Jinnah and Pakistan —Yusuf Zaman
[image: image1.jpg]


There is no denying the fact that the Quaid was the founding father of Pakistan. But nation-states are not built on the basis of the ideology of their founding fathers, howsoever great he may have been and even if his role in the establishment of the state was crucial to its formation

Yasser Latif Hamdani, in his article ‘The J-man and his Pakistan’ (Daily Times, June 28, 2010), has given his interpretation of the Quaid-e-Azam’s views on Islam and on the concept of the Pakistani state. Having fallen prey to the same tendency of using selective quotes of the Quaid that he claims is done by those who hold differing interpretations of Jinnah’s ideology, he has presented an interesting portrait of Jinnah as the stalwart of classical liberalism and the champion of a secular Pakistan.

I do not believe that this analysis of the Quaid is any more accurate than the analyses of those who would present the man as the architect of a theocratic state. I believe the truth, as is more often than not in cases involving mortals, lies somewhere in between.

Yes, the Quaid was in many respects a liberal and modern-thinking man, not least in his personal life, which bore few, if any, of the hallmarks of a conservative Muslim. However, on the political plane it cannot be denied that the Quaid himself invoked, and countenanced the Muslim League to invoke Islam and Islamic symbolism in the campaign for a separate homeland for Indian Muslims. 

While I agree with Mr Hamdani that the Quaid’s references to Islam and its values was not reflective of a “crass use of religion or crude communalism”, I do not accept his view that the Quaid’s references to Islam were meant to make his classical liberal thought comprehensible to the lay Muslim in order to wean him away from the religious parties. The acceptance of this view would suggest that the Quaid was being fairly economical with the truth in the advocacy of his greatest legal case, which was definitely not in character for the man.

In 1946, the Muslim League’s real competitors for Muslim votes in what is present-day Pakistan were not the Jamiat-Ulema-i-Hind, or the Majlis-i-Ahrar or the Jamaat-i-Islami. Rather, it was the secular and Muslim-dominated Unionist Party in the Punjab, the equally secular Red Shirts in the erstwhile Frontier province and an assortment of nationalist and secular groups in Sindh, from whom the Muslim League sought to wean away the Punjabi, Sindhi and Pathan Muslims. For the record, even in Bengal the Muslim League’s rival for Muslim votes was not a religious party, but the secular party led by Maulana Abul Kasim Fazlul Haque. The Muslim League championed the cause of Islam against these largely Muslim, albeit secular, parties and it fought and won the decisive elections of 1946 on this very basis. A party that propounded the Two Nation Theory solely on the basis of religion, which was a clear negation of the secularism (albeit pseudo-secularism) espoused by the Congress, could hardly be expected to turn tack and advocate a complete divorce between the church and the state upon achievement of its goal.

I am no less a votary of the Quaid than Mr Hamdani, but I strongly believe that the Quaid and the top Muslim League leadership did not have any clear or concrete ideas on the basis of which they intended to construct the nation-state of Pakistan. No deep thought appears to have been given to such issues and this was probably because until very late in the day, the Quaid was willing to give up or delay the demand for Pakistan on the basis of meaningful protections for the political rights of the Indian Muslims, such as those contained in the Cabinet Mission Plan. 

There is no denying the fact that the Quaid was the founding father of Pakistan. But nation-states are not built on the basis of the ideology of their founding fathers, howsoever great he may have been and even if his role in the establishment of the state was crucial to its formation. To believe otherwise is to insult the intelligence of the people of the state and tantamount to considering them unworthy of fashioning their future destiny in keeping with the changing circumstances.

Sheikh Mujib-ur-Rehman was the proponent of a socialist and secular order for the state of Bangladesh, but ever since his bloody demise in 1975, rarely has the Bangladeshi state upheld this model, although it has not prevented the country from progressing.

In the case of Pakistan, the driving ideology behind the creation of the state lacked the ruthlessness of communism or the dogged determination of Zionism or even the zeal and sacrifice of Shiite Islam in Iran during the revolution. Compromise on the achievement of their final goal was anathema to each of these movements, but in the case of Pakistan, the Muslim League leadership was prepared to withdraw the demand for a separate nation-state and to accept the Cabinet Mission Plan. There may have been solid reasons for them to make such a policy shift, but the fact remains that this did cast doubt on the level of determination of the party to achieve Pakistan.

To conclude, it appears to me that the Quaid’s vision for the Pakistani state was far from being cast in stone, hence the differing interpretations given to his views. However, even if his vision had been unmistakeably articulated, it could not have cast a stranglehold on the people of Pakistan and prevented them from forging their destiny differently in keeping with the demands of changing times. It is a lamentable fact that the people of Pakistan never got a real chance to do so, but that does not alter the basic principle that nation-states can never be hostage to the ideology of their founding fathers.

Finally, although I consider the point a trivial one, Mr Hamdani should note that while his preferred image of the Quaid in Western attire may well bear little resemblance to the figure clad in ‘sky blue sherwani’ in portraits dotting government offices, there is little, if any, evidence that on or after August 14, 1947, Jinnah actually doffed his sherwani in favour of western attire, particularly on occasions of national importance. I will leave the readers to draw their own conclusions on the significance of this conscious decision to don traditional Muslim garb by a man whose every move was founded not on emotion but on cold reason.
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