[image: image2.png]


 

“Nationalism is poison, stay away from it”
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The Greatest Betrayal of Mr. Jinnah 
by Ch. Rahmat Ali 

Unfortunately for the Millat, the Muslim League falsely claimed to be the sole representative Muslim organisation of British India and was ominously recognised as such by the British. However, the Muslim League was not interested in saving the WHOLE of the Millat of South Asia. 

This is not altogether surprising because in 1906 the Muslim League promised to be loyal to the British government, to protect Muslim interests, and to make friends with the non-Muslims. It was founded (1906-1907?) under the auspices of S alimullah Khan, the Nawab of Dhaka. It was a select club of Muslim landlords with no popular mandate or membership, which hoped through allegiance to the British Crown to protect its own members' position. As the League's first president, Nawab Viqar-ul-Mulk, Mushtaq Hussain, said at the opening meeting, 'the political rights of a subject race thrive best in the soil of loyalty, and consequently the Mussalmans should prove themselves loyal to their Government before they can ask for any of their rights.' 

Mr. Jinnah as head of this feudal organisation failed to adopt the Pak Plan of the Pakistan National Liberation Movement and in so doing ignored and condemned those Muslims who would live outside Pakistan and Bangistan i.e. the half of the Millat that remained under the hegemony of the Hindoos in India. He failed to provide adequate security and freedom for the millions of Muslims who remained in India. 

When the Hindoos called for the definition of our Milli demand (i.e. what did Muslims want from South Asia when the British would leave), Mr. Jinnah provided the definition in his letters of 17th and 25th September, 1944 to Mr. Gandhi. It was a definition which confirmed the doubts of the Pakistan National Liberation Movement and caused consternation amongst our people. For, by what he said and by what he left unsaid in these letters, he not only repudiated our demand for the recognition of Osmanistan and for the consolidation in their own strongholds of all the Muslims living outside Pakistan and Bangistan, but also renounced our claim to half of the Punjab, half of Bengal, almost the whole of Assam, and the whole of Jammun and Kashmir. In other words, he gave away to the Hindoos and the Sikhs half of Pakistan and two-thirds of Bangistan, let alone ask for more territory for the survival of the Millat. 

Morally foul and strategically fatal, this definition was at once an unwarranted surrender of, and an unforgivable treachery against the Millat's cause. 

It was an unwarranted surrender because there was absolutely no need for it. On the contrary, there was every need and every reason to prevent it. 

First, our claim to every square inch of these provinces was clear, just, and irresistible; and of our demand for Osmanistan and for the national consolidation of the Muslims living outside Pakistan, Bangistan, and Osmanistan was rightful according to all canons of International law and equity. What is more, that claim and that demand were the minimum; for without the possession of all the territory of these provinces as without the recognition of Osmanistan and the national consolidation of the 30 million Muslims outside the above-mentioned three lands, Islam and the Millat could not survive. 

Secondly, the Hindoos were sticking to their full claim to the whole of India and its islands, including all our Muslim lands and islands, people's provinces as well as princes' states; and the Sikhs were standing by their demand for the whole of the Punjab despite the fact they were a tiny minority in it. 

Thirdly, according to all the signs of the times and the public statements and activities of the parties concerned in the future of South Asia, whatever we now did was bound to govern our fate for ever. In these circumstances, for Mr. Jinnah to reduce by half even our demand for Pakistan and Bangistan, to repudiate the whole of our demand for Osmanistan, and to abandon our claim to the national consolidation of the 30 million Muslims outside Pakistan, Bangistan, and Osmanistan, was a suicidal surrender. 

It was an unforgivable treachery because, since 26th March, 1940, when he adopted our [Pakistan National Liberation Movement's] demand for Pakistan and Bangistan, he had throughout received our support and rebuilt his shattered position in the name of 'Pakistan', which, from the first day of its appearance in 1933, had included, among other regions, the whole of the Punjab, the Delhi Division, and the Jammun and Kashmir. And we were so convinced of his integrity that we had discounted even the view of the Pakistan National Liberation Movement that his persistent refusal to define to the Hindoos the League's vague and woolly 'Pakistan Resolution' of 1940 - a definition which could only do good to our cause, was rather sinister; and that it was possibly prompted by the dishonest idea of keeping the door open for some distortion and mutilation of Pakistan as he now actually carried out. 

In these circumstances, his actions, though openly condemned only by the Pakistan National Liberation Movement, had a great demoralising effect upon the Millat. In fact, it left us all with a bitter feeling that he had played a confidence trick upon us; and that he had crippled the cause of Pakistan and of the Millat. 

