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This book is dedicated to the countless men, women, and children 

whose lives were defined, disrupted, or extinguished during the Partition 

of 1947—especially those ordinary households of Punjab and Bengal 

whose experiences escaped official records yet persist in memory, legacy, 

and lived history. 

It is also dedicated to the pioneering settlers of the Punjab canal 

colonies, whose toil transformed barren land into flourishing 

communities, and whose descendants sustained both the prosperity they 

achieved and the adversities they faced in ensuing upheavals. 

May their struggles, resilience, and unspoken sorrows remain ever 

present in our hearts and inspire future generations to remember, honor, 

and learn from their courage. 
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v

It has been nearly eighty years since the partition of British-India colony 

in August 1947. The colonists extricated themselves safely from the 

subcontinent while at the same time millions of colonial subjects were 

butchered and many more millions got uprooted from their ancestral 

homes and sacred lands. After all this indescribable anguish and pain, the 

region is still simmering with hate, boundary disputes, potentially more 

break-away regions, burgeoning military expenditures and a nuclear 

holocaust never too far away.   

In other words, the “freedom movement” which finally led the British 

colonials to abdicate the subcontinent in favor of two independent 

nations of India and Pakistan failed to bring about peace. Tragically since 

1947, the living conditions for most poor people haven't changed either. 

In other words, post-colonial subcontinent continues to function as a 

proxy subset of colonialism (after all what are brown people for!)  by 

other means.   

While growing up in post-British India, I often encountered old folks 

talking emotionally about their ancestral homes and how under 

precarious conditions they got uprooted. In their simple talks I heard 

them blaming Muhammad Ali Jinnah as the culprit for partition or at 

times even accusing the British colonials. 

In recent years during my visits to Pakistan, I have encountered 

something new: Many people inquired me about the partition, further 

probing as to why. These citizens of Pakistan, after two generations later, 

are beginning to raise voices and seriously questioning the wisdom of 

partition, especially Punjab. Coincidentally this sort of meaningful 

inquiry mirrored my experiences across the border in east Punjab, India.    

FOREWORD
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vi

It should come as no surprise that after nearly eighty years and two 

generations later, most of the people of the subcontinent remain 

illiterate about what precipitated the partition and the roles of various 

personalities who played nefarious maneuvering games leading to the 

bloody partition and its devastating unending consequences. 

Dr. Gurinder Singh Grewal, the author of this book, is someone I have 

known for years and whose family had faced the partition agony in 1947. 

Hardly a surprise, he has not forgotten the dreadful past. Like him there 

are other countless millions on both sides of the India-Pakistan (Punjab) 

border.  

I recognize the fact that there are many books about the subject of 

partition.  However, this book “Without Consent: Partition of Punjab and 

Bengal in 1947” is different—it has additional contents to think about, 

namely the role of B.R. Ambedkar in unleashing the sad saga as well as 

the role of the Sikh leaders who were no less culprits in steering the 

disasters for Punjab to include their willful rigidities to inflict “harms” to 

historical Sikh religious sites as well as to Sikhs' general welfare. To date 

the Sikh leaders mindlessly continue to remain irresponsible and 

unaccountable for their self-defeating actions, while on the other side, 

B.R. Ambedkar hardly shied away from proclaiming himself in 1955 the 

“philosopher of Pakistan” in addition to projecting himself as being a hero 

who had served in the pivotal interests of Hindus.  

I have no doubt that the reader will gain further insight into this 

catastrophic saga of our history. I hope that in years to come the next 

generations of Punjab, both in east and west sides, will undertake 

measures to minimize the border impact or even eliminate it to restore 

full integrity to Punjab. Sovereign united Punjab is a roadmap for 

ushering peace throughout the subcontinent.  

 

G. B. Singh 

COLONEL (Ret.) US Army 

Chapter 1: The Idea of Partition 

This chapter examines the intellectual origins of the division of India into 

Muslim and non-Muslim political units. 

It traces the evolution of this idea from the early philosophical and 

political writings of Muhammad Iqbal to its formal articulation by 

Rahmat Ali Choudhry.¹ 

It then situates these ideas within the broader context of British imperial 

decline following the Second World War, when London concluded that 

India had become ungovernable and that the safety of British subjects 

could no longer be assured.² 

The chapter documents how British officials guided the Muslim League 

toward formulating a formal demand, culminating in the Lahore 

Resolution of 1940.³ 

Chapter 2: Ambedkar's Structural Analysis 

This chapter's focus is on Dr. B. R. Ambedkar's Thoughts on Pakistan and 

its rigorous constitutional and demographic analysis of partition.5 

B. R. Ambedkar, In the 1941 edition of Thoughts on Pakistan, the synopsis 

draws from two different sections of the book. Ambedkar characterizes 

the period from 1920 to 1940 as a "civil war" in Chapter VII of his book, and 

he details his solution (the partition of Punjab and Bengal) in Chapter VI. 

The Solution: Partition of Punjab and Bengal. Ambedkar argues that 

because the Muslims have a statutory majority in the Provinces of Punjab 

and Bengal, the only way to "rescue" the Hindu minorities is to partition 

those provinces, giving the Muslim areas to Pakistan and keeping the 

Hindu areas in Hindustan. 

INTRODUCTION 

vii



vi

It should come as no surprise that after nearly eighty years and two 

generations later, most of the people of the subcontinent remain 

illiterate about what precipitated the partition and the roles of various 

personalities who played nefarious maneuvering games leading to the 

bloody partition and its devastating unending consequences. 

Dr. Gurinder Singh Grewal, the author of this book, is someone I have 

known for years and whose family had faced the partition agony in 1947. 

Hardly a surprise, he has not forgotten the dreadful past. Like him there 

are other countless millions on both sides of the India-Pakistan (Punjab) 

border.  

I recognize the fact that there are many books about the subject of 

partition.  However, this book “Without Consent: Partition of Punjab and 

Bengal in 1947” is different—it has additional contents to think about, 

namely the role of B.R. Ambedkar in unleashing the sad saga as well as 

the role of the Sikh leaders who were no less culprits in steering the 

disasters for Punjab to include their willful rigidities to inflict “harms” to 

historical Sikh religious sites as well as to Sikhs' general welfare. To date 

the Sikh leaders mindlessly continue to remain irresponsible and 

unaccountable for their self-defeating actions, while on the other side, 

B.R. Ambedkar hardly shied away from proclaiming himself in 1955 the 

“philosopher of Pakistan” in addition to projecting himself as being a hero 

who had served in the pivotal interests of Hindus.  

I have no doubt that the reader will gain further insight into this 

catastrophic saga of our history. I hope that in years to come the next 

generations of Punjab, both in east and west sides, will undertake 

measures to minimize the border impact or even eliminate it to restore 

full integrity to Punjab. Sovereign united Punjab is a roadmap for 

ushering peace throughout the subcontinent.  

 

G. B. Singh 

COLONEL (Ret.) US Army 

Chapter 1: The Idea of Partition 

This chapter examines the intellectual origins of the division of India into 

Muslim and non-Muslim political units. 

It traces the evolution of this idea from the early philosophical and 

political writings of Muhammad Iqbal to its formal articulation by 

Rahmat Ali Choudhry.¹ 

It then situates these ideas within the broader context of British imperial 

decline following the Second World War, when London concluded that 

India had become ungovernable and that the safety of British subjects 

could no longer be assured.² 

The chapter documents how British officials guided the Muslim League 

toward formulating a formal demand, culminating in the Lahore 

Resolution of 1940.³ 

Chapter 2: Ambedkar's Structural Analysis 

This chapter's focus is on Dr. B. R. Ambedkar's Thoughts on Pakistan and 

its rigorous constitutional and demographic analysis of partition.5 

B. R. Ambedkar, In the 1941 edition of Thoughts on Pakistan, the synopsis 

draws from two different sections of the book. Ambedkar characterizes 

the period from 1920 to 1940 as a "civil war" in Chapter VII of his book, and 

he details his solution (the partition of Punjab and Bengal) in Chapter VI. 

The Solution: Partition of Punjab and Bengal. Ambedkar argues that 

because the Muslims have a statutory majority in the Provinces of Punjab 

and Bengal, the only way to "rescue" the Hindu minorities is to partition 

those provinces, giving the Muslim areas to Pakistan and keeping the 

Hindu areas in Hindustan. 

INTRODUCTION 

vii



viii

Chapter 3: Wavell, Strategy, and the Great Game Revisited 

The chapter examines Lord Wavell's inability to secure a political 

settlement between the Indian National Congress and the Muslim 
6

League, placing strategic analysis at the center. 

It tracks Wavell's perspective on geopolitical threats, his proposals to 

Churchill, and the way imperial concerns overrode public opinion, 

concluding with an assessment of his strategic predictions concerning 
7

Soviet actions in Afghanistan.

Chapter 4: The Naval Mutiny and the British Exit 

This chapter centers on the Royal Indian Navy mutiny of 1946 as a turning 
8point that intensified British urgency to withdraw.  

It focuses on how the mutiny exposed the limits of imperial control, the 

political response that enabled British suppression, and the subsequent 

administrative and humanitarian crisis involved in the rushed British 
9departure.  

Chapter 5: The Sikh Predicament in the Partition of Punjab 

This chapter spotlights the Sikh community's position in Punjab's 

partition, drawing primarily from Sardar Kapur Singh's Sachi Sakhi and 
10contemporaneous British records.  

It focuses on the systematic exclusion of Sikhs from decisive 

negotiations, despite their political and military prominence in the 

province. 

Drawing on Kapur Singh's firsthand accounts and political reflections, the 

chapter reconstructs Sikh perceptions of betrayal and administrative 

abandonment during the final phase of British rule. 

It highlights how Sikh hopes for territorial security and political 

safeguards were set aside for imperial expediency and Congress–Muslim 

League bargaining. 

The chapter analyzes Lord Wavell's operational orders and 

correspondence on law and order, as well as troop deployment, in 
11

Punjab.  

It reveals decisions focused on rapid disengagement rather than civilian 

protection. 

This left Sikh populations, especially in exposed districts, vulnerable. 

ix

The failure to create safeguards or protections for Sikh-majority areas led 

directly to mass displacement, violence, and the near-total uprooting of 

Sikh communities from West Punjab. 

By combining Sikh narrative sources with British official records, this 

chapter shows that Sikh suffering during the partition was not accidental 

or unforeseeable. 

Instead, it was the predictable result of political exclusion, strategic 

haste, and unaccountable imperial withdrawal. 

Chapter 6: Kashmir and the Aftermath

This chapter examines Kashmir's unresolved status in 1947–48, focusing 

on the geopolitical decisions and British actions that led to the dispute.¹¹ 

It focuses on the British role, diplomatic maneuvering, and the 

foreseeable nature of the Kashmir conflict as part of hurried partition 

planning. 

Chapter 7: Prophetic Warnings Before Partition 

Puran Singh and Swami Dharma Theertha on Decolonization, 

Majoritarianism, and the Fate of Punjab and Bengal 

The transfer of power in 1947 is often depicted as the inevitable outcome 

of communal antagonism or imperial fatigue. Yet, as British withdrawal 

approached, several intellectuals raised concerns about the stability of 

the new constitutional architecture. Prof. Puran Singh—poet, scientist, 

and Sikh thinker—and Swami Dharma Theertha, author of The Menace of 

Hindu Imperialism (1946), stood out among them. Although they differed 

in idiom and intellectual approach, both predicted that without 

structural pluralism, independence would harbor the seeds of 

fragmentation and centralization. Their assessments suggest the 

division of Punjab and Bengal arose not merely from territorial disputes 

but from unresolved constitutional contradictions embedded in late 

colonial governance. 

Chapter 8: Voices Without Consent 

This turns attention from high politics to the millions whose lives were 

transformed without consultation or referendum. Peasants, artisans, 

traders, women, soldiers' families, and minority communities across 

Punjab, Bengal, Sindh, and the North-West Frontier did not sit at 

negotiating tables, draft constitutional plans, or approve territorial 
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division. Yet they bore the immediate consequences of hurried boundary 

making, administrative collapse, and communal mobilization. Their 

experiences remind us that Partition was not only a constitutional 

transfer of power but also a profound disruption of daily life, social bonds, 

and livelihoods imposed upon ordinary societies that had neither 

demanded separation nor prepared for its costs. Recovering these 

silenced perspectives restores the historical truth that the greatest 

stakeholders in 1947 were the least heard. 
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The partition of Punjab and Bengal in 1947 was not merely a 

cartographic exercise or a sudden political compromise; it was a 

civilizational rupture that tore through the hearts and hopes of millions, 

including my own family. Its consequences are not just historical 

abstractions, they are wounds that shaped lives, cast shadows over 

childhoods, and left grief lingering for generations. Even today, these 

aftershocks echo, threading sorrow and longing through the fabric of 

South Asia. 

My family lived in the Lyallpur District of undivided Punjab. In those years, 

the British transformed barren land through vast canal colonies, 

irrigating and auctioning them to hopeful settlers. My ancestors 

purchased their plot in Chak No. 76 J.B., District Lyallpur, pouring dreams 

and sweat into soil that seemed to promise a future. Like countless 

others, they built lives defined by toil, kinship, and a sense of belonging. 

Beneath the hard work was a quiet gratitude for peace, a fragile sense of 

security and neighborly trust that made daily life feel safe and whole. 

But this hard-won stability was shattered in 1947 as political storms 

unleashed a human tragedy. My parents and relatives became among the 

millions uprooted overnight; the heartbreak was real—homes and 

friendships destroyed, cherished possessions left behind, and a sense of 

safety gone in an instant. Though I was born in 1951, childhood was 

shadowed by loss and longing. I watched elders grapple with sorrow that 

words could not capture—the ache of displacement, the enduring silence 

of missing loved ones, and questions that never found answers. Like 

countless Punjabi families, ours lived with an inherited sadness, a 

longing for a world violently taken from us. 

Years later, in returning to West Punjab—and especially Lyallpur (now 

called Faisalabad)—it felt like tracing the outlines of an old scar. Each 

visit was a search for understanding, but also for lost roots and fragments 

of our stolen past. The stories I heard, the land I walked, and the silence in 

once-busy fields left me both comforted and haunted. Decades of reading 

and reflection only deepened my conviction: the popular Partition 

narratives do not do justice to the pain endured by ordinary families like 

PREFACE 
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mine, who lived through consequences without ever fully knowing why 

their lives were upended. 

To understand the partition, one must begin with the British imperial 

strategy. By the early twentieth century, British authorities recognized 

that they would eventually have to leave India. Their primary objective, 

however, was not simply withdrawal, but withdrawal that preserved 

British strategic, military, and economic interests—particularly trade 

routes, access to Middle Eastern oil, and long-term geopolitical 

positioning. 

Indian political leaders also understood that the British departure was 

inevitable. From roughly 1920 to 1940, India experienced an intensifying 

political struggle that increasingly resembled a low-grade civil conflict. 

Competing communities and political organizations sought to secure 

dominance in the post-British order. The Indian National Congress 

functioned largely as a Hindu-majoritarian organization, while 

Muslims—constituting a substantial minority—feared political 

marginalization in a centralized Hindu-dominated state. 

The writings and speeches of prominent Hindu nationalist 

leaders—including Bal Gangadhar Tilak, Lala Lajpat Rai, Lala Hardyal, 

Vinayak Damodar Savarkar, and even Mohandas K. Gandhi—reflect a 

vision of India that many Muslims perceived as a Hindu civilizational 

revival. This was instead of a pluralistic nation. Embedded in this vision 

was the belief that Muslims were “converted Hindus” who could, and 

should, be brought back into the Hindu fold. For Muslims, this raised 

existential concerns about safety, dignity, and political equality in a 

future independent India. 

It was in this context that Muhammad Iqbal (1877-1938), a philosopher-

poet of exceptional intellectual depth, addressed the Muslim League at 

Allahabad in 1930. Iqbal proposed consolidating the Muslim-majority 

provinces of northwestern India into a single autonomous political unit. 

He did not use the word” Pakistan,” nor did he advocate the partition of 

Punjab. His vision was rooted in political safeguards and cultural security 

for Muslims within the subcontinent. 

Rehmat Ali and the Concept of Pakistan 

The term "Pakistan" was first coined by Choudhry Rehmat Ali, a 
Cambridge-educated Muslim scholar, in his 1933 pamphlet, Now or 

xv

Never: Are We to Live or Perish Forever? Written in England, the pamphlet 
argued for the creation of a separate Muslim homeland composed of 
Punjab, Afghania (NWFP), Kashmir, Sindh, and Baluchistan—forming the 
acronym Pakistan. Rehmat Ali's work was ideological rather than 
administrative; it did not propose detailed mechanisms for partition or 
population transfer. Nonetheless, it introduced the name and crystallized 
the idea of Muslim nationhood, influencing subsequent political 
discourse despite initial resistance from many Muslim League leaders. 

Subsequent diplomatic developments further influenced the course of 
events. In 1939, Muslim League leaders traveled to England to present 
their constitutional demands to British authorities. British leaders guided 
them to ask for a country of their own for constitutional safeguards. A 
crucial outcome emerged at the Lahore Session of 1940, when the 
Muslim League passed a resolution calling for the creation of 
independent Muslim states in Muslim-majority regions. 

Building on these debates, Dr. B. R. Ambedkar (1891-1956) provided a 
decisive intellectual and structural framework for partition. Between 
1943 and 1947, Lord Wavell, Viceroy of India and a career military officer, 
concluded that Hindu-Muslim reconciliation was impossible and that 
partition was inevitable. Ambedkar served on the Executive Council, 
almost certainly influencing policy deliberations. In 1945, Wavell 
forwarded a partition map to Winston Churchill, who approved it. The 
boundary map—later revealed in British archives—closely resembles 
Ambedkar's proposals. 

Wavell's strategic considerations reflected the global situation at that 
time. This hidden dimension is meticulously documented by Narendra 
Singh Sarila in The Shadow of the Great Game, which remains essential 
reading for understanding Partition as a geopolitical maneuver rather 
than a purely domestic failure. Meanwhile, the Sikh experience occupies 
a tragic yet under-documented place in this history. Within this evolving 
political landscape, Muhammad Ali Jinnah (1876-1948)—once hailed as 
an ambassador of “Hindu-Muslim” unity—was driven toward separatism 
by Congress Party leadership's conduct and Gandhi's political tactics. 

Conclusion 

In summary, the partition of Punjab and Bengal was not inevitable. This 
book is an attempt to replace inherited perceptions with documented 
reality. 
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 Chapter 1

Chapter Overview

Address Delivered by Muhammad Iqbal to the All-India Muslim League 

Allahabad, December 29,1930 

“I am not opposed to the creation of autonomous states in India. I think 

the new constitution with its federal scheme would create such states. 

But it seems to me that the proper formation of such states is the only 

means of securing a peaceful India and of removing the present and 

serious dangers to the rights of minorities. 

The Punjab, North-West Frontier Province, Sind and Baluchistan 

amalgamated into a single state—self-government within the British 

Empire, or without the British Empire—the formation of a consolidated 

North-West Indian Muslim state appears to me to be the final destiny of 

the Muslims, at least of North-West India. 

India is a continent of human groups belonging to different races, 

speaking different languages, and professing different religions. Their 

behavior is not at all determined by a common race consciousness. Even 

the Hindus do not form a homogeneous group. The principle of European 

democracy cannot be applied to India without recognizing the fact of 

communal groups. 

The Muslim demand for the creation of a Muslim India within India is, 

therefore, perfectly justified. 

Islam, as a social order, has created among Muslims a sense of solidarity 

which is unique. The religious ideal of Islam is organically related to the 

social order which it has created. The rejection of one will eventually 

involve the rejection of the other. 
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Therefore, the construction of a polity on national lines, if it means the 

displacement of the Islamic principle of solidarity, is simply unthinkable 

to a Muslim. 

The formation of a Muslim state in the best interests of India is my 

demand. For India, it means security and peace resulting from an internal 

balance of power; for Islam, an opportunity to rid itself of the stamp that 

Arabian imperialism was forced to give it, to mobilize its law, its 

education, its culture, and to bring them into closer contact with its own 

original spirit and with the spirit of modern times. 

Communalism in its higher aspect is indispensable to the formation of a 

harmonious whole in a country like India. The units of Indian society are 

not territorial as in European countries; they are communal. 

The Muslim community, with its peculiar culture, psychology, and 

traditions, has every right to demand free development on its own lines. 

Therefore, demand the formation of a consolidated Muslim state in the 

best interests of India and Islam. The Muslim state will be a bulwark 

against foreign invasion and will also provide a stable balance within 

India itself. 

The future destiny of the Muslims of India, as a distinct political entity, 

depends on their complete unity of will, purpose, and action. They must 

learn to organize themselves politically and to stand firmly by their 
1ideals.”  

Why Muhammad Iqbal's Speech Matters? 

Muhammad Iqbal's address to the All-India Muslim League at Allahabad 

on December 29,1930 matters because it provided the earliest coherent 

articulation of Muslim territorial autonomy within British India.¹ 

Although he did not use the word “Pakistan,” his proposal to consolidate 

Punjab, the North-West Frontier Province, Sind, and Baluchistan into a 

single Muslim state laid the intellectual foundation for the later demand 

for Pakistan.¹ Iqbal reframed the political debate from minority 

safeguards within a united India to the principle of nationhood grounded 

in shared history, culture, and religious solidarity.¹ In doing so, he 

introduced the idea that peace in India required a constitutional balance 

of power rather than centralized majoritarian rule.¹ The Allahabad 

Address therefore stands as the conceptual precursor to the Lahore 

Resolution of 1940 and marks a decisive turning point in the evolution of 
1

Muslim political thought.  

Choudhary Rahmat Ali & the Conception of Pakistan: Vision, Ideology, 

and Historical Irony 

Choudhary Rahmat Ali (1897–1951) is best known for naming Pakistan. 

But his impact on South Asian politics was much greater.² This article 

shows that Rahmat Ali had a clear theory of Muslim nationhood based on 

geography, history, and self-determination. This theory was only partly 

realized in 1947. His vision was very different from the Muslim League's 

and predicted some of the problems India and Pakistan would face. He 

emerges as a prophetic, if tragic, political thinker, whose warnings about 

majoritarianism and moral compromise still matter today. 

Most histories of Pakistan's creation focus on Jinnah, the Muslim League, 

and failed talks with the British.³ In these accounts, Rahmat Ali is often 

seen as just the man who named Pakistan, not as a serious thinker. This 

view misses the originality of his ideas. Writing from Cambridge in the 

early 1930s, Rahmat Ali argued that Partition was inevitable because 

Indian Muslims and Hindus were separate nations.² His thinking 

deserves more attention because it preceded the broader political 

demand for separation. 

The 1933 Pakistan Declaration 

Rahmat Ali's seminal pamphlet, Now or Never: Are We to Live or Perish 

Forever?  was written against the backdrop of constitutional deadlock 

following the Round Table Conferences.² 

The document rejected the assumption that India constituted a single 

nation capable of democratic self-government. Instead, Rahmat Ali 

asserted that Muslims of north-western India formed a distinct nation 
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whose survival required sovereign statehood. 

The term Pakistan was constructed as both an acronym—Punjab, Afgania 

(North-West Frontier Province), Kashmir, Sindh, and Baluchistan—and a 

symbolic assertion of moral legitimacy, drawing on the Persian and Urdu 

meaning of pak (pure).² 

This dual meaning was deliberate. For Rahmat Ali, political geography 

and civilizational identity were inseparable. A nation denied territorial 

sovereignty would eventually be reduced to a permanent minority, 

regardless of constitutional safeguards. 

A Theory of Muslim Nationhood 

Unlike the Muslim League's evolving position, Rahmat Ali's argument did 

not rest primarily on electoral arithmetic or communal fear. He advanced 

a civilizational theory of nationhood, grounded in history, culture, and 

political psychology. 

Rahmat Ali rejected Congress Party nationalism as inherently 

majoritarian, warning that democratic institutions in a Hindu-majority 

polity would inevitably consolidate power around cultural dominance 

rather than neutral citizenship.³ 

Divergence from Jinnah and the Muslim League 

A critical but often overlooked aspect of Rahmat Ali's thought is his 

estrangement from Jinnah and the Muslim League.³ 

When the 1947 settlement produced what he famously called a “moth-

eaten Pakistan,” Rahmat Ali denounced it as a betrayal of the original 
2idea.   

The Muslim League Resolution & the Demand for a Separate Muslim 

State, 1939–1942 

The demand for a separate Muslim state did not arise abruptly in March 

1940; rather, it developed through a sequence of deliberate political 

actions.³ 

At its annual session in Lahore on March 23,1940, the Muslim League 
4formally adopted what would later be known as the Pakistan Resolution.   

Muhammad Ali Jinnah 

Jinnah's initial stance as a modern constitutionalist reflected his belief in 

gradual reform and reliance on legal processes to achieve Indian self-
5determination.  

Jinnah was critical of Gandhi, and he offered a pointed critique of Gandhi's 

political language: 

“Mr. Gandhi is a strange man. He talks of Ram Rajya and calls it a secular 
6state.”  

Conclusion 

This reassessment of Jinnah's political trajectory complicates prevailing 
7

narratives of India's division.  

Jaswant Singh's work ultimately urges more critical engagement with the 

causes of Partition and underlines the importance of renewed scrutiny of 
7

political processes when evaluating the possibilities and limits of unity.  
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 Chapter 2

Part I-- Ambedkar's Motive for Writing Thoughts on Pakistan & His 

Method 

A Constitutional Report Circulated to Political Circles: 

Ambedkar explicitly states that Thoughts on Pakistan originated as a 

report submitted to the Executive Council of the Independent Labour 

Party in August 1940 (Ambedkar 1941, Prologue ii). The Independent 

Labour Party, in this context, refers not to the British parliamentary 

Labour Party as a governing institution, but to the socialist political 

movement and intellectual circles associated with Labour politics in 

Britain during the late interwar period. Ambedkar maintained intellectual 

and political connections with British reformist and socialist circles 

dating back to his studies in London and his participation in 

constitutional negotiations concerning India. 

By presenting the manuscript as a report for this audience, Ambedkar 

shows it was intended for informed readers engaged in constitutional 

debates. The report format signals a technical policy memorandum 

explaining the implications of the Pakistan demand. Ambedkar thus 

positions himself as a constitutional analyst focused on institutional 

reasoning rather than as a nationalist advocate. 

Exposition Rather Than Emotional Reaction: 

Ambedkar stresses that his aim is “to expose the scheme of Pakistan in all 

its aspects” because public discussion is dominated by emotion rather 

than analysis (Ambedkar 1941, p. 10). He constructs the book as an 

evidentiary study, drawing on history, statistics, fiscal data, and 

administrative precedents. 

               Ambedkar's Structural Analysis 

            “Political language is designed to make lies sound truthful.”

George Orwell
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Ambedkar explains that citizens must be enabled to form an intelligent 

judgment about Pakistan only after understanding the preceding 

political developments and the institutional consequences of alternative 

arrangements (Ambedkar 1941, pp. 10–11). The book serves as a 

constitutional briefing document aiming to move beyond slogan-based 

politics to informed, reality-grounded decision-making. 

Forcing a Decision Before Constitution-Making: 

Ambedkar's emphasis on urgency is central. He warns that neglecting or 

postponing the Pakistan question would destabilize any future 

constitutional structure. He insists his “one purpose” is to force attention 

upon this issue (Ambedkar 1941, p. 11). 

Ambedkar's case is institutional: no constitution can be drafted while 

national sovereignty remains unresolved. If one community claims 

nationhood and another denies it, any imposed constitutional design 

risks collapse (Ambedkar 1941, pp. 10–11). He treats Pakistan as a 

prerequisite constitutional problem. 

Origins of Pakistan and Ambedkar's Technical Intervention: 

Transitioning to the question of origins, Ambedkar attributes the Pakistan 

demand to Muslim thinkers such as Sir Muhammad Iqbal and Rahmat Ali 

(Ambedkar 1941, p. 17). He differentiates his own contribution as one of 

technical analysis—examining the practical implications of the proposal. 

This shift from ideological origin to structural feasibility is one of the 

defining features of Thoughts on Pakistan. Here, “structural feasibility” 

means assessing whether the design or arrangement of political and 

social institutions would allow a proposal to work in practice. Ambedkar 

systematically assembles demographic tables (statistical data on 

population characteristics), provincial revenue statistics (financial data 

showing government income by region), military recruitment 

distributions (data on enlistment patterns across regions), and district-

level communal concentrations (areas where members of particular 

religious or social groups are clustered) in order to evaluate whether 

sovereignty transfer under such conditions would produce stable 

governance or permanent instability (Ambedkar 1941, pp. 90–115; 

120–150). 

In doing so, he transforms the Pakistan debate from a nationalist slogan 

into a problem of constitutional engineering. “Constitutional 

engineering” refers to the careful design and structuring of political 

institutions and rules. The central question becomes not whether 

Pakistan is desirable in principle, but whether mixed provinces (regions 

with significant populations from multiple communities), electoral 

arithmetic (the mathematical calculation of voting outcomes), and 

administrative control mechanisms (systems for governing and enforcing 

rules) make a unified or divided state structurally workable. 

Part II—Punjab and Bengal: The Constitutional Logic of Redrawing 

Boundaries 

Boundary Redrawing as an Administrative Question: 

Ambedkar argues that Punjab and Bengal occupy a unique constitutional 

position because their communal populations are not randomly 

intermixed but clustered in identifiable contiguous districts (that is, these 

groups live in adjacent, clearly defined geographic areas; Ambedkar 

1941, p. 108). For this reason, he concludes that boundary revision 

(changing provincial borders) is administratively feasible (practically 

possible to implement): by drawing provincial borders so that 

predominantly Hindu areas are excluded from the projected Muslim 

state, more homogeneous (more internally similar in population) 

political units could be created (Ambedkar 1941, p. 108). 

This argument is explicitly technical. Ambedkar does not initially frame 

partition as a moral objective; instead, he treats it as a logistical and 

demographic problem. Where district-level segregation exists, territorial 

reorganization becomes structurally possible. Where it does not exist, as 

in Sind or the Frontier, demographic homogeneity cannot be achieved 

merely through boundary adjustment (Ambedkar 1941, pp. 108–109). 

Majority Rule and the “Rescue” Argument: 

Ambedkar then translates demographic distribution into the mechanics 

of representative government. In both Punjab and Bengal, Muslims 

constitute slight but decisive statutory majorities, meaning that electoral 

democracy would produce permanent majority control over large non-
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Muslim minorities (Ambedkar 1941, pp. 118–119). 

He therefore frames the issue as an explicit constitutional alternative:

 whether to maintain unified provinces under majority rule, or to redraw 

boundaries so that the minority population may be “rescued” from 

permanent political subordination (Ambedkar 1941, p. 119). His 

formulation is deliberately stark. Political leaders must decide whether to 

oppose the creation of a Muslim national state entirely, or to consent to 

boundary revision “and thus rescue” the Hindu population from the risks 

inherent in majority domination (Ambedkar 1941, p. 119). 

Critique of Elite Opposition as Employment-Driven: 

Ambedkar sharply criticizes segments of the Hindu elite who resist 

provincial partition. He argues that such resistance often arises not from 

constitutional principle but from the desire to preserve access to 

government employment and administrative authority within Muslim-

majority provinces (Ambedkar 1941, pp. 118–119). 

He condemns this stance as a profound political miscalculation, 

asserting that opposition grounded in bureaucratic advantage sacrifices 

the long-term safety of the broader population for the short-term 

institutional privilege of a narrow-educated class (Ambedkar 1941, pp. 

118–119). 

The Historical Context-- “Twenty Years of Civil War”: 

Ambedkar's demographic and constitutional reasoning is reinforced by 

his historical assessment of Hindu–Muslim relations between 1920 and 

1940. Reviewing communal riots, political violence, and repeated 

breakdowns of inter-communal cooperation, he concludes that the 

period may reasonably be described as a prolonged civil conflict 

interrupted only by intervals of “armed peace” (Ambedkar 1941, p. 180). 

This diagnosis serves as empirical support for his constitutional

 conclusion: if communal antagonism has already reached such intensity, 

then constitutional arrangements that ignore demographic polarization 

risk reproducing instability rather than resolving it (Ambedkar 1941, p. 

180). 

Questions and Answers from Thoughts on Pakistan:  

Q#1. What was Ambedkar's constitutional method in approaching 

Pakistan? 

Answer: Ambedkar insists that the Pakistan scheme must be studied “in 

all its aspects” and judged based on facts and administrative realities 

rather than emotion (Ambedkar 1941, p. 10). He describes the public 

mood as reactive and therefore seeks to replace rhetoric with analysis by 

marshalling political and social history and compelling the reader to 

consider implications in concrete institutional terms (Ambedkar 1941, pp. 

10–11). He makes the urgency explicit: he declares that he has “only one 

purpose,” namely to force attention upon the issue and prevent evasion of 

an unavoidable constitutional decision (Ambedkar 1941, p. 11). 

Q#2. Why did Ambedkar write this book—was its advocacy for Pakistan? 

Answer: Ambedkar explicitly frames the work as exposition rather than 

advocacy: he seeks to “expose” and explain, not to convert, and he 

emphasizes that the aim is to enable intelligent judgment about the 

scheme (Ambedkar 1941, p. 10). He argues that it is neither wise nor 

workable to dismiss a demand supported by an overwhelming share of 

Muslims without studying its constitutional meaning (Ambedkar 1941, 

pp. 10–11). He further warns that Pakistan cannot be treated as a passing 

“political distemper,” but as a developed feature of the Muslim body 

politic—one that must be confronted before constitution-making 

proceeds (Ambedkar 1941, pp. 10–11). 

Q#3. What did Ambedkar say about the origins of Pakistan? 

Answer: Ambedkar attributes the origin and prior articulation of Pakistan 

to Muslim thinkers and leaders such as Sir Muhammad Iqbal and Rahmat 

Ali (Ambedkar 1941, p. 17). His own intervention, however, is presented as 

a technical examination of what such a demand would mean when 

translated into constitutional form and territorial design. 

Q#4. Why did Ambedkar call the 1920–1940 period “civil war” & “armed 

peace”? 

Answer: Ambedkar states that the record of Hindu–Muslim relations 

from 1920 to 1940 amounts to a prolonged civil conflict, interrupted only 

by intervals of “armed peace” (Ambedkar 1941, p. 180). He treats this 

record not as background rhetoric but as evidence that communal 
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“political distemper,” but as a developed feature of the Muslim body 

politic—one that must be confronted before constitution-making 
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Answer: Ambedkar attributes the origin and prior articulation of Pakistan 

to Muslim thinkers and leaders such as Sir Muhammad Iqbal and Rahmat 

Ali (Ambedkar 1941, p. 17). His own intervention, however, is presented as 

a technical examination of what such a demand would mean when 

translated into constitutional form and territorial design. 
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Answer: Ambedkar states that the record of Hindu–Muslim relations 

from 1920 to 1940 amounts to a prolonged civil conflict, interrupted only 

by intervals of “armed peace” (Ambedkar 1941, p. 180). He treats this 
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antagonism was already chronic and politically entrenched, thereby 

shaping the feasibility of any shared constitutional order (Ambedkar 

1941, p. 180). 

Q#5. What was Ambedkar's specific solution for Punjab and Bengal? 

Answer: Ambedkar argues that because Muslims possess statutory 

majorities in the provinces of Punjab and Bengal, the only structural 

means of protecting the Hindu minorities is to partition those 

provinces—allocating the Muslim-majority areas to the projected Muslim 

state while retaining the Hindu-majority areas within Hindustan 

(Ambedkar 1941, pp. 118–119). He frames this as a constitutional remedy 

tied to electoral arithmetic: under representative government, a slight 

majority is sufficient to control the province permanently, making 

minority vulnerability a built-in feature rather than an accidental 

outcome (Ambedkar 1941, p. 119). 

Q#6. Why did Ambedkar say redrawing boundaries in Punjab & Bengal 

was “perfectly possible”? 

Answer: Ambedkar argues that Punjab and Bengal contain naturally 

segregated, district-level concentrations—contiguous areas in which one 

community predominates—making it “perfectly possible” to separate 

populations by drawing boundaries that exclude predominantly Hindu 

areas from the Muslim state (Ambedkar 1941, p. 108). He distinguishes 

this from provinces like Sind or the Frontier, where Hindu populations are 

more urban-concentrated and not distributed in contiguous district 

blocks suitable for boundary revision alone (Ambedkar 1941, pp. 

108–109). 

Q#7. What is the “Rescue” argument in Ambedkar's reasoning on Punjab 

and Bengal? 

Answer: Ambedkar places the question before Hindus in explicitly 

alternative terms: whether it is preferable to retain a unified province in 

which a 54 percent Muslim majority governs a 46 percent Hindu minority, 

or to redraw boundaries and thereby “rescue the whole body of Hindus” 

from the terrors of Muslim rule (Ambedkar 1941, p. 119). In the 

formulation you cite, he presents the choice in stark terms: whether to 

oppose the creation of a National Muslim State altogether, or to consent 

to boundary revision “and thus rescue” the Hindu population from “the 

horrors of Muslim rule” (Ambedkar 1941, p. 119). His point is 

constitutional and arithmetic: once sovereignty is transferred under 

majoritarian institutions, a minority does not merely risk episodic 

disadvantage; it risks permanent structural subordination (Ambedkar 

1941, p. 119). 

Q#8. What does Ambedkar say about Hindu opposition to partitioning of 

Punjab and Bengal? 

Answer: Ambedkar harshly criticizes segments of upper-caste Hindu 

leadership who resisted partitioning Punjab and Bengal. He argues that 

their resistance is not fundamentally anchored in constitutional safety 

but in preserving “gainful employment” and administrative dominance 

within Muslim-majority areas (Ambedkar 1941, pp. 118–119). He 

condemns this stance as a serious political error—indeed, a “greatest 

blunder”—because it prioritizes class advantage and bureaucratic 

privilege over the security of the broader Hindu (and Sikh) population, 

who will remain exposed under permanent Muslim majorities if the 

provinces stay undivided (Ambedkar 1941, pp. 118–119). 

Q#9. How do Hindus and Muslims differ on the concept of nationhood? 

Answer: Ambedkar argues that Hindus and Muslims differ fundamentally 

on nationhood because the dispute is not only about territory but about 

culture and sovereignty (Ambedkar 1941, p. 31). He notes that nationality 

is a “subjective psychological feeling” and a “corporate sentiment of 

oneness”; therefore, if Muslims possess that consciousness of being a 

nation, they are one by that criterion (Ambedkar 1941, pp. 33–35). He 

records the Muslim contention that what divides Hindus and Muslims is 

more vital than what unites them and that the communities do not share 

a “common cycle of participation” in history; heroes and symbols in one 

communal narrative often appear as adversaries in the other (Ambedkar 

1941, pp. 33–35). 

Ambedkar further emphasizes the Muslim rejection of territorial 
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Answer: Ambedkar argues that Hindus and Muslims differ fundamentally 

on nationhood because the dispute is not only about territory but about 

culture and sovereignty (Ambedkar 1941, p. 31). He notes that nationality 

is a “subjective psychological feeling” and a “corporate sentiment of 

oneness”; therefore, if Muslims possess that consciousness of being a 

nation, they are one by that criterion (Ambedkar 1941, pp. 33–35). He 

records the Muslim contention that what divides Hindus and Muslims is 
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Ambedkar further emphasizes the Muslim rejection of territorial 
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nationalism: Muslims deny that residence in one country alone makes 

them part of the same nation as Hindus, and they argue that “community 

of interests” (including anti-colonial struggle) is insufficient without a 

sentimental and cultural unity (Ambedkar 1941, pp. 33–35). A central 

distinction then emerges between a “National Home” and a “National 

State”: Ambedkar notes that Muslims demand a National State—political 

sovereignty and the right to shape national life within their 

territory—rather than a mere guarantee of residence (Ambedkar 1941, p. 

104). This demand is driven by the refusal to live as a “subject race” under 

a Hindu majority in a united India (Ambedkar 1941, p. 43). 

Q#10. What is the Hindu concept of nationhood according to Ambedkar? 

Answer: Ambedkar presents two principal Hindu perspectives. First is the 

unitarian view associated with Congress Party arguments: it relies on 

geographical unity and the “community of interests” developed through 

administrative unity, and it often assumes that common environment, 

racial overlap, and linguistic ties should bind the two communities into 

one nation (Ambedkar 1941, p. 27). Ambedkar critiques this approach by 

arguing that many Hindus mistake the accidental and superficial for the 

essential and fundamental, thereby failing to grasp the depth of the 

antagonisms that divide the communities (Ambedkar 1941, pp. 23–24). 

Second is the Hindu Mahasabha view associated with Savarkar: 

Ambedkar describes Savarkar's argument against territorial nationality 

and his preference for an “organic” conception grounded in cultural-

historical affinity (Ambedkar 1941, p. 126; see also Savarkar 1923). 

Savarkar's definition of a Hindu as one who regards India as both 

Fatherland and Holyland functions to exclude Muslims and Christians 

whose holy lands lie outside India (Ambedkar 1941, p. 126). Ambedkar 

highlights the paradox that Savarkar agrees with the Muslim League on 

the existence of two nations (Hindu and Muslim) yet rejects territorial 

partition and insists on a single state where the Hindu numerical 

majority would dominate under a one-person-one-vote constitution 

(Ambedkar 1941, p. 126). 

Q#11. How did Savarkar and Jinnah agree on the two-nation theory, and 

where did they diverge? 

Answer: Ambedkar notes a “strange” reality-- Savarkar and Jinnah are in 

“complete agreement” on the descriptive claim that India is not a 

homogeneous nation but contains two nations—Hindu and Muslim 

(Ambedkar 1941, p. 137). Their divergence concerns constitutional 

remedy. Jinnah's solution follows from the premise: since two nations 

exist, India must be divided into separate territories--Pakistan and 

Hindustan (Ambedkar 1941, p. 138). Savarkar's solution rejects division: 

even though he accepts two nations, he insists India “shall not be divided,” 

meaning the Muslim nation must remain within a single constitutional 

state (Ambedkar 1941, p. 138). Ambedkar explains that Savarkar's 

practical outcome is Muslim “subordinate co-operation” under a 

majoritarian constitution, where the Hindu nation's numerical majority 

secures predominant administrative power (Ambedkar 1941, p. 138). 

Q#12. Why does Ambedkar argue that the Pakistan question must be 

decided before a new constitution is framed? 

Answer: Ambedkar argues that Pakistan must be decided before 

constitution-making because an unresolved sovereignty dispute will 

destabilize the entire structure of any future constitution (Ambedkar 

1941, pp. 10–11). He warns that coercion—forcing a central government 

upon a reluctant Muslim nation—is not a workable alternative and risks 

collapse of the constitutional structure (Ambedkar 1941, pp. 10–11). 

Therefore, the issue must be settled by a rational decision grounded in 

the realities he presents (Ambedkar 1941, pp. 10–11). 

Q#13. What is Ambedkar's critique of Gandhi regarding communal 

violence? 

Answer: Ambedkar criticizes Gandhi as selectively condemnatory: he 

argues Gandhi was punctilious about condemning violence when 

committed by Congress actors but failed to protest adequately when 

fanatic Muslims committed murders, maintaining silence in order to 

preserve the appearance of Hindu–Muslim unity (Ambedkar 1941, p. 

153). In his treatment of the Mopla events, Ambedkar highlights Gandhi's 
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upon a reluctant Muslim nation—is not a workable alternative and risks 
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language describing the Moplas as religiously motivated “brave” men 

fighting for what they considered religion, using this as evidence that 

Gandhi minimized atrocities to protect political alignment (Ambedkar 

1941, pp. 154–155). 

Q#14. Why did Ambedkar favored population exchange as solution to 

communal conflict? 

Answer: Ambedkar argues that the transfer of minorities represents the 

“only lasting remedy for communal peace,” because constitutional 

safeguards alone cannot protect minorities living under hostile 

majorities (Ambedkar 1941, pp. 109–111). He examines international 

experience and concludes that written guarantees and lists of rights 

often failed to prevent persecution; therefore, structural separation of 

populations becomes the only dependable institutional solution in 

deeply divided societies (Ambedkar 1941, pp. 109–111). He further 

argues that merely drawing territorial boundaries without relocating 

minorities would leave both successor states as “mixed states,” in which 

the same communal tensions would persist (Ambedkar 1941, p. 110). For 

this reason, he concludes that if Hindustan is to become politically stable 

and homogeneous, the exchange of population must be considered as a 

necessary complement to territorial partition (Ambedkar 1941, pp. 

110–111). 

Q#15. What international precedents did Ambedkar use to justify 

population exchange? 

Answer: Ambedkar primarily relies on the examples of Turkey, Greece, and 

Bulgaria, arguing that these states resolved minority conflicts by 

exchanging populations across borders (Ambedkar 1941, pp. 109–111). 

He emphasizes that the exchange involved roughly twenty million 

people and that the participating states, despite limited resources, 

carried the task to completion (Ambedkar 1941, p. 110). He uses this 

precedent to counter the argument that India's scale makes transfer 

impossible, asserting that it would be “folly” to abandon a sure route to 

communal peace simply because obstacles exist (Ambedkar 1941, pp. 

110–111). He also invokes the Sudeten German case in Czechoslovakia 

as an illustration of the danger posed when minorities maintain political 

allegiance to an external national state (Ambedkar 1941, p. 111). 

Q#16. What is the “Hostage Theory,” and how does Ambedkar evaluate it? 

Answer: The “Hostage Theory” holds that minorities remaining in each 

successor state would function as mutual deterrents: mistreatment of 

one minority would invite retaliation against the other (Ambedkar 1941, 

pp. 104–106). Ambedkar considers this arrangement deeply unstable. 

Once Pakistan becomes sovereign, Hindustan would possess no 

constitutional authority to intervene on behalf of Hindus residing there; 

protection would depend solely on a retaliatory threat rather than 

enforceable rights (Ambedkar 1941, pp. 104–106). He warns that such a 

structure transforms minorities into bargaining instruments of interstate 

hostility and risks repeating tragedies comparable to those suffered by 

Armenians or persecuted minorities elsewhere (Ambedkar 1941, pp. 

104–106). 

Q#17. Why did Ambedkar argue that “a safe army is better than a safe 

border”? 

Answer: Ambedkar argues that the defense of a united India depends 

heavily on regiments recruited from the North-West, where Muslim 

enlistment historically predominates (Ambedkar 1941, pp. 91–93). He 

raises the strategic question whether a Hindu-dominated government 

could safely depend on troops whose natural sympathies might align 

with a Muslim invader from Afghanistan or beyond (Ambedkar 1941, p. 

93). From this reasoning, he concludes that security depends less on 

territorial frontiers than on the loyalty of the armed forces, summarizing 

the doctrine in the phrase that a “safe army is better than a safe border” 

(Ambedkar 1941, pp. 91–92). Under partition, the North-West frontier 

defense would become Pakistan's responsibility, allowing Hindustan to 

build an army composed of troops loyal to its own state structure 

(Ambedkar 1941, pp. 91–92). 
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Q#18. What financial argument did Ambedkar make regarding Pakistan 

and Hindu-majority provinces? 

Answer: Ambedkar presents statistical data showing that Hindu-majority 

provinces contr ibute the overwhelming share of  central 

revenue—approximately Rs. 51 crores—while the provinces forming 

Pakistan contribute only around Rs. 7 crores (Ambedkar 1941, pp. 94–96). 

At the same time, nearly half of the central budget—roughly Rs. 52 

crores—is spent on the army largely recruited from the North-West 

(Ambedkar 1941, pp. 94–95). He therefore argues that Hindu provinces 

effectively finance an army whose economic benefits flow to regions 

seeking political separation (Ambedkar 1941, pp. 94–95). Partition, in this 

analysis, would end this fiscal imbalance and allow Hindustan to redirect 

resources toward its own administrative and defense needs (Ambedkar 

1941, p. 96). 

Q#19. How did subventions to Sind and the N.W.F.P. increase Hindu tax 

burdens? 

Answer: Ambedkar notes that Sind and the North-West Frontier Province 

were not financially self-supporting and required annual central 

subventions—roughly one crore rupees each—to maintain 

administration (Ambedkar 1941, p. 103). Because the central treasury was 

funded primarily by Hindu-majority provinces, these subsidies effectively 

transferred Hindu-generated revenue to sustain Muslim-majority 

provincial administrations (Ambedkar 1941, p. 103). Separation, he 

argues, would terminate this fiscal obligation and remove what he 

characterizes as a structural burden on the revenues of Hindustan 

(Ambedkar 1941, p. 103). 

Q#20. What logistical obstacles did Ambedkar acknowledge regarding 

population transfer? 

Answer: Ambedkar concedes that transferring populations on such a 

scale would be a massive undertaking involving millions of people 

(Ambedkar 1941, p. 110). He also notes demographic complications: in 

provinces such as Sind, Hindus are concentrated mainly in towns and 

commercial centers rather than contiguous rural districts, making 

territorial adjustment alone insufficient to achieve homogeneity 

(Ambedkar 1941, pp. 108–109). Nonetheless, he argues that logistical 

difficulty cannot outweigh the long-term necessity of communal peace 

(Ambedkar 1941, p. 110). 

Q#21. How did Ambedkar justify the partition of Punjab specifically? 

Answer: Ambedkar presents population statistics showing Muslims 

numbering roughly 13.3 million and non-Muslims about 11.4 million, 

producing a Muslim majority of approximately 54 percent ruling a 46 

percent minority (Ambedkar 1941, pp. 117–119). Because districts exist 

where each community predominates, he argues that homogeneous 

Muslim states can be formed by excluding Hindu-majority districts 

(Ambedkar 1941, p. 108). He again frames the decision in constitutional 

arithmetic: whether to allow the narrow majority permanent control or to 

redraw boundaries to protect the minority population (Ambedkar 1941, p. 

119). 

Q#22. How did Ambedkar justify the partition of Bengal? 

Answer: Ambedkar notes that Bengal's demographic distribution 

produces a similar structural imbalance, with Muslims forming a slight 

majority and Hindus a large minority (Ambedkar 1941, pp. 118–119). 

Because district-level clustering exists, he argues that boundary 

redrawing could separate predominantly Hindu regions from Muslim-

majority zones, thereby preventing permanent minority rule (Ambedkar 

1941, p. 108). 

Q#23. How did the 1905 Partition of Bengal influence Ambedkar's 

reasoning? 

Answer: Ambedkar cites the 1905 partition and its annulment in 1911 to 

argue that emotional opposition to territorial reorganization can 

produce long-term political disadvantage (Ambedkar 1941, pp. 19–20, 

118). He suggests that the reunification strengthened Muslim 

demographic dominance within Bengal, reinforcing his claim that 

demographic realities must guide administrative boundaries rather than 
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sentimental appeals to unity (Ambedkar 1941, pp. 19–20, 118). 

Q#24. What did Ambedkar say about Sikhs of Punjab? 

Answer: Ambedkar includes Sikhs within the broader non-Muslim 

demographic bloc in Punjab's population calculations (Ambedkar 1941, p. 

119). He also notes their substantial representation in the 

army—approximately 13.58 percent of infantry and 23.81 percent of 

cavalry—recognizing their established military reputation (Ambedkar 

1941, pp. 69, 75). At the same time, his constitutional arithmetic treats 

Sikh security as tied to the broader minority question within a Muslim-

majority province (Ambedkar 1941, p. 119). 

Q#25. Can Ambedkar properly be called the “architect of Pakistan”? 

Answer: Ambedkar does not claim to have originated the Pakistan 

demand; he attributes its ideological roots to Muslim leaders (Ambedkar 

1941, p. 17). However, he provides detailed demographic analysis, 

district-level statistics, and boundary logic that demonstrate how such a 

state could be structured in practice (Ambedkar 1941, pp. 1, 10). In this 

sense, his contribution is methodological and structural rather than 

ideological or political. 

Part III--Constitutional Questions in Thoughts on Pakistan  

Nationhood, Sovereignty, and the Structure of the Indian State 

(Questions are stated first; Ambedkar's analytical reasoning follows, with 

page references inserted in the text.) 

Q#1. How do Hindus and Muslims differ on the concept of nationhood? 

Answer: Ambedkar frames the dispute between Hindus and Muslims not 

primarily as a territorial disagreement but as a fundamental 

disagreement over the nature of nationhood itself. He argues that the 

controversy turns on the relationship among culture, historical 

consciousness, and political sovereignty rather than merely on shared 

geography (Ambedkar 1941, p. 31). 

Ambedkar emphasizes that nationality, in the political sense, must be 

understood as a “subjective psychological feeling” — a corporate 

sentiment of collective belonging. If a population possesses this 

sentiment of oneness, it constitutes a nation irrespective of linguistic or 

racial similarities with neighboring populations (Ambedkar 1941, pp. 

33–35). From this perspective, the Muslim claim to nationhood rests not 

on administrative convenience but on a declared collective 

consciousness supported by historical memory and communal identity 

(Ambedkar 1941, pp. 33–35). 

He records the Muslim argument that the historical experiences of 

Hindus and Muslims do not form a shared civilizational narrative but 

instead often produce opposing communal memories: figures revered by 

one community may be regarded as adversaries by the other (Ambedkar 

1941, pp. 33–35). Because of this absence of a common historical 

participation, Muslims reject the theory that residence in a single 

territory automatically generates national unity (Ambedkar 1941, pp. 

33–35). 

Ambedkar further identifies a decisive conceptual distinction between a 

“National Home” and a “National State.” A National Home implies cultural 

residence without sovereignty; a National State implies full political 

authority and the right to organize society according to national will. He 

concludes that Muslim political demands clearly belong to the second 

category — the demand for sovereign statehood rather than protected 

minority status (Ambedkar 1941, p. 104). This demand arises from the 

refusal to accept permanent political subordination under a Hindu 

electoral majority within a unified constitutional framework (Ambedkar 

1941, p. 43). 

Q#2. What is the Hindu concept of nationhood in Ambedkar's analysis? 

Answer: Ambedkar identifies two major Hindu conceptions of 

nationhood. 

The first is what he describes as the unitarian or territorial view, 

commonly associated with Congress's political reasoning. This view 

assumes that India constitutes a natural nation because of its 

geographical unity, administrative integration under British rule, and 
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shared political interests, such as the anti-colonial struggle (Ambedkar 

1941, p. 27). Supporters of this view often argue that common 

environment, racial proximity, and long political coexistence should be 

sufficient to produce a single national identity (Ambedkar 1941, p. 27). 

Ambedkar criticizes this reasoning sharply. He argues that many 

proponents confuse superficial administrative unity with genuine social 

cohesion, mistaking what is accidental and external for what is essential 

and fundamental. Deep social and religious antagonisms, he contends, 

cannot be neutralized merely by invoking territorial continuity 

(Ambedkar 1941, pp. 23–24). 

The second Hindu conception appears in the ideological framework 

associated with V. D. Savarkar. Ambedkar summarizes Savarkar's theory as 

rejecting territorial nationality and defining nationhood in terms of 

cultural-historical unity. Under this formulation, a Hindu is one who 

regards India as both Fatherland and Holyland, a definition that implicitly 

excludes Muslims and Christians whose sacred centers lie outside the 

subcontinent (Ambedkar 1941, p. 126). 

Ambedkar notes a crucial paradox in this position. Savarkar effectively 

acknowledges the existence of two distinct nations — Hindu and Muslim 

— yet insists that both must remain within a single territorial state 

governed by majority rule (Ambedkar 1941, p. 126). Thus, while Savarkar 

agrees with Muslim leaders regarding the sociological existence of 

separate nations, he rejects the political conclusion that territorial 

separation should follow. 

Q#3. How did Savarkar and Jinnah agree on the two-nation principle yet 

propose opposite solutions? 

Answer: Ambedkar remarks on what he calls the “strange” situation that 

both Savarkar and Jinnah reject the assumption that India constitutes a 

homogeneous nation (Ambedkar 1941, p. 137). Both accept that two 

distinct nations exist within the subcontinent — Hindu and Muslim 

(Ambedkar 1941, p. 137). 

Their disagreement concerns constitutional remedy rather than 

sociological diagnosis. 

Jinnah's conclusion is that since two nations exist, they must be granted 

separate territorial states so that each may exercise sovereignty within 

its own domain (Ambedkar 1941, p. 138). Savarkar, by contrast, maintains 

that despite the existence of two nations, India must remain territorially 

indivisible. Under his preferred constitutional order, Muslims would live 

within a unified state governed by a system of one-person-one-vote, 

which would naturally ensure Hindu political predominance due to 

demographic majority (Ambedkar 1941, p. 138). 

 Ambedkar interprets this as implying that Savarkar's solution effectively 

assigns Muslims the status of a politically subordinate nation within a 

Hindu-majority constitutional structure (Ambedkar 1941, p. 138). 

Q#4. Why does Ambedkar insist that the Pakistan question must be 

resolved before constitution-making? 

Answer: Ambedkar argues that the Pakistan issue cannot be deferred 

because constitutional design presupposes agreement on the basic 

structure of sovereignty. He warns that drafting a central constitution 

while leaving the national question unresolved would risk the collapse of 

the entire political system once independence arrives (Ambedkar 1941, 

pp. 10–11). 

He further states that coercion cannot function as a viable substitute for 

settlement: imposing a constitutional framework upon a community that 

regards itself as a separate nation would produce instability rather than 

unity (Ambedkar 1941, pp. 10–11). For this reason, he insists that rational 

examination of the Pakistan demand must precede institutional design. 

Q#5. Why does Ambedkar characterize Hindu–Muslim relations as 

“armed peace”? 

Answer: Ambedkar reviews the record of communal conflict between 

1920 and 1940 and concludes that the relationship between Hindus and 

Muslims during this period amounts to a sustained civil conflict 
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punctuated only by temporary intervals of peace (Ambedkar 1941, p. 180).

He does not treat communal riots as isolated disturbances but as 

evidence of persistent political antagonism embedded in social 

organization and collective historical memory. The phrase “armed peace” 

therefore functions analytically rather than rhetorically: it signals that 

apparent periods of calm represent only pauses in an underlying 

condition of mutual distrust (Ambedkar 1941, p. 180). 

Q#6. What is Ambedkar's critique of Gandhi regarding communal 

violence? 

Answer: Ambedkar criticizes Gandhi's approach to communal violence as 

strategically inconsistent. He argues that Gandhi was strict in 

condemning violence when committed by Congress supporters yet 

reluctant to issue equally forceful denunciations when violence was 

committed by Muslim extremists, fearing that such criticism might 

damage efforts toward Hindu–Muslim unity (Ambedkar 1941, p. 153). 

In discussing the Mopla events, Ambedkar highlights Gandhi's 

characterization of the Moplas as religiously motivated fighters and 

treats this language as evidence that political alliance sometimes led 

Gandhi to soften the condemnation of communal brutality (Ambedkar 

1941, pp. 154–155). Ambedkar interprets this pattern as demonstrating 

the limits of moral appeals as instruments for resolving structural 

communal conflict. 

Q#7. What are Ambedkar's views on the Sikhs? 

Answer: Ambedkar addressed the Sikhs primarily within his 

demographic, military, and constitutional analysis of Punjab. In his 

population calculations, he grouped Sikhs with Hindus and other 

communities to demonstrate the scale of the non-Muslim population in 

the province (Thoughts on Pakistan, p. 69). He noted that Muslims 

numbered approximately 13,332,460, while Hindus, Sikhs, and others 

together totaled roughly 11,392,732 (p. 69). 

Beyond population statistics, Ambedkar also examined the military 

position of the Sikhs. Recognizing them as one of the premier “martial 

classes” of India, he presented data showing their substantial 

representation in the Indian Army: in 1930, Sikhs constituted 

approximately 13.58 percent of the Infantry and 23.81 percent of the 

Cavalry (p. 75). Commenting on their established military reputation, he 

observed that regarding their fighting qualities, “nothing further needs to 

be said” (p. 75). 

Ambedkar further illustrated communal tensions in Punjab by 

referencing the Shahidganj Gurdwara dispute. He cited this as evidence 

of the persistent Sikh–Muslim conflict in the province (pp. 176–177). 

Ambedkar acknowledged the Sikhs' distinct demographic presence, 

military importance, and communal identity. Still, his constitutional 

arithmetic treated them within the broader non-Muslim bloc. In 

examining representative government in Punjab, he warned that this 

combined minority—including Sikhs—would face structural political 

insecurity under a permanent Muslim majority (p. 119). 

Conclusion: Ambedkar's Constitutional Diagnosis, Historiographical 

Significance, and the Structural Logic on Partition 

Taken as a whole, Thoughts on Pakistan does not function merely as a 

political tract responding to contemporary demands but as a systematic 

constitutional diagnosis of the structural crisis facing late colonial India. 

Ambedkar repeatedly frames the work as an analytical intervention that 

compels rational examination rather than ideological alignment, 

emphasizing that his objective is to “expose the scheme… in all its 

aspects” so that political actors may form an informed judgment 

grounded in institutional realities rather than sentiment (Ambedkar 

1941, pp. 10–11). Ambedkar originally prepared the manuscript as a 

report for politically informed audiences engaged in constitutional 

debate, which further reinforces its character as a technical policy study 

rather than a nationalist manifesto (Ambedkar 1941, Prologue ii). 

At the core of Ambedkar's reasoning lies a conceptual shift. The Pakistan 



Without Consent Partition of Punjab and Bengal 1947

24

Without Consent Partition of Punjab and Bengal 1947

25

punctuated only by temporary intervals of peace (Ambedkar 1941, p. 180).

He does not treat communal riots as isolated disturbances but as 

evidence of persistent political antagonism embedded in social 

organization and collective historical memory. The phrase “armed peace” 

therefore functions analytically rather than rhetorically: it signals that 

apparent periods of calm represent only pauses in an underlying 

condition of mutual distrust (Ambedkar 1941, p. 180). 

Q#6. What is Ambedkar's critique of Gandhi regarding communal 

violence? 

Answer: Ambedkar criticizes Gandhi's approach to communal violence as 

strategically inconsistent. He argues that Gandhi was strict in 

condemning violence when committed by Congress supporters yet 

reluctant to issue equally forceful denunciations when violence was 

committed by Muslim extremists, fearing that such criticism might 

damage efforts toward Hindu–Muslim unity (Ambedkar 1941, p. 153). 

In discussing the Mopla events, Ambedkar highlights Gandhi's 

characterization of the Moplas as religiously motivated fighters and 

treats this language as evidence that political alliance sometimes led 

Gandhi to soften the condemnation of communal brutality (Ambedkar 

1941, pp. 154–155). Ambedkar interprets this pattern as demonstrating 

the limits of moral appeals as instruments for resolving structural 

communal conflict. 

Q#7. What are Ambedkar's views on the Sikhs? 

Answer: Ambedkar addressed the Sikhs primarily within his 

demographic, military, and constitutional analysis of Punjab. In his 

population calculations, he grouped Sikhs with Hindus and other 

communities to demonstrate the scale of the non-Muslim population in 

the province (Thoughts on Pakistan, p. 69). He noted that Muslims 

numbered approximately 13,332,460, while Hindus, Sikhs, and others 

together totaled roughly 11,392,732 (p. 69). 

Beyond population statistics, Ambedkar also examined the military 

position of the Sikhs. Recognizing them as one of the premier “martial 

classes” of India, he presented data showing their substantial 

representation in the Indian Army: in 1930, Sikhs constituted 

approximately 13.58 percent of the Infantry and 23.81 percent of the 

Cavalry (p. 75). Commenting on their established military reputation, he 

observed that regarding their fighting qualities, “nothing further needs to 

be said” (p. 75). 

Ambedkar further illustrated communal tensions in Punjab by 

referencing the Shahidganj Gurdwara dispute. He cited this as evidence 

of the persistent Sikh–Muslim conflict in the province (pp. 176–177). 

Ambedkar acknowledged the Sikhs' distinct demographic presence, 

military importance, and communal identity. Still, his constitutional 

arithmetic treated them within the broader non-Muslim bloc. In 

examining representative government in Punjab, he warned that this 

combined minority—including Sikhs—would face structural political 

insecurity under a permanent Muslim majority (p. 119). 

Conclusion: Ambedkar's Constitutional Diagnosis, Historiographical 

Significance, and the Structural Logic on Partition 

Taken as a whole, Thoughts on Pakistan does not function merely as a 

political tract responding to contemporary demands but as a systematic 

constitutional diagnosis of the structural crisis facing late colonial India. 

Ambedkar repeatedly frames the work as an analytical intervention that 

compels rational examination rather than ideological alignment, 

emphasizing that his objective is to “expose the scheme… in all its 

aspects” so that political actors may form an informed judgment 

grounded in institutional realities rather than sentiment (Ambedkar 

1941, pp. 10–11). Ambedkar originally prepared the manuscript as a 

report for politically informed audiences engaged in constitutional 

debate, which further reinforces its character as a technical policy study 

rather than a nationalist manifesto (Ambedkar 1941, Prologue ii). 

At the core of Ambedkar's reasoning lies a conceptual shift. The Pakistan 



Without Consent Partition of Punjab and Bengal 1947

26

Without Consent Partition of Punjab and Bengal 1947

27

question is not simply a territorial dispute, but a disagreement over the 

nature of nationhood. He defines nationality as a subjective collective 

consciousness rooted in shared historical memory and social cohesion. 

He argues that political sovereignty cannot be safely imposed on 

communities that reject a common national identity (Ambedkar 1941, pp. 

33–35). From this perspective, India's constitutional crisis emerges from 

incompatible theories of political belonging: territorial unity on one side 

and nation-based sovereignty on the other (Ambedkar 1941, p. 31). 

This conceptual disagreement becomes structurally decisive once 

translated into the mechanics of representative government. When 

electoral institutions use simple majority rule, even a narrow 

demographic advantage leads to permanent administrative control. This 

arithmetic logic shapes Ambedkar's discussion of Punjab and Bengal. In 

both provinces, slight Muslim statutory majorities would exercise long-

term authority over large Hindu and Sikh minorities if the provinces 

remained undivided (Ambedkar 1941, pp. 118–119). Because communal 

concentrations existed at the district level, he concluded that territorial 

revision was administratively feasible and thus constitutionally relevant 

(Ambedkar 1941, p. 108). The central issue became not whether partition 

was morally desirable, but whether boundary adjustment was the only 

structural means to prevent permanent minority subordination under 

democratic institutions (Ambedkar 1941, p. 119). 

Ambedkar's constitutional reasoning is further reinforced by his 

historical reading of Hindu–Muslim relations during the preceding 

decades. Surveying communal violence between 1920 and 1940, he 

characterizes the period as a prolonged condition of civil conflict 

interrupted only by intervals of “armed peace” (Ambedkar 1941, p. 180). 

This historical judgment is not presented merely as narrative 

commentary but as empirical evidence that constitutional arrangements 

built on the assumption of social harmony would lack institutional 

stability. In this sense, the demographic arithmetic of Punjab and Bengal, 

the ideological divergence over nationhood, and the historical record of 

communal antagonism together form a single constitutional problem 

rather than separate political issues. 

Modern historiography has interpreted Thoughts on Pakistan in sharply 

divergent ways. Some scholars have read the work as evidence that 

Ambedkar supported the creation of Pakistan, citing his extensive 

demographic calculations, fiscal assessments, and proposed boundary 

adjustments. Yet such interpretations risk overlooking Ambedkar's 

explicit methodological framing: he repeatedly states that his purpose is 

analytical exposition rather than political advocacy and that the proposal 

must be studied in all its constitutional implications before judgment is 

formed (Ambedkar 1941, pp. 10–11). Other historians, instead, interpret 

Ambedkar as a constitutional realist seeking to identify the structural 

conditions under which a multinational democratic state might remain 

viable. His emphasis on demographic concentration, administrative 

feasibility, and the institutional consequences of majority rule places his 

work within a broader twentieth-century tradition of constitutional 

engineering concerned with managing divided societies (Ambedkar 

1941, pp. 108; 118–119). 

In this light, Thoughts on Pakistan is one of the earliest systematic 

attempts by an Indian political thinker to analyze Partition in structural, 

not emotional, terms. Ambedkar's method joins demographic statistics, 

fiscal realities, historical experience, and political theory into a unified 

institutional framework. He evaluates whether any constitutional order 

could function with competing national claims. Regardless of agreement 

with his conclusions, the work's lasting value lies in treating sovereignty, 

representation, and demographic distribution as interconnected 

constitutional variables rather than independent political questions. 

For this study, Ambedkar's analysis is not an endorsement of territorial 

division. Instead, it is a critical lens for understanding the constitutional 

fragility of Punjab and Bengal before 1947. By forcing contemporaries to 

face the implications of electoral arithmetic, communal geography, fiscal 

distribution, and opposing national theories, he anticipated many 
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institutional breakdowns. These issues would emerge with the hurried 

transfer of power a few years later. 

If Chapter 2 examines the constitutional diagnosis, the subsequent 

history of 1946–1947 reveals how rapidly these theoretical 

vulnerabilities became administrative realities. The demographic 

arithmetic Ambedkar identifies, the unresolved claims of national 

sovereignty, and the tensions inherent in representative government 

within a deeply divided society no longer remain abstract constitutional 

problems. These challenges confronted administrators immediately as 

imperial withdrawal accelerated the timetable for political transfer. The 

following chapter, therefore, shifts from constitutional reasoning to 

historical implementation, tracing how structural tensions translated 

into boundary commissions, emergency governance, and ultimately the 

lived experience of displacement and violence in Punjab and Bengal. 

In retrospect, Ambedkar's work is valuable not for any single political 

conclusion but for its analytical discipline. During a period when public 

discourse often invoked unity, sentiment, or destiny, he insisted that 

constitutional outcomes depend on demographic realities, institutional 

design, and power distribution among communities (Ambedkar 1941, pp. 

108; 118–119). His analysis shows political borders are rarely drawn by 

ideology alone; they emerge where population, administrative feasibility, 

and national claims converge. Thus, Thoughts on Pakistan belongs to the 

history of India's division and to the broader history of twentieth-century 

constitutional state formation. 

Notes  

1. Ambedkar, B. R., Thoughts on Pakistan (Bombay: Thacker & Co., 1941), Prologue, ii. 

The last section of the book encloses the boundary maps which can further aid the 

readers to understand Ambedkar's role in partition.  

2. Ambedkar, Thoughts on Pakistan, 10–11. 

3. Ambedkar, Thoughts on Pakistan, 31. 

4. Ambedkar, Thoughts on Pakistan, 33–35. 

5. Ambedkar, Thoughts on Pakistan, 108. 

6. Ambedkar, Thoughts on Pakistan, 118–119. 

7. Ambedkar, Thoughts on Pakistan, 180. 

 Chapter 3

Edited by Penderel Moon and published in 1973, this 564-page journal 

provides a historical account of Lord Wavell's tenure as Viceroy of India. 

The text serves as a primary source document detailing British colonial 

administration and political affairs during a pivotal era.¹ 

Significant challenges Lord Wavell faced during his viceroyalty 

(1943–1947) generally included: 

The Bengal Famine (1943): Upon arrival, Wavell faced a catastrophic 

famine in Bengal. His immediate challenge was mobilizing the army to 

distribute relief and securing food imports to stabilize the region.² 

Political Deadlock: He struggled to bridge the growing divide between 

the Indian National Congress and the Muslim League regarding the 

future independence of India. His efforts to form an interim government, 

notably during the Simla Conference (1945), ultimately failed to produce 

a consensus.³ 

 Post-War Demobilization and Economy: Managing the transition of the 

Indian economy and the demobilization of troops following the end of 

World War II.¹ 

Communal Violence: The breakdown of political negotiations led to 

rising communal tensions and violence, particularly manifested in the 
4Direct-Action Day riots in Calcutta (1946) and subsequent unrest.  (In 

1940, the Independent Labour Party was a separate British socialist party, 

not the official Labour Party). 

 Wavell Strategy and Great
Game Revisited

“Great events often arise from small causes.” 

                                     A. J. P. Taylor (historian) 

Chapter Overview



Without Consent Partition of Punjab and Bengal 1947

28

institutional breakdowns. These issues would emerge with the hurried 

transfer of power a few years later. 

If Chapter 2 examines the constitutional diagnosis, the subsequent 

history of 1946–1947 reveals how rapidly these theoretical 

vulnerabilities became administrative realities. The demographic 

arithmetic Ambedkar identifies, the unresolved claims of national 

sovereignty, and the tensions inherent in representative government 

within a deeply divided society no longer remain abstract constitutional 

problems. These challenges confronted administrators immediately as 

imperial withdrawal accelerated the timetable for political transfer. The 

following chapter, therefore, shifts from constitutional reasoning to 

historical implementation, tracing how structural tensions translated 

into boundary commissions, emergency governance, and ultimately the 

lived experience of displacement and violence in Punjab and Bengal. 

In retrospect, Ambedkar's work is valuable not for any single political 

conclusion but for its analytical discipline. During a period when public 

discourse often invoked unity, sentiment, or destiny, he insisted that 

constitutional outcomes depend on demographic realities, institutional 

design, and power distribution among communities (Ambedkar 1941, pp. 

108; 118–119). His analysis shows political borders are rarely drawn by 

ideology alone; they emerge where population, administrative feasibility, 

and national claims converge. Thus, Thoughts on Pakistan belongs to the 

history of India's division and to the broader history of twentieth-century 

constitutional state formation. 

Notes  

1. Ambedkar, B. R., Thoughts on Pakistan (Bombay: Thacker & Co., 1941), Prologue, ii. 

The last section of the book encloses the boundary maps which can further aid the 

readers to understand Ambedkar's role in partition.  

2. Ambedkar, Thoughts on Pakistan, 10–11. 

3. Ambedkar, Thoughts on Pakistan, 31. 

4. Ambedkar, Thoughts on Pakistan, 33–35. 

5. Ambedkar, Thoughts on Pakistan, 108. 

6. Ambedkar, Thoughts on Pakistan, 118–119. 

7. Ambedkar, Thoughts on Pakistan, 180. 

 Chapter 3

Edited by Penderel Moon and published in 1973, this 564-page journal 

provides a historical account of Lord Wavell's tenure as Viceroy of India. 

The text serves as a primary source document detailing British colonial 

administration and political affairs during a pivotal era.¹ 

Significant challenges Lord Wavell faced during his viceroyalty 

(1943–1947) generally included: 

The Bengal Famine (1943): Upon arrival, Wavell faced a catastrophic 

famine in Bengal. His immediate challenge was mobilizing the army to 

distribute relief and securing food imports to stabilize the region.² 

Political Deadlock: He struggled to bridge the growing divide between 

the Indian National Congress and the Muslim League regarding the 

future independence of India. His efforts to form an interim government, 

notably during the Simla Conference (1945), ultimately failed to produce 

a consensus.³ 

 Post-War Demobilization and Economy: Managing the transition of the 

Indian economy and the demobilization of troops following the end of 

World War II.¹ 

Communal Violence: The breakdown of political negotiations led to 

rising communal tensions and violence, particularly manifested in the 
4Direct-Action Day riots in Calcutta (1946) and subsequent unrest.  (In 

1940, the Independent Labour Party was a separate British socialist party, 

not the official Labour Party). 

 Wavell Strategy and Great
Game Revisited

“Great events often arise from small causes.” 

                                     A. J. P. Taylor (historian) 

Chapter Overview



Without Consent Partition of Punjab and Bengal 1947

30

How Did Wavell Describe his Relationship with Mahatma Gandhi? 

Historically, Lord Wavell's private diaries reveal a relationship 

characterized by frustration and deep skepticism. While he publicly 

maintained diplomatic protocols, privately he often viewed Gandhi not as 

a saint, but as an extremely shrewd and difficult politician.¹ 

"Malevolent Old Politician": Wavell famously described Gandhi in his 

journal as a "malevolent old politician" rather than a saintly figure. He 
1

believed Gandhi could wreck negotiations to suit his political end.  

Frustration with Negotiation Style: Wavell found Gandhi's negotiating 

style—often relying on his "inner voice" or shifting interpretations of 

agreed-upon terms—exasperating. He felt Gandhi could be elusive and 

"double-tongued."¹ 

Comparison to Jinnah: Wavell often found himself caught between 

Gandhi and Muhammad Ali Jinnah. While he found Jinnah unyielding, he 

often expressed that Gandhi's vagueness was equally, if not more, 
1,3

difficult to manage during critical talks like the Simla Conference.  

What were Wavell's private thoughts on Jinnah's personality? 

 Rigid and Uncompromising: Wavell frequently described Jinnah as an 

obstinate negotiator who was unwilling to concede on the demand for 

Pakistan. He viewed Jinnah's inflexibility as a major hurdle to achieving a 
1,5united India.  

Clear and Direct: Despite finding Jinnah difficult, Wavell often expressed 

a preference for dealing with him over the Congress Party leadership. He 

appreciated that Jinnah was straightforward and unambiguous about his 

objectives, unlike the "double-tongued" nature he attributed to Gandhi.¹ 

Arrogant: Wavell's entries sometimes reflected a view of Jinnah as 

arrogant or lacking in personal warmth, making him a challenging figure 
1,5to engage with on a personal level.  
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What Were the Specific Political Demands Jinnah Refused to Yield: 

Based on our conversation history, it was noted that Jinnah was 

specifically unwilling to concede on the demand for Pakistan and was 

generally viewed as unyielding in his negotiations. 

Historically, the specific demands Jinnah refused to yield on, particularly 

during negotiations like the Simla Conference (1945) and the Cabinet 

Mission (1946), included: 

The "Sole Spokesman" Status: Jinnah insisted that the Muslim League 

had the exclusive right to nominate Muslim members to the Viceroy's 

Executive Council (Interim Government). He adamantly refused to accept 

the Indian National Congress's right to nominate "Nationalist Muslims," 
3,6viewing Congress as a Hindu body.  

Parity in Representation: He demanded parity between the Muslim 

League and Caste Hindus within the interim government, arguing that 

Muslims were a distinct nation, not just a minority, and required equal 
3,6

standing to prevent domination by the Hindu majority.  

The Two-Nation Theory and Partition: Fundamentally, Jinnah refused to 

yield on the principle that Hindus and Muslims constituted two separate 

nations, culminating in the demand for a sovereign Pakistan comprising 
5,6

Muslim-majority provinces, rather than a united federation.  

What were the outcomes of the Simla Conference negotiations? 

Based on our conversation history, the primary outcome of the Simla 

Conference was that it failed to produce a consensus on the formation of 

an interim government, contributing to the continued political deadlock 

facing Lord Wavell.³ 

The specific outcomes of the failed negotiations included: 

Abandonment of the Wavell Plan: The proposal to Indianize the Viceroy's 

Executive Council (leaving only the Viceroy and Commander-in-Chief as 

British members) was shelved because the parties could not agree on the 
3,6composition of the council.  
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Validation of Jinnah's Veto: By successfully halting the conference over 

the issue of Muslim representation (specifically his demand that the 

Muslim League nominate all Muslim members), Muhammad Ali Jinnah 

effectively established that no constitutional settlement could proceed 
3,5,6without the League's agreement.  

Wavell's Admission of Failure: On July 14, 1945, Lord Wavell formally 

announced the breakdown of the conference. To mitigate bitterness, he 

publicly took responsibility for the failure rather than blaming the 
1,3political parties.  

Polarization: The failure deepened the divide between the Indian 

National Congress and the Muslim League, setting the stage for the 

highly charged general elections of 1945–1946 where the League 
5,6

campaigned on the single issue of Pakistan.  

What impact did these elections have on the independent movement? 

The failure of the Simla Conference led to these elections, during which 

the Muslim League campaigned on the "single issue of Pakistan." 

The 1945–1946 elections had a transformative impact on the Indian 

independence movement in the following ways: 

Legitimized the Demand for Pakistan: The Muslim League won all Muslim 

seats in the Central Assembly and most Muslim seats in the provincial 

legislatures. This electoral victory provided democratic legitimacy to 

Jinnah's "Two-Nation Theory" and his claim that the League was the sole 
5,6,7representative of Indian Muslims.  

Marginalization of Other Parties: The results effectively wiped out 

smaller, regional, or nationalist Muslim parties that opposed partition. 

The political landscape became sharply polarized between two 

dominant powers: the Indian National Congress (representing the 

general electorate and a united India) and the Muslim League 
5,6(representing the Muslim electorate and Pakistan).  

Shift in British Policy: The decisive mandate for the League forced the 
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British government to acknowledge that no constitutional settlement 

could be reached without addressing the demand for Pakistan. This 

directly influenced the subsequent Cabinet Mission of 1946, which 

attempted (and ultimately failed) to design a tiered federation to 
6,7accommodate these conflicting mandates.  

Precursor to Partition: With the electorate clearly divided along 

communal lines, the elections made the partition of India appear 

increasingly inevitable, as the political deadlock moved from negotiation 
5,6,7tables to the ballot box, and eventually to the streets.  

What Role Did the Provincial Legislature Play in the Election Results: 

The provincial legislatures played a critical role in demonstrating the 

political mandate of the Muslim League. Specifically, it was noted that the 

Muslim League won the "vast majority of Muslim seats in the provincial 

legislatures." This victory was pivotal in legitimizing the "Two-Nation 
5,6Theory" and marginalizing smaller, regional Muslim parties.  

Historically, the provincial legislatures played a dual role in the 

1945–1946 election cycle: 

Electoral College for the Constituent Assembly: The members elected to 

the provincial legislatures in 1946 served as the electoral college that 

subsequently elected the members of the Constituent Assembly of India. 

Therefore, the party composition of the provincial assemblies directly 

determined the makeup of the body tasked with drafting the future 
6,7

constitution.  

Formation of Provincial Governments: The election results determined 

which parties formed governments in the crucial provinces (such as 

Punjab, Bengal, and Sind). The ability—or inability—of the Muslim League 

to form ministries in these provinces was a key factor in the political 
6,7 

maneuvering leading up to Partition.

Reasons for "supporting" Pakistan and distrusting others: While Wavell 

aimed for unity, his military background influenced his views on the 
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5,6
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5,6(representing the Muslim electorate and Pakistan).  
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Congress Party and the League: 

Defense reliability: Wavell and the British military establishment were 

increasingly skeptical that a Congress-led, Hindu-majority India would 

cooperate with Britain on defense matters or remain within the British 

Commonwealth. Congress had opposed the British war effort during 
1,6,8

WWII (Quit India Movement).  

Muslim League cooperation: Conversely, Jinnah and the Muslim League 

had refrained from launching movements against the British during the 

war. British strategists believed a Muslim state (Pakistan) would be more 

likely to remain a reliable military ally and a member of the 
1,6,8Commonwealth.  

The Strategic Importance of Gilgit and the "Russian Threat":  

For Wavell (a career soldier) and the British High Command, the North-

West Frontier (including Gilgit) was crucial: 

 Buffer against the USSR: The British viewed the area now constituting 

Pakistan (specifically the North-West Frontier and Baluchistan) as a vital 

barrier against Soviet expansion toward the warm water ports of the 
1,8,9Indian Ocean and the Persian Gulf.  

Air Bases: Control over this region was deemed necessary to maintain air 
1,8,9bases capable of striking the Soviet Union if necessary.  

Gilgit Agency: The Gilgit Agency was strategically vital because it 

bordered China and was very close to the Soviet Union. Ensuring this 

territory did not fall into potentially hostile or neutral (Congress-led) 

hands was a priority for British strategists concerned with post-colonial 
1,8,9defense.  

Predictions regarding the West, Russia, and Afghanistan: Wavell, having 

served as Commander-in-Chief in India and the Middle East, understood 

the "Wells of Power" (oil reserves in the Middle East). He correctly 

anticipated that: 

1,9The geopolitical focus would shift to the Middle East and Central Asia.  

The Western powers would need a strategic footprint in the region (West 
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Pakistan) to check Soviet influence and maintain stability in Afghanistan 
1,9

and the Gulf region.  

Buffer Against the USSR: Wavell viewed the North-West Frontier and 

Baluchistan (territories that would become Pakistan) as a vital 

geopolitical barrier preventing Soviet expansion toward the warm water 
1,8,9

ports of the Indian Ocean and the Persian Gulf.  

Strategic Importance of Gilgit: The Gilgit Agency was considered crucial 

because of its proximity to the Soviet Union and China. It was a priority to 

ensure this territory remained in the hands of a reliable ally rather than a 
1,8,9

potentially neutral or hostile Congress-led government.  

Air Bases and Defense: Control over this region was deemed necessary to 

maintain air bases capable of striking the Soviet Union if a conflict 
1,8,9arises.  

Reliability of Allies: Wavell was skeptical that a Congress-led, Hindu-

majority India would cooperate with Britain on defense matters. 

Conversely, he and other strategists believed a Muslim state would be a 

more reliable partner in the Commonwealth to help check Soviet 
1,6,8influence in the Middle East and Afghanistan.  

Focus on Strategic Defense: Wavell's military background led him to 

prioritize the defense of the Indian subcontinent against external threats 

over purely internal political considerations. He viewed the North-West 

Frontier and Baluchistan not merely as provinces, but as a vital buffer 
1,8,9against the Soviet Union.  

Skepticism of Congress: His experience with the Indian National 

Congress during World War II (specifically their opposition to the war 

effort) made him skeptical of their reliability as future military partners. 

He feared a Congress-led India might remain neutral or uncooperative in 
1,6,8future conflicts.  

Preference for a "Reliable" Ally: Conversely, his military pragmatism 

inclined him toward the Muslim League. As noted in our previous 

exchanges, he and British strategists believed a Muslim state (Pakistan) 
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would be a more reliable ally within the Commonwealth to help check 
1,6,8

Soviet influence.  

Operational Requirements (Gilgit and Air Bases): His views were shaped 

by operational necessities. He recognized the specific strategic 

importance of the Gilgit Agency due to its proximity to Russia and China, 

and the need to maintain air bases in the region to strike the Soviet Union 
1,8,9

if necessary.  

Foresight regarding the Middle East: Drawing on his experience in the 

Middle East, Wavell correctly predicted that future global conflicts would 

shift toward the "Wells of Power" (oil reserves) in the Middle East and 

Central Asia. He foresaw the need for Western powers to maintain a 

strategic footprint (potentially in West Pakistan) to manage threats in 
1,9

Afghanistan and the Gulf.  

Wavell's View of Sikh Leaders: 

Respect for the Community: As a military man, Wavell held the Sikh 

community in high regard due to their significant contribution to the 
1,10

British Indian Army. He viewed them as a loyal "martial race."  

Frustration with Leadership: However, politically, Wavell often found Sikh 

leaders (such as Master Tara Singh and Baldev Singh) to be difficult to 

negotiate with. He frequently described them in his journal as 

disorganized, lacking in political foresight, and often "oblivious" to the 

realities of their demographic situation. He felt they were often reactive 
1,10rather than proactive.  

Wavell's Interaction and Question of Sikh Country: 

The Demographic Dilemma: The primary reason Wavell (and later the 

Cabinet Mission) did not support a separate Sikh country ("Khalistan" or 

"Sikhistan") was demographic. Unlike the Muslims who had clear 

majorities in Western and Eastern India, the Sikhs were not a majority in 

any single large district of the Punjab; they were scattered across the 
1,6,10province.  
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Cabinet Mission Rejection: When the Cabinet Mission (1946) arrived, the 

Sikh delegation argued that if Pakistan were conceded to the Muslims, a 

separate state should be conceded to the Sikhs. The British rejected this 

because creating a Sikh state would have required carving out an area 

where Sikhs were still a minority, necessitating the rule of a minority over 

most Muslims and Hindus, which the British deemed undemocratic and 
6,10,11

unviable.  

Squeezed in the Middle: Wavell saw that the Sikhs were in a perilous 

position, caught between the Muslim League's demand for Pakistan and 

the Congress's demand for a United India. While he sympathized with 

their plight—recognizing that Partition would split their community and 

leave many holy shrines in Pakistan—he concluded that without a 

distinct geographical majority, a separate sovereign state was impossible 
1,10,11

to justify administratively.  

Political Disagreements (India): As Viceroy, Wavell's pragmatism clashed 

with Churchill's imperialism. 

Bengal Famine (1943): Wavell sent urgent pleas for food imports to 

relieve the famine in Bengal. Churchill and his war cabinet were reluctant 

to divert shipping from the war effort in Europe, leading to bitter 
1,2

exchanges where Wavell felt the London government was negligent.  

Indian Independence: Churchill was staunchly opposed to the 

dissolution of the British Empire and Indian independence. Wavell, 

conversely, recognized that British rule was becoming untenable and 

pushed for political solutions to break the deadlock between the 

Congress Party and the Muslim League. Churchill viewed Wavell's 
1,6,8

attempts to negotiate as giving away the Empire.  

Final Dismissal: Churchill's government (and later Attlee's) often kept 

Wavell in the dark or ignored his advice, culminating in his eventual 
1,6,8 replacement by Lord Mountbatten in 1947.
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What effect did the navy mutiny of 1946 had on Wavell's decisions? 

The Royal Indian Navy (RIN) Mutiny, which began in Bombay in February 

1946, had a profound impact on Lord Wavell's assessment of the British 

position in India and significantly influenced his decisions: 

Erosion of Military Reliability: The most critical effect was that it 

shattered Wavell's confidence in the loyalty of the Indian armed forces. As 

a military man, Wavell understood that British rule in India ultimately 

rested on the loyalty of the Indian Army and Navy. The mutiny 

demonstrated that the British could no longer rely on these forces to 
1,12,13suppress internal unrest or a mass movement by the Congress Party.  

Acceleration of British Withdrawal: The mutiny effectively signaled the 

end of the British Raj's coercive power. It created a sense of urgency for 

Wavell and the British government in London. It is widely regarded by 

historians as a catalyst that hastened the dispatch of the Cabinet Mission 

(March 1946) to negotiate the terms of independence, as Wavell realized 
1,6,12,13 that a long-term holding operation was no longer militarily viable.

Urgency of the "Breakdown Plan": The mutiny reinforced Wavell's 

conviction that he needed a "Breakdown Plan"—a strategy for a safe and 

orderly phased withdrawal of British civilians and troops in the event of 

total political collapse. He argued more forcefully with London that 

staying in India without a political settlement could lead to a disastrous 

situation where the administration would have no power to maintain 
1,6,12,13 

order.

Did the 1946 Mutiny Change the Cabinet Missions Negotiation Strategy? 

Shattered confidence in the loyalty of the Indian armed forces, which was 
1,12,13

the foundation of British rule.  

Hastened the dispatch of the Cabinet Mission to India, as Wavell and the 

British government realized a long-term holding operation was no 
6,12,13longer militarily viable.  
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Shift from Coercion to Compromise: Since the British realized they could 

no longer rely on the military to suppress mass civil disobedience (like a 

potential Congress Party revolt), they lost the option of imposing a 

solution by force. This weakened their bargaining position, forcing them 
6,12,13 to seek a compromise that the major parties would voluntarily accept.

Prioritizing a United Defense: The unreliability of the forces made the 

British desperate to preserve the unity of the Indian Army for strategic 

defense (against Soviet expansion). A partition would mean splitting the 

army, which they feared would lead to chaos. Consequently, the Cabinet 

Mission's strategy focused heavily on the "May 16 Plan" (a three-tiered 

federation) designed to keep India united enough to maintain a single 

central defense authority, while granting Jinnah the substance of 
6,13,14

Pakistan through groups of provinces.  

Urgency for Exit: The strategy shifted from "managing the transition" to 

"securing a quick exit." The knowledge that the administrative and 

military machinery was crumbling meant the Mission was under 

immense pressure to finalize any agreement quickly, rather than holding 
6,13,14

out for the perfect constitutional arrangement.  
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 Chapter 4

The Royal Indian Navy Mutiny of 1946: The Revolt That Shook the British 

Empire 

The Royal Indian Navy Mutiny of February 1946 stands as one of the most 

decisive yet under-acknowledged events in India's struggle for 
1

independence.  While mass movements led by political parties dominate 

popular memory, this uprising revealed a far more alarming truth for the 

British Empire: the loyalty of the colonial armed forces—the final pillar of 
2imperial control—was crumbling.   When Indian sailors turned their guns 

inward against imperial authority, British rule in India became militarily 
.3and morally unsustainable  

Colonial Background and Wartime Discontent: 

By 1946, India had emerged from the Second World War exhausted, 

impoverished, and deeply resentful. Over 2.5 million Indians had served 

in the British armed forces, fighting wars that promised freedom but 
4

delivered continued subjugation.  Within the Royal Indian Navy (RIN), 

Indian ratings endured systemic racism, inferior pay, limited promotions, 
5 and humiliating treatment by British officers. Living conditions were 

5 deplorable; food was often inedible, and racial slurs were commonplace.

What distinguished this moment from earlier grievances was the sailors' 

political awakening. Many had been exposed to nationalist ideas, left-
6wing literature, and global imperial movements during wartime service  

the promise of postwar reform had evaporated, replaced by the reality 
. 2

that Britain intended to retain control  

The Royal Indian Navy Mutiny of 1946
and British Exit 

    “We must quit India at the earliest possible date.” 

Clement Attlee (UK Prime Minister) 
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 Chapter 4

The Royal Indian Navy Mutiny of 1946: The Revolt That Shook the British 

Empire 

The Royal Indian Navy Mutiny of February 1946 stands as one of the most 

decisive yet under-acknowledged events in India's struggle for 
1

independence.  While mass movements led by political parties dominate 

popular memory, this uprising revealed a far more alarming truth for the 

British Empire: the loyalty of the colonial armed forces—the final pillar of 
2imperial control—was crumbling.   When Indian sailors turned their guns 

inward against imperial authority, British rule in India became militarily 
.3and morally unsustainable  

Colonial Background and Wartime Discontent: 

By 1946, India had emerged from the Second World War exhausted, 

impoverished, and deeply resentful. Over 2.5 million Indians had served 

in the British armed forces, fighting wars that promised freedom but 
4

delivered continued subjugation.  Within the Royal Indian Navy (RIN), 

Indian ratings endured systemic racism, inferior pay, limited promotions, 
5 and humiliating treatment by British officers. Living conditions were 

5 deplorable; food was often inedible, and racial slurs were commonplace.

What distinguished this moment from earlier grievances was the sailors' 

political awakening. Many had been exposed to nationalist ideas, left-
6wing literature, and global imperial movements during wartime service  

the promise of postwar reform had evaporated, replaced by the reality 
. 2

that Britain intended to retain control  

The Royal Indian Navy Mutiny of 1946
and British Exit 

    “We must quit India at the earliest possible date.” 

Clement Attlee (UK Prime Minister) 
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Outbreak of the Mutiny: 

The mutiny erupted on 18 February 1946 at HMIS Talwar, a naval shore 
7 establishment in Bombay. Initially sparked by complaints over food and 

abuse, the protest rapidly escalated into open rebellion. Indian sailors 

seized control of the facility, expelled British officers, and raised flags of 

the Indian National Congress, the Muslim League, and the Communist 

Party—an extraordinary symbol of unity across political and communal 
7,8

lines.  

Within days, the uprising spread across the subcontinent. Nearly 20,000 

sailors, stationed on 78 ships and shore establishments, joined the revolt 
7,9

in Bombay, Karachi, Calcutta, Madras, Cochin, and Visakhapatnam.  The 

Union Jack was lowered on ships, naval communications were disrupted, 

and armed sailors openly defied imperial command. 

Civilian Support and Urban Unrest: 

The naval uprising ignited widespread civilian solidarity, particularly in 

Bombay. Workers launched strikes, students poured into the streets, and 

crowds clashed with British troops.  the city ground to a halt. For the 

British, this convergence of armed mutiny and civilian10 unrest recalled 

the nightmare of 1857—but in a far more politically conscious and 
2

industrialized India.  

Importantly, the mutiny demonstrated Hindu–Muslim unity at a moment 

when communal tensions were being actively stoked elsewhere. Sailors 

rejected sectarian slogans and framed their struggle as one against 
8,9colonial oppression, not religious differences.   

British Panic and Political Leadership's Dilemma: 

The British response was swift and severe. Warships were positioned off 

Bombay Harbor, troops were mobilized, and orders were prepared to use 

force if necessary.11 Privately, British officials admitted grave concern: if 

the mutiny spread to the army or air force, imperial control would 
2,12collapse entirely.  

Ironically, India's senior political leadership—both the Congress Party 

and the Muslim League—refused to support the sailors. Fearful of 
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uncontrolled violence, breakdown of negotiations, and the possibility of 
9,13

civil war, they urged the mutineers to surrender.  Isolated politically and 

facing overwhelming force, the sailors laid down their arms after 
7,13assurances against mass reprisals.  

Aftermath and Historical Significance: 

Although the mutiny was suppressed, its impact was irreversible. 

Thousands of sailors were dismissed from service, many without 
7pensions.  Yet Britain had learned a fatal lesson: India could no longer be 

governed by force. Even British Prime Minister Clement Attlee later 

acknowledged that the mutiny, along with unrest in the armed forces, 
.12,14played a crucial role in accelerating independence  

The Royal Indian Navy Mutiny shattered the illusion that colonial 

authority rested on disciplined obedience. It exposed the British Empire's 

greatest vulnerability—the loss of moral and institutional legitimacy. 
12,14Within eighteen months, Britain announced its withdrawal from India.   

Conclusion: 

The Royal Indian Navy Mutiny of 1946 was not simply a failed revolt; it 

was a strategic turning point. This moment marked the collapse of 

imperial coercive credibility. While political negotiation shaped 

independence, it was the sailors' rebellion that ultimately convinced 

Britain it could not continue to rule India by force. In this sense, the 
12,14

mutiny signaled the end of the British Empire in India.   

Field Marshal Archibald Percival Wavell (Term: October 1943 – February 

1947) 

Why Wavell matters in this context: 

 Wavell was already struggling with post-war unrest, food shortages, and 
1 

rising communal tensions.

 The Royal Indian Navy Mutiny of February 1946 unfolded during Wavell's 

viceroyalty, directly challenging the stability of British control and deeply 
1,12

alarming the administration he led.   

 The mutiny strongly confirmed Wavell's belief that British power could 
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not persist if colonial forces were no longer reliable, underscoring his 
1,12

view that force was ineffective for control.  

 His tenure ended soon after, and he was replaced by Mountbatten, whose 
1,12 

explicit mandate was to exit India quickly.

In short: 

Shattered confidence in the loyalty of the Indian armed forces, which was 

the foundation of British rule. The mutiny happened under Wavell, and it 

helped convince London that delay was dangerous, paving the way for 
1,12,14

the rapid transfer of power in 1947.  
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 Chapter 5

Chapter Overview 

Sachi Sakhi: The Sikh Struggle Before and After Partition: 

Kapur Singh argues that political leaders' actions during Partition 

betrayed the Sikhs, rendering their community vulnerable.1 He critiques 

British rule, Islamic theology, and corrupt legal practices to assert that 
.1Sikh sovereignty was essential   

How Did the Communal Award Impact Sikh – Muslim Political Relations? 

The Communal Award of 1932 significantly deteriorated Sikh-Muslim 

political relations2 as detailed below, the resulting shifts in power 

dynamics, perceptions, and alliances fueled increasing existential 
1,2anxiety within the Sikh community.  

This impact on Sikh-Muslim relations unfolded across several 

interconnected areas, forming the broader narrative of tension and 

mistrust: 

The Award provoked strong opposition from Sikh leaders, triggering 

increased fear of subjugation and a heightened sense of existential 
2

threat to their political identity.  

Sikhs feared that the Muslim majority would suppress their identity and 

political voice, recalling past oppression. Sikh leaders saw the Award as a 
1,2 

tool for their political demise.

Prominent Sikhs, especially the Akalis, vowed to resist the Award. In 1936, 

   The Sikh Predicament in the Partition
of Punjab 

“The promise given was a necessity of the past; the word broken is a 

necessity of the present.” 

Niccolò Machiavelli 
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Sikh leaders unanimously declared they would not allow its imposition, 
1

linking their cause to Sikh identity.  

Rejection of Muslim Overtures: Muslim leaders saw Sikh resistance as 

politically naive. Sir Fazal Hussain noted that the Sikhs, preoccupied with 
.3

their past rule, ignored political realities until it was too late  

Alignment with Hindus against Muslims. The Award drove a wedge 

between Sikhs and Muslims by pushing the Sikhs closer to the Hindus 

and the Indian National Congress, despite the author's contention that 
1,2

this alliance was detrimental to Sikh interests.  

The "Neither Accept nor Reject" Dilemma: While Muslims accepted the 

Award (albeit unwillingly) to secure their rights, the Congress Party 

adopted a policy of "neither accept nor reject" to avoid alienating Muslim 

support.² 

Sikhs felt isolated and betrayed by Congress's Party neutrality but aligned 

with Hindus due to fear of Muslim domination. The sources suggest 
.1Hindus reassured Sikhs to prevent direct talks with Muslims  

Muslim leaders like Muhammad Ali Jinnah saw the Sikh-Hindu alignment 

as unnatural, noting Sikhs often gravitated toward Hindus despite 
4 

opportunities for engagement with Muslims.

Missed Opportunities for Negotiation: Kapur Singh assesses the Sikh 

leadership's handling of the Award as a strategic error that eliminated 
1chances for constructive Sikh-Muslim political engagement.  

Sikh leaders failed to use the Award as a negotiating baseline, resorting 
1 

to slogans rather than pursuing semi-autonomous or sovereign status.

Loss of Leverage: By vehemently opposing the Award without a 

constructive alternative or direct dialogue with the Muslims, the Sikhs 

lost the trust of the Muslims. Muslims believed Sikhs would always "go 

along with the Hindus," so they saw no need to offer them concrete 
1 political concessions.
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Consequences for Partition: The author claims a different Sikh response 

to the Award could have changed Punjab's future, potentially preventing 
1

loss of lives and Sikh property during Partition.  

In summary, the Communal Award crystallized the political divide in 

Punjab. It empowered the Muslim League's demand for majority rule 

while causing the Sikhs to adopt a reactionary stance that precluded 

cooperation with Muslims, ultimately binding Sikh political destiny to the 
1,2 

Hindus and leading to the tragic partition of Punjab.

 Jinnah's proposal for Sikhs and Master Tara Singh's attitude: 

Turning to Kapur Singh's account in Sachi Sakhi, and focusing specifically 

on the May 1947 events in Lahore, we find detailed documentation of 

Muhammad Ali Jinnah's proposal to the Sikhs and Master Tara Singh's 
1

subsequent response.  

Jinnah's Proposal to the Sikhs: 

The author writes that he was closely associated with these events and 

vividly remembers them. Jinnah wished to meet Master Tara Singh to 

have a specific proposal approved. The proposal contained the following 

five clauses, intended to give me his documentation of Jinnah's proposal 
1 

for Sikhs and master Tara Singh's attitude.

Integrity: Punjab would not be divided. The land from the Ravi to the 

Yamuna would be recognized as the ancestral land of the Sikhs, granting 
1 

them special privileges and internal autonomy in this region.

Legislative Representation: Sikhs would be reserved 33% of the seats in 

the Punjab legislature and 20% of the seats in the central Pakistan 
1 

legislature. The Muslims would accept this allotment "for sure."

Executive Power: The Governor or the Chief Minister of Punjab would 
1  

always be a Sikh.

Military Power: Sikhs would hold a 40% share of recruitment in the 

Pakistan army, with the same proportion maintained in the military high 
1

command.  
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Veto Power: No law or constitution could be passed or implemented in 

Pakistan if opposed by most Sikh representatives, until the apex court 
1

ruled that the law did not directly impact the Sikhs.  

Jinnah's Rationale: When the author asked Jinnah why he was in such a 

hurry to include the Sikhs, Jinnah replied that if Sikhs joined the Muslims, 

neither Punjab nor Bengal would be divided.1 He argued that while 

Hindus were getting India, the Sikhs would get nothing if they sided with 

the Hindus. He claimed this provincial division (if rejected) would "break 
1the backbone of the Sikhs.”  

Master Tara Singh's Attitude and Reaction: 

The author describes Master Tara Singh's response as emotional refusal 
1

and avoidance, rather than negotiation.   

Refusal to Meet: Briefed on the proposal, Master Tara Singh seemed 

willing to discuss it but left ten minutes before Jinnah's arrival to avoid 
1 

the meeting.

Historical Grievances: When asked later, Master Tara Singh replied, "We 

cannot reconcile with Muslims. They killed the Sahibzada's," referencing 
1 Guru Gobind Singh's sons executed by the Mughal governor of Sirhind.

Response to Violence: Master Tara Singh's attitude was heavily 

influenced by the immediate context of the March 1947 violence in 

Pothohar. He argued that it was difficult to strike a treaty with people who 

had "beastly tendencies" and had killed thousands of Sikhs in a 
1premeditated manner.  

The author criticizes this emotion-driven attitude, saying political 

leaders needed to recognize that Muslim political acumen outmatched 
1

Sikh foresight, and emotional decisions led to a "grave and fatal mistake."  

How Did Jinnah Explain His Authority to Include Sikhs? 

Based on Kapur Singh's account of the events in Lahore in May 1947, 

when the author asked Muhammad Ali Jinnah why he was in "such a hurry 
1

to include the Sikhs," Jinnah provided the following explanation:  
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Prevention of Partition: Jinnah argued that if the Sikhs accepted his 

proposal to join the Muslims, neither Punjab nor Bengal would be 
.1

divided  

Political Leverage: He reasoned that because the Hindus were already 

"getting India," they would not be able to convince the British to approve 
1the division of Punjab and Bengal on their own.  

The Role of Sikhs: Jinnah explained that a division of the province would 

only occur "on the request of the Sikhs and for the sake of the Sikhs.”¹ 

 Existential Warning: He warned that such a division, if it came to pass, 
1 

would "break the backbone of the Sikhs.”

Why did Master Tara Singh refuse to meet Jinnah? 

Master Tara Singh refused to meet Jinnah due to historic grievances and 

anger over recent violence. Though briefed on the proposal and initially 
1

willing, he unexpectedly left ten minutes before Jinnah arrived.  

When asked later to explain his refusal, Master Tara Singh provided the 

following reasons: ¹ 

Historical Enmity: He invoked the execution of Guru Gobind Singh's sons 

(the Sahibzadas) by the Mughal authorities at Sirhind, stating, "We cannot 
1

have a reconciliation with the Muslims. They killed the Sahibzadas.”  

Recent Violence in Pothohar: He cited the March 1947 massacres in the 

Pothohar region, where Muslims had killed thousands of Sikhs. He 

argued, "What do we have in common with the Muslims after all that 

happened in Pothohar?" and asserted that it was difficult to strike a treaty 
1 with people who exhibited such "beastly tendencies.”

What were the strategic consequences of the failed May 1947 meeting? 

Based on the account provided by Kapur Singh, the failure of the May 

1947 negotiation attempts—specifically Master Tara Singh's refusal to 

meet Muhammad Ali Jinnah and the subsequent rejection of proposals by 

Sikh leadership—resulted in several profound strategic consequences for 

the Sikh community: 
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1
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The Partition of Punjab and Loss of Integrity: The most immediate 

consequence was the partition of the Punjab province. Jinnah had 

explicitly argued that if the Sikhs accepted his proposal to join with the 
1Muslims, "neither Punjab nor Bengal would be divided ." He warned that a 

division of the province, which would only happen at the request of the 
1

Sikhs, would "break the backbone of the Sikhs ."  The failure to reach an 

agreement ensured that the land from the Ravi to the Yamuna was not 

recognized as the ancestral land of the Sikhs with internal autonomy, as 
1

Jinnah had proposed.  

2.   Loss of Potential Sovereignty or "Buffer" State: The author asserts that 

the British were willing to support a Sikh state (Khalistan) as a buffer 

between India and Pakistan, provided the Sikhs had a security treaty with 
1 

the Muslims.

British Position: Investigations later revealed that the British wanted to 

suggest that if Sikhs made a treaty with Muslims, they could take the 

"entire region from Panipat up to Nankana Sahib as a Sikh State," which 
1 

would even have access to the sea.

 The "Greater Patiala" Proposal: Following the failed meeting with Master 

Tara Singh, Jinnah met with the Maharaja of Patiala and proposed a 

"Greater Patiala" state that would include Sikh estates and regions 
1 between the Ravi and Yamuna. This state would be a premier Sikh 

territory in a treaty with Pakistan. By rejecting these overtures, the Sikhs 

lost the possibility of a sovereign or semi-sovereign existence supported 
1 by British military presence.

Alignment with Congress and Future "Betrayal" The refusal to negotiate 

with Jinnah forced the Sikhs into an unconditional alignment with the 
1 

Indian National Congress and the Hindu majority.

Loss of Leverage: Jinnah had warned that "Hindus are getting India," 

implying they would not need to offer Sikhs concessions once the British 
1 

left. By rejecting the Muslim League, the Sikhs gave up their leverage.  
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Post-Partition Regret: The strategic failure led to what Sikh leaders later 

described as "deceit" by the Hindus. Sardar Baldev Singh, a key Sikh leader, 

later lamented that the "Hindus had deceived me" and that he had "bound 
1 the hands and feet of the Sikhs and thrown them in front of the Hindus.”

Demographic and Material Catastrophe the political failure to secure a 

treaty or a sub-nation status led to a chaotic and violent transfer of power 

rather than a structured one.¹ 

Displacement: Instead of living as a "sub-nation" with defined rights, 

Hindus and Sikhs were "thrown out of West Punjab on the point of the 

sword," and Muslims were similarly expelled from East Punjab.¹ 

Loss of Heritage: The Sikhs lost access to many of their holiest shrines, 

including Nankana Sahib, which would have been included in the 

proposed Sikh State or buffer region.¹ 

Strategic Encirclement The author notes that the Muslim League's 

acceptance of the Cabinet Mission plan (which the Sikhs rejected) and the 

subsequent maneuvering meant the Sikhs were strategically cornered.¹ 

By refusing to talk to Jinnah, who offered them a "sub-nation" status with a 

20% share in the central legislature and 33% in Punjab, the Sikhs were 

left with no constitutional safeguards in the new Indian constitution.¹ 

The author describes this as a "grave and fatal mistake" where Sikh 

leadership, driven by emotion rather than farsightedness, failed to 

recognize the superior political acumen of the Muslims.¹ 

Why did the British believe Khalistan would serve as a buffer? 

Based on the provided sources, specifically a detailed note in Sachi Sakhi, 

the British believed a Sikh state (Khalistan) would serve as a buffer and 

supported their strategic interests for the following reasons: 

Protection of Imperial and Regional Interests the British viewed the 

creation of Khalistan as being "in tune with Britain's imperialistic 

interests.” ¹ A specific Sikh state was seen as a strategic asset that would 

provide stability in the region. The text notes that even the Muslim 

League was in favor of this arrangement because "Pakistan would get the 
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protection of a strong 'buffer' state like Khalistan.”¹ 

Continued British Military Presence the British proposal involved a 

security treaty between the new Sikh State and Great Britain. Under this 

plan:¹ 

British Troops in Punjab: Approximately 25,000 British army personnel 

would remain stationed in the Sikh State for ten years to ensure its 

security.¹ This was truly a sweet deal for the Sikhs. 

Military Training and Support: Britain would provide "seasoned and 

experienced British army officers" to the Sikh army, along with necessary 

military equipment.¹ 

Strategic Manpower for the Empire the British belief in the utility of a 

Sikh buffer state was also tied to the global military needs of the British 

Empire. In exchange for British protection and the stationing of troops in 

Khalistan, the agreement required the Sikh State to provide:¹ 

50,000 Sikh soldiers to stay with the British army in strategic colonial 

outposts such as Singapore, Malaya, and other places for ten years.¹ 

Geographic Viability The proposed buffer state was geographically 

significant, covering the region from Panipat up to Nankana Sahib, and 
1notably, it was suggested that this state "could be given access to the sea .” 

This would have created a substantial political entity capable of 

maintaining the treaty obligations with Britain.¹ 

Ultimately, the sources indicate this strategic buffer plan failed because 

Akali leaders, specifically Giani Kartar Singh and Master Tara Singh, 

refused to engage with these proposals or meet with British officials to 
1discuss them directly, dismissing the need for such a state or treaty.  

How did Akali leaders respond to British security offers? 

Based on Kapur Singh's account, the Akali leaders responded to British 

security offers with dismissiveness, emotional refusal, and what the 
1

author characterizes as "trivial and flimsy excuses,"  ultimately rejecting 
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the opportunity for a British-backed Sikh state. 

The specific responses of the two primary Akali leaders, Master Tara Singh 

and Giani Kartar Singh, to the British proposal of a "buffer" state 

(Khalistan) protected by a military treaty were as follows:¹ 

Master Tara Singh's Refusal When the author attempted to convey the 

British proposal—which required a prerequisite agreement with the 

Muslims—Master Tara Singh refused to even listen to the details.¹ 

The Vow: He argued that he had gone to a pilgrimage site and "taken a 

vow that he would not let the Sikhs have any kind of reconciliation with 

the Muslims, regardless of whether they live or die.”¹ 

Fear of Hindu Reaction: He explicitly stated, "He would not allow the 
1Hindus to get angry with them.”  

Dismissal: Consequently, the author felt it was useless to talk to Sardar 

Baldev Singh, noting that speaking to him would amount to "churning 
1

water" as nothing would come of it.  

Giani Kartar Singh's Objections. The author then approached Giani Kartar 

Singh, known as the "brain of the Panth," to explain the plan, which 

included a Sikh state with access to the sea and British military 

protection. Giani Kartar Singh rejected the proposal based on logistical 
1

skepticism:  

Suspicion of Protocol: He retorted, "Why don't the British talk to me 

directly?" dismissing the author's explanation that responsible British 
1officers could not discuss such secret matters openly.  

The "Ships" Argument: Despite the offer of a state with access to the sea, 

Giani Kartar Singh raised a "flimsy excuse," asking, "Even if the Sikh State 

or Khalistan gets access to the sea, where are the ships going to come 

from?"¹ 

Financial Concerns: When the author replied that they would buy ships 

from abroad just as India and Pakistan would, Giani Kartar Singh asked, 
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"Who will pay for them?"¹ 

Context of the Rejected Offer. By rejecting these overtures, the Akali 

leaders turned down a significant strategic package that the British 
1

reportedly wanted to suggest, which included:  

A Sikh State stretching from Panipat to Nankana Sahib with access to the 

sea.¹ 

A security treaty where 25,000 British army personnel would remain in 
1

the Sikh State for ten years to ensure its security.   

 The provision of seasoned British army officers and military equipment to 

the Sikh army.¹ 

The author concludes that because the Akalis "had not let any sagacious 

leader come to the forefront," they failed to think of the interests of the 

Panth, and the "brain of the Panth" (Giani Kartar Singh) could not 

understand the proposal because "his salary depends upon not 

understanding it."¹ 

How did Jinnah's proposal compare with Maharaja of Patiala's proposal? 

Based on Kapur Singh's account in Sachi Sakhi, Jinnah's proposal to the 

Maharaja of Patiala, Sir Yadavindra Singh, was a strategic variation of the 

offer made to Master Tara Singh. While both proposals sought to align the 

Sikhs with Pakistan and secure the region between the Ravi and Yamuna 

rivers, the proposal to the Maharaja was framed through the lens of 

monarchy and treaty alliances rather than constitutional sub-
1

nationhood.   

Here is how the proposal to the Maharaja compared:  

The Concept: "Greater Patiala" vs. "Sikh Sub-Nation." 

Master Tara Singh's Proposal: This proposal envisioned the Sikhs as a 

"sub-nation" within the state of Pakistan, with specific constitutional 

safeguards, legislative quotas (33% in Punjab), and a reserved Sikh 
1governorship.  
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Maharaja of Patiala's Proposal: Jinnah argued that because Sikhs were 

not a demographic majority in any single region, the British could not 

grant them a democratic "Sikh State" or Khalistan. To overcome this 

hurdle, Jinnah proposed the creation of a "Greater Patiala." This would be 

an enlargement of the existing princely state, effectively functioning as a 
1 Sikh sovereign entity under the Maharaja's rule.  

Territorial Similarity Like the proposal to Master Tara Singh, the "Greater 

Patiala" plan covered the territory between the Ravi and Yamuna rivers. 

This included all Sikh estates and areas of Punjab that belonged to their 
1ancestors.  

1
Political Structure and Sovereignty  

Leadership: The Maharaja of Patiala would be the Premier and the 
1

recognized leader of the Sikhs in this new territory.  

Relationship with Pakistan: Unlike the "sub-nation" status, which implied 

integration into the Pakistan constitution, the "Greater Patiala" state 

would exist through a treaty with Pakistan. It would possess the same 

rights and autonomy mentioned in previous proposals but would operate 

as a distinct political entity allied with Pakistan.¹ 

British Approval: Jinnah assured the Maharaja, "with full responsibility," 

that this specific proposal would face no hurdles from the British, as the 

British did not wish to leave the Sikhs weak and subordinate but were 

constrained by the lack of a Sikh-majority area for a democratic state.¹ 

The Outcome 

The outcome of this proposal mirrored the failure of the negotiations 

with Master Tara Singh, though for different reasons: 

Rejection and "Betrayal": The very night the proposal was made, the 

Maharaja conveyed the entire conversation to the Congress Party leaders 

in Delhi through his Prime Minister. Jinnah learned of this immediately, 
1 effectively ending the possibility of the alliance.

Post-Independence Denial: In 1960, the Maharaja published an article 
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denying that Jinnah had made such a proposal. However, Kapur Singh 

asserts that the event did occur and that the denial resulted from the 
1 

political circumstances of the time.

Why Did the Maharaja Later Denied That Jinnah's Proposal Ever 

Occurred? 

Based on the text in Sachi Sakhi, the premise that the Maharaja ever 

denied the proposal appears to be a misunderstanding of the source 

material. In fact, the source states that the Maharaja later publicly 

revealed the proposal, though the context of his actions suggests he 
1 sought to protect his political reputation.

Here is the clarification based on the documentation in Source:  

The Maharaja confirmed the proposal (1960). Contrary to a denial, the 

text records that at the beginning of 1960, Maharaja Yadavindra Singh 

published an article in the Tribune. In this article, he explicitly "described 
1how Mr. Jinnah had made the proposal of making a Sikh State.”  

 The Maharaja admitted that the offer was made but stated that "neither 
1he nor the Akali leaders accepted" it.  

The Denial came from Master Tara Singh. It was Master Tara Singh, not 
1Maharaja, who issued a denial following the article's publication.  

Master Tara Singh "quickly denied it," specifically refuting the implication 

that he was at fault. He stated he "had never created any hurdle in the 
1 making of a Sikh State.”

The Maharaja's Motivation: "Patriotism and Secularism" While the 

Maharaja admitted to the proposal in 1960, his actions at the time of the 

event (1947) were driven by a desire to align with the Indian National 
1

Congress.  

Immediate Betrayal: On the very night Jinnah made the "Greater Patiala" 

proposal, the Maharaja "conveyed the entire conversation to the Congress 

Party leaders in Delhi through his Prime Minister. Jinnah learned of this 
1

breach of confidence immediately.  

Reputation: The author explains that blaming the Maharaja effectively 

questions his "patriotism or secularism," implying that the Maharaja's 

rejection of Jinnah and immediate reporting of the offer to Congress was 
1calculated moves to prove his loyalty to the developing Indian union.  

The Author's [Kapur Singh] Assessment:  

Kapur Singh notes that while the Maharaja and Master Tara Singh offered 

conflicting narratives about who was responsible for the failure (with the 

Maharaja claiming they didn't accept it, and Tara Singh claiming he didn't 

block it), "Both these gentlemen are true" when viewed against the 
1 background of the political maneuvering of that time.

Author's [Kapur Singh] Review about Giani Kartar Singh: 

Based on Kapur Singh's account in Sachi Sakhi, the author holds a deeply 
1

critical and negative view of Giani Kartar Singh.  Although Giani Kartar 

Singh was widely known as the "Brain of the Panth" (the intellectual 

leader of the Sikh community), the author portrays him as a short-sighted, 

obstructive, and self-interested politician who repeatedly sabotaged the 

Sikhs' strategic interests to maintain his own position or serve his 
1 paymasters.

The author's negative assessment is based on several specific incidents 
1 and character evaluations: 

          --- Obstruction of Strategic Diplomacy The author views Giani 
1Kartar Singh as a hurdle to effective negotiation.  

          --- Sabotaging the Cabinet Mission Talks (1946): When Sir Jogendra 

Singh, a Sikh member of the Viceroy's Executive Council, attempted to 

negotiate with the Cabinet Mission to secure a solid foundation for Sikhs, 

Giani Kartar Singh intervened destructively. He sent a telegram to Sir 

Jogendra Singh stating, "You are not authorized to talk with the Cabinet 
1

Mission by the Panth. If you talk, the Akali Dal will expose you.”  This 

action left Sir Jogendra Singh heartbroken and wasted a crucial 
1opportunity for Sikh advocacy.  
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Dismissal of the Communal Award Strategy: In 1936, when the author 

suggested a strategy to change the Communal Award, Giani Kartar Singh 

dismissed it, warning others, "Don't let Master ji [Tara Singh] go near him 

[the author]," claiming the author would only get the Sikhs in trouble.¹ 

Rejection of the Sikh State (Khalistan) Proposal The author depicts Giani 

Kartar Singh's rejection of the British proposal for a Sikh buffer state as 

intellectually bankrupt and financially motivated.¹ 

“Flimsy Excuses": When the author explained the British offer—which 

included a Sikh state with access to the sea and a military treaty—Giani 

Kartar Singh rejected it with what the author calls "trivial and flimsy 

excuses." He asked, "Where are the ships going to come from?" and "Who 

will pay for them?"¹ 

Financial Corruption: The author attributes this inability to understand 

the proposal to financial dependence. Quoting Upton Sinclair, the author 

writes, "It is difficult to get a man to understand something when his 

salary depends upon not understanding it"¹ the author claims that Giani 

Kartar Singh was receiving 500 rupees per month from Sardar Baldev 

Singh and was merely speaking on behalf of his paymaster rather than 

the Panth.¹ 

Sabotaging the Dr. Ambedkar Conversion. The author accuses Giani 

Kartar Singh of prioritizing Akali control over the expansion and 

strengthening of Sikhism.¹ 

Fear of "Educated Sikhs": When Dr. Ambedkar proposed converting 60 

million untouchables to Sikhism, the Akali leadership feared losing 

control. Giani Kartar Singh specifically suggested, "It is not difficult to cut 

these educated the author claims that Giani Kartar Singh was receiving 

500 rupees per month from Sardar Baldev Singh and was merely 

speaking on behalf of his paymaster rather than on behalf of the Panth. 

(SGPC).¹ 

Betrayal in Bengal the author recounts an incident where Giani Kartar 
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Singh refused to send Sikh missionaries to Bengal to convert locals, 

which could have strengthened the Sikh demographic against Pakistan.¹ 

Protecting a Ministry Seat: Giani Kartar Singh privately admitted to Dr. 

Gopal Singh that if millions of Bengalis became Sikhs, "there will be only 

one Sikh minister in the center," and it might not be their ally Sardar 

Baldev Singh. Thus, he sabotaged the expansion of religion to protect a 

political seat.¹ 

Personal Characterization: 

Cowardice and Ambition: The author references a description by a friend 

who called Giani Kartar Singh a "coward" who was "scared of being 

imprisoned and dying to become a minister.” ¹ 

Misleading the Community: The author concludes that titles like "unique 

Panth Sewak" given to Giani Kartar Singh by the press were attempts to 

"misguide the coming generations."¹ He asserts that Giani Kartar Singh 

was responsible for ensuring the Sikhs did not unite with Muslims, 

thereby leading to the partition of Punjab and the loss of Sikh heritage.¹ 

In summary, Kapur Singh views Giani Kartar Singh not as the "Brain of the 

Panth," but as a manipulative operator who sold out the Sikh community's 

long-term future for petty political power and financial patronage.¹ 

Why Did Kapur Singh Believe that Financial Corruption Motivated Giani 

Kartar Singh? 

Based on Kapur Singh's account in Sachi Sakhi, he believed Giani Kartar 

Singh was motivated by financial corruption, viewing him as a paid 

employee of Sardar Baldev Singh rather than an independent leader of 

the Sikh community (the Panth).¹ Kapur Singh argues that Giani Kartar 

Singh's inability to accept or understand strategic opportunities for the 

Sikhs was directly tied to his financial dependence on his political 

patron.¹ 

The author outlines this belief through the following specific points: ¹ 

The "500-Rupee Job" allegation-- Kapur Singh explicitly claims that Giani 

Kartar Singh was on the payroll of Sardar Baldev Singh, a wealthy 
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industrialist and politician. During a critical discussion regarding a 

British proposal for a Sikh state, the author realized that Giani Kartar 

Singh was not speaking as the "brain of the Panth," but rather "his 500-

rupee job, for which Sardar Baldev Singh was paying him every month, 

was speaking.” ¹ 

The Upton Sinclair Analogy--To explain the psychological impact of this 

financial dependence, Kapur Singh quotes the American writer Upton 

Sinclair: "It is difficult to get a man to understand something when his 

salary depends upon not understanding it".¹ Kapur Singh applies this to 

Giani Kartar Singh to explain why the leader raised "trivial and flimsy 

excuses" to reject the British offer of a Sikh state (Khalistan) with access 

to the sea and British military protection.¹ When Giani Kartar Singh asked, 

"Who will pay for [the ships,]?" Kapur Singh interpreted this not as a 

genuine logistical concern, but as the voice of a subordinate worried 

about costs on behalf of his paymaster.¹ 

Protection of the Patron's Political Monopoly-- Kapur Singh asserts that 

Giani Kartar Singh made political decisions specifically to protect Sardar 

Baldev Singh's position, which in turn secured his own financial stream.¹ 

This is illustrated by the "Bengal Incident”:¹ 

Sabotage of Conversions: When presented with an opportunity to convert 

millions of Bengalis to Sikhism, Giani Kartar Singh refused to send 

missionaries.¹ 

The Motivation: He privately admitted that if the Bengali population 

converted, they might produce their own leaders, meaning Sardar Baldev 

Singh would no longer be the sole Sikh minister at the Center. By keeping 

the Sikh population limited to Punjab, he ensured Baldev Singh faced no 

rivals, thus protecting the "hand that fed him."¹ 

The Broader Culture of "Buying" Leadership--The author describes a 

political environment where Sardar Baldev Singh acted as the "patron of 

the Akali Party." Kapur Singh notes that Baldev Singh "spent lakhs of 
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rupees in the political circles to keep the politicians on his side," and that 

Akali leaders, including Giani Kartar Singh, "danced to his tunes."¹ The 

author concludes that this financial arrangement meant Sikh politics had 

been "sold to someone," preventing the rise of independent, farsighted 

leadership.¹ 
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 Chapter 6

Chapter Overview 

The conflict over Jammu and Kashmir cannot be understood as a 

spontaneous by-product of Partition or as a bilateral dispute between 

India and Pakistan.¹ From its very inception, Kashmir was central to 

British imperial strategy, which prioritized control over crucial 

geographic corridors for geopolitical security.² This strategy began well 

before 1947 and survived Britain's formal withdrawal from India.³ The 

persistence of the Kashmir dispute is best explained not by diplomatic 

failure, but by a deliberate British strategic agenda to maintain influence 
2,3

in the region.  

Wavell's 1945 Northern Corridor Plan 

In 1945, Lord Archibald Wavell was Viceroy of India. He wrote a letter to 

Winston Churchill and included a military map.¹ Wavell outlined a plan to 

preserve uninterrupted access from the port of Karachi, through the Indus 

basin, across the northern territories, and up to Gilgit and the high 
1,4Himalayan frontier.  

Wavell's primary concern was not the future of India or Pakistan as 

political entities. His focus was on broader imperial interests: ensuring 

that British control over Kashmir would serve as a bulwark against Soviet 
1,2ambitions to move southward toward the Indian Ocean.  British 

policymakers believed controlling the northern arc—especially Gilgit, 

Baltistan, and the approaches to Central Asia—would secure their 

influence and protect long-term imperial and Western strategic 
2,3interests.  

 Kashmir, the Northern Corridor
and the Unfinished Strategy of Empire 

“The empires of the future are the empires of the mind.” 

Winston Churchill 
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The British had already built roads, communications, and military 

infrastructure in the northern frontier regions. These were not 

afterthoughts. Rather, they were built to secure a strategic corridor 

against a future Eurasian threat.² 

2Kashmir was the essential element in securing this entire strategic plan.  

Accession and Strategic Disruption: 

When the Maharaja of Jammu and Kashmir legally acceded to India in 

October 1947, the decision carried consequences far beyond the realm of 

constitutional legality.⁵ It cut off the northern corridor envisioned by 

British planners and placed the high Himalayan gateway firmly within 
1,2India's sovereignty.  This development directly conflicted with British 

strategic objectives: maintaining influence over the northern access 

routes through Kashmir and preventing any power—including a 

sovereign India—from independently controlling this region, critical to 
2 

imperial defense interests.

Despite independence, both successor armies remained under British 

command: ⁶ 

 The Pakistan Army was led by General Sir Frank Messervy, who was later 

succeeded by General Sir Douglas Gracey.⁶ 

 The Indian Army was commanded by General Sir Rob Lockhart, who was 

later succeeded by General Sir Roy Bucher. These officers, trained in 

British doctrine, understood London's strategic priorities. strategic 

priorities.⁶ 

The war between India and Pakistan started the Kashmir conflict by 

sending tribal militias and regular forces from the west and north.⁵ India 

responded with regular troops after accession.⁵ Under Lieutenant 

General Kulwant Singh, Indian forces regained large parts of Jammu and 

Kashmir, took back lost territory, and restored control. ring control.⁷ 
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By late 1947, the military momentum favored India. A decisive outcome 

was achievable.⁷ 

It was at this critical juncture that the conflict was deliberately escalated. 

British commanders and advisers, seeking to protect strategic interests in 

the region, warned Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru that India lacked 

sufficient resources for an extended conflict. ² They advocated restraint 

and encouraged India to refer the issue to the United Nations, aiming to 

forestall a total Indian victory and thus maintain British leverage over 
2,8

future regional developments. United Nations.  India accepted this 

advice.² 

Internationalization As a Strategic Plan: 

By taking the dispute to the United Nations before securing full territorial 

control, India lost the initiative. The resulting ceasefire, timed while 

Indian forces were advancing, served British aims by leaving Pakistan in 

possession of strategically vital northern areas and preventing either 

successor state from gaining undisputed control—freezing the situation 
2,8

to suit British interests.  This result was consistent with British 

objectives and achieved several enduring aims: the northern frontier.² 
2,3 It preserved Pakistan's role as a gateway to Central Asia.   

 It converted a military contest into a permanent diplomatic stalemate.⁸ 

From this point onward, the restoration of Kashmir to India became 

structurally impossible. The conflict was frozen, not resolved.⁸ 

Cold War Vindication of Wavell's Foresight: 

Wavell's strategic reasoning was later confirmed by the events of the Cold 

War. In 1979, the Soviet Union invaded Afghanistan, seeking precisely the 
1,9southern access toward the Indian Ocean that Wavell had anticipated.  

After the 1979 Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, the United States and the 

United Kingdom relied heavily on Pakistan as the main frontline state. 

Pakistan's geography, close to Afghanistan and the northern territories, 

made it crucial. Military, financial, and intelligence aid went through 
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2,8

to suit British interests.  This result was consistent with British 

objectives and achieved several enduring aims: the northern frontier.² 
2,3 It preserved Pakistan's role as a gateway to Central Asia.   
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Pakistan.⁹ This confirmed the long-lasting importance of the strategic 
2,3corridor British planners had valued since the 1940s.  

Conclusion: A Conflict: 

The Kashmir dispute endures not due to failed diplomacy, but by design. 

British policy sought denial, not closure. By freezing the conflict when 

India had the upper hand, Britain ensured Kashmir would remain:  

2,3,8
 A permanent fault line in South Asia  

A strategic buffer against Eurasian powers 

 A level of influence long after Kashmir is more than a tragic inheritance of 

Partition—it is the unfinished business of imperial strategy, preserved 
2,3

through restraint and geopolitical foresight.  
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 Chapter 7

Puran Singh and Swami Dharma Theertha on Decolonization, 

Majoritarianism, and the Fate of Punjab and Bengal 

Introduction 

The transfer of power in 1947 is often depicted as the inevitable outcome 

of communal antagonism or imperial fatigue. Yet, as British withdrawal 

approached, several intellectuals raised concerns about the stability of 

the new constitutional architecture. Prof. Puran Singh—poet, scientist, 

and Sikh thinker—and Swami Dharma Theertha, author of The Menace of 

Hindu Imperialism (1946), stood out among them. Although they differed 

in idiom and intellectual approach, both predicted that without 

structural pluralism, independence would harbor the seeds of 

fragmentation and centralization. Their assessments suggest the 

division of Punjab and Bengal arose not merely from territorial disputes 

but from unresolved constitutional contradictions embedded in late 

colonial governance. 

I. Historical Context: Transfer of Power and Institutional Fragility: 

By 1946, the British state in India was politically exhausted. The Cabinet 

Mission Plan sought to preserve unity through a loose federation, 

grouping provinces while limiting central authority.¹ This proposal 

collapsed amid Congress-Muslim League distrust. As negotiations failed, 

centralized sovereignty regained prominence. In this tense atmosphere, 

Punjab and Bengal—religiously diverse and economically 

important—became central to the looming division. 

Colonial rule institutionalized communal categories using censuses, 

separate electorates, and administrative segmentation. These measures 

                Prophetic Warnings Before Partition                      
  “Politics have no relation to morals.” 

Niccolò Machiavelli — The Prince 
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did not create religious identity but instead politicized it. As the transfer 

of power loomed, competitive representation threatened to turn into 

territorial sovereignty. At this pivotal moment, Puran Singh and Dharma 

Theertha issued warnings, each in their own distinct language, 

diagnosing the structural weaknesses of decolonization. 

II. Puran Singh: Ethical Federalism and Civilizational Anxiety: 

Prof. Puran Singh's reflections addressed not only imperial injustice but 

the moral consequences of imperial exit. In a letter written to the British 

before their departure, he warned that the political machinery they were 

leaving behind had been engineered for domination rather than 

participatory self-governance.³ His concern was not nostalgic for empire; 

it was apprehensive about what would follow. 

1. The Colonial State as Centralized Instrument: 

Puran Singh saw the colonial bureaucracy as inherently centralizing, with 

authority imposed from above through codified categories. This structure, 

he implied, was disconnected from local moral communities. Transferred 

to nationalist leaders, it could perpetuate coercion under new rulers. 

This anxiety resonates with later critiques of postcolonial centralization. 

The Government of India Act of 1935 had already concentrated 

significant authority at the center, and the Constitution of 1950 preserved 

strong emergency powers.⁴ For Puran Singh, the question was not simply 

who ruled but how rule was structured. 

2. Hardening of Communal Identity: 

British census practices classified populations into fixed religious 

categories, shaping political competition over time. Puran Singh 

observed that the colonial habit of enumeration transformed fluid 

spiritual traditions into rigid political blocs. He warned that, without 

deliberate moral reconciliation, independence might deepen rather than 

heal divisions. 

Punjab illustrated this risk. As a region of Sikh, Muslim, and Hindu 

Without Consent Partition of Punjab and Bengal 1947

73

coexistence—connected through agrarian life, canal colonies, and shared 

language—it was vulnerable to political division. The collapse of trust 

would fracture society, not just governance. 

3. Sikh Political Position and Plural Sovereignty: 

Puran Singh's thought reflects Sikh notions of sovereignty rooted in 

ethical community (Panth), not demographic dominance.6 He feared a 

centralized state built on majority rule would marginalize traditions that 

do not align with numbers. His critique anticipated Sikh concerns during 

the Cabinet Mission talks, where calls for autonomy were seen as 

defenses of federal balance rather than secession. 

4. Moral Vacuum and Postcolonial Power: 

Above all, Puran Singh feared a moral vacuum. Empire's exit, he argued, 

would not ensure ethical revival. Without safeguards for plural 

sovereignty, political competition could degenerate into domination. His 

warning was civilization: independence must come with decentralization 

and spiritual humility or risk replicating hierarchy. 

III. Swami Dharma Theertha: Constitutional Design and Majoritarian 

Risk: 

Swami Dharma Theertha's The Menace of Hindu Imperialism (1946) 

approached the crisis from a structural vantage point. Writing before 

Partition, he argued that the impending transfer of power risked 

entrenching a centralized polity reflective of the demographic majority 

rather than a plural equilibrium.⁷ 

1. Congress Centralization: 

Dharma Theertha contended that Congress, though espousing secular 

nationalism, represented a cultural majority whose dominance might 

manifest institutionally. The danger lay not in rhetoric but in 

constitutional structure. Without enforceable minority safeguards—such 

as veto powers, autonomous provinces, or confederal arrangements, 

majoritarian logic could prevail. 
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2. Minority Insecurity: 

His critique covered not just Muslims but Sikhs and southern linguistic 

groups. He feared centralization would suppress regional identities in 

favor of national narratives. This presaged later linguistic and federal 

debates.⁸ 

3. British Responsibility: 

Dharma Theertha assigned responsibility to the British for transferring 

power without a durable institutional balance. In his view, imperial 

withdrawal was administratively expedient but constitutionally 

incomplete. The failure to entrench structural pluralism risked 

transforming independence into demographic dominance. 

4. Structural Rather than Emotional Critique: 

Unlike communal polemic, Dharma Theertha's argument was analytical. 

He did not defend imperialism; he critiqued postcolonial design. His 

concern was constitutional engineering: a centralized state built upon 

numerical majority would inevitably strain a plural society. 

IV. Comparative Framework: 

Though distinct in tone and vocabulary, Puran Singh and Dharma 

Theertha both identified centralization as the chief risk of 

decolonization. 

 

 Dimensión          Puran Singh           S. D. Theertha          Significance         
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This convergence underscores that the partition cannot be explained 

solely by communal hostility; it must be examined through the lens of 

constitutional design. 

V. Relevance to Punjab and Bengal: 

Punjab and Bengal reflected the contradictions these thinkers identified. 

Both were demographically plural, economically vital, and politically 

active. The collapse of federal compromise hastened division. Had the 

Cabinet Mission's federation succeeded, a looser structure might have 
9eased partition.  Instead, centralization prevailed and partition followed. 

The violence of 1947 exposed the fragility of institutional safeguards. 

Administrative withdrawal combined with communal mobilization 

produced a humanitarian catastrophe. Yet beyond immediate tragedy lay 

enduring constitutional tension: center–state relations, emergency 

powers, and minority rights remained contested. 

In Bengal, linguistic identity later shaped sovereignty in the creation of 

Bangladesh in 1971—signaling the unresolved federal question. In 

Punjab, debates over autonomy returned, reflecting enduring fears of 

centralization. 
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VI. Historiographical Positioning: 

The warnings of Puran Singh and Dharma Theertha parallel critiques by 
11

B. R. Ambedkar, who emphasized safeguards and constitutional balance.  

Their ideas resonate with later scholarship on colonial enumeration and 

identity.¹¹ Their foresight places them within traditions of constitutional 

skepticism, seeing freedom without pluralism as unstable. 

VII. Conclusion: 

On the threshold of imperial departure, Prof. Puran Singh and Swami 

Dharma Theertha offered parallel yet distinct diagnoses of the 

subcontinent's constitutional dilemma. Puran Singh feared that 

centralized power, inherited without ethical transformation, would erode 

plural sovereignty. Dharma Theertha warned that the demographic 

majority, unrestrained by structural safeguards, could consolidate 

dominance. 

The division of Punjab and Bengal thus appears not merely as a 

communal rupture but as the manifestation of unresolved constitutional 

contradictions embedded in the transfer of power. Independence, 

achieved without a durable federal equilibrium, carried within it the 

structural tensions these thinkers had foreseen. 

Their warnings remain relevant. Decolonization, they suggest, requires 

both territorial sovereignty and institutions upholding plural identities. 

Without this balance, unity is fragile and freedom risks reproducing 

hierarchy. 
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 Chapter 8

The division of British India in 1947 is often described as the outcome of 

negotiations among imperial authorities and nationalist leaders. 

However, such interpretations may overlook the structural and 

administrative factors that turned a political settlement into one of the 

twentieth century's largest humanitarian disasters. For millions in 

Punjab, Bengal, Sindh, and the north-western frontier, Partition was not a 

negotiated transition. It was a sudden rupture imposed on closely 

connected communities. To understand why the transfer of power led to 

mass displacement and violence, we must examine the empire's 

economic exhaustion, the declining loyalty of its forces, rapid 

administrative withdrawal, conflicting nationalist aims, and unresolved 

demographic issues. 

By the end of the Second World War, Britain faced a severe fiscal crisis that 

fundamentally reshaped imperial decision-making. Wartime 

mobilization had generated enormous debts, while India's sterling 

balances represented a substantial financial liability to the British 

treasury. ² Maintaining large garrison forces and administrative 

infrastructure in India became increasingly unsustainable in the context 

of domestic reconstruction pressures and postwar austerity. At the same 

time, the reliability of imperial coercive instruments appeared less 

certain than at any previous moment in the Raj. The Royal Indian Navy 

revolt of February 1946—accompanied by sympathetic unrest among 

other service personnel and urban workers—demonstrated that the 

assumption of unquestioned military obedience could no longer be 
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safely maintained. ³ This combination of financial strain and perceived 

security vulnerability accelerated the timetable for withdrawal and 

transformed constitutional transfer from a staged imperial 

disengagement into an urgent strategic necessity. 

The British exit sped up, compressing years of planning into just months. 

Boundary commissions had to draw borders for millions in a very short 

time. Key systems for policing, refugee support, and property decisions 

were incomplete or improvised. In this situation, the local administration 

failed. Rumors, militia violence, and reprisals spread quickly in rural and 

urban areas. Successor institutions could not stabilize the situation fast 

enough. Partition was not just a territorial split. It was an administrative, 

military, and demographic shock all at once. 

In the rush of transition, key political leaders saw the crisis differently. 

Each approach explained part of the problem but missed other key issues. 

B. R. Ambedkar took a constitutional-administrative view. He focused on 

population numbers, fiscal geography, minority groups, and military 

organization. He warned that mixed populations in Punjab and Bengal 

made separation dangerous for minorities. He also foresaw possible 

population transfers once sovereignty changed. Congress leaders saw 

independence mainly as a matter of territorial nationalism and 

democracy. They assumed new institutions and constitutional rights 

would steady relations after the British left. The Muslim League argued 

that nationhood was the best guarantee of Muslim security. They put 

statehood above the details of the transition. British officials saw events 

as a negotiated withdrawal shaped by constitutional deals and their own 

strategic, maritime, and frontier priorities in a changing world. 

For a long time, imperial defense saw the north-west corridor—from 

Karachi through Punjab to Gilgit—as vital for communications, air routes, 

and frontier control. The way the Partition borders were drawn and the 

1947–48 Kashmir conflict left this frontier split, militarized, and 

permanently sensitive. Whether by plan or accident, the outcome made 

sure the subcontinent's northern boundary stayed tense. This situation 
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reinforced the strategic fears that had long influenced imperial planning. 

For ordinary inhabitants, however, these high-level strategic and 

constitutional calculations translated into immediate social catastrophe. 

Canal colonies painstakingly developed over decades became zones of 

sudden expulsion; urban commercial networks collapsed as minority 

traders fled; railway lines intended for economic integration became 

refugee corridors. As the authority fractured, millions were transformed 

overnight from residents into minorities and from citizens into refugees. 

¹⁰ the violence that followed did not arise solely from communal hostility 

but from the interaction of demographic intermixture, administrative 

collapse, accelerated withdrawal, and competing political mobilizations 

unfolding faster than institutional safeguards could be constructed. 
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To interpret Partition solely as the successful creation of independent 

states risks neglecting the human experience of those who did not 

participate in the constitutional decisions that reshaped their lives. The 

refugee columns, abandoned villages, divided families, and mass graves 

across Punjab and Bengal stand as enduring evidence that political 

sovereignty achieved without adequate institutional transition can 

produce catastrophic social consequences. The legacy of 1947, therefore, 

resides not only in the nations that emerged but also in the silenced 

multitude whose displacement, loss, and survival formed the human cost 

of independence. 
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division of Punjab and Bengal is to confront how constitutional 

structures, leadership decisions, demographic realities, and imperial 

timelines intersected to produce one of the largest forced migrations in 

modern history. Understanding this intersection is not an exercise in 

accusation, but a safeguard against repetition. 

This book, therefore, stands not as a final verdict but as part of a 

continuing historical recording that invites further archival discovery, 

deeper constitutional analysis, and the preservation of family memories 

that still carry the lived truth of that era. Every recovered document, every 

preserved testimony, and every honest inquiry strengthens the bridge 

between memory and history. 

The boundaries created in 1947 divided the territory. They did not divide 

the shared human past of the regions they crossed. That past continues to 

speak — through scholarship, through remembrance, and through the 

enduring hope that future generations may learn from what earlier 

generations endured. 

If these pages encourage even one reader to approach history with 

greater seriousness, greater empathy, and greater commitment to truth, 

then their purpose will have been fulfilled. 

The last word of history is never written by those who draw the borders. 

It is written by those who remember, who study, and who refuse to let 

understanding fade. 
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 A Legacy Beyond the Boundary Lines

“The people were swept along by forces beyond  their control.” 

Penderel Moon 

(British ICS officer in Punjab) 

History does not conclude when borders are drawn; the consequences of 

political decisions persist for generations. The division of Punjab and 

Bengal in 1947 was not just the end of colonial rule but the start of a 

complex legacy that continues to affect millions. 

This work aims to move beyond accepted narratives and to recover the 

constitutional arguments, warnings, calculations, and lived realities that 

influenced the final settlement. Partition was not simply a territorial 

event, it challenged political vision, administrative accountability, and 

moral judgment. When leaders failed in these, ordinary people suffered 

the consequences. 

Yet the story of 1947 is not only one of loss. It is also a testament to 

endurance. Families rebuild their lives in unfamiliar lands. Communities 

reconstructed institutions from memory alone. Languages, traditions, 

and faith survived the crossing of borders meant to separate them. What 

violence tried to survive, human resilience quietly restored. The legacy of 

Partition does not belong to the lines drawn on maps. It belongs to the 

lives lived beyond them. 

For scholars and future generations, the obligation is clear. The past must 

not be treated as a weapon or a myth, but as a responsibility. To study the 

AFTERWORD 
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Borders may close a chapter of empire, but they never close the human 

story that continues beyond them. 

For those who crossed burning fields, crowded trains, and uncertain 

frontiers. They traveled not as travelers, but as witnesses to history 

unfolding around them. 

For those who rebuild their lives in unfamiliar cities and distant villages. 

They turned memory into survival and survival into dignity. 

For the parents who never again saw the houses they built. For the 

children who inherited stories instead of ancestral streets. For the 

generations who learned to call new soil home while remembering the 

old. 

This book honors not the lines that divided the land, 

but the courage that carried its people across them. 

Their suffering was real. 

Their endurance was greater. 

Their memory endures beyond every border. In remembrance, and in 

respect.
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 FINAL REFLECTION

Empires saw themselves shaping the future as they drew the lines of 

1947. Leaders sought to resolve a crisis. 

Administrations believed they were completing a transfer of power. 

But history records something deeper. 

History records silent caravans on burning plains, abandoned homes left 

unlocked, railway platforms, refugee columns, divided rivers, and 

generations who rebuilt from memory. 

The borders endured. The people endured longer. 

Time has now carried that moment beyond living memory for many, yet 

its consequences still shape nations, identities, and the fragile 

calculations of modern politics. The task of our generation is not to 

inherit the anger of the past, but to inherit its lessons. For history, when 

ignored, does not sleep. 

The story of Punjab and Bengal was never only about division. 

It was about civilization tested under pressure, about institutions judged 

by their foresight, and about ordinary human beings proving stronger 

than the decisions made above them. 

Boundary Maps can divide land. 

They cannot divide memory. 

They cannot divide truth. 

And they cannot divide the enduring human will to rebuild. 

The final boundary of 1947 was drawn by men. 

The final judgment of it belongs to history. 

And history, unlike empire, does not close its files. 
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displacement and suffering were inevitable results of a settlement made 

without proper planning or democratic input. 

Punjab bore the most immediate and catastrophic burden, becoming the 

principal site of organized massacres, reciprocal expulsions, and one of 

the largest forced migrations in modern history. Bengal endured a 

rupture of its own, equally enduring, characterized by protracted 

economic fragmentation, demographic instability, and recurring 

communal crises that persisted well beyond 1947.⁵ In both provinces, 

partition did more than redraw political boundaries: it transformed 

shared social landscapes into hardened frontiers, recast neighbors as 

foreigners, and embedded suspicion where mutual dependence had long 

prevailed. 

The most enduring legacy of partition lies in the way its human 

consequences were rapidly subordinated to celebratory narratives of 

state formation. Independence entered official memory as triumph, while 

displacement entered private memory as grief. Responsibility diffused 

across imperial policy, nationalist leadership, and the structural failures 

of late colonial governance, producing a historical settlement in which 

suffering was acknowledged but rarely subjected to sustained 

institutional accountability. ⁶ the voices of refugees survived most vividly 

in oral histories, family archives, and local testimonies rather than in the 

foundational narratives of the successor states. 

This book does not aim to reopen old wounds, but to prevent them from 

being forgotten by bureaucracy. True reconciliation needs clear analysis, 

which starts by noting millions were split up without consultation, 

uprooted without protection, and remembered without a voice. Partition 

should be seen not just as a change in borders, but as a deep ethical 

breach—showing the limits of imperial rule, failures in last-minute 

constitutional deals, and the harms of rushed change. 

The lessons of Punjab and Bengal remain urgent. Political settlements 

imposed without procedural legitimacy generate long institutional 
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EPILOGUE 

The partition of Punjab and Bengal in 1947 was neither the product of a 

plebiscitary mandate nor the result of systematic consultation with the 

affected populations. Instead, it originated as an administrative 

resolution, shaped by strategic calculations and elite political bargaining, 

all under the compressed timetable of imperial withdrawal. The British 

government, prioritizing an orderly exit from India, never sought the 

consent of agrarian communities, urban laborers, commercial networks, 

or interdependent religious communities. Sovereignty changed hands, 

but consent did not follow. 

Throughout this study, the argument has been made that partition was 

not the inevitable result of irreconcilable communal antagonism. Rather, 

it was shaped by a series of contingent political decisions that emerged 

under mounting institutional pressure: the British determination to 

terminate responsibility without prolonged military commitment, the 

collapse of attempts to federate the constitutional settlement, and the 

gradual shift in political representation from territorial citizenship to 

communal arithmetic. Although Punjab and Bengal had distinct 

demographics, both provinces were subject to the same administrative 

logic—territorial division became the expedient tool to resolve the 

constitutional deadlock. 

Partition's tragedy was not just new borders, but also the rush and lack of 

a clear process in drawing them. The Radcliffe Boundary Commissions 

worked under strict deadlines, kept their deliberations secret, and 

announced their findings only after independence. This caused authority 

and order to collapse just when clarity was vital. Without a plan to protect 

people or manage movement, violence grew quickly. Communities that 

lived together for generations were torn apart in weeks. Mass 

  Partition Without Consent 
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shadows. Borders drawn under conditions of fear and haste do not simply 

organize territory; they structure future diplomacy, shape national 

security doctrines, and constrain the horizons of reconciliation across 

generations. History insufficiently examined does not disappear. It 

persists as an inherited policy. 

History and Responsibility 

To remember partition without consent is not to oppose independence or 

reduce the sovereignty of the states born from it. It means accepting that 

political freedom gained through sudden change creates lasting moral 

duties. Historical justice starts with recognition, not blame. 

The maps of 1947 fixed borders, but they did not contain memory. Across 

villages emptied overnight, across railway lines that carried both 

refugees and the dead, across homes abandoned with keys still preserved 

by descendants, the history of partition remains unfinished—not in 

territory, but in human lives. To study it is not merely to examine the past; 

it is to listen to those who crossed it. Their journeys remind us that 

nations may be led by rulers, but history is ultimately carried out by 

people. Remembering them is not an act of mourning alone. It is an act of 

responsibility. 
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• Forced Migration – One of the largest coerced population 

movements in human history. 

• Ethnic Cleansing – Systematic violence and expulsion tied to 

territorial homogenization. 

• Humanitarian Catastrophe – Mass killings, sexual violence, family 

separation, and refugee trauma. 

• Sikh Dispossession – The disproportionate impact of partition on 

Sikh political, territorial, and religious life in Punjab. 

• Broken Social Fabric – The destruction of centuries-old coexistence 

among communities. 

• Silenced Voices – Marginalized narratives excluded from official 

histories and state commemorations. 

• Postcolonial State Formation – How flawed beginnings shaped 

enduring instability in South Asia. 

• Moral Responsibility – Accountability of imperial authorities and 

political leadership for preventable suffering. 

• Historical Revisionism – Challenging sanitized or nationalist 

interpretations of partition. 

• Memory and Trauma – Intergenerational psychological and cultural 

consequences of partition. 

• Consent Recall in History – Reframing partition as a failure of 

legitimacy rather than inevitability. 
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1946 — Cabinet Mission Plan proposes union structure; disagreements 

block a political solution. 

August 1946 — Direct Action Day violence in Calcutta heightens 

intercommunal hostility and unrest. 

March 1947 — Lord Mountbatten becomes the final Viceroy, tasked with 

managing the transition. 

June 1947 — The plan to divide British India along religious lines is 

officially released. 

August 1947 — Independence of India and Pakistan; Punjab and Bengal 

were divided. 

Late 1947 — Massive refugee movements and deadly communal riots 

engulfed north India. 

1947–48 — Kashmir conflict begins, solidifying the militarized frontier 

between the two new states. 
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Chronology of Key Events Leading to Partition 

1857 — The Indian Rebellion prompts direct British rule and changes in 

the recruitment of Indian soldiers. 

1880s–1910s — Expansion of Punjab canal colonies bring new irrigation 

projects that alter patterns of agrarian settlement and change the 

region's demographic composition. 

1919 — Government of India Act introduces representative councils for 

limited Indian participation. 

1935 — The Government of India Act grants provinces greater self-

government under a new autonomy framework. 

1937 — Provincial elections lead to shifts in party control and intensify 

political rivalry. 

September 1939 — Britain enters the Second World War; India declares 

belligerency. 

March 1940 — The Lahore Resolution calls for the creation of separate 

Muslim-majority states in British India. 

1942 — The Cripps Mission offers proposals for India's postwar 

constitutional status but talks between British officials and Indian 

leaders ultimately fail. 

1945 — World War II ends, fueling strong calls for immediate British 

withdrawal from India. 

February 1946 — Royal Indian Navy mutiny exposes breakdown in loyalty 

among Indian armed forces. 
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