethnically more homogenous than Pakistan, army is excluded from Politics, enormous international NGO economic pressure.

An Islamic State: Pakistan’s Islamists hold out the prospect that a true revolution will transform the society. The 2002 election victory emboldened and encouraged the religious parties of making Pakistan an Islamic country of their choice.

State Breakup: Separation or Confederation 

Which Path Forward?  

Ending Remarks:

Pakistan does not lack for ability and expertise. Even though its educational system is crumbling, it has produced trained professionals, administrators, scholars, thinkers, and religious leaders of a very high order. Though prevented from practicing their profession, many of its politicians are highly qualified. Even Pakistan’s generals, some badly misinformed about the modern world and their own country, are widely regarded, as competent-their special problem is that they have wandered into the minefield of politics without proper training or equipment. In summary, the human material is there to turn Pakistan into a modern state, but it has been systematically squandered for the three generations by an elite persuaded that Pakistan’s critical strategic location would be enough to get it through difficult times. Now, the distant future has arrived, with Pakistan unequipped to face a fast-changing world while coping with new and mounting domestic problems.

Questions for Pakistan Studies Research Essay
Note: Please chose any one topic from the following topics

1. Can there be a re-union between Pakistan and India?

2. Was Partition of India a necessity? Was there any alternative to Partition?

3. What are the causes of political instability in Pakistan?

4. What are the causes of economic instability in Pakistan?

5. India and Pakistan share same colonial history but why democratic process has been frequently derailed by military rule in Pakistan, while in case of India it never happened?

6. In it's more than sixty years history Pakistan has not been in friendly never made good friendly relations with India and Afghanistan, why?

7. How Islamic militancy started in Pakistan, what are the reasons and how it can be controlled?

8. What were the reasons of separation of East Pakistan?

9. Is India a biggest threat to Pakistan or Poverty?

10.  Does Pakistan need to change its War on Terror policy?

11.  The role of Pakistan in Islamic World(Pakistan's position, its responsibility, contribution, and future role)

12.  Does Pakistan need to change its Foreign Policy? (if yes what changes Pakistan should make in its F/P)
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