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Foreword

The January 2004, India and Pakistan agreement to
resolve the Jammu & Kashmir problem, represents the
culmination of a five-decade long process that has seen two
major, two minor and one continuing (covert) war. The story
began in 1947, with the partition of British India, and the
somewhat messy arrangements made by the imperial power
to divide their domain into two independent nations. The
audacious Pakistani bid to use tribal raiders to capture the
Princely State of Jammu & Kashmir in October 1947 ensured
the accession of the State to India on October 26, 1947. '

The Indian Army entered the Kashmir Valley and fought
a 14-month campaign that ended in a ceasefire brokered by
the United Nations, and a de facto partition of the State that
continues to this day. Simultaneously, the UN, and then the
United States and United Kingdom, undertook a lengthy. .
Though profoundly flawed effort to resolve the problem.
Thereafter, there were two more wars—in 1965, following
another Pakistani raid to trigger an uprising, and in 1971.
Though related to the quarrel between East and West Pakistan
the war that led to the creation of Bangladesh also led to the
Simla Agreement of 1972 whose central element was that the
J&K problem would have to be settled through bilateral
negotiations alone. The spontaneous uprising in the State that
began in 1989 was carefully stewarded by Pakistan. Owing to
the risk of the conflict spiralling into a nuclear exchange, India
did not react as it did in 1965. For its part, Pakistan has skilfully
used the heightened Islamic sentiment to find recruits in its
madarsahs to keep the bloody uprising going ever since, without
overt intervention. Significantly, the last time the UN Security
Council seriously considered the issue was in the wake of the
1965 war. Since then, almost by tacit agreement, the world
powers have, more or less, refused to touch the subject in the
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world body. Pakistani efforts to seek big power intervention
have not borne fruit, as was evident even as late as 1999, when
the mini-war in Kargil between two nuclear armed antagonists,
failed to provoke international intervention, the purported aim
of the Pakistani gamble.

In essence what the world community wanted to say
then, as now, was that since 1947 they had done all they could
to try and resolve the issue and failed. In their view the only
solution to the problem lies in direct talks between India and
Pakistan, something that the two sides, too agreed to through
the Simla Agreement of 1972 and reiterated in the Vajpayee-
Musharraf Joint Statement of January 6, 2004.

So long has been the history of the efforts to resolve the
Kashmir issue, and so confusing its course that I felt a need to
bring before the reader, in one book, the narrative of how the
issue emerged, how it was dealt with by the UN in the backdrop
of the Cold War, and the abortive efforts to resolve it through
war and external mediation in the first two decades.

Since no particularly new sources are explored in this
work, my aims are quite modest: They are to recapitulate an
account of the Jammu & Kashmir dispute’s early history to a
generation who were born in the last thirty years. They have
grown up reading about violence and mayhem in the State, of
the hard hand of the Union government in dealing with the
militancy, the alleged illegitimacy of Indian rule and so on.
Given the way media works, the voices often heard are those
of the dissident and the insurgent, their sympathisers, as well
as of front-organisations.

Other matters — the legal issues around Kashmir’s
accession to India, Pakistan’s several attempts to wrest the State
by military means, including it's ‘subconventional’ efforts by
the backing of terrorist groups to attack India — tends to recede
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into the background, as indeed the voices of many other
Kashmiris, who have steadfastly stood by the legal accession
of the State to India and, in many instances, paid the price.

Paradoxical as it may be, the passage of years has
actually added clarity to this narrative, through the polemical
writing of Alastair Lamb and Muhammad Yusuf Saraf on the
Pakistani side, and by the new material mainly from British
archives explored by Prem Shankar Jha, C. Dasgupta and Lars
Blinkenberg. Lamentably, their Indian and Pakistani
counterparts remain firmly closed.

The events that led to the accession of Jammu & Kashmir
to India took place in the chaotic and bloody backdrop of
Partition. Given their nature, and the pains taken by the
contemporary Pakistani and British actors to muddy the waters,
it has taken a long time for even this much lucidity to emerge.

It is not as though Pakistani complicity in the invasion,
or British mendacity were not obvious even then, but the
manner in which they were misinterpreted and obscured, in

+large measure because of the Cold War, is becoming clear only

now. The false narrative has it that Kashmir was always meant
to be part of Pakistan, and that they were cheated out of it by
an Indian conspiracy. The reality is that the British left the
Princely States more or less out on a limb, to deal with the new
Dominions they created out of their Indian empire as the latter
saw fit. Their post-war problems shortened their focus to the
Soviet Union and the Middle-East. Taken together with the
cooperation they had got from the Muslim League during the
war years, Muslim-majority Pakistan was seen as a strategic
actor which could be brought into play in both regions.

Surveying the literature on Princely States, Barbara
Ramusack has observed, “Integration was not a foregone
conclusion, but once the process began it was carried through
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with extraordinary rapidity.” She has detailed four reasons why
integration of the Princely States, that together comprised one-
third of the area of the British Empire in India, was quick and
smooth. First, the inability of the various Princes to unitedly
decide what was best for them; second, the post-war infirmity
of British power that prevented it from keeping its promises to
the Princes; third Mountbatten’s appointment as Viceroy which
tilted the balance in favour of a policy of accession, against the
opposition of a powerful section of British officials; fourth, the
personality of the Indian leaders in question, Sardar
Vallabhbhai Patel and V.P. Menon, who were prepared to act
decisively. [Ramusack: 247]. There was also, of course, a method
in the British madness which had to do with keeping the two
Dominions as weak as possible, and hence dependent on the
erstwhile imperial power.

Given the numbers of Muslims that would remain in
India, the new Dominions were not quite based on the
determinant of religion alone. They were the product of
contemporary politics, as well as a function of British interests
in the region. Underlying the strong Indian and Pakistani views
on Jammu & Kashmir, are their very different perceptions of
nationhood. India is bound by the reality that though the vast
majority of its citizens profess to be Hindu, it is also home to
large numbers of Muslims, Sikhs, and Christians. Where there
are several Christian-majority states in its north-east, and a
Sikh-majority Punjab, there is nothing unusual in having a
Muslim-majority Jammu & Kashmir in its Union. Secularism,
federalism and democracy are therefore a fundamental aspect
of its nationhood.

Pakistan, however, has had a chequered history. Its
founder Mohammed Ali Jinnah probably envisioned a state
where Muslims would be in a majority, but governance would
be on the basis of secular and democratic principles.
Unfortunately, he died within two years of the founding of the
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new state and the subsequent history of Pakistan has been a
turbulent experiment in nation-building that has yet to find
an equilibrium.

Indian perceptions of J&K have been most sharply
based on legality of the accession, and its own union of varied
religious and ethnic groups that rejects any belief that Kashmir
should have acceded to Pakistan because it is populated by a
majority of Muslims. Pakistani claims have varied. It would
not be far-fetched to say, that they have contradicted every
position they have once taken for another. Till August 1947,
Jinnah stood for the unfettered right of the Princes to accede to
any Dominion of their choice. Indeed, Pakistan actually
accepted the accession of Hindu-majority Junagadh in
September 1947, and famously sought the accession of Jodhpur
to its union.

But a month later in october 1947 the argument began
changing and the subtext now became the discredited two-
nation theory on the basis of which Pakistan was created as
the homeland for Muslims of the subcontinent. Thereafter,
Pakistan jumped to support the Indian idea of plebiscite to
determine the will of the people as a precondition to accession.
Later, not sure of it's outcome, Pakistan systematically
undermined every effort to conduct that plebiscite. The current
position is that they are merely supporting the right of self-
determination for the people of the State, who happen to be
Muslims. But this claim is belied by Pakistan’s attitude towards
“Azad” Kashmir and Northern Areas—parts of Jammu &
Kashmir that Pakistan militarily occupied in 1947-48. No
referendum or UN award, leave alone an agreement with India,
has legitimised this occupation.

Further, instead of uniting the areas of Azad Kashmir,
Gilgit and Baltistan under a single government, Pakistan
virtually annexed the latter two, called them Northern Areas,
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and created a Potemkin nation of Azad Kashmir with its own
president, prime minister and a supreme court. Yet, the
Constitution of Azad Kashmir Part 2, Section 7 declares, “No
person or political party in Azad Jammu and Kashmir shall be
permitted to propagate against, or take part in activities
prejudicial or detrimental to, the ideology of the State’s
accession to Pakistan.” The oath of office for the President,
Prime Minister, Ministers, Speaker and legislators contain the
following clause, “That I will remain loyal to the country and
the cause of accession of the State of Jammu and Kashmir to
Pakistan.” The record of Azad Kashmir’s political history
shows how Islamabad has run things much as it sees fit, a
situation that remains unchanged today.

The status of the Northern Areas is ambiguous. They
are neither a province of Pakistan, nor a part of “Azad
Kashmir”. The region is administered under the Legal
Framework Order (LFO) of 1994, an administrative instrument
used to strengthen Islamabad’s hold over the region while
denying its residents basic political and civil rights. The federal
ministry for Kashmir Affairs and Northern Areas (KANA)
effectively rules the State and its minister, who resides in
Islamabad, is the unelected chief executive. The Northern Areas
Legislative Council (NALC), the region’s elected legislature,
is powerless, and civil and military bureaucrats run affairs. It
has no fixed tenure or schedule for meetings, and is convened
only when the minister desires it.

Selective reading of history, mythmaking and the
continuing search for a national identity, have resulted in the
average Pakistani investing a great deal of emotion on Kashmir.
This has been manifested in the enormous effort— self-
destructive in our view — that Pakistan has undertaken to wrest
Kashmir from the Indian union. “The blood of the Kashmiris
runs in our veins,” the present President of Pakistan, Pervez
Musharraf once declared. Reason and history would suggest
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that if this were to be a fact, it would be more true of
Bangladeshis — citizens of erstwhile East Pakistan — not Jammu
& Kashmir. Yet, there is no similar investment of emotion, or
effort, to reintegrate Bangladesh back into the Pakistani fold.

Revisiting this story is important because India and
Pakistan are now in a peace process termed “irreversible” by
their leaders — Prime Minister Manmohan Singh and President
Musharraf —in early 2005. But the first requirement for the
successful conclusion of this enterprise is to have a common
understanding of facts and a sharper acceptance of missteps —
Indian, Pakistani, American and British — that complicated the
problem in the first place.

Maybe the two countries would have resolved the
problem amicably in 1947, but for the massacres of Partition
that vitiated the atmosphere between them. Perhaps it could
have had a quick resolution had the UN clearly named Pakistan
as the aggressor in 1948, insisted on the withdrawal of its forces
and undertaken a quick plebiscite. Yet this very plebiscite has
been a chimera of sorts. Barring, in a very limited way, the
North West Frontier Province and Sylhet, no one got a say on
whether they wished to join the Dominion of India or Pakistan.

The first impression that Josef Korbel, member of the
UN Commission for India and Pakistan got when he actually
visited the region was “It was obvious to us that the people of
Kashmir were not politically educated to vote” and that given
the enormous size of the State and its geography “the mere
technicality of carrying out the plebiscite seemed beyond the
scope of reality.” [Korbel: 136].

Maybe, the direct talks in 1953 could have yielded results
had the US not decided to take Pakistan under its wing in a
military alliance that was aimed at the Soviet Union, but only
succeeded in hardening Pakistan’s positions against India.
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Again the direct talks in 1963 offered a major chance for
settlement, had the Pakistani delegation, led by the flawed Z.A.
Bhutto, played a more modest hand. But, perhaps not. The tone
and tenor of Pakistani statements immediately after the tribal
attack, claiming an Indian conspiracy and worse, despite the
fact that all the aiding and abetting had been by Pakistani
officials — the Quaid-e-Azam not excluded ~ suggest that a
pathological view of India had taken hold of the Pakistani
leadership from the very outset, one that brooked little
compromise or reason. Over the years, Pakistan may see itself
as a state threatened by India, but its military capacity, as well
as the role of its army in its polity, has “militarised” its attitudes,
making it prone to dangerous miscalculation, of the kind it
made in 1965, in 1990, in Siachen in the 1980s, and again in
Kargil in 1999.

Let me be clear at the outset at what this is book is not
about; it is not a detailed history of the Kashmir dispute, nor
does it seek to provide the mechanics of how it should be
settled. The book aims at recapitulating the circumstances
under which the problem arose, conditions which then shaped
Indian responses to the efforts by the UN and the international
community to settle it. It details the efforts made by the UN
and the US-UK team to mediate and Pakistan’s persistent
tendency to over-reach and deny a reasonable settlement. It
does not dwell on the domestic politics of J&K, the supremacy
of Sheikh Abdullah, his fall and the subsequent political
relationship between the Abdullah and the Nehru-Gandhi
families. In that sense it is more about the India-Pakistan duel
on Jammu & Kashmir, than about the Kashmir dispute as such.

Today, memories of Partition are dimming and the
futility of trying to resolve the Kashmir problem through the
force of arms, or third-party intervention have become self-
evident. India, and particularly Pakistan, have become more
aware of how the continuance of the dispute imposes huge
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opportunity costs on both countries. It mars not just their own
future, but that of their neighbours and friends as well,

‘especially since both now possess nuclear weapons.

I have incurred a number of debts in writing this book,
mainly of the intellectual variety. B.G. Verghese was kind
enough to read a draft and make some important suggestions.
Needless to say, errors and omissions are my own.

Manoj Joshi
November, 2007
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Jammu and
Kashmir Area

The Beginning

Towards it's end, the British Empire in India comprised
eleven Provinces, some smaller administrative units and nearly
six hundred Princely States, varying in size from Jammu &
Kashmir and Hyderabad, that were as big as many large
European states, to tiny principalities which were actually
nothing but large landed estates with rulers whose powers
were limited to trying minor judicial cases. All of them were

- subject to the Paramount power, the United Kingdom, and
while they possessed sovereignty at varying levels — with
some even permitted to maintain small armies — none of them
had any international status and were not permitted to conduct
foreign relations, let alone make war on anyone.

The States were tied to Britain through a web of treaties,

| :;;: gw:i:gx " ! - some that had been inherited from previous paramount powers
& s / Sl . Sy like the Mughals, Marathas or the Sikhs. Even the internal
T M - e Mﬂ — authority of the rulers was limited. These States were closely
a4 s . B et e kgm | monitored by British Residents who did not hesitate to effect a
A e e regime change if the ruler stepped out of line. ,
T w! “’ 3 D — | When, in the 1930s, faced with the national movement,
S o ' e —— the British began to think of sharing, and even shedding power

L Soerins

in the subcontinent to Indian entities, the subject of the future
of these States came up time and again. However, at no point
did the British concede that they were anything but vassal units.
But neither were the British forthright about what the future
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held for them. While their plans focused on the eleven
Provinces of British India, they had little to say about the
Princely States — which together comprised an area nearly a
thiI:d of undivided India— except that they would not cede
their paramountcy to any of the successor Dominions. Till the
end, the British strung them along, hoping perhaps that they
could use them in their negotiations with the nationalists in
India. But the momentum of events proved to be too swift, as
indeed the compulsions of geography and history. ’
Since the First World War the British had been thinking
of ways of handling India, where a small class of educated
people had begun demanding some constitutional rights, if
not independence. The Empire still held great advantages %or
the mother country, as a destination for investment, a captive
market for British goods and provider of jobs for the British
middle classes. On the other hand, there were costs of keeping
a lid on rising nationalist sentiment and of giving concessions

- to the growing Indian middle class.

In t.he 1930s, the British leaders, particularly the
Conservatives, saw the provision of Provincial autonomy “as

a means of controlling the centre and dividing the all-India -

anti-imperial front.” [Partha Sarthi Gupta: 242]. The 1935
Government of India Act was based on a decision of the British
Parliament, with little regard for Indian opinion, but the 1947
BI:itiSh plans were worked out on the principle of securing a
tripartite agreement between the British government, the
Congress and the Muslim League.

The history and developments in this period show that
there was nothing inevitable about the partition of the British
Indian Provinces, the manner in which the Princely States
merged with the two Dominions and, hence, the eventual shape
of the two successor states. Even at the last stage, in 1947, the
British considered the idea of transferring power to a si;lgle
unit, to Plan Balkan that envisaged India being broken into
several independent clusters, with the Princely States free to
join any of them they were contiguous to.

2
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After the June 3, 1947 announcement on Partition, the
two proposed successor States, India and Pakistan had two
guideposts to deal with the Princely States. First, the
Government of India Act of 1935, that had envisaged India as
a federal unit, with the Princely States being given the option
to accede to it through an Instrument of Accession. Through
this, the States would voluntarily sign over to the federal
government powers relating to Defence, Foreign Affairs and
Communications. The power to sign this vested in the person
of the ruler of the State, and was not modified or clarified in
any way. |

The second were the Cabinet Mission proposals of 1946
which had categorically asked the Princely States to make their
arrangements with the successor state, or states, the British
planned to leave behind. In other words, there was no option
for independence for these Princely States.

The successor entities, India and Pakistan, were not
affected to the same degree. The area that became Pakistan
had just three major Princely States — Kalat, Khairpur,
Bhawalpur — and some smaller ones. The bulk of the 565
states were within or contiguous to the Indian Dominion and
the lack of any specific arrangement in the Indian
Independence Act of 1947 proved to be a major lacuna that
had to be dealt with urgently.

Jawaharlal Nehru and Mohammed Ali Jinnah were
agreed that the Princely States had some sovereign power, but
where Nehru maintained that they all lacked the ultimate
power of an independent state—the right to conduct
international relations, Jinnah, at least till the time of
independence, felt that they were fully sovereign. Neither
leader believed that religion alone was a reason for a Princely
State to accede to one or the other Dominion. This is best borne
out by Jinnah's efforts to seek the accession of Jodhpur and
some other Rajputana states to Pakistan, and his acceptance of
the accession of Junagadh, a state with an overwhelmingly

Hindu majority.
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India was fortunate to have at the helm of affairs two
very capable men — Home Minister Sardar Vallabhbhai Patel
and his Secretary of the States Department, V.P. Menon — who
persuaded most of the states to accede to India peacefully. At
the time of Independence, August 15,1947, the only holdouts
were Hyderabad, Kashmir, Junagadh and two small states
ruled by Muslim rulers in Kathiawar. Except Kashmir, all the
others were surrounded by Indian territory and populated
largely by Hindus. So it was perhaps inevitable that their fate
was eventually decided by popular revolts and a judicious
use of force by India. The fate of Kashmir was different.

Jammu & Kashmir State

Pakistan’s claim on Kashmir is not based on the Indian
Independence Act of 1947 that midwifed the birth of Pakistan
itself. It has no legal foundations, such as an Instrument of
Accession, nor is it based on linguistic or ethnic affinity. The
Kashmiri-speaking Muslims of the Valley, who comprise the
majority of the State, have a culture and identity distinct from
the Muslims of Pakistan, and are only one of many ethnic and
religious groups that people the State.

Pakistan’s claim on Kashmir is based only on the fact
that a majority of the population is Muslim and a belief, not
founded on any fact or agreement, that Muslim-majority Princely
States were to be part of the Dominion of Pakistan. Religion by
itself does not constitute nationhood, neither for that matter, does
only ethnicity or a common language. Were that the case, all
Arab countries, which are overwhelmingly Muslim would be
one nation, as would Germany and Austria or the various Latin

American countries. Politics, not religion was the basis of
Partition, since there could possibly be no single scheme to herd
the Muslims of India, who lived in virtually every part of the
country, into one or even two politico-geographical units.
Contrary to claims made by Kashmiri secessionists and
their sympathisers, there is no legal ambiguity about the
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ion of Jammu & Kashmir State to India. The: key UN
?:;:oe;j;ions, tI{at of the United Nations Security Coupcﬂ (UNSC)
of January 1948 and the two resolutions of the I‘Jmted Natmn;
Commission for India and Pakistan (UNCIP) in August.194
and January 1949 are clearly based on the f'act tha.t sovereignty
of the entire state rested with the Indian Union. This was s.ub]ec;
to a plebiscite, an offer that India volunteered at the time (1)\1
accepting the Instrument of Accession anfi vyell before the I{d
began consideration of the issue. This plebiscite was never held,
because Pakistan found one pretext or the gthgr not to
implement its prior conditions —namely, removing its .Armg
and other forces under its control from the areas it h'a
occupied. But equally, because the UN, instead of Siealmg .VVI’CE:
India’s complaint of aggression in January 1'948, diverted itse
to devising means of conducting this plebiscite, thus deforming
the political climate in which it could have been held. -
Jammu & Kashmir had been part of the Mughal Empire
since 1587 till it was conquered by the Afghans under Ahmad
Shah Abdali in 1752. Then, after 67 years .it was conquerefl by
the great Sikh king, Maharaja Ranjit Singh in 1819 and remamec}
part of his empire till 1846. Thereafter it came under the contro
of one of Ranjit Singh’s feudatories, the Raja of Jammu, Gulib
Singh, though not through conquest, but purchasg. After tde
first Anglo-Sikh war, the defeated Sikhs were required to cede
territory in Punjab as well as pay an ind_emmty of Rs 1 crore.
Since Ranjit Singh's successor d‘ld not'have the means
to pay the amount, he offered all his hill territory -~ from the
Beas to the Indus— to the British. The vast hilly expanse was
not particularly valuable. So the British allowed Gulab ang.,h
to take possession as the Maharaja of ]a¥nmu & Kashmir, in
exchange for the sum of Rs 1 crore. ThlS. arrangement was
sanctified through the Treaty of Amritsar signed on Mar¢h 16,
1846. Additional territory in the north and north-east was
ulab Singh through conquest. .
added }EZOE 1852, th§ British rgnaintained a Resident in Srinagar
and also maintained a Political Agent in Gilgit Wazarat, the
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tract of semi-autonomous feudatory states north of the
Kishenganga river, from where they could keep a watch on
Russian activity in the north. After the Soviets established
control in Central Asia, the British took a sixty-year lease of
the territory from the Maharaja and it was administered by a
British officer and policed by the Gilgit Scouts. In July 1947,
the British decided to terminate the lease and return the area
to the J&K State. The Maharaja appointed Brigadier Ghansar
Singh of the State’s Force as governor. He flew into Gilgit and
took over the Administration on August 1,1947 from the British
Political Agent, a Lt Col Bacon.

The Emergence of Muslim Separatism

A glance back in history shows that separatism may
have had some roots in the 19% century intellectual currents
among Muslims. But contemporary records make it clear that
there was nothing inevitable about this development or the
partition of India. The actual course of the creation of Pakistan
ran through the politics of the freedom movement, and an
element of mischief on the part of India’s British rulers.
Following the 1857-1859 first war of independence, the Muslim
community felt discriminated against, particularly in the north
where British vengeance had ravaged the once proud Muslim
nobility that had dared to rebel. While one stream of this
community was inward looking and sought to purify Islam
through education, another, too, focused on education, but
looked to adapting to modern British ways. The former gave

rise to the institution of the Dar-ul-uloom at Deoband, north-
east of Delhi, which was aimed at equipping Muslim religious
teachers with the intellectual means of imparting the basics of
their faith to the general populace. The latter tendency resulted
in the founding of the Aligarh Muslim University by Sir Syed
Ahmed Khan.

Sir Syed attached the greatest importance to the spread
of modern education among Muslims. He also stressed the

6
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itical i i ims, viewing them as a distinct
PO ‘lde;‘li?;v:if }l\l/iusi\lvlv it was thatgthe Muslims had lost
Cortrlglllflmmtgt.ls because of the 1857 revolt and so they must make
Ouecial efforts to stay on the right side of the Brit.ish rulers. He
o osed any truck of the Muslim community W}th the Indian
ONP;I:;ional Congress that had bf:en fou.nded in 188'5. T'}lle
organisation, founded by modernised Indians, ba§ed pnma];lh y
in Bombay and Calcutta, gave rise to some disquiet amgng g
British rulers. So the message of the Aligarh school, S1'rNye.
himself, his colleagues Munshi Zakaulla.h and Mja1.11V1 azir
Ahmad, began to gain greater traction with the Brltls}}. 006
The All India Muslim League was founded in1 206,
coincidentally the year in which the Britlsh Viceroy Lqrd II\;Imto
promised separate electorates to the Muslim community. W&;i
in this period that the British partitioned Bengal along commun
lines, an act they had to undo in the face 'of a popul.ar upsuxige.
But the event played a significant rqle in promoting M;stltrln
separatism later. The Morley-Minto Re'forms. an 1 g
Government of India Act of 1909, through wl:uch Indl@s cou d
be elected into legislative councils for the first time, albeit througc1
a highly restricted electorate, had a provision for reserve !
Muslim seats in the Municipal and District Boards and Provincia
Councils and in the Imperial Legislature. It glso hac.l a prov1s;iolil1
that only Muslims could vote for candidates in spec1f1ed Mus f
seats. This separate electorate issue was a major bone o
contention between the Muslim League and the Congress.
However there was a reconciliation of sorts when the Luckngw
Pact was signed in 1916. Under this agreement, the Mush}rln
League backed the Congress demand for self-rule, while the
latter accepted the need for the establishment of separate Mus].n_n
constituencies in various bodies. As time went on, this s.eparatlon
became a major issue with the Muslims refusing to give up the
privilege, and the others resenting this right.
The Government of India Act of 1919, also known as
the Montagu-Chelmsford Reforms, consolid.ated separate
electorates and transformed the Viceroy’s executive council into
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a bicameral legislature. But enfranchisement was by property
and efiucational qualifications. The reforms were not meant to
be a first step in the transfer of powet, but a set of concessions
that were directed more towards providing a modicum of sel-
rule in the provinces, and thus distracting India’s demand for
freedom.

As a follow-up to the Montagu-Chelmsford Reforms
of 1919, and in response to the nationalist agitation, the
British government also set up a three-member comm,ittee
headed by Sir Harcourt Butler in December 1927, to look
into the relationship between the Princely States and the
paramount power. At one level, the relationship between
the British rulers and the Princely States maintained a fiction
that the latter were sovereign. However, they had none of
the attributes of an independent power such as the right to
conduct foreign relations or declare war. Whatever
independence they had was at the sufferance of the British
paramount power which was responsible for protecting their
territories against external aggression, and the dynasties
against internal strife. Actually the situation was more
co_mplex, many important cantonments were located in
I?rmcely States and important railway routes and telegraph
lines passed through them. The British also enforced control
of arms and ammunition, growing of opium and narcotics
and currency in these States.

The committee came to India in early 1928 and toured
some sixteen Princely States, but they did not meet the
representatives of the subject people because it was outside
their terms of reference. They did, however, accept a written
representation from the All India States People’s Conference
an organisation to promote democracy in the Princely States,
that had emerged in that very period in response to the settin
up of the Butler Committee. - s

The rulers made their representation through S i
SFott QC and the bulk of their rgpresentation was Eearcllriﬁ%i?
Sir Leslie argued that the States possessed all sovereign power;
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except that handed over to the British by treaty. He argued
that ‘paramount power’ in the Indian context could only be
the British Crown, not any presumably representative
government that the British might be contemplating.

The Butler Committee did not quite agree with Sir Leslie;

it said that the relationship was not based on old treaties, but
was a living and evolving one. It pointed out that most of the
States were themselves vassals of the Mughals, Sikhs or Maratha
confederacy when they came into a relationship with the British,
and could not claim to have had sovereign attributes. But the
committee insisted that paramountcy had to adapt itself “to the
shifting necessities of the time and progressive development of
the states.” On the other hand, it accepted Sir Leslie’s suggestion

that the Princely States could not be thrown at the mercy of any
Indian Government in British India without their consent. So
balancing these views, the Committee noted:

... in view of the fact of the historical nature of the relationship
between the paramount power and the princes, the latter should
not be transferred without their agreement to a relationship
with a(ny) new government in British India responsible to an
Indian legislature.... [Menon, Integration: 23-4].

The Simon Commission and the Round Table Conferences

The Government of India Act of 1919 was seen as a
transitional measure and the British had declared that they
would review its working in a decade. In 1927, to facilitate the
process, a statutory commission headed by Sir John Simon,
was set up to look into the issue of constitutional reform, but it
contained no Indian members. The proceedings of the
commission were therefore boycotted by the Indian
nationalists, and its only achievement was to give the Congress
Party an opportunity to revitalise itself through the agitation
against the commission. But its recommendations regarding
the Princely States are interesting. The report agreed that
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paramountcy should be controlled by a “Viceroy”, rather than
the Governor General. It recommended:

* Thedrawing up of a list of issues of common concern
between the Princely States and British India.

* That the preamble of the new Government of India
Act should make it clear that there should be closer
association between British India and the Princely
States. )

* That a standing consultative body having
representatives from British India and the Princely
States, to be called a Council for Greater India, be
set up.

Owing to the boycott of the Simon Commission, the
British government asked the main political parties to come
up with a viable scheme for constitutional governance and so,
the All India Parties Conference constituted a committee in
May 1928, headed by Motilal Nehru, to examine the issue. The
Nehru Committee came up with a report later that year with a
constitutional scheme for the establishment of a federal and
secular Dominion of India based on adult franchise and
abolition of separate electorates. On the issue of Princely States
the Committee was clear that they would have to be part of
the federation and that the “natural and legitimate aspirations
of India cannot and will not be allowed to be defeated or
checkmated by ingenious arguments....”

But while the committee was willing to recommend the
need to protect the “rights and privileges” of the rulers, they
wanted to make it clear that there would have to be some
change in terms of government and administration in such
States. Indeed, they wanted the Princely States to send elected
representatives to the Constituent Assembly they envisaged
as the progenitor of the new government system. The
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Committee suggested that all treaties between the East India
Company and the States and any subsequent treaties be made
binding on any new government in British India. '

The report was criticised by both the left wing of the
Congress, as well as the All Parties Muslim Conference, where
Jinnah came up with a fourteen-point list of demands that he
said were necessary to safeguard Muslim rights.

The Question of Federation

The Simon Commission report was submitted in May
1930 and the Government of India sent its comments later that
year arguing that while there was an essential unity that
encompassed all of India, it was as yet premature to think of a
larger political federation. In other words, India’s democratic
aspirations could be allowed to be worked out in the Provinces
as envisaged by the Government of India Act of 1919.

The Commission also recommended a Round Table

- Conference of all political elements in India and it was convened

in London at the end of 1930. The Congress that had given a call
for complete independence in 1929, refused to attend. To
compound it, in April 1930, Mahatma Gandhi launched the great
Salt Satyagraha, straining relations with the British.

Three British political parties were delegates, and the
British Prime Minister Ramsay MacDonald presided. There
were fifty-seven Indians, including the rulers of Kashmir,
Baroda, Patiala, Indore, Bikaner, Bhopal, Rewa, Sangli and
Sarila. In addition, Sir Akbar Hydari represented Hyderabad,
Sir Mirza Ismail, Mysore and Sir K. N. Haksar, Gwalior. The
basic discussion was on the nature of a new constitution for
India. The very presence of the Princes in such large numbers
was an indication that the British viewed them as significant
actors in the unfolding Indian political drama.

According to Ramusack, when the Round Table
Conferences took place, “neither the British, nor the Indian
nationalists saw the princes as political ciphers or puppets.”
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Both the British and the nationalists wooed the Princes, who
retained significant autonomy of action in the constitutional
negotiations that took place through the decade of the 1930s,
[Ramusack: 245].

On the very first day, Sir Tej Bahadur Sapru, one of the
major representatives of delegates from British India declared
support for the idea of a federal, rather than a unitary India.
Inviting the rulers to join the federation as an expression of
national feeling, he declared that their presence would serve
as a factor of stability for the arrangement. Sir Mohammed Shafi
for one wing of the Muslim League, and Jinnah for the other,
agreed with the idea of a federated India. Almost all the rulers
strongly supported the idea, even though there were some who
felt that the Princely States must first form theijr own
confederation before linking up with British India. [Menon,
Integration: 27-9].

Many smaller states, too, saw this as a chance of
avoiding the loss of control over their internal affairs, In his
statement, Sir Hari Singh, the Maharaja of Jammu & Kashmir,
declared that “As the allies of the British, we stand solidly by
the British connection. As Indians and loyal to the land of our
birth, we stand as solidly as the rest of our countrymen for our
land’s enjoyment of a position of honour and equality in the
British Commonwealth.”

But the Conference failed because the Muslim delegates
refused to support any constitutional schemes that did not have
communal safeguards. As it is, the conference was divided
between the Muslim delegates who supported a weak
federation, and the others who wanted a strong central
government. The British for their part were willing to offer
Indians arole in the government in all areas, excluding defence
and foreign affairs.

In 1931, the rulers of the Princely States, organised in a
Chamber of Princes, met in Bombay, where there appeared a
clear division between those who supported the federation
idea, and those who opposed it. It was at this point that the
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ja of Patiala came up with the idea of a federatior} of
11\)/;&11;1:;? States that would jori)n British India in a confederation.
: 256]. :

[Ramufff: Siio]nd and Third Round Table Conferences took
place on September, 1931 and November, 1932. There was a
new slate of delegates for the second con.f‘erfence §uch as GD
Birla, Madan Mohan Malaviya, Saro]}m Naidu and Sir
Muhammad Igbal. The session was dominated by Mahatlpa
Gandhi who had been released from prison somewhat earlier
and who supported the idea of federation, but wan't(?d con.lplete
control over defence and foreign affairs. The British re]e.ct.ed
the demand, arguing for a transitional pha.se when British
authority would coexist with that of the Inc.ilan government.
There were divisions in the ranks of the Princely Sftates w1th
the larger ones demanding representation in proppr‘aon tf) their
importance and population, while thta Mabharaja .of Bikaner
wanted an upper house of 250, with ha.lf thl.S numbfcxl'
representing Princely States so that all the major princes cou
have a seat. The Maharaja of Patiala continued to insist on a
transitory confederation before moving to a federation.

V The third conference was smaller than the other two,
and the Congress was not there because it had resumed its
agitation and most of the major rulers stayed away. The major
issues considered here were that of the federal legislature fmd
that of the States’ instrument of accession to the .federatlon.
But the Conference was unable even to settle the issue of the
size of the federal chambers and the proportion of seats for

- the British Indian and Princely States, and the manner in

which the seats would be allocated for the latter. The i§sue
was left for the Viceroy to resolve and he came up W1th a
proposal for the Princely States to have 90 of 225 seats in the
Upper House and 125 of 375 seats in the Lower House. After
further discussion, the Viceroy suggested that some 24 such
States with a 17-gun salute or more, have separate
representation in the houses and the others be grouped.
[Menon, Integration : 31-2].
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In March 1932, the Chamber of Princes had what was
perhaps its most important meeting which lasted ten full days.
After a great deal of lobbying and pressures, a majority of
princes voted for the federation. But they wanted safeguards
in the form of personal seats for the rulers in the upper house,
preservation of treaty rights and guarantees against
intervention in their affairs by the federal government.

Clearly, the patriotic upsurge that persuaded many
princes to back federation at the time of the first Round Table
had waned. [Ramusack: 259].

The Intellectual Roots of Partition

The early 19th century had also been a period of great
intellectual ferment within the Muslim community encouraged
by the writings of Altaf Husain Hali, Syed Amir Ali and Shibli
Nomani who celebrated the achievements of Islam’s glorious
past in India. This trend got considerable impetus from the
Khilafat. movement against the Western policy towards the
tottering Ottoman Empire. But the greatest influence on
modern Muslim thought came from Sir Muhammed Igbal, the
poet-philosophet, whose intellectual odyssey took him from
ardent nationalism to pan-Islamism, and subsequently Islamic
nationalism. He is now seen as the foremost ideologue of
Pakistan. Early in the 20th century, Igbal had begun to think of
Islam as being not merely a religion, but a community and a
nation as well. His belief that Indians could not have a common
national consciousness led him to project the idea of a Muslim
India within India, by the merger of Muslim-majority areas of
the north-west. These ideas were articulated in his Presidential

Address at the Allahabad Session of the All India Muslim

League in December 1930

“The religious ideal of Islam,” Igbal argued, “ is
organically related to the social order which it has created. The
rejection of the one will eventually involve the rejection of the
other. Therefore, the construction of a polity on national lines,
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if it means a displacement of the Islamic principle of solidarity,
is simply unthinkable to a Muslim.” '

He went on to note that “various caste-units an.d |
religious units in India have shown no inclination to sink the?r
respective individualities in a larger whczle. Each group is
intensely jealous of its collective existence.” Igbal targued that
this situation provided a kind of community consciousness, or
a “communalism in its higher aspect” which was
“indispensable to the formation of a harmonious whole in a
country like India.” Adding:

The Muslim demand for the creation of a Muslim India within
India is, therefore, perfectly justified. The resolution of the
All-Parties Muslim Conference at Delhi is, to my mind,
wholly inspired by this noble ideal of a harmonious whqle
which, instead of stifling the respective individualztzgs of its
component wholes, affords them chances of fully working out
the possibilities that may be latent in them. And I have no
doubt that this house will emphatically endorse the Muslim
demands embodied in this resolution.

Personally I would go further than the demands embodie.d in

it. Iwould like to see the Punjab, North-West Frontier Province,

Sind and Baluchistan amalgamated into a single state. Self-

government within the British Empire, or without the Brzt?sh

Empire, the formation of a consolidated North—Wgst Indian

Muslim State appears to me to be the final destiny of the
Muslims, at least of North-West India. The proposal was put
forward before the Nehru Committee. They rejected it on the
ground that, if carried into effect, it would give avery unw.zeldy
State. This is true in so far as the area is concerned; in point of
population the State contemplated by the propgsal would be
much less than some of the present Indian Provinces.

Igbal was quite clear that the political entity he ha.d'in
mind would be part of a loose federation, where the entities
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created would ensure the majority of one or the other
community. Muslims would have 33 per cent seats in the central
legislature, which would exercise only those powers that were
freely given by the largely self-governing States. With this
scheme of things, he believed, the issue of communal tension
or the issue of separate electorates would go away.

At this stage, it would seem, Iqbal was not arguing for
partition. The idea of political separation actually came from a
Punjabi student in Cambridge three years later in 1933.
Chaudhary Rahmat Ali not only demanded the creation of a
state, but gave it a name - Pakistan. In a four-page note,
circulated in London, Chaudhary and three colleagues rejected
the idea of a federation and demanded the creation of a separate
sovereign homeland for the Muslims — ‘Pakistan’ - an acronym
for P(unjab), A(fghania) or North-West Frontier, K(ashmir),
I{ran), S(ind), T(urkharistan), and B(aluchistan) There was no
immediate impact of this demand, but later in different
circumstances, it captured the minds of Muslim leaders like
Igbal and Mohammed Ali Jinnah. The leaving out of Bengal in
this imaginary grouping was portentous.

The Government of India Act of 1935

But these consequences were as yet some distance away.
In March 1933, the proposals and the negotiations of the Round
Table Conference were published by the British government
in London as a White Paper, which in turn became the basis
for a Joint Select Committee of both Houses of British
Parliament to consider in the framing of new political
arrangements for India. The report of this committee was
submitted 18 months later in October 1934, and on December
19, a bill was introduced in the House of Commons

- incorporating its suggestions.

Though the White Paper had recommended increasing
to 100 the number of seats for the Princes in the upper house
of 260, and removing the references to fundamental rights, the
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Chamber of Princes was alarmed at this Fievelopment. It
believed that the provisions of the bill d%d not meet the
requirements of the rulers, and a conference in February 1?35
made it clear that “the Bill and the instru.ment of accession
cannot be regarded as acceptable to the Indian states w1thogt
modification. [Menon, Integration: 33]. In the UK, .t.oo, ’d}e bill
was resisted by Conservatives but despite opposition, it was
finally passed and came into force on August 4, 1935. N
The Act envisaged a federation of the e}even British
Indian Provinces and the nearly six hundred. Princely States.
But there was an important difference, where in the case of the
British Provinces — Madras, Bombay, Bengal, United
Provinces, Punjab, Bihar, Central Provinces and B.ere.ar, Assam,
NWEFP, Orissa and Sind — accession was automatic, in the case
of the Princely States, it would be voluntary. The ruler co1:11d
accede iv the Federation by signing an Instrument of ACC‘QSSI()’n
which would then have to be accepted by His Majesty’s

government. - . ‘
This key difference between the British Indian Provinces

and the Princely States was, as the Joint Select Commitlsee report
had pointed out, because the Princely States “possess
sovereignty in various degrees ate... under a system of personal
government.

Their accession to a Federation cannot therefore take place
otherwise than by the voluntary act of the Rz{ler of each
state....” (emphasis added) [Menon, Integration: 34].

This Instrument would empower the Fefieral
government to exercise the powers that the acceding Princely
State vested in them, but only on matters that had beeq a'cc.:epted
by the ruler. Though there were provisions fqr flexibility for
the rulers in accepting or rejecting the subject matters of
accession, there would be an element of standardisation as well.

To emphasise the rights of the rulers, the Princely States
representatives in the upper and lower houses of the central
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legislature would be nominated and not elected. The Council
of States or Upper House was to have 156 members from the
British Indian provinces and 104 from the Princely States. The
House of Assembly or lower chamber, would have 250
representatives from the provinces, and 125 from the States.
Both the chambers would be indirectly elected, candidates
being chosen by Provincial Assemblies in the case of British
India, and the rulers in the case of the Princely States. The
franchise was now extended to 30 million Indians.

The federal government, comprising the two houses
would, however, not be set up till a specified number of rulers
of Princely States had signed Instruments of Accession. Since,
this did not happen, the central government continued to
function in accordance with the 1919 Act, and only the part of
the 1935 Act dealing, with the provincial governments went
into operation.

In the end the plan for a federation never worked out,
because the Princely States did not want to relinquish any
privilege. Neither did the Act itself assuage nationalist opinion
because it was, in the final analysis, a means of reinforcing
rather than surrendering British control. It is important to go
into the detail of this constitution making since the Government
of India Act was the basic building block of the Indian
Independence Act of 1947 that created India and Pakistan. At
the time of independence, the two Dominions accepted the Act
of 1935, with few amendments, as their provisional

constitution. In fact the 1947 Act’s sections dealing with the

relationship to the Princely States were lifted from those of the
1935 statute. And as the provisions indicate, they gave
unfettered power to the ruler to decide whether or not he
wished to accede to the union.

A New Government for India

In 1936, the Marquess of Linlithgow, who had been the
chairman of the Joint Select Committee that had written the
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nt of India Bill of 1935, was appointed Viceroy and
}Cj: ;2:23 ahead with elections to the'provinces and ce:ilttrl?l
legislature. Though both the Indian National angress an the
Muslim League had opposed the Act, they participated md e
rovincial elections of winter 1936-37, conducted under
ipulations of the Act.
shpulailgilg Linlithgow was particularly k.een to imPIement
the Government of India Act fully by inaugurating the
federation. To this end he sent special representatives to the
various Princely States with drafts of ’fhe pr(?posed instrument
of accession which incorporated the dlSCUSSl.Ol’.lS that had taken
place till date between the rulers and the B111t1sh. government,
both in the UK and Delhi. Three special emissaries toured' the
Princely States at the end of the year and hel.d detailed
discussions with their rulers and their representatives.
it became clear that the rulers were decidedly less .tk.lan
enthusiastic about the scheme, especially where it came to giving
up any of their powers. They wanted guarantees to ensure that
there would be no reduction of the limited sovereignty ‘they had
enjoyed till then, as well as sufficient fiscal independence to
ensure that their right to collect taxes would not be t.aken over
by the federal government. On the recommendatlon of .kthe
emissaries, the British Indian government now began to consider
concessions that could be given to the princes to persuade them
to relent. o .
The British decided to keep the federation issue aside
and enable the newly elected governments in the provinces to
take charge and so the Government of India Act came into force
on April 1, 1937 and a largely Congress government came to
power. But discussions on the federation continued behNeen
the Secretary of State for India, the Marquess of .Zetlanc.l apd
the government in UK. But it became clear that while a majority
of the States were ready to accept, important States were dead
set against the idea. The wrangling continued and there was a
debate within the British government about whether.or not
the Viceroy should pressure the rulers by making a public offer.
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Meanwhile at their meeting in Bombay in November 1938, the
Princes reiterated their commitment to the idea of a federation,
but declared that without specific guarantees, they could not
“duly discharge their duties to the Crown, to their dynasties
and their peoples.”

Finally the Viceroy did decide to make public the
government offer and in January 1939, the major states were
sent revised drafts of the Instrument of Accession that drew a
line on the concessions the British Indian- government was
willing to make on the original provisions. The reply was not
long in coming, Meeting in Bombay a gain, the Princes declared

that the revised drafts were “fundamentally unsatisfactory”and
were therefore “unacceptable.”

Congress, League and Princely States: Part I

Through the 1920s the Congress attitude towards the
Princely States had been one of non-interference, and, in any
case, it had no organisation of any standing in these States.
Individual Congressmen, and among those were people like
Mahatma Gandhi himself, came from a Princely State, but they
focused their political activities against the British in India.
Through the next decade, too, the Congress took a largely
hands-off attitude towards the States.

But given the way the States were linked to British
India, they could not but be affected by the Indian national
movement and soon began to demand responsible
government as well. The All India State’s People’s Conference,
set up in 1927, became the vehicle for their demands. But
through most of the 1930s, the Congress agitation was focused
against British India and which left the freedom struggle in

the Princely States to its own devices, The shift began to occur
when the federation idea was mooted and when it became
apparent that in the British scheme, the Princely States would
be entitled to a substantial chunk of seats in the federal
legislature, even as it was clear that these were not likely to
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be allotted through any democratic principle, but dependent
i1l of the ruler concerned. -
on the ;:?the Haripura session of the Congress in ele}rly 1938,
the party officially declared its objective qf obtaining the‘sagxle
eliIi):ical social and economic freedom in the states as in the
N e of t1’1e rest of India, and of considering the [Prmcgly] stat}?s
Casintegral parts of India.” There was a tactlc-:al aim m1 1: e;
?ZS neress view. While the party was sure of getting the bu b;)
thoe s%lr;lts in the central chambers from the Proy1nc1al Assembly
route, their interests would be better se}'ved if the rulers were
lled to send popular representatives.
CompeT he following year, 1939, Nehru pres1c.1ed over g:: All
India States People’s Conference annual rrﬁee’gng inLu - ;Zn:
iticism that the Congress
and acknowledged the criticism tl .
i the affairs of the States.
dency towards non-intervention in
tlflr;t fle gromised, that attitude was nOV\{lpafst Ia:nc} d(;zleirle)ci (’52?;
’ i i the India
“ Congress as representing the will o di
rgckgegnics)eglo bars which limit its freedorrll, of act1v1ty00n any
matter pertaining to India and her people. ' [Gu.pta. 40]. e
The Muslim League position was quite different. Wh.bl1
League leaders were concerned about the need for responsible
government in Princely States, they were largely fo: ncf)::li
intervention in their affairs. For one thing, very few stg. es e
within the Muslim-majority areas of. north-west In u;?if a <
Bengal. For another, the League strategy in the 1930s was be(})lc; ”
in that it sought to prevent the Congress f;}olm spealimtigoc;nﬁnnah
i i ining the Lahore resolution,
of the Muslims of India. Explaining . nna
i ttered to him were in the
noted that the important states that ma e
ion- ir, Bhawalpur and Patiala. ese
north-western region - Kashmir, B ! 5
itli into the federation of the Muslim
states willingly agree to come into t o .
to a reasonable an
homeland, we shall be glad to come :
honourable settlement with them. We he}yfchowtre-vlle;]no desire
or coerce them in any way.” [Gupta: £5]. .
N forceI;h f}r;‘s context, Sisir Gupta has cited an interesting
exchange between Gandhi and Jinnah on the subject. In aletter
of September 15, 1944 Gandhi asked:
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without so much as a by-your-le
and its political parties. He also
emergency, the issue of the federati
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(1)- Pakistan is not [mentioned
Does it bear the original meani
Kashmir, Sind and Baluchistan
neumonically|[ mnemonically] for
How are Muslims under the
result of this scheme ?

Jinnah replied two days later on September 17:

(1) Yes, the word Pakistan is
and it does not bear the ori
become synonymous with
Lahore resolution is only
question does not arise oyt

of the clarification of the resolution,
{Gupta: 46, :

As Gupta has pointed out, this “contradicts the current
belief in many quarters

s particularly in the West, that inclusion
of Kashmir in Pakistan

was an integral part of the aspirations
of the Muslim League or that the very name Pakistan implied

that Kashmir should be included init.” Through the mid-1 940s,
the League, for its part, maintained the hands-off policy
towards the Princely States. Even as Partition approached, the

policy remained unchanged and the League’s main aim
appeared to be to ensure that the Congress gained no advantage
in relation to the States.

Second World War

The phase of constitutiona] activity begun with the
Round Table Conferences and th

e Government of India Act of
1935 came to an end with the onset of the Second World War in

roy took India into the war
ave to the Indian government
declared that given the
on would be put on hold.

] in the [Lahore] resolution,
ng - the Punjab, Afghanistan,
~ out of which the name was
med. If not what is it ? ..(2)
princes to be disposed of as a

not mentioned in the resolution
8inal meaning. The word has now
the Lahore resolution. ... (2) The
confined to British India. This

i
4
i
i
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4 d for the help of the
this was the British nee : of
Th.e reasosr;:&;— which provided a substant1.al mglnl;f;ces
Prmcfcl};or the British Indian Army and had considerable
its :
e e own— in the coming struggle. itish to declare
of thel? its part, the Congress wanted the Britis o
] FO];;msp ancll only then decide whether or ngt'i?s;ufzfthe
thetr WarWhiIe the League offered suppsrt to the r%sation it
the war. n that they be recognised as the , only organi beroen
Condltfak on behalf of Muslim India.” The t(ej:lntsmtrtll e party’s
the Congress and the Britih governmen 1eh Ministries.
e o grin October 1939, to withdraw from the d that the
deCISlo’?iwLe Muslim League which had.d}argeb vod this
ess ministries had been ‘anti-Muslim cellc;e;‘azz Witk
goneglf)pment in a Day of Deliverance ont]).ec%rrll el
ev . ment in UK,

: iding over the govern d
Churc.hlgopéfscl)dl t<;g give any concessions to the C}(\)nirs\?:salrlw
Werg 1]Iilnnah’s contrary attitude to ensure tgat te er
E:Eted Indian stand on the(;fisue of,ol Itllil: IIjj‘;r}lmoiz\cSe;ssion of the

is presidential address : d
I dI12 II:/llils)lrlm League, on March 22, 1940, J mgahsg;ccllifat
;:Alxll;t gne British and the “Hindus” had fle}g’ecfl;l? ?I?c e}l;indu and
ommon nationall )
therti‘ Coihi\ﬁur:i)t; Islam and Hindmsm Were:i not m;lfi;’
MFZ;;?IS but “different and distinct ?Clal gr ; If;z ed they
rett ’ inter-dine together and, ' v
. : -marry nor inter-dine _ ol
geiglrg ’Igtfvffo d;ffr}érent civilisations wh1c11t1 ar::z:ﬁjﬂ‘gﬁls t};
€ . tions.” It w
icting ideas and concep ionalitv.”
b 'Conf’gfa;rtlﬁey could “ever evolve a common nauoi\sv 13’1 o
beheve]innah declared that if the British Governf;elrlls Jehuin
. “ open ;
India well, “the only course .1
tlrllle Sveflg;(;fjo? nations separate homelands by dividing India
allo ”
X tional states. .
o au}l‘ﬁza(:iizg ?Nere incorporated into a forr?ai.gfﬁgli\étfg’:
. ‘ istan” Resoluti
40. This so-~called PalflS
o Mérc}}lggi(}sgtan’ by name, but it rejected the fede:a})?(:?;gge
mirgtrl;grated in the Government of India Ac
in
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Welcoming the steps taken by the Viceroy to take their views
into account, the resolution made it clear that :

Itis the considered view of this Session of the All-Indig Muslim
League that no constitutional plan would be workable in this
country or acceptable to the Muslims unless it is designed on
the following basic principles, viz. that geographically
contiguous units are demarcated into regions which should be
constituted with such territorig] readjustments as may be
necessary, that the areas in which the Muslims are numerically
in a majority, as in the North-Western and Eastern zones o
India, should be grouped to constityte ‘Independent States’ in
which the constituent units shall be autonomous and sovereign.

It was clear from the wording that the concept of a
separate independent state was stil] vague, since the resolution
did not specify the provinces in the zones it spoke of. Whether
these “independent states’ were to belinked in federation either
to each other, or to a larger federation was left unclear. As
Ayesha Jalal has pointed out, at this stage, Jinnah “was keeping
his options open for a constitutional arrangement which would

cover the whole of India.” [Jalal, Sole Spokesman: 59).

But the British were quick to sense opportunity and on
April 9, the British War Cabinet declared that the resolution had
‘complicated’ the issue and made it difficult to come up with
any new policy. Churchill skilfully used the Muslim League’s
antagonism to stave off American pressures to give concessions
to the Indian nationalist sentiment. For his part, Jinnah used the
opportunity to push the League agenda. [Singh: 57-8].

The resolution received less-than-enthusiastic support
in the Muslim-majority provinces and was criticised by many
leading lights like Allah Baksh, a prominent Sindhi politician
and Sir Sikandar Haiyat Khan, the Unionist Party Chief
Minister of Punjab. In a speech to the Punjab Legislative
Assembly in March 1941, Sir Sikandar, who as a Muslim League
member had helped draft the Lahore resolution, made it clear
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that it was not a call for partition, but for federal arr?r:)%cie;igtls};
i afraid “that a communa
because Muslims were e ooy ar
i ther nullify the a
ight undermine or altoge .
fr?etgdom of the provinces.” [Menon, Z"lr::msfearir 1;)521. e i
into the w
But the entry of ]apan. in | thelr swit
dvance, leading to the fall of Singapore and the smknl‘f Ztem
Pri ce of,Wales and Repulse were a shock to the imperial sy 115’;
Izzzrjﬁmerican pressure to compromise with Indlaphnau(;r‘}\? o
opinion increased, the British Cabinef:1 came 111/[p W}l\ttlg.a:1 ;1 oy i
' India in Marc
osals that were brought to :
g’fa}f)fr;:% Cripps. The British government now agree}cli thaa’cr I‘I:vcll,z?l
could have full Dominion status immedlla;feilzz-i\fter ’ch ssx;vla;er
i ing the Commonwealth, if it so ¢ .
e o e 51 incial legislatures would be held
Elections to the provincial legi .
after the war and the lower houses' wquld act as ; scllngble
electoral college and elect a new const1’;gt11)on-ma1;1tr;gp i SVi}sriOI};
i entation. There would be separ .
D oventaon, i tes, but not necessarily
i he Princely States,
for representation by t . he rineaty Siates
' i i Cripps offer on the .
on a democratic basis. The incely Stares
ight to have representa
that they too had the right ;
Zf:stitution? making body and to accept or reject the r}’lleevlv~l
constitution. But there was one yltal dlffe-lie;ciz,%v; o
representatives of the rulers met him on Apr1h , Prin,cely
Stafford refused to give a clear answer asto whet ecrl a incely
State, or a group of them, not willing to join the In ;la?he o
coulcll form their own grouping. His response wai1 t : the was
not in a position to give a clear cut reply since the i
i i text.
considered in the present con .
et bee'l]?he rulers also wanted to know whether tge Er;?e?
would have paramountcy over the Princely Sfates an Zlv :3 her
the ruler could preserve his personal rlgh,ts un guntc
circumstances. Sir Stafford’s reply was that States param : -oiﬁ
would be transferred to the Union for States cl}lloct)stcng 31) o
in wi British for those that staye .
it, but would remain with the -
1’\5 for other specific arrangements, they would depend on t
detailed agreements worked out.
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In a statement on May 16, 1942, Sir Stafford outlined
the British expectations: “They (the Princely States) will
therefore become wholly independent but they have expressed
their wish to negotiate their way into the Union and that is a
matter we leave to negotiation between the states and British-
Indian parties.” The essence of the Cripps offer was for a united
India, with a promise of strong regional autonomy.

In a letter to the Nawab of Chattari who had penned
some queries on behalf of the Nizam of Hyderabad, Sir Stafford
clarified his remarks. He noted that the Nizam did have the
right to adhere to, or stay out of the Indian Union, However, if
the State stayed out “the relations at present subsisting between

the Crown and His Exalted Highness (the Nizam) would

remain unchanged and His Exalted Highness would not be
free... to cease to maintain them.”

In other words, there was no third option of independence for
Hyderabad state~ the choice was between British oy some
Indian paramountcy. [Menon, Integration: 51).

The debates and discussion made it clear that the
Princely States were on a collision course with the national
movement. In fact the Congress’ statement outlining the
reasons for rejecting the offer noted that while the
representation of the Princely States in the constitution- making
body would be a proportion of its population, the people would
have no rights in choosing the representatives. [Gupta: 41]
Second, and perhaps more important, they objected to the non-
accession provisions as being tantamount to aiding secession.

The rising tide of nationalism was now affecting the
subjects of the Princely States as well, and Sir Stafford’s
suggestion that they set up a system to air the genuine
grievances of their people sounded like an alarm bell to their
rulers. They sought a number of queries from the Political
Department, particularly that relating to the suggestion that
they could cluster together to form their own union. They were
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politely informed by Lord Linlithgow that such an option was
i tical. o .

Slmpl}’é\;):rf’ tr}a:g;;h he had authorised the mission, Church;lll

and Linlithgow undermined Cripps’uefézr}:s gﬁ;; :rgfxg;rt”z

i ly called the
outset. Mahatma Gandhi fax.nous !l ffer 2
iling bank,” and subsequen

ost-dated cheque on a failing : , s teadine
jecti he Quit India movement o

rejection, called for t ) o mess and. the

breakdown of relations between the
;SOriztiish government, which promptly put him and the Congress

leadership under arrest.

Towards Partition

In the countdown to partition, between 1945 fxnd_ 1947%
British policy towards the princes “reflected a combmatlm;) 1o
expediency, nostalgia, and the desire to be seen as h1<<)n2071.;r]aB ;

s doi ble thing.” [Ramusack: :
and perhaps doing the honou.ra . e il fo0
k command of the situation and there nply
g:;l}tfsvt:rci)ables for any one party to control, or dlI‘EC(;, t}fle sﬁravt:,ci)g;
i ditch stand of sorts
The Princely States made a last
the election of the Nawab of Bhopal as tt}l;\e éhan;il:: :f htj?g
i ition the Cham
Chamber of Princes. He began to posi he erasa
isti eague. Inlate :
force between the antagonistic Congress and Leaj &
i lution in the Chamber
he worked on a plan for passing a reso f e Chamber
i the prohibition of the transfer of any p
CCascl)lvr;%l fg 1;1 thircIi) party, without the consent of tge Prm:ely i{attgz
iti elled to act, an
concerned. The British were now comp e e e e
i . Lord Wavell, made it clear to the
}g/cl)i/fr(;};nent would not allow this resolutmvr:] ttc;l btitakexé 1(.1)1f3t .
i e en
Events now moved at a fast pace. Wi °
war approaching, the British offered a new plan ‘for 1s.’eif
goveer:ment but this was not sufficient for theInatlc;rga 11; 455
, t Shimla on June 25,
The Viceroy called for a conference at a on June 2 "
i tive Council which wou
discuss the creation of a new Execu ic]
t/(;rt:fally be a kind of national government. The B.liltlsg gg:
was to expand Indian representation in the Council an
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it control of a larger number of subjects, including foreign
affairs. Further in this set-up, the only British person would be
the Viceroy and the Commander-in-chief. Lord Wavell made
it clear that this was an interim arrangement and did not
include the Princely States. His aim was to restart the process
that had abruptly ended when the Congress had walked out
of the Ministries at the beginning of the war. At the same time,
the Secretary of State for India issued a statement in London
that the Cripps offer was still on the table.

In the end, despite Wavell’s best efforts the conference
failed. The primary reason for this was Jinnah'’s insistence that
he alone could nominate the Muslim members of the Council.
Jinnah wanted a veto that the others were understandably
unwilling to give him. He also wanted, as he wrote in a letter
to the Viceroy, a mechanism to defend Muslim interest against
majority votes in the Council. The Simla Conference was
arguably the last opportunity for the nationalist forces to come
up with a solution that would have kept India united.

The next month there was another dramatic
development. Even as the war with Japan continued, elections
took place in Britain leading to the shock defeat of the
Conservatives and bringing the Labour Party under Clement
Attlee to power.

At the very outset, the new Labour government made it
clear that it was determined to push ahead with a plan to give
tull self-government to India, Lord Wavell announced that His
Majesty’s government would hold fresh elections to the central
and provincial assemblies and then talk to the elected leaders as
well as to the representatives of the Princely States about the

form of a proposed constitution- making body.

The previous election to the Central Legislature had
taken place in 1934 and to the Provincial Assemblies in 1936,
Both elections would now be held with the same limited
franchise but with the reserved electorates and seats provided

for by the Communal Award of 1936. But the result of the
December 1945 elections to the Central Assembly showed how
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the ciivisions had become. The Congress WO}I": nfuz}sl’z osfet;z
dzxelle)ral seats, while the Muslim Leaguefw}(:n ::atcl ;)02 1 seats
4 ] i final tally of the tota
for Muslims. The fin
reZi;VviiS'oéongress 57, Muslim League 30, Independents 5,
se :
i ans 8. .
Alali ]%,vlirlﬁ?rfliele working along the democratic Pat};, Wz;:gatlel!
i i na
1, was also looking at contingencies. In a
o igzggf (;?(:;11 end of the year, he raised the pOSSIbl(ljlti, oéfl
tg gritish having to abandon their efforts and me};l zii ;el
; ftlement on the Congress and the League, before retrea " Ig?:t
'Sﬁle Viceroy was clear, however, that if there ‘gali n;) agrgirﬂ et
itish would concede “Pakistan’,
between the two, the Britis cede Paldstan O e
rise only of areas where the Muslims
Cou'loiiiong; they co}:ﬂd not have the entire provinces of geg%(a}i
nll*a?l Pu};jab where there were substantial Hindu and Si
a ,
o orities.
mmonliefsew weeks later, in early February, he -telegfrapheilhz
detailed proposal on the subject to thg ¥nd1a Office 3 owThiS
ntry could be divided, were the British forged todo ;o. -
CB(;:akd};wn plan envisaged Pakistan in two wings: .Ir(li the ei'z n,
Chittagong and Dhaka divisions, the Ra]sh?ih;) g;lesl ing,
i i an a ,
ing the northern tracts of Jalpaiguri and
eSD«IZII:;’E1 clllilsgtrict of Assam, and the three easterr} dlsmﬁdef 1;;:11;%?1
P}r’esidency. Calcutta could not be included since it had a
majoritl}r’; the west, Sind, North-West Frontier Province (NLWhFol?é
British Baluchistan, the Rawalpindi,. Multand aélirdzspur
divisions of Punjab, minus the Amritsar ar; oncded tahe
daries corre
istricts. As can be seen, these boun les corre .
g;sezltchat Sir Cyril Radcliffe camiz1 uphW1.th mt (};(115 ;:v:l}')c};legsziltr;
ly difference being that he insis ;
ilr?487,1;}§ ;’23’ NWFP. Kashmir was clearly not on the ho;l:o:
of t}Ze Pakistan that the British were now beginning to envisage.
: 219- 220]. o ‘
[Frend’ll’he results] of the elections to provincial assemb11e§ h:}llci
in February 1946, too confirmed the Congress supremacy in
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country as a whole, even while indicating that Jinnah had now
emerged as the principal spokesperson for the Muslims of the
country. The elections and the accompanying rhetoric alarmed
Wavell no end since they marked, on one hand, the supremacy of
the Congress across the coun > and on the other, its communal
polarisation. He worried about what the British would do if the
Congress now decided on a new Quit India movement.
There were other portents as well. In mid- February
1946, the Royal Indian Navy Mutiny in Bombay shook the
tottering foundations of British power. Though it was quickly
brought under control with the efforts of Sardar Patel, it created
considerable turmoil in Bombay and other major cities. For a

while it appeared that Lord Wavell’s forecast of a breakdown
was around the corner,

The Cabinet Mission Plan

Prodded by the Viceroy’s alarming reports, Attlee
announced his decision to send a Cabinet Mission to India to
settle the terms under which India would get self-rule, The
Cabinet team comprising Lord Pethick-Lawrence, Sir Stafford
Cripps and A.V. Alexander arrived in Jate March 1946 with the
aim of working out a constitution-making framework for the
country as a whole. Though the Secretary of State, Pethick-
Lawrence was the leader of the delegation, its moving force was
Sir Stafford, who saw this as a continuation of his earlier mission,

 After consultations, the Cabinet Mission came to the
conclusion that there were two options that could be negotiated
on — First, a three-tier system where the bottom layer would
be of the big Provinces, a middle-layer of groupings of smaller
Provinces and Princely States. There would be a small top tier
of the ‘Central or Federal Government’ that would handle
communications, defence and foreign affairs, and where there
would be parity between the Congress and the League. Second,

a fall back option of simply partitioning India into a Hindustan
and Pakistan.
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These ideas were telegraphed to Londo'n ar'ld ;)n Atll)::i

Attlee gave his approval, even while making it clear :

113];kistan was to be conceded if there was no al’gei;nfngeﬁ? re:lrll'c}é
i legation called for another a Confe
M e ot a o ion. This conference failed and
' idea of a loose federation. This- .
:aes ?atl;hiiét Mission now decided to outline their plan through
ouncement on May 16, 1946. ,
2o m'(l)“ﬁlea:srslence of their proposal was that tI:iere sPhou!gC‘t;ese
i isi itish-Indian Provi
i i dia comprising the British
asingle Union of In . . . Pindian rovince
i th foreign affairs,
and Princely States dealing wi . : fonce, anc
icati i financial powers.
communications, and with some _ hezesto!
i th the Provinces an
the powers would remain wi inces and States.
inces and States could form groups ° .
E;;)cvtitrilxcrg and legislatures. In other word.s, India would become
deration or even a confederation. o -
: 1oose’lf‘;:\eeCrabinet Mission Plan seemed to 1.nd1cate that .Wlél.lg
partition was appearing inevitable, the Br;ash (lieacllers}(;q:;h elir
for it. So they declare
not want to take the blame ' . °d thelr
i i -making body. This n
ference for a single constitution-ma . :
gll:lilfolfity was free to seek full independence for Il?cha, or for it
to remain a dominion within t]:;cl—:' Co}r?mogvzleitnéidered e
The statement noted that they ha
ossibility of creating a Pakistan, but were unable to cc:ﬂne\Ce1 %p
fvith a viable proposal since the six provinces dema(rilB 5
Jinnah -- Punjab, NWFP, Sind, Baluchistan, Assan(l1 an ; :;gof
Musli i The second option,

d large non-Muslim populapops. ]
?r?cludaix%g just the Muslim-majority areas, was rejected as
i icable by the League itself. .
lmprac"}lliz Ceabglnet Mission had initially skirted arourllad the;
issue of the Princely States’ represge&ta}xltiang Tg;e i?zi\di; Zt

i 1 ad be
Princes that had met in January : . b
in the relationship between
there would be no change in t : ween the
i the Princes ha

itish Empire and them. However, the :
c}?{;;;siy toldpthat they had to meet the rising expectatlo?s (;f
their populace for good, and even representative,

governance.
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The Cabinet Mission interviewed the leading princes,
including the Chancellor of the Chamber, the Nawab of Bhopal
who was quite forthright in stating that given the
circumstances, his colleagues preferred to remain as they were,
in other words, retain their sovereignty, or in fact, autonomy,
that they had under the British Crown, They did not want
paramountcy to be transferred to any successor Indian
government, nor did they want a federation. If anything, they
were for a kind of loose confederation, though some hotheads
even spoke of independence, Among the most significant in
this class were Hyderabad, whose representative made it clear
that in the event of Partition, the State would join neither India
nor Pakistan and expressed the desire to obtain special access
to a port in Goa for trade with the outside world.

The Mission’s view on Princely States was embodied in
a formal Memorandum on the States’ Treaties and
Paramountcy handed over to the Nawab of Bhopal on May 12,
but made public only after the Cabinet Mission Plan had been
formally. released on May 16. This memo made it clear that
once India became independent, paramountcy would come to
an end, since the Crown would not be able to carry out its
obligations, even if the successor government remained in the
British Commonwealth. In such circumstances, the obligations
of the States to the Crown would also cease and they could
become independent.

The bottom-line of the memo, however, was the catch
22 that after the lapse of paramountcy,

The void would will have to be filled, either by the States
entering into a federal relationship with the successor
Government or Governments in British India oy failing this,

entering into particular political arrangements with it or them
[Menon, Integration: 87].

There was no third option stated. Further, it was clear
that there would be no transfer of paramountcy to any Indian
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overnment. In essence, even though the British overlorfis}ﬁp
would end, and the Princely States‘would become 1:101{10:(11;1;1le 1};
independent, their only viable option was to wor ouments
arrangements with the successor government or govern
o Bnué}:);rfl;lol;ced with this fait accompli, the Princely States,
through the Nawab of Bhopal, now sought to putda? r;:;g;
conditions as they could to hobble t}}g propose 6}!1 exal

overnment. First, the Nawab sought clarification a.s tow 3 e
the States could maintain their own armed forfzes,. s§con , ne
wanted a limitation on the federal government s n% ttora s
revenue. He also called for a provision for a decada re;;ierrlw 1
the constitutional arrangement, and gmphasmed that the i tcebz‘
States’ representatives to any Constituent Assembly ought to

people-nominated by the rulers.
Interim Government and Constituent Assembly

‘ end of July 1946, elections were cox.nplete.ed for
the 296Bsye;?se assignec]i fgr the British-Indian Provinces 1m tI}ce
Constituent Assembly. The Congress won all the'a genera s(eiats
except 9 and the League won 73 seats, all but five al%otted to
the Muslims. The issue of the addi_ﬂonal 93 seats al (;)tt(? ' Io1
the Princely States remained open since there was no decisio

inciple of allotment. .
yeron fFlr(;:‘ep(ljll(l)’112;;preess was uneasy about the 'Cabinet M}ssmr;
proposals, but went along with the idea of a sut\gle Constltuegs
Assembly. The League welcomed them as the first step tow];vlar
Pakistan. But later when the Congress said they had prot ems
with the grouping concept, the L‘eague took the oppor ur;;rtz;
to reject the proposals. A major irritant fr'om the Leag}le sp ot
of view was that they were not getting the parity 1.r111 e
proposed interim governme;lt tgat Woullil hold office ti

i mbly completed its work. '
Consu?rl\elgteiiier 1};46, tﬁe Constituent Assembly W_orkglg
under the presidentship of Dr. Rajendra Prasad, appointed a
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g?gﬁg:: :)c; r:;goﬁate with the representatives of the Chamber
¢ representation of the Princely S i
: tates in
?:;Ztgssembly From the outset it was clear that i’here was li’fge
mee Cgh ground between the two sides. A Standing Committ .
oft rcled an.lber of Prmceg had been frantically looking for wa 92
ermine the gathering momentum towards free Indiay

Their vi ied i |
views were embodied in a resolution, of the

1Cg(217fe;ence f’f the Chamber of Princes in Bombay in Janua
Prin.c Itreséstmg the fact that paramountcy would lapse tlz
ely otates wanted ab initio negotiati ’

‘ State . gotiations o i
rczlafznshlg with the Union. First, they wanted to rert:aitr}ll le?
51 . WS;; g:e gr atilsan those tI;:ay would voluntarily cede. Second

. urances that the Union would i I
with the succession of the rulj “in thetr St o
. ! ruling dynasty in their St
redraw its boundaries without its consent. Third the vj;:t 0;
an assurance that the Constituent Assembly Woulld > y
‘the sysr}ehm of governance in the States
e rulers were clearl . i
. _ y out of tune with the i
gies ;)5 ::?;éxglegt lunlelascllued by the prospect of indepe%fgz\r’:?eg
elow led to the fracture in the Princes’ unitv,
. es
](33?)];(1)5(:; 1laerrllt:c;;mcedbihat it would not negotiate, but joilrllnzltl};
ssemboly in February 1947 and Cociu’
n foll
?ut the others.stuck to the route of trying to negotiatec;noe:/;fd
;r;t;) r;he Constituent Assembly. The meetings in early February
! I?egzjm on a chilly note, but Nehru soothed t;lz
: (I))glre lensions of thfe rulers by declaring that the Congress was
con HI;I;?S;Z Wor}:}ng a{ong the Cabinet Mission Plan which
position clear vis-a-vis the Princely S
K . tates.
. also declared that his party was not per se agains5; mon.:rc}g;

‘and did not intend to alter S
tate b i :
of those concerned. oundaries without the consent

not go into

Lord Mountbatten and Plan Balkan

The momentum towards ind
ndependence t
unstoppable pace when, on February 20,1947, the Br(i)t?sl; ;11:;1?12
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Minister Attlee declared that Britain planned to leave the
subcontinent not later than June 1948, after transferring power
to Indian hands. Ideally it would like to do this to a government
created by a new Constitution. But if that were not possible,
the British would consider whether to hand it to “some form
of Central government for British India, or in some areas to
the existing provincial governments... . [Menon, Transfer: 338}.

He also announced the appointment of Lord Mountbatten
as Viceroy in place of Lord Wavell. He made it clear, however,
that the British would neither end paramountcy over the Princely
States before independence, nor hand it over to the successor
government. The States would have to work out their own
relationship with any successor government. Mountbatten
arrived in India on March 22,1947 and made it clear in his first
speech that his job was to preside over the dissolution of the
British Empire in the period specified by Attlee.

But even at this stage, the rulers’ aim was to see if they
could persuade the Constituent Assembly to formally ratify
what had been accepted in their negotiations with Nehru. But
the Congress demurred and this was used by the Chancellor,
the Nawab of Bhopal to urge his fellow rulers to boycott the
Constituent Assembly. Bikaner and Patiala rejected this
recommendation and decided to send their representatives to
the Assembly anyway.

On April 18, Nehru upped the ante. Speaking at a
meeting of the All India States’ People’s Conference, he
declared that those states that stayed out of the Constituent
Assembly would be treated as "hostile’ by the country and
would have to bear the consequences. The threat worked and
by the end of the month, Jodhpur, Jaipur and Rewa joined
Baroda, Bikaner, Cochin, and Patiala in the Constituent
Assembly and later some others followed.

Jinnah's lieutenant Liaquat Ali Khan was quick to
respond. In a statement on April 21, he declared that according
to the Cabinet Mission Plan and the British government’s
various clarifications, “the [Princely] States are perfectly within
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their rights in refusing to do anything with the Constituent
Assembly....When the decision regarding the future of British
India has been announced, the Indian States will be free to
negotiate agreements with Pakistan or Hindustan... or they may
choose to assume complete and separate sovereign status for
themselves.” [Gupta: 46, emphasis added]. _

After the League refused to join the Constituent
Assembly, the Cabinet Mission proposal of a single union of
India died a quiet death. Apart from the problem of the

League’s communal demand, its complicated three-tier

government appeared unworkable. So Mountbatten now began
to work on his own plan with the help of his advisers based on
Attlee’s February 20 statement that the British would hand
power to either a central authority, or to the existing provincial
governments.

Plan Balkan, as the name suggested, would ask all the
provinces of British India — Madras, Bombay, UP, Bihar, Central
Provingces, Orissa, Delhi, Ajmer-Merwara and Coorg— to confirm
whether or not they wished to remain in the existing Constituent
Assembly, In other words, each would be offered an option for
independence. The Bengal and Punjab Provincial Assemblies
would be split on communal lines, and if these separate meetings
voted for partition, the Provinces would be divided. Indians would
have to be responsible for their own partition.

The Princely States would be free to negotiate any
relationship they chose with the parts of British India to whom
powers were devolved. Somewhat ingenuously, the new Plan
hoped that these units could then decide whether or not they
should reunite into a single India. In other words, British India
would be broken into its constituent units and then asked to
work out the best way of reconstituting itself. Lord Ismay,

Mountbatten’s chief of staff and George Abell, his aide, took
this plan to London, while the Viceroy went off to Simla to
await the British government’s response.

At Simla, he had discussions with Jawaharlal Nehru
who was his house guest at the Viceregal Lodge. On May 10
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‘ecel -ahead on the Plan from Lon'don,
Mountba’ﬁfeg ;sj(:‘rfge:?xfggv(\)rith Jinnah, Liaquat, Baldev Smg};
e CaCe ress leaders a week later to make the formi
and the onﬁt That night, however, he disclosed the details
announcemE;al-to Nehru who was predictably stu@ed by the
'Of e proptomorning, Panditji sent a confideptlal .note .tc;
o Eezc(ten emphatically rejecting the Pl.an. H1§ main };mr,\
s £ 2 that where the earlier plans, including Attlee’s
e 20 statement, had acknowledged that there ought ;(;
FEbru'aryle Union of India to begin with, Plan Balkan, brou;g
B;ilfggospect of not just Pakistan, but several successor states.

[Menon, Transfer: 360-362].

Mountbatten Changes Tack

Nehru’s vehemence stopped Mountbatten on (}:llilsoté':;l;sé

d an alternative plan which V.P. Menon ha’d beer;( '21 ouing
and which was more or less similar to Wavell’s Brea ovx;n Owell-
anas ut forward. Essentially, this involveq the trans.fe? 0 pmtus
::; tvfo successor governments on the basis of Dominion s .

he
uncing it, Mountbatten needed to consult t
g:ittils)ﬁf;éfr:rrrl\nnc:ent an%i the Indian partie.s. Sohe postpoi:::;li 3112
all-party meeting for June 2, and he held mformalfc:ofnsuLondOn
with the Congress and the League, and. then left 01;1 fondon
with Menon. There he sought. and obtained approv
- pl%nioiln: It\};eevg r]?)t:esli}ﬁ(i)fljlﬁe 3, 1947, Lord Mountbatt?tn
announcaed the British decision to quit Incya apd adpil::nﬁ (fgzl (1) :l
partition, with a simultaneous statement being iss?eFebmary o
by the British government. It lead off from Attlee’s chruary 29
B e ot Tt ottt the Hope that ll major parie
s by June 1948. It said tha :
lsva;ltfld jc})’irlx the Constituent Assembly had .been beiltlliccl{ te:)n;lf fsec;
the British government had decided to dev1se? ;m ey
aseparate Constituent Assembly to those deciding y

from it. In other words, partition India.
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The Provincial Legislative Assemblies of Bengal and
Punjab would each meet in two parts, one representing the
Muslim-majority districts and the other, the rest of the Province.
Legislators would decide through a simple majority whether
or not they wanted their Province split. The actual lines of
partition, if that was decided on, would be determined by a
Boundary Commission. In this scheme, the Princely States
would be governed by the Cabinet Mission memo of May 12,
1946 that said that they were free to accede to either of the two
Dominions. The transfer of power would be based on the
Government of India Act of 1935, modified to cater for
Dominion status.
The plan was accepted by the Congress and somewhat
reluctantly by Jinnah, who realised that the Congress
concurrence with the British left him little room for manoeuvre.
Under the June 3 plan, the British decided to introduce an act

in the British Parliament to facilitate t

he transfer of power
within the year— on a Dominion status basis— to one or two

successor governments, leaving open the option for either of
the states to join, or stay out of the Commonwealth, -

On the evening of June 3, Lord Mountbatten met the
representatives of the Princely States and told them that the
decision to create two Dominions now provided them some
additional flexibility. He also told them that if the States had
not worked out new arrangements, particularly for tariffs and
customs duties, by the time paramountcy lapsed, they could
work out Standstill Agreements that would allow status quo to
be maintained till the new arrangements could be put in place.

Not surprisingly, he was quizzed as to what would

happen if the Princely States chose not to join either of the two

Dominions. Lord Mountbatten did not give a direct reply but
noted that, in the Britis

h view, geographical and economic
compulsions made it essential that they would have to work

out some arrangement with one or the other Dominion. This
was underscored by his remarks at a press conference the
following day, where he made it clear that the British would
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: . that declared
. any Princely State
ominion status to unz’e d that the transfer of power

by mid-August 1947.

t give D
gfdegpjendence. He also anno

or |
cur much earlier, i - dicals
would II\I/IOW Ot?oatten’s message was bitter news to the
oun

al

ber of Princes. Its Chancellor, t}}e N‘awa;bt(;éfﬂ)oiahe

e e e the body because, as he said in a le o the

o ’f’m}rln al State would, as soon as },)Iaramounuysir

o, bOp ssuming independent status. On ]1.11116 Sé Of

‘évi;hﬁizxr;;;m Aiyer declared that. V(\;lt;te r’c\gzntaa% e o

e ecome inde

parirgo; I:;Cey i\gza:r?ln(;jfo I{;ay‘gzr;;}:d, declared he would follow

next day,

suit.

. ) 1
Congress, League and the Princely States: Part 1
Y y

icipated that
. issi Plan had anticipa
The Cabmedt 11:;155;;11; after a successor govlernrxnnae(rilfte
rmments had been established. But the ]ltaz %ﬁt?;lh gave
Oor gove ramountcy would lapse the day oboth
e tg'attcgie new Dominions. The pressure was now
up pow

1 .

i ini they would soon be left
iy O mltt;t;}l’z }?acggill]flfc)}?: ,prob}liem (‘)f. Princely ilt'ateist
Ao tci)nel eresolved by the time the British .left 11)1 ia,
S ;’\ac})’s and the collapse of the new nation(s ;;s g
could 1?:;1 txaccountdown to Partition begai\, t;i i(s)ngvrﬁﬂe ad

iti rince , _
harde'ned - POS;E;);I‘( tt?;: C’l’shgr\\?i:) off” golicy andLactu:ill};
P Lea%luecase for their independenge; The ez;g)und
adVOC.ated ft tfle sovereign rights of the PFlnces' wals sounc
ey Fro its point of view. Just three mz?]or Prince %’1 area;
Kolot B froml1 Y Ir) and Khairpur were contiguous t.o t eamec1
1131:1 Y Be?ea szpil;ted to be Pakistan, thouég)l; ?}112 f;:ﬁz:lhandl
Cleime i egory.
dac;medot(l)lctl) iaoul:eg ﬁﬁfdﬁgggli ;:?:tegs, I1'21’1‘ge and small, across
India w

paramountcy woul

39




Manoj Joshi

its length and breadth. Acceptance of sovereign rights would
Vastly complicate matters for the new nation andg i
effective consolidation. | prevent s
The issue became more ur en i
announcement of the June 3 partition plai. Ats l\fllzlligr‘;\;gzgu;};e
things came to a head at a meeting on June 13, 1947 whe .
Nel.u"u, Jinnah, Mountbatten and Sir Conrad éorfield ﬂ:e
political adviser to the Princely States, met along with Ith :
top leaders like Sardar Patel and Liaquat Ali Khagn to do '; .
what .the hew arrangements could be. Corfield argu;'d thaetC ;hs
Iv;z:ccil?gsof the May 12”Cabinet Mission memo that spoke of
oo ely States ente.zrl.ng m.to. particular political arrangements”
ift €y were not willing to join the federation provided for th
possibility of independence. ’ e
Nehrl.l countered that while any Princely State, if it
Chos?, cquld join the Pakistan Constituent Assembly there,,'
nothu:ng in the Cabinet Mission Plan to enable a Prirllcely Sg?:
g; frlli];g u;f:g;nsfnce.fﬁﬂnah’s view, however, was that the
: ere fully entitled to s i
7 Constlt.uent Assembly bec};use they werefaf}lfll?; tsc())\fei;tiher
Acco.rdmg to him, the Indian States were bound to the Crogn'
f}?elf insofar as they had treaties with it. Once the treaties laps:gl
Briﬁ(; }:\};sé ri:thlng to bind them to-successor governments of
' Nehru's rejoinder was that the s i i
Prlqcely States was a fiction. They di%vfszgﬁzeoiézilaﬂ
.'attrlbu?es of sovereignty such as the power to h v
?ntematlonal relations, nor the power to declare war. He a",g
1twas clear from the Cabinet Mission memo that the oniy opi?(;n

the Princely States had was to ioj
oin one o
[Menon: In tegration: 86-8]. ] or the other Dominion.
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Government of India could not be dramatically changed by
the lapse of paramountcy. Jinnah's response to this came three

days later on June 17 where he declared:

Constitutionally and legally the Indian States will be
independent sovereign States on the termination of
paramountcy and they will be free to decide for themselves
and to adopt any course they like.... Join the Hindustan
Constituent Assembly or the Pakistan Constituent Assembly,
or decide to remain independent.... [Gupta: 48].

Jinnah repeated this point in a declaration of July 30
and, simultaneously, he held discussions with the Dewan of
Travancore, the state that had declared its intention of
remaining independent, with a view to establishing diplomatic
relations. According to Sisir Gupta, the Quaid’s main target
was not Travancore, but the Muslim-ruled states of Bhopal and
Hyderabad, which, too, had declared that they would prefer

independence.
Independence and the Princely States

The Indian Independence Act passed in the British
Parliament on July 17, 1947 incorporated elements of the
Government of India Act of 1935, the Cabinet Mission Plan
and the June 3 offer. Under the Act, the British would transfer
power to two Dominions, India and Pakistan by midnight of
August 15. “India” would comprise the United Provinces,
Central Provinces, East Punjab, West Bengal, Bombay and
Madras Presidencies, Assam and the North East Frontier
Agency, while “Pakistan” would be constituted of West Punjab,
East Bengal, Sind and British Baluchistan. The British monarch
remained head of state through the two Governors-General.
Paramountcy over the Princely States would cease and they
were technically free to join either Dominion. There was no
provision for the accession of Princely States in the Act itself.
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The official statement noted that the British government policy
contained in the Cabinet Mission memorandum of May 12,
1946 remained unchanged.
The legal mechanism was created by adapting Section
6 of the 1935 Act, and India and Pakistan modified it with
similar language which declared that a state will have deemed
to have acceded to the new Dominion, if the Governor General
accepted an Instrument of Accession executed by the ruler of
the State. It was made clear that the Dominion legislature,
executive and judiciary would have only those powers that
were specified in the Instrument. Both the Indian and the
Pakistani versions were clear that the right to sign the
Instrument of Accession, or to subsequently modify this, was
exclusive to the ruler, subject to its acceptance by the Governor-
General. [See the text of the relevant sections in Lakhanpal: 48-
50]. To cater for any delay in accession, Section 7 of the Act
provided for a continuance of the existing arrangements on
customs and excise, transit and communications, till they were
repealed by a fresh agreement. For this purpose a form for a
Standstill Agreement was worked out.
On July 5, just about a month ahead of Independence,
V.P. Menon, took over as Secretary to the new States Depart-
ment. Working with Sardar Patel and Lord Mountbatten,
Menon came up with an accession scheme wherein the Princely
States would, through an Instrument of Accession, cede the
authority for defence, foreign affairs and communications to
the Government of India. Since this authority had in the past
been managed by the Crown, the rulers would not be giving
up anything new. Arrangements on other issues would be
worked out later. The one alternative available was that of a
Standstill Agreement whose draft, too, had been worked out
by the States’ Department. :

On July 25 this scheme was presented to the Chamber of
Princes by Lord Mountbatten acting as the Crown
Representative. He urged them to accept the proposal noting -
that they would still be left with all the practical independence
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that they needed and assured them that there woul;ilﬂ Zihzo
roachment on their sovereignty. He told them that w y yi
s?gre free to join either Dominion, there wer:e1 sc;lm; g.eogfagt;:s
realities that could not be ignored. He'urge the r;nceﬂ;lr s
joi e August 15, once again underscgnng e n
;gﬁﬁeurilziotro congfruont the consequence§ of mdepﬁndirllice.
Jinnah who was present at the meeting objected tfor the policy
and declared that in Pakistan, the. States would bt; ((:ee. .
By the end of July, a specially empowere ; of{cnI ittee
of rulers and government ministers finalised the T}:‘a iﬁd "
ments of Accession and the Standstill Agreement. The pr n 53 X
Instrument of Accession, meam;c1 for s}?mczl 1§£)7 él;li}lflelr)r:ﬁ;)efs e
i tes, would have them han \ .
gzlfr;ﬁe}:, %)areign affairs and communications go thg Usr;;)lr;
government. Another Ins’crument. was used‘to ring in some
70 smaller states, while a modified version V;iafdus
incorporate some 300 talugdars anc% small estate ho fers.from
But the situation in some Princely States was ard rom
clear. Travancore, Bhopal and Hyderabad had cfleclafre ! tha
they would become independent afte.er the. trans e:l of p Wen,
several other Princely States were toymg with thei (;a’lc Es ‘Ssu(;
The Muslim League had awok;n to thte 1mp<S)Ir)tea§:131§), th((e) ; sue
and had begun to woo border states, e Ly those o
i , with concessions. In addition, some British offic
ﬁl?eaggl ?:)nrad Corfield and his Political Department y:}c:gi 1::1);
above encouraging the Princely States to come up wi
i “Third Front.”
ind OfliteTrnal pressure and some tqugh 'talk eyentga&\lj};
persuaded Travancore to agree to accession with India an ihis
had a salutary effect on several other states. 5}111‘: spn;i L
Jodhpur continued to waver. Jinnah off.ered the M 2rai]:ie;1 blan
sheet of paper with his signature, asking thg latt.er' (4] ] Som};
conditions that he wanted. Fortunately, public oplmoclix a;lhim e
g B o i, The othor hold-oat, the Nawab o
in his lot with India. The other -out, the \
g;]\:g;\;l;vas handled in the same way, though he tried his best
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to get more concessions till the last minute. Another ruler, the
Maharaja of Indore, too, supported Bhopal and refused to even
discuss the issue. But he later gave in and sent in his signed
Instrument of Accession and Standstill Agreement by post,
withoutsomuchasa covering letter. Other rulers who held, out
like Dholpur, Bharatpur, Bilaspur and N abha, also fell into line
when they were told that the Instrument of Accession in the

current form might not be available after August 15. On the day

of Independence, the only hold-outs were Hyderabad, Kashmir,
Junagadh and two small states ruled by Muslim rulers in
Kathiawar. [Menon, I tegration: 115-20].

Junagadh, Kalat and Hyderabad

Almost a prelude to the conflict on Jammu & Kashmir,
the two new Dominions got involved in the issue of Junagadh.
Initially the State had declared that it would, together with the
other Kathiawar States, accede to India. Butin mid-1947, under
anew Dewan, Sir Shahnawaz Bhutto, the father of Zulfikar, the
State’s position changed. And on August 15, it announced its
accession to Pakistan. The situation was quite complicated for
India. Besides the fact that 80 per cent of the people were Hindus,
the State’s location amidst a clutch of other Princely States made

the situation complicated. Nehru even declared India’s
willingness to abide by a plebiscite with regard to accession,
but to little avail. On September 13, 1947 Jinnah disregarded
New Delhi’s concerns and suggestions and accepted its
accession. [Menon, Integration: 126-9]. The crisis as it developed
now involved not just Junagadh, but it's subsidiary entities
Mangrol and Babriawad who decided to accede to India. While
the former retracted it's accession under Junagadh’s pressure,
the latter, a small area of 51 villages, was occupied by the State’s

forces. Junagadh'’s accession also led to a mass exodus of Hindus
from the State, contributing to the sense of crisis,

Even as Nehru pressed Liaquat Ali Khan to persuade
Junagadh to withdraw its forces from Babriawad at a meeting
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of the Joint Defence Council on Octgbgr li{etv}\;eg:}t; io;gflsc :;c;
) ) o
inVa(fled fif}ir Ztl{e-‘;?;; :Iiielsggggute right to ac?eds without
o t‘: athe moral or ethnic aspects of the accession.” [MenQn,
rEfel‘enC? (')139-40] The situation led to a complete dlsruptlor;
Integmtw?:- ’ fmanc;es and the ruler decided to flee at thg end o
o StaHe Sem tied the treasury and left with some of his dogs,
O('thber. def mlIl) jewellery. A week or so later, Sir ShahnaWﬁz
wrofe to t}?e rey jonal commissioner and handed. over t e
i 'tsraﬁon togthe Government of India. The adnumstrfa;hcclm
farsrs\fualjen over on November 9, while Sir Shahnawaz had fled a

day earlier. A Government of India Cabinet meeting on the
- da .

i i re could be no joint India-Pakistan
f(;lelgiz’é?cg ﬁ}}jﬁ;ﬁ;ﬁht}l?;(’;}:;h New Delhi was not averse to
i tions. ‘
o helilll)}t’lg;ev[vj;l tfi 1V\Iveilll be seen, lf\apper\te:dta.t}:)’d}ei rl\\;ggii
isis from the triba
point of the crisis thgt was to emergg o e e e
O soosh of the 1 'I;fl ‘X?m qthat managed to block
ang - :éilzit’f}}:e ?i\tzgelrzélzeepmg zllp the fagade of Paklstaﬁ'u
non.iny lvement in the tribal invasion, Liaquat actually
non-mvﬁ ZleNehru on November 11 declaring that the Indla.n
telte'zgf'ta\liraes! an act of hostility against Pakis‘tan and that Igg;a\
zli;uld withdraw its forces and administration from Janagadh.
[Menorll’lzfsitsegfjls»oz.z&i?c?lﬁs approach to the righc'lcs ofs él:lg
Princely States was evident in another equally. sorcit) leeaprln o
relating to Kalat. The Khanate of Kalathad a uml?lée o among
incely States. Though a vassal of the British Emp tha
’;1'919 Prrlfl scaeh}llte the Khan of Kalat was the overlord of the V?rKlle; t
Sar%l;rs of Baluchistan. Mir Ahde Yar Khan, th(fe I;:Elr; ’:)a Kala!
in the 1940s, was an enthusiastic supporter o stan and
;\I/II hammed Ali Jinnah was in fact on the rolls of the Sta é& s 2
le;alaadviser. The Khan was not a rflember (in Fhie?‘,:,aﬁrol ;ad !
Princes because he believed thgt unlike most r.mue o b
relationship with British India, Kalat was uniq
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]r3e1-a.ti;nship, based on a treaty of 1876, was directly with the
B;‘:ltlltsanCro(;vg. kIl?l that sense it’s position was similar to Nepal
and Sikkim which were British protectorates, b ,
pagt of the British Empire. In fact, the Khan, advised Sl;y Jliﬁ;la(ﬁ
én a gala>§y pf legal advisers presented a memorandum to th.
abmelt;x Mission claiming an independent status )
t a meeting in New Delhi on Au .

) gust4, 1947, attend
gy l}gogntbatten, the Khan, Jinnah and other officials, it Wf:i
t ecided that t}’fe State would become independent. Rllllers of
Kv;o smaller principalities controlled directly by the British —

aran and Las Bela— were told that they would
Kalat State. et
Given Jinnah’s views, as well
, as the fact that h
tc:.ounsel for Kalat, the Muslim League position on Kalat th:}?:
dl:;?a(;f 1.nctliependdence was that it had the unfettered right to
€ independence.Three days before Paki
independent, on Au joi et whs shog
/ gust 11,1947, ajoint statement was si
by the Government of Pakistan, headed by the E:;gngllej

As a result of a meeting b ]

' g vetween a delegation from Kalat
o;l?‘iczuls of the Pakistan States Department, p}:e;sided oZe;’z Zd
:he grown Representative and a series of meetings betweeg

e Crown Rep, HH the Khan of Kalat, and Mr. Jinnah, the
following was the situation: / |

1. The Government'of Pakistan recognises Kalat an
ndependent sovereign state; in treaty relations with the

British government, with a ;
: ’ status diffe
Indian states, fferent from that of

2. Legal opinion will be sou
ght as to whether
agreement of leases made between the British gover(r);rrzz:;f
and Kalat will be inherited by the Pakistan government
[Foreign Policy Centre: 21]. '
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Pakistan subsequently claimed that this was just a
Standstill Agreement. But Wayne Wilcox argues that this is
simply not true.[ Wilcox: 76-7].

On August 15, a day after Pakistan became independent,
Kalat declared it’s independence, which was endorsed by it's
elected National Assembly. However, the State said it was willing
to enter into special relations on Defence, Foreign Affairs and
Communications. On January 4, 1948, the Upper House
comprising the Sardars of Baluchistan, t0o declared that “this
House is not willing to accept merger with Pakistan.” Later a
no-accession bill was passed by the Assembly. |

Baloch leaders like Ghaus Bux Bijzenjo and the Khan
himself tried to get Indian help in establishing their claims for
independence, but they got little comfort. Nehru rejected the
idea of independence, Maulana Azad agreed that Kalat was a
special case, but given the circumstances it could not survive as
an independent entity. A remark, apparently wrongly attributed
to V.P. Menon that the Khan had sought accession with India
was broadcast on All India Radio and a panicky Khan quickly
denounced the report and agreed to accede to Pakistan.

Despite the decision for independence by the Khan, its
endorsement by the two Houses of the Kalat Assembly and
endorsement by the League itself, Pakistan decided on a
different course. It first detached Kharan, Las Bela and Makran,
Kalat's feudatories by persuading them to accede to Pakistan.
Pakistani forces were massed on its borders and on March 27,
the Khan was compelled to sign the Instrument of Accession
which was accepted by Jinnah three days later. On April 1, the
Pakistan Army marched into the State and arrested the Khan.
His brother, Prince Abdul Karim escaped and declared arevolt
and issued a manifesto opposing accession. From May 1950
onwards, he launched guerilla operations, but the Khan,
“threatened with reprisals”, persuaded him to surrender. The
Pakistani authorities disregarded their safe-conduct assurances
and arrested the Prince and his supporters and sentenced them

to long prison terms.
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Yet another revolt broke out in 1955 when the four
provinces of West Pakistan were merged into One Unit, so as
to counter-balance the weight of East Pakistan. When the Khan
and Abdul Karim resisted efforts to undermine Balochistan’s
identity and limited sovereignty, the Pakistan Army again
marched in on October 24, 1958 and arrested the Khan and his
followers after they announced secession from Pakistan. This
and subsequent revolts, including which is currently underway
have been dealt with through a heavy hand, with little effort
to reach out to the Baloch people.

Interestingly the same actors who played the Kashmir
game were active in Balochistan. The Quaid’s role was
somewhat ambiguous considering his professional relationship
with Kalat. Following the Kashmir pattern, the Quaid placed
himself above the fray and allowed Liaquat to follow through
with the endgame with the help of A.S.B. Shah, the Secretary

in the States Department and Major-General Akbar Khan.

The British hand, too, is visible in the shift that took
place between 1946 when the British felt they could live with
an independent Balochistan, to 1947 when they felt it would
be too dangerous to allow this to happen. This is borne out by
the correspondence between the Secretary of State Lord
Listowell and Lord Mountbatten. The British High Comissioner
in Pakistan was accordingly asked “to do what he can to guide

the Pakistan government away from making any agreement
with Kalat which would involve recognition of the state as a
separate international entity.”[Foreign Policy Centre: 22].

On July 11, 1947, Hyderabad sent a delegation to Delhi
headed by the Nawab of Chhatari, the president of its Executive
Council and sought, among other things, Dominion status,
Lord Mountbatten rejected the request outright. On the issue
of accession, the delegation said that the State was unwilling
to accede to India. In the following months, the Nizam sought

to negotiate with New Delhi on political arrangements that
would not quite amount to accession. He was willing to
conform to all-India standards on communications as well as
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i itions, for the defence of
ibute troops, under certain cor}f1 ,
;32;: l\LTlew Del}k)\i refused to entertain these requests and kept
ressing accession. ' .
onp Foll%wing the invasion of Jammu & Ka.sbmlr, th.e leatg
sensed opportunity. He dispensed with his British agfnsiars a;it
i radical ou
to relv on the Ittehad-ul-Muslimeen, a i '
Ezgg.i:d (l):»y oi’le Kasim Razvi, which led a paﬁ'aﬁlhtary outélc’lc
9,1947, the Nizam agre
d the Razakars. On November 29, / . ;
(t:ce: 1;iegn a Standstill Agreement through wh;ch S:chcz relati;)lz:;;};
i d the State on
en the Crown Representative an . !
?;Ztviilg to defence, communications and forelgn affairs W}?‘f}?’
for the time being, continue to be dealt with through the
ent of India. '
Goverr;;nthe ensuing months, a slow-motion Flrama unf'oldid
in which Hyderabad sought to expand its options, despite ’; ni
commitments of the Standstill Agreement, and the Govemm
of India sought to press them to move forward l;)n ac?ces(si1c})1111s.
i ising i f Kasim Razvi an
At the same time, the rising influence o 2
Razakars persuaded the Nizam to adop;ci m111taqt post;x;etz}s{ ’f}l:(ee
i i iscussions
Government of India had mtense- isc the
i iza ik Ali, who was now head o
esentatives of the Nizam, Laik Ali, /
iﬁglﬁxecutive Council and Sir Walter Monckt9n, various d;af’;
agreements were worked out, but to no avail. By the I;:-n th(i)s
June 1948, the negotiations process had' brf)ken dqwn. 1 y s
time Lord Mountbatten, who had been m'tlmately invo veff.
the effort to work out Hyderabad’s accession had left h1s office
as Governor-General, replaced by C. Rajagopalachari. e
In August, Hyderabad upped the ante by. see1.<1ng
assistance of the UN and the United States. The sﬂuaho&n&g
came to a head and the following month, on Septe.mb%*1 S,tate
Government of India ordered the Army to move n. d.e e
was quickly occupied, the Nizam acceded to India an
i his case in the UN. ’
Wlthdr’?lre ;:ory of Jammu & Kashmir took a d1ffe11ent tqrnl.
On Aligust 12, 1947 Jammu & Kashmir sgnt out 1den’c1c..a;1
telegrams to India and Pakistan requesting a Standsti
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Agreement “on all matters that exist at the present moment
with the outgoing British India Government.” Pakiste:;
accgpted through a reply on Aygust 15, while India demurred
asking for a Minister to fly out to Delhi to negotiate thé
agreement. Eyen.tually, no agreement was reached between the
tW(?. The principal reason for this was Nehru’s desire t

maintain pressure on the Maharaja to free Sheikh Moham 21)
Abdullah, the leader of the National Conference. e

Pakistan’s Military

Adventure in Kashmir

S -»-»-'«:1
Lo ]

The Pakistani case as it was put forward by Prime
Minister Liaquat Ali Khan on November 4, 1947 in Karachi
was that “the accession of Kashmir to India is a fraud,
perpetrated on the people of Kashmir by its cowardly Ruler
with the aggressive help of (the) Indian Government.” Other
Pakistani commentators have claimed that accession was a
result of a conspiracy between India and Maharaja Hari Singh
of Jammu & Kashmir. But, being made after the attack on the
State by a tribal army organised by Muslim League personnel
and civil service officials, and led by Pakistani military officers,
this was clearly a post-facto rationalisation.

Actually, as the record shows, that there was a
conspiracy, but it was not in India and J&K, but in Pakistan,
and its aim was to secure the accession of the State by
persuasion, coercion, and if necessary, force.

Before independence there may have been a
geographical link of the State with the areas that became
Pakistan, but there were few political links between Jammu &
Kashmir, especially the populous Vale of Kashmir, and the
Pakistan movement. Indeed, as we have shown, till the end of
July 1947, Mohammed Ali Jinnah, the Muslim League’s
supreme leader, had maintained that the Princely States had
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’;I;e; snfettgrgd right to join whichever Dominion they wanted
o ;emaln independent. Neither — as the episode of ]odhpu1:
Junag;ilx;la;lcorei (C)lr the League position on Hyderabad and
evealed ~ was the issue of accession seen as bei
ed sb
related Tt‘}(:.the religion of the majority of the people of a st;zg
Prince] Sls ?vas, of course , a convenient position, since th.e
e de y St.les were mostly located in India and the greater
o th:%;e(‘f of geedom the rulers retained, the weaker would

1an Union. And till July 1947, n.

t . , N0 one was sure h

tll:fs gﬁme of, accession would really be played out. In ling w(i):}i

e ,S innah'’s attitude tgwards politics in the States was to seek

Pa lipport of the political organisations for his struggle for

e Cs an, and stee1: clear of domestic issues. On the other hand

o Seeo‘:lllgrlejs, particularly its leader Jawaharlal Nehru tendeci
e Kashmir issue in its domestic politi ,

‘ hmir e ir political context t
extent t‘,}\l;t it clouded—%us views on the State’s accession to Incc):l?:
he did en :che Quaid visited Srinagar in the summer of 1944.
Sheikhnztb seek to propagate the Pakistan idea there, but asked/
Ao thdl;wllahl 'of éhe;f National Conference and Ghulam

e Muslim Conference to join the L in its fi
: : € join the League in its f
1\(/;2 Is’la}klstan. After failing to get them to unite, heg endorsedlgll(;c
of b ;n; t(a:(t)nfeérence as tlile representative body of the Muslims

e, because the National Conference was
‘ . open t
Zlcl)irsnbershlp of nc.)n-Musllms. Relations with Abdulla}I: wer(e)
o ig:;ntly not just strained, but somewhat bitter. Later, in
! rg;c)l t‘, hef even persuaded the Muslim Conference to m<’)ve
e du ion in Jammu to support the idea of the State retainin
in (})endent status. [Zaheer: 45 and 70] 8
t the time, however, the £ :
. 3 , the fate of the State was not in th
S;ild;‘, (;f Abdullah or Abbas, but in those of its Maharaja, Har?
thegBI:jtjr; }th; debates and discussions that took place before
_ eparture, Jammu & Kashmir had not pl
g;g)srzzlea \}/lVed}(lfvelz seen that while Travancore Bhgp?;eig
ad had declared independence, some h ’ i
: . . inc , ad considered
hzcs\rs:loﬁ to Paklstan,.Han Singh, had been quiet. NeverthelZ:s
s keenly watching the developments and trying to keeI:;

)
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his ship of state afloat on an increasingly turbulent Indian
subcontinent.
The reason for his caution was that Kashmir’s own
olitics were centred around the call for anend to the arbitrary
rule of the Maharaja. It was led by the National Conference, an
outfit that had evolved from the Muslim Conference founded
by Sheikh Abdullah in 1932. But in 1939, the Sheikh had
changed the name of his organisation to reflect his socialistic
and secularist leanings. Abdullah, who had studied at the
Aligarh Muslim University, was influenced by Congress
leaders like Nehru, Maulana Azad and Mahatma Gandhi.
However, after the Pakistan resolution of 1940, Ghulam
Abbas and a number of Jammu Muslim leaders — supported
by Mirwaiz Yusuf Shah— revived the Muslim Conference.
They were ideologically closer to the Muslim League because
their major area of influence was the Jammu province, and
hence they were closer to the Muslim politics of Punjab and
were supporters of the idea of Pakistan. Abdullah had, by 1944,
evolved in another direction, and he pushed the NC to come
up with the programme for Naya Kashmir (New Kashmir)
whose goal was to establish a constitutional monarchy in the
State with a socialist and secular government, ideas that
accorded well with the views of Jawaharlal Nehru, rather than
Mohammed Ali Jinnah. Abdullah also associated himself with
the All India State’s People’s Conference, the body set up in
1927 to press for the rights of the people living in Princely States.
In 1945 after his release from prison, Pandit Nehru
visited the State and was given a rousing welcome, organised
by the National Conference. He not only endorsed the NC's
programme, but called on Hindus to support Abdullah.
Relations between the Maharaja and Pandit Nehru
consequently, were not particularly good, but they deteriorated
after Nehru began to vociferously support Sheikh Abdullah’s
Quit Kashmir movement aimed at ending Dogra rule. In June
1946, following the Sheikh's arrest, Pandit Nehru tried to enter
the State but he was himself arrested and turned back at the
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bordgr. Nehru wanted an end to the Maharaja’s arbitrary rule
i’md its replacement by a government headed by a poy ular
eader, preferably, Sheikh Abdullah. Given the populari v d
programme of the National Conference, a number of gc?i?n

leaders felt that the logi
) gical place for K i
Indian Constituent Assembl}rz ashmir would be the

The Pakistani Conspiracy

' Pakistani plans for using force to grab Kashmir
1t)alfmg shape from the very moment t%lre country C:Ie;lc:abiietg
eing on August 14. By this time it was clear that, contrary t
expectations in some circles, the bulk of the Pri’ncel StZt .
Iv)v;;(qld ac'cede.t(‘) India and so, there was a change in the };rigin:
v elisttlilzl; }l))()sﬁﬁll'ti (t)}rllat the}l had tl:ie unfettered right to accede
, Oor stay indepen i i
Ia(ppialrept tfrom ag editorial in}lg)awn c§1 ]u?;gg 3911411; C‘;vlelliiél;s;
ashmir to accede to Pakistan, or face negativle conseque
{E:g::t.el 00]. In September, Jinnah expressed his desir%, toI:fi(;?t'
the Sta Won lx(fiaiatlon, but was disallowed because of worries
that he ould tan unrest. But, Mian Iftikharuddin, a former
.up]ab'l acolyt.e of Nehru who had defected to the League, did
lx\f;lt Srinagar in early September to see the lie of the land.,The
t ian, as we will see, was very much involved in the conspirac
o ensuTr;?l thle3 aligessmn of the State to Pakistan by force !
' e Pakistani conspiracy has out i
considerable detail since. Meﬁ}or G}éneral Zfl;rfﬁgs dd:tgflég
;(oﬁne elements of this in his book Raiders in Kashm,ir (1972)
hisagl;vﬁlo was subsequently cashiered and imprisoned f01:
his role a coup attempt, had not much love lost for the
akistani establishment and has thus provided a reasonabl
open account. He recapitulated the events in an intervi " o
the Defence Journal (Karachi) in June-July 1985: oo

A few wecks after Partition, [ was ask ] ]
i or, ed by Mian Iftikharuddi
on behalf of Liaquat Ali Khan (Prime Minister of Pakistani;l

54

R PR e L it
— . e I

Kashmir, 1947-1965 A Story Retold

to prepare a plan for action in Kashmir. [ found that the Army
was holding 4,000 rifles for the civil police, if these could be
given to the locals an armed uprising in Kashmir could be
organised at suitable places... [ was called to a meeting with
Liaquat Ali Khan at Lahore whete the plan was adopted...

In his book, he recounted the events: Some time in early
September 1947, while holidaying in Muree, the hill-station near
Rawalpindi, he met Sardar Ibrahim Khan, a Poonchi lawyer who
later became President of Azad Kashmir, who sought his aid in
obtaining rifles for the rebels. (We may take this account at face
value, but Akbar Khan was the Director, Weapons and
Procurement and had access to 4,000 Lee-Enfield rifles of .303.
bore which were slated to be supplied to the police). A few days
later, he was introduced to Mian Iftikharuddin, who told him
that he had been deputed by Prime Minister Liaquat Ali Khan,
to look into the issue of Kashmir’s accession to Pakistan. The
assessment in the League circles was that the Maharaja would
not willingly accede to Pakistan and therefore there was need
for armed action, for which they wanted Akbar Khan to prepare
a plan. Mian Iftikharuddin made it clear that the plan had the
blessings of the Prime Minister, but all the money would come
through covert channels since Pakistan could not be seen as being
openly involved.

Akbar Khan notes that he was motivated to push for the
plan because he and some other military officers believed that if
Kashmir acceded to India, it could be strategically disastrous
for Pakistan. Not only would India have access to the North
West Frontier Province, where the Khudai Khidmatgar
movement led by Badshah Khan had stood resolutely against
Pakistan till overwhelmed by League National Guards by force
and fraud, but would virtually overlook the entire Pakistani lines
of communications between Rawalpindi and Lahore. For Khan
and others who had planned the operation, Kashmir’s accession
to Pakistan was not simply a matter of desirability but of absolute
necessity for our separate existence. “ [Khan: 18-19].
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On Iftikharuddin’s ret
< ; . ‘return from Srinagar to M
an gave him copies of his plan titled ’Armeg Re:/)olt ;11:51;(212

K ir’
ashmir’. It was based on the availability of the rifles: 2 800 of

ilreo Eﬂ:- wm;(l;il be, allotted for taking on the Maharaja’s 9,000
stro g n;(}jf an’s c.al.culation was that 2,000 Muslims 1n, th
" Y would anyway join the revolt and the rest, spre d n
penny %alckets, could be overwhelmed by attritiorlz "outin
i fro ree:eignd element of the plan was to prevent Indian
i thrc ing the Maharaja’s forces. This would be done
; laShkary( trib(;lil gha road-bloc.k on the Kathua-Jammu road by
e (triba war pal_‘ty) which would be allotted 1,000 rifles.
e ocond Zf y lcapturmg the airfield in Srinagar which woulci
Lok of a1 Cellshkar aljmed with the balance of 200 rifles
Nstorst ,AI; ould be provided to the lashkars by former Indian'
aronal Ar Ir’lny personnel, Who had been kept out of the regular
plan},’ o ﬁghetlilr‘1 rgeig(r)rl; Itg ErlfjiSh Infiia. [Khan:21-22]. Under this
and Mirpuris, mobilised b; Ilg):e\el;iﬁ tI}<11e1:rl1am Py the Poonchi
inVi_ted?:LS;E)tember 12, as he subsequently wrote, he was
ovedto] thore to attend a series of meetings on the issue. In
, er in the Punjab inci
g(i);ficzlrer:rinte}rllet wher.e he found .another plan being ]discf;;:e‘gn TCTII?:
Pt corll)ung battle into two sectors — one across the
7 b arg)r?u olll'ger to })e commanded by Major-General M
unier he command of Majr Kmemat 2PN
: urshid Anwar, also a fo
oliz?hrélg; nAmgvarwas the person who had organised the as;::i:
bt emg; SS 1rc11 the NWFP on the eve of the plebiscite and
R Plan Thesage the use of tribal parties to directly attack
SOUthem. thml; 1v(\ez(cjllsbnoK}‘)re'fence of a revolt here, though the
o aprising y Xian, could probably be passed off as
Minict é?c:lzli‘dllglg to Akbar Khan’s account, at 6 pm the Prime
ster a ve apd the meeting at the Government House
proceeded to finalise the operational plan. The meeting was
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attended by the Finance Minister, Ghulam Mohammed, Mian
Iftikharuddin, Akbar Khan, Anwar, Kiani and Shaukat Hyat
Khan. According to Akbar Khan, the meeting took a series of
haphazard decisions that lacked the professional touch
required for a covert operation of this magnitude. In his view,
the tensions between Shaukat Hyat and Khurshid Anwar had
probably doomed the plan from the very outset. [ Khan: 22-3].
According to Muhammed Yusuf Saraf, the plan discussed
was a three-tier one formulated by Kiani that involved the use
of the Poonchis, suitably trained and armed to attack Srinagar,
the creation of an underground network in the Valley to assist
the revolt, and the interdiction of the Kathua-Jammu road to
prevent reinforcements. Akbar Khan underscored this last
objective, as well as the need to take control of the Srinagar
airfield. Khan promised his 4,000 rifles for the project and asum
of Rs 10,000 was given to Kiani to begin his work. In addition, a
decision was taken to post Khwaja Abdur Rahim, an Indian Civil
Service officer to Rawalpindi as the district commissioner, to
coordinate the civil arrangements. The main plan was entrusted
to Kiani, while Anwar was asked to take care of the Kohala-
Muzaffarabad sector in the north.

As Saraf points out, “No Kashmiri-speaking leader or
worker was taken into confidence. Mir Waiz Yusuf Shah, the
only pro-Pakistan leader with a personal following among
them, was not consulted, no Kashmiri-speaking member of the
Assembly was invited or contacted.”.[Saraf vol.IL: 859-860].
Saraf was a resident of Baramula and a leading light of the
Muslim Conference who later migrated to Azad Kashmir and
rose to become Chief Justice there.

In 1995, Sardar Shaukat Hyat gave his account of what
happened in his autobiography. According to him, afraid that
the Maharaja planned to accede to India, “we decided to walk
into Kashmir. | was put in charge of the operations.” [The Nation

that Lost its Soul (Lahore, Jang Publishers, 1995), cited in Zaheer:
85]. The Sardar does not amplify on the ‘we’, butitis clear that
he is talking of the group headed by Prime Minister Liaquat
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Ali Khan and comprising Mian Ifthikar i
Mpl}ammed, the Nawab of Mamdot, th‘:1 i\;ial: ’tlizehgﬁg;
Mmls.ter of Pqnje}l? and others. He says that the plan envisaged
Flauable demab.ﬂlt)‘/ through the use of former INA personiel
dzl;;ﬁene;al I;iam z(ajnd Khurshid Anwar, but for highelj
rection he obtained the services of two serving officers
gﬁgégﬁ;ﬂ?ﬁiﬁa& and the Director of Military Intelligence,
' - According to Shaukat Hyat, the plan involv i i
in the north, headed by Anwar. He ngtes that heeccllignnli)l: ail?tz
approve of Anwar, but “[Finance Minister] Ghulam Mohanrgned
apd [Prime Minister] Liaquat Ali Khan beseeched me to ke
him and his National Guards happy”. And a thrust from ’delre)
Zouth led by Klaru whose group’s job was to cut communications
Sleltween India and Kashmir in the Jammu area. According to
t aukat Hyz'at, Khurshid Anwar had been specifically told not
to gmploy nlbgls, but Anwar who was close to the tribal Maliks
insisted on using Mahshud tribesmen of Waziristan, who havé
a feputatlon for wildness. Shaukat Hyat also notes the;t the initial
g an callec‘l for the D-day, presumably tribal invasion, in
eptgmber itself, but that Khurshid Anwar decided to pr , d
on his I&o;eymoon just then. [Zaheer: 85]. procee
. an says after the September 12 meetin  he
to his Army assighment without any orders relat%ng tgv I?gsfl?r?\if
But his w1'fe Nasim Akbar Khan, a Muslim League activist in'
her own right, seems to have been clearly involved, since sh
participated in a meeting at the end of September c,haired be
Ham.eedullah Khan, attended by Sardar Ibrahim and Sard '
Sharif, where Khurshid Anwar seemed to have gain acll‘
asgzndance because the briefing was about an invasifn le
using tﬁiils fIr<om the North-West Frontier Province e
. ar Khan and Brigadier Sher Khan, Ai .
{;n]ua and other Pakistani officers had begun cﬁgeﬁ?}ﬁz?iﬁ ;
tOe Iili\;i;llfaatligalz 5111?? l;y Suiplying weapons and ammunitimgl
i a shia Anwar. The Commissi
Rawalpindi, Khwaja Abdur Rahim and other l(:sas,ll(z)rflffsiaolz
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collected funds, clothing, and weapons and organised
ryolunteers’ to launch attacks on Kashmir. According to Khan,

" Shaukat Hyat appeared to be the key official and he met him

several times at the Commissioner’s house. [Zaheer: 94-6]. -
Kiani began his work in earnest and in the next two weeks
sector headquarters came up in Rawalpindi, Sialkot and Jhelum,
and the main HQ at Guijrat, all in Pakistan Punjab, comprising
i the main of former INA officers. Soon, there was a noticeable
upsurge in activity, as rebels like Sardar Abdul Qaiyum Khan
were able to launch attacks across the border with arms and
funds provided by Pakistani authorities and raids from the
Pakistani side of the border began to target the J&K State territory
as far south as Samba. Even then, by the time of the tribal
invasion, all they had achieved was to shake State control over
some tehsils of Bagh and Rawalkot and establish control in a
limited part of Sudhunti tehsil.| Saraf vol.Il: 862-884].
But there are other tantalising clues to show that the
plan may have had other elements as well. For example on
October 26-27, 1947, the entire Pakistani government -
Governor-General Jinnah, Liaquat, Ghulam Mohammed,
Defence Secretary Iskander Mirza— was in Lahore apparently
awaiting the developments in Kashmir. Two Pakistani brigades
had been positioned in Abbotabad and Sialkot respectively,
adjacent to Jammu & Kashmir. After hearing of the accession
and the unexpected airlift, Jinnah ordered the acting Army
chief, General Sir Douglas Gracey to move them into Kashmir
“ to seize the pass on the Rawalpindi-Srinagar road, and then
to proceed through Srinagar... and occupy the Banihal Pass
on the road to Jammu, thus isolating Srinagar and nullifying
the Indian intervention.” Curiously the order was not given
directly, but through the Governor of Punjab Sir Francis Mudie.
[Zaheer: 104]. But Gracey refused on the plea that he had no
instructions from the Supreme Commander Field Marshal Sir
Claude Auchinleck.
There is actually other corroborating evidence to suggest
that Pakistan had decided at the time of independence to
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forcibly annex Jammu & Kashmir. This is in the form of a
limited edition history of the 11 Cavalry (Frontier Force) or
PAVO (Prince Albert Victor’s Own) Cavalry group covering
the period 1849-1999. According to the history: The regiment
was the only unit entrusted “the task of Jehad-e-Fisabilillah
(Freedom for Kashmir) in 1947-48.”

The history adds, “During the last week of August1947
Commanding Officer and Second- in- Command were called
to attend an operational briefing in General Headquarters in
the presence of Colonel Sher Khan MC, Director Military
Intelligence, Colonel Akbar Khan, DWC and Colonel
Khanzadah Ordnance Branch....”

This indicates that Akbar Khan is being less than

forthright about his involvement in the Kashmir issue, which
he dates from a visit to Murree in early September. Pakistani
military planning with regard to Kashmir had begun at the
time of Independence. According to the history the tasks given
to the PAVO cavalry were to procure the arms, ammunition,
wireless and other equipment, organise the headquarters of
the invasion force, which would itself be manned by ex-INA
personnel.

When the attack began on the night of October 21, 1947,
“PAVO Cavalry sent jeeps with wireless sets to monitor the
progress and pass back information direct to General
Headquarters.” The history admits that from the very outset,
the advance was fitful because the tribesmen “resorted to
looting and dishonouring women.” According to the history,
the PAVO Cavalry offered to capture Srinagar on October 26,
but were not permitted and the next day, following accession,
the Indians landed there. In any case, “On October 28 PAVO
Cavalry established contact with the enemy and conducted a
delaying battle near Gulmarg....”

The unit was also directly involved in capturing Bhimber.
The account makes it clear that the alleged role of locals, armed
with lathis, was only a fig-leaf. The actual attack was carried
out by the Pakistani regulars, led by its commanding officer
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Tommy Masud on October 22 night anfi af.ter‘ ehmmatmg i:elzlfi
{one J&K State forces company, they quietly withdrew anﬂ i,
the area in the hands of the ex-INA personnel. Subsequen %7, :
Novembet, the PAVO armoured cars also played the key ?Ac\s/ 11(;
capturing Mirpur. “Mirpur fell on November 24{ 1947 to A
Cavalry,” the account notes. “ PAVO Cavalry w1thdrew 01; he
night of November 24-25 towards ]}}elum. af?er havmlgl e "
relieved (sic) by Colonel Arshad and his Mu]ahlds. fromf ang%1
Fort.” All this was a good six months befo¥e Paklstat} o;x;a y
conceded that its forces were involved in Kaghmn*. 5 is 1§
confirmed by an account in Saraf’s two-volume history, t foug
the PAVO's role is shown as being merely that of a support torce.
: d 966].
(arel zfr(: 1{;;1&,932131 has }:1|is own version f’f the or.igin.s of t?e
conspiracy. He says that members of his orgamsatloél, 1:t e
Muslim Conference had begun conspiring to ensure the 1’ca ; s
accession to Pakistan since June. He says that the party lea ert
Chaudhry Hameedullah Khan told him, shortly after Augus

14/15, 1947 :

athetic people in Frontier and Punjab should create
Zlg;;%ﬂ;]; the Stgteozorders adjacent to their areas to attract
the Dogra army in bulk so that the Pponch ex-servicermen get
an opportunity of advancing upon Srinagar. Whose pla‘n it 80;15
and what were its details I do not know.{Saraf, vol II: 790-

India and the Run Up to Accession

Shortly after announcing the partition pl.an, in ]une(:i 1?142,
Lord Mountbatten went on a holiday to Srlr.laigar an g }?.
several informal meetings with Maharaja Hari Smgh and his
Prime Minister, Pandit Ramchandra Kak. According h’;o an
account given by his press secretary Alan Campbell—]o d sor;,
Mountbatten pressed Hari Singh not to de.cl.are 1ndepelr11 egi: 1:
but to ascertain the will of the people and join one or t f\ 0 t }?
Dominion by August 14. The Viceroy also told them that the
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States” Department under V.P. Menon was willing “to giv
assurance that if Kashmir went to Pakistan, this wouldgnoet la)n
regard?d fs an 13[nfriendly act by the Government of India.” "
n turn, Menon has noted, that th :
cleared by Sardar Patel himself. He also feiiilrf?snﬁ(e)v}\:asig e’cel:n
after tf.le.S.tates’ Ministry was formed in July 1947 discussilc; ¢
were initiated with various Princely States 01,1 accessiol:ls
Howe/ver,.when he pressed Pandit Kak, on Maharaja Hari
Singh s views on the subject, Kak was evasive. [M :
Integration :394]. e
. Mahatma Gandhi visited the State
discussions with the Maharaja and Kak. T%I;iz%; ;’501;;1;31? atd
of the meetings, but speaking at Wah, near Rawalpindi on
éﬁigg;tt?{ Glzmcilhi said that even the Maharaja agreeg that’ t;)lz
e Kashmiris would be suprem
hoped th.at. this could be done throupgh Coilgzl:;lfol;l; {)t:;;vaend
the Dominions, the Maharaja and the Kashmiris [Gupta: 9%l
Well before Pakistan, or even the Kashmiris dem'andefc)i it. th .
supreme leader of the Indian national movement had de 1/ g
for a reference to the people of Kashmir. o
. At the end of August 1947, when Lor
Srinagar on a holiday, Lord Mountbattenoir?stIrsl?;?géim?rrllf ’:O
persuade.the Maharaja “to make up his vacillating mind a 3
agcede without further delay to whichever Dominion he arI:d
his people desire, thus ending the uncertain and da
unstable position in Kashmir.” neerously
As for the Maharaja’s governmen
October 12, the Deputy Prime l\iinister of Kta’.S;‘I]I?iI;‘, ?{S.Blalg(;ti:

outlined his government’s fo
. rmal post
in New Delhi: posture at a press conference

We intend to keep on friendly relations with both India and
quz'stan..Despi te constant rumours, we have no intention of
joining either India or Pakistan, and the Maharaja and his
government have decided that no decision of any kind will be
made until there is peace in the plains. The only thing that
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will change this decision is if one side or the other decides to
use force against us... The Maharaja has told me that his
ambition is to make Kashmir the Switzerland of the East —a
State that is completely neutral.... [Gupta: 106].

Prem Shankar Jha says there is other evidence to show
that India did not go out of the way to seek the State’s accession.
[ Jha: 1996, Chapter 3]. He cites, for example, the report of
Major-General H.L. Scott, the last British Commander-in-Chief
of the J&K State Forces, on the eve of his departure to Britain
from Karachi at the end of September 1947, which says that
there was no evidence to show that India was trying to pressure
Hari Singh to accede to India. Instead, Jha concludes, that the
Maharaja, who was originally inclined towards independence,
decided reluctantly that he would have to accede to India.

His major reason was the communal carnage that had
visited Punjab, and his belief that Jammu & Kashmir, peopled
by Hindus, Sikhs and Muslims, could not hold out against the
powerful forces unleashed by Partition that were in the process
of ridding Pakistan of the bulk of its minorities. In the circumst-
ances, Hari Singl's efforts, as that of other rulers, was to try
and negotiate a path that would not commit the State to any
internal political change, especially to one that envisaged a
diminution of the ruler’s power.

This message was conveyed in the third week of
September to Nehru and Patel by Meher Chand Mahajan, jurist
and former member of the Punjab Boundary Commission, who
Hari Singh now wanted as the Prime Minister of the State.
Nehru was not particularly happy to hear out Mahajan and
reiterated his demand that Abdullah be freed. With Nehru
unrelenting, and the situation deteriorating by the day, the
Maharaja decided to free Abdullah on September 29, 1947.

Nehru's insistence that there be popular rule in Kashmir
was not just a pose. This became painfully evident whenin the
face of the imminent capture of Srinagar, a month later, he still
insisted that Abdullah be anointed the head of the government
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befpre India could accept the accession of the state. As Jha
points out, “Had Nehru been more accommodating... Kashmir
would have acceded to India well before the raiders invaded
the State.” The minutes of the Defence Committee meetings
on Octf)ber 25 and 26, reproduced in Jha's 2003 study on
Kashmir, again show the lack of any special eagerness on
India’s part to obtain Kashmir’s accession

Pakistan and J&K

' For those rulers who needed time to make up their
minds, as we have pointed out earlier, the Indian
Independence Act had a provision for Standstil] Agreements.
These would ensure that existing arrangements, whether they
be on excise, transportation or communications, would
remain valid in an interim period. Despite signing a Standstill
Agreement on August 12, Pakistan began applying pressure
on Jammu & Kashmir. Supplies of rice and wheat were
blocked and almost the entire quota of petrol and kerosene
for the State were withheld. On September 19, the railway
serv}ce between Sialkot and Jammu was suspended and
Pakistani banks and post offices refused to honour any
transactions relating to Kashmir.

At that time, the main routes to Jammu & Kashmir were
from the part of British India that had become Pakistan. The
only all-weather road ran 205 kms from Rawalpindi to
Abbotabad, and then across the Kohala bridge on the Jhelum
into the State to the border town of Domel. It then went along’
the Jhelum gorge to Chakhoti, Uri, and Baramulla, and entered
the Valley, and went through Pattan to Srinagar. A rail service
linked Sialkot with Jammu. From the part that remained as
India, the railhead was at Pathankot from where a road, 112
kms long, running close to the new Pakistan border reached
]ammu. Thereafter, it went another 300 kms or so, over the
?Samhal pass, to Srinagar. This was not an all weather road since
it was closed during the winter months because of snow.
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The partition of Punjab and its attendant massacres had
heightened communal tensions across the State, particularly
in the Jammu region, which was a bridge of sorts between
Pakistan and Indian Punjab. Pakistani officials now began
claiming that the J&K State forces were carrying out various
atrocities and massacres of Muslims in the State. This, they
alleged, was part of a conspiracy to create conditions to enable
the Maharaja to accede to India.

Jha has pointed out, using the reports of W.E. Webb,
British political agent in Kashmir and Major-General Scott,
that Jammu & Kashmir had been largely free from communal
disturbances that rocked India on the eve of partition. There
had been some minor ircidents in Jammu in September 1946,
and then there was calm down to August 1947, but the Valley
remained largely peaceful. This was the period, accordiI.lg to
Jha, when the Muslim Conference decided to remodel itself
on the pattern of the Muslim League, using the services of
Pakistani leaders, and on September 24, 1947, they openly
issued a call for the accession of Jammu & Kashmir to
Pakistan.

The so-called revolt against the Maharaja that broke out
in Poonch region proximate to Pakistan, was in reality an
agrarian uprising protesting high taxes and rural.distre.zss.
Again, as the Scott report sent through the British High

Commission in Karachi noted:

Kashmir has been quiet except for trouble in Poonch in late
August and September.... Towards the end of August a party
of about 30 Muslims from the Punjab entered Poonch and
incited the Sattis (a caste of local Muslims with martial
traditions) to march on the capital to demand Kashmir’s
accession to Pakistan. A considerable number, swelling to some
10,000 agreed to go to Poonch , primarily to represent th.eir
own local grievances, their principal complaint being the high
prices of foodstuffs. [Cited by Das Gupta: 39-40).
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On September 9, State Forces blocked their way and, in
one incident, 12 Hindus and Sikhs, in a village in their path
were killed by the demonstrators. Thereafter, 20 Muslims were
killed when the State Forces fired to disperse the mob.

A lot of myth-making about the origins of the alleged
freedom struggle has taken place in Azad Kashmir. Saraf, has
detailed several separate instances of clashes between the
Kashmir State authorities. Even while praising Sardar
Muhammad Abdul Qaiyum Khan's abilities, he points out
that his title as Mujhaid-e-Awwal (or The Incomparable

Liberator) is not particularly accurate. Controversy surrounds
an incident at Neelabutt, near Bagh where there was an
alleged clash between insurgents led by Sardar Abdul Qaiyum
and Dogra soldiers. According to legend the Sardar’s house
was burnt down and he fled to Pakistan to gather weapons
and support. The Kashmir authorities first detained his
mother, uncle, aunt and sister, but then later released them
“on executing bonds making themselves liable to attend on
summons.” This hardly appears to be the behaviour of a
rampaging army, as has been subsequently alleged. [Saraf,
vol. II: 852-7]. _

What did happen was that there were several small
meetings and protests across the region of what is now Azad
Kashmir, but quite a bit of it was linked to a no-tax campaign.
Given their location bordering Pakistan, the State authorities
clamped martial law, leading to the incident cited above,

Yet, even his account does not quite provide us with a
coherent account of any revolt, either in existence, or in being
at the time in late August and September 1947. In fact what it
indicate is that the State authorities remained in control of the
area, as the following suggests:

In the last week of September (1947) Pandit Ram Chand
Raina, Administrator Poonch, came to Dhirkot and heard
details of earlier incidents and excesses committed by the

66

; 1

w4k A ORI

Kashmir, 1947-1965 A Story Retold

is clai ts and told the
. It is claimed that he expressed regre ;
Ae?;ge that the Maharaja had committed a mistake by
fnducting the Army in the area....[Saraf, vol 11, 854].

But mid-October 1947, the raids from Pakistan had

; spread along the border between J&K State and Pakistan. The

9,000 strong State Forces were thinly slpread acrissft?;eﬁg;xi
) Muslim— most o
Over 35 per cent of the force was e mning akistan
Sudhan, marital castes, from the region adj ;
;I;i rl\latter of tradition, neither Kashmiri Muslims, nor Pandits
cruited into the force. .
e reThese forces were not only geographically sIt)ll;ea\(]i ﬁ:t,
with a brigade each in Jammu, M(ilrgur, Polond;gnsy de; feitio}r’;
inni had been plagu
but, beginning October, they' : y defection
hei first set of raids, the State
of their personnel. After the - Forces
i ' d trying to create a
had begun disarming .locals an  to create 2 corton
itaire with Pakistan in the border region.
zcllg.':\ruthat they lacked the means and the numbers to do so, or
he border. . .
toseal It\dzhr Chand Mahajan who had been ﬁp&oi\ted. P;_llr;ei
ith Maharaja
inister on October 15 and had, along wi
gdulgﬁ lfimself toured the Mirpur-Jammu area between Oc;ﬁ)s;
19-23 and found that the situation was grim. He rep;)lrtg | that
since September raiders from across the b(?rder ;k'dna
entering the State to loot and kill I—Imd11<1}s1 and S1khsi%171 1 (11 als}(:;
i i d Sikh commun
their women folk. The Hindu an y had 250
i i death and destruction n
begun to retaliate, leading to ith 2 . on in the
ion adjoining Pakistan. The
narrow band of Jammu region adj e oarming
found that there was no point in _
i ince they were able to quickly
the populace in the border, since they wer ble b
ace firg arms from across the border. [Mal}a]an. 144 6]H .
: This account is borne out obhqugly by ora
Alexander, a Quaker involved in relief operahﬁ.ns 1i)11tdh§3 li:‘etac;
, i i is s
laimed that the Maharaja was using his .
Ezr;oiise” the Muslims around Jammu, even while ccincedtxﬁi
" that “Armed raiders were crossing the borders along
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frontier near Jammu and westwards daily, harming villagers,
rounding up cattle and then withdrawing into Pakistan
territory.” [cited by Blinkenberg, vol I : 71].

Pakistan had stepped up the pressure and these bands
of raiders began giving battle to the small contingents of the
State Forces thinly spread out between Muzaffarabad and
Jammu. To cover up this activity, on October 12, the Pakistan
Foreign Secretary sent two notes formally protesting the J&K
State government's alleged complicity in attacks in Poonch and
Sialkot area. [ Lakhanpal: 50].

Jha observes that the first note charging that the State
Forces were involved in Poonch attacks was a giveaway since
it claimed that “Men of the Pakistan Army who recently
returned from leave at their homes in Poonch report that armed

bands, which include troops, are attacking Muslim villagesin =} |

the State.” As he points out, it would have been improbable
that in such conditions the men would have rejoined their units,
leaving their families in mortal peril.The note went on to claim
that a large number of villages could be seen burning and that
the Pakistan government was “vitally interested in the
maintenance of peace on their borders and the welfare of
Muslims in the adjoining territories.”

The second Pakistani note charged that “non Muslims”
were using the Jammu & Kashmir state territory to launch
attacks on Pakistan in the Sialkot area and called on the State
to act firmly against them.

Mahajan responded by denying the charge and pointing
out that his government had enough proof that the infiltration
and raids were being conducted in the area from Pakistan and
asserted that the J&K State Forces had been asked to deal with
them. He said that his government was willing “to hold an
impartial inquiry into the whole affair with a view to remove
[any] misunderstanding”. Calling on Pakistan to desist from
supporting such elements, he warned that if this request

remained unheeded, his government would have “no option
but to ask for assistance to withstand aggressive and unfriendly

68

Kashmir, 1947-1965 A Story Retold

i i eople along our border.” [Lakhanpal: 51].

?-;:itswirni;;)lﬁiatgf: i?ei ogvious, gnd so the Pakistani response
ious. . v
" fas'.lt"lf?en I?of':;@ Minister cabled Mahajan saying that I?aklstan
was “astonished to hear your threat to ask for.assmtance;’.
Presumably meaning thereby assistance from outsml.e power.
He charged that the State was supprgs§mg the Muéhrr;s SO inasi
to enable you to join the Indian Dominion as coup d’eta ;g:\h st
" the declared and well-known will of the 11\’/Iussaln-1ans and o e
who form 85 per cent of your state.” As Blmkenbgrgd ﬁs
observed, how the Pakistani government had ascertaune11 :he
will of the Kashmiri Muslims, is not cI:IIe;Z]and was, after all, the
r. [Blinkenberg, vol I.74].
hear ogsxferxg?t;ecot[t’s report ci%ed earlier, ha}c% alsp n(.)ted‘ that
the Muslims in the Valley had no special pollt}cal 1nchnat19ns,
and that there was no organised body adyocatmg the accession
of the State to Pakistan, while the Natlo.nal Conference vIvas
pro-Congress and anti-Pakistan. Jha cites a s‘tudy‘by t;n
Copland showing that at the time of the't%‘lbal invasion, the
National Conference was the dominant political .force inJammu
& Kashmir and that the support for the Mushm.Conj.Ferepce
was “null and void.” [Jha, 2003:33-4] Zaheer, a Pakistani erter
t0o alludes to the failure of the Muslim Conference Wl}lch he
said “in the immediate post-Independ?nce days .falled to
mobilise the people and demonstrate their strength in favour
istan.” [Zaheer: 81].

" Pakllsg:;d’fi had hope]d‘that Pandit Ramchandra Kak, the
anti-Indian Prime Minister of the State would persuade the
Maharaja to accede to Pakistan. But on August 11, Kak had
been dismissed and a new interim Prime Minister Janak &nsh,
arelative of the Maharaja, had been appointed. Son.1e't1n}e in
early October, two Muslim League leaders of Kashmiri origin,
Dr. Mohammed Din Tasir and Sheikh Sadiq Hasan, along with
Mian Ifthikaruddin and Malik Tajuddin of the Associ:alted Rress
of Pakistan came to Srinagar and had extensive qlscp§31ons
with Abdullah. Dr. Tasir declared that as a private individual,
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he was for an independent Kashmir, if both India and Pakistan
would agree, but as the president of the Punjab province o=

Muslim League he would urge J&K to accede to Pakistan !

They invited Abdullah to visit Lahore to meet Jinnah,
But Abdullah who had been appointed President of the All x
India States’ People’s Conference had to go to Delhi and sent §
his colleague G. M. Sadiq, promising a visit later, Sadiq could - §
not meet Jinnah or Liaquat Ali Khan but he met a number of WK
other leaders who pressed him to declare for Pakistan. In fact k-
he managed to leave Pakistan with some difficulty, since
apparently there was some plan to hold him hostage. Hecame ‘4
back with the message that Jinnah wanted to meet Abdullah 3¢
in Karachi. This, the Sheikh felt, was a plot to detain him there -
and use his name to issue appeals for accession to Pakistan, 3

[Abdullah: 87-92].

Around October 17, an emissary from Jinnah, Major ! )

A.8.B. Shah, Joint Secretary in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs
and States, had also arrived in Srinagar. He met several state
officials, including Mahajan, and warned them that if Kashmir
did notaccede to Pakistan there could be serious consequences.
[Mahajan: 142] Shah was a key officer in the conspiracy and,

as we will see subsequently, was probably one of the key :

officials involved in the Kashmir operation.”

On October 18, Mahajan sent another telegram to Jinnah
complaining of the blockade by Pakistan and the raids being
carried out from the Pakistani side of the border. Besides the
stoppage of food and other supplies, Pakistani authorities were

refusing to provide any postal or banking services. He said that

while the state authorities had helped 100,000 refugees to go
across to Pakistan, the people in Rawalpindi had murdered 180
out of 220 Kashmiri nationals being conveyed to Kohala at the

State’s request. “To crown it all, the State is being blamed for 3

acts which actually are being committed by Pakistan people.”
Jinnah’s reply was in the form of a telegram to the

Mabharaja protesting the tone of Mahajan’s note, denying the

allegations, and arguing that the shortage of fuel supplies were
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i in the aftermath of
o seslt o e ot e limed, were the orgaised
E{alrﬁt;\t;rgf}i\lzuzifms in tlhe State and welcomed Mahajan’s qall
foran u;p(;l;t;;: fqol;lPrikistan like Alistair Lamb have refsorte,d
to an elagorate web of half-truths amiwli.ei fnt)ia:ll;rialzﬁszr; 151
i ir, examining every twist ¢ ,
C}na::si:?glizsgn;lt their convfnience. They haye dellberate'ly
zhosen to play down, if notignore, th}f oper: terflhnﬁog}; afescei:;lg;
istani figures who make it clear that not onty hadac
ll:ea?rfttirl?efrllgtlcl) force the accession o.f the state to Paklstar; Ey
force, but that it had been taken in mld-. Augulst olrbe th}é
September, and that it was directed .at t1.1e highest leve -dywas
Prime Minister of Pakistan. In all likelihood, the Qu;ln vas
also aware of the plans, but for the sake of form, he chose
N play\'a\l’gilll:: i;:;cs)clee'commentators have played up the Vi§it of
the Indian leaders like Pandit Nehru, Mahatma Gand}}?]'mft
Acharya Kripalani to Srinagar, they have not thrown muc Mlgor
on the activities of Mian Iftikharuddin, KH Khur§h1d, or Maj .
Shah who, too were active, visiting fSrmagar in the cf‘enot
between independence till the tribal.ln.vasmn: Accc?r ing t(;
Mahajan, K.H. Khurshid, a native of Gllg1t and.]mnal; s pg\;‘aa e
secretary, had spent some months in Srinagar in 1947, ?India
been spreading communal poison apd stok_mg' ;n 1\1/; i
feelings. [Mahajan: 2] Khurshid was in touch wit us -
Conference leaders “both in writing and in person. [Zgheer. 'd.
According to Lamb, Khurshid had been in Srinagar sm;e 1122 7—
August, and was arrested and deported on November 2, " .
Given his links with the Muslim Conference, he was probably
the Srinagar-end of the conspiracy. [Lamb., 199,’%: 131-2]. o
" The Pakistani case made after the invasion was not jus
apost-facto rationalisation, but a brazen lie. Aswe .havg sk?glgé
till the end of July 1947, Pakistani leaderzs had rga}ntalne hat
the Princely States had an unfettered right to join one o h
two Dominions, or stay independent. Even subsequent to the
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Ii)nvasion, there was no outrj
akist
an, only the charge that India had obtained accession

to their Indian counterparts.

The Pakistani ar men
: gu ; ent, as subsequenﬂy dev oped by
Lamb, became more sophlsticated and mendacioiselFirst h
. , he

claim i
‘ ed that there was a conspiracy at the outset between the

road linki .

C;)raa Shﬁi(z:g the rest of Fnd1a to the State passed through this ar
e puts it, this made accession to India “a practi ‘Sf .
P s On as opposed to a theoretically desirable onIe) e
econd, Lamb asserted that since Poonch had.revolted

validity. His thesis is that the “invasion’
> of Octo

:;\;e;; g;x;tv(i ?121 uprising thaf had already led to ths f)l;z:ezf‘;hiig
begint elngtal authority in the State. According to Lamb
oeginnt ir ! }}Il ; 47, a revolt had broken out in the Poonch
and rev}(a)lt hz ds1b s adjacent .to the eastern border of Pakistan
Torats o2 gen. organised by Iocal leaders like Sardar.
o . Kb iax}) Slkandar Hyat Khan and headquartered
oy Murre },Iag trfaklstan. Atrocities against Muslims in the
and by o 1o 1ggered off a wave of sympathy in Pakistan
”equipped Withgi::ele:;ogn: it?;ﬁi?? o t}Ille poonehi ok
oy ! rom the Frontier
Stai 1:1f1c;11‘11r0131i tsiz:rc;e; Lne f:lfistan” were in conflict V\?ll;:l{r ::)li:
: r . 1s some evidence.”
Ingenuously, “that they were ing joi oenall
" y also being joined by small groups
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of volunteers from Pakistan territory.” [Lamb 1991: 123].

Lamb acknowledges the role of Pakistanis like Mian
Iftikharuddin, Khurshid Anwar and Akbar Khan, but he sees
them in a supporting role, and does not quite follow up on
their own testimony as to the extent of the involvement of the
Pakistani government leadership, especially Prime Minister
Liaquat Ali Khan.

The claim of an Indian conspiracy is the easiest to
dismiss. The record shows that before Partition, and
immediately thereafter, many Indian leaders, including
Mahatma Gandhi and Sardar Patel, would have accepted the
accession of the State with Pakistan. The Governor-General
Lord Mountbatten’s position was that the Maharaja ought to
make up his mind, instead of vacillating as he was. Lamb’s
contention that there was detailed planning, including supply

of war material to Jammu & Kashmir appears to be a figment
of his imagination. While there may have been contingency
planning by the armed forces, nothing, not even material
actually promised, had actually moved to the State till after
accession. This is borne out by the minutes of the Defence
Committee meeting of October 25 and 26.

Indeed the three British commanders of the Indian armed
forces issued a statement on November 4, 1947 declaring that
before October 24, the day on which Mountbatten received an
appeal for help from the Maharaja, no plans for sending Indian
forces into Kashmir “had been formulated or even considered.”
Only on October 25 were they asked to examine and prepare
plans to send troops to Kashmir, and these were finalised only
by the next afternoon, and the troops dispatched on October 27
morning, after the Instrument of Accession had been accepted.

The Gurdaspur charge is a red- herring. For one thing,
even if it had been given to Pakistan, India still had areas
contiguous to Jammu & Kashmir where it could have built a
new road, should it have wanted to do so. All the parties were

committed to accepting the Radcliffe award whose very terms
of reference gave the British jurist the latitude of taking factors
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other than communal composition of the population into
account in making his award. Indeed, Jha has cited the written

testimony of Christopher Beaumont, the Private Secretary to

Sir Cyril Radcliffe savagely attacking Mountbatten for
pressuring the latter to give Ferozepur to India, where it had
originally been slotted for Pakistan. However, the same
Beaumont went on to add in the document: “No change, as
has been subsequently rumoured, was made in the northern
(Gurdaspur) part of the line.” [ Jha, 1996: Appendix I1I].

The claim that the Maharaja was no longer in control
when he signed the Instrument of Accession, too, is easy to
counter. As we have mentioned earlier the record indicates that
the revolt, which was aided and abetted by Pakistani
authorities, was, for one thing, confined to the Poonch area,
just one of the major subdivisions of the state, and can hardly
be used to argue that it represented an overthrow of the
authority of the Maharaja across the entire State. And, as the

i 1

Maharaja and Mahajan’s journey in the days before the invasion -

across some of the troubled areas indicates, that even the so-
called revolt was not as widespread as made out.

The Pakistani accusation made in its subsequent plaints
hold little water when you look at the situation in the context.
The charge that the State Forces were seeking to drive the
Muslims out of the Poonch tehsil has no credence in view of the
fact that Muslims constituted two-thirds of the population of
the region. More important is the fact that the entire State Forces
totalled 9,000, of whom 3,000 were Muslims. They were spread
out across the huge State and simply not numerous enough to
perpetrate atrocities against a local populace that was not only
far more numerous, but had a fierce military tradition that
included possession of firearms by virtually every family, as well
as access to shelter and weapons across the border in Pakistan.

In fact what is apparent is the extent of Pakistani control
over the events that now took place. According to Saraf, even
while the Muslim Conference was trying to come to terms with
the consequences of the tribal invasion and the onset of the
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sliberation war”, they heard over Radio Pak.istan “ tha.t the Azad
Kashmir government had been reconstituted with Sardar

i i ident.” Saraf says that the
Muhammad Ibrahim Khan as its presiden he
Salrldar himself confessed that he had no prior knowledge of thlS

...on 23" October he was awakened at th'e dead of nighi.E by
Khawaja Abdur Rahim, then Commissioner, Ruwalpmd;
Division and Nasim Shah Nawaz, then married to Genera
Akbar Khan, who told him that it had become necessary.t;)l
announce the formation of a reconstituted Governmert wit
himself as President.. ..[Saraf, vol II: 1288].

Operation Gulmarg: The Tribal Invasion of Kashmir

But while Pakistan could, and did, fon}ent trouble in thce1
Jammu-Mirpur-Poonch area, the Valley remained peaceful Zn f
so the Pakistanis began to work along other plans. By the en od
September 1947, the plan that appeared to have ]?een apprO\lrfd
was the one proposed by the forme}' INA 9ff1cer, Khtj:ls)dl 1
Anwar with the support of NWFP Chief Minister, Khan > ;1
Qayuum Khan. But though he had been told nc?t to u;e tribals,
or to approach the Pakistan army for help, he did both. nder

Anwar’s background is important. He was the leade
of the Muslim League National Guard, and h‘ad- through strong-
arm methods played a major role in undermng the C;)lng?'ess
in the North-West Frontier Province which was at the Kk1\me
headed by Dr Khan Sahil bro;:l&lgz of Khan Abdul Ghaffar Khan.

igi hailed from . N
Whe Oll.;;gzlrel:g}; October, Khurshid Anwar had begun raising
his lashkar with the help of Qayuum. As Anwar npted in an
interview to Dawn, that by operating through Mushm. League
party channels he had immediately gathered 4,000 trlbesmbeen
using his contacts with the tribal maliks there. Later, the number
over 30,000.
SWeuEEdC;?arac’ceristically, Lamb has tried to pl.aly dow'n fhe
numbers of tribals who participated in the operations, claiming
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they numbered only 2,000, or the complicity of Pakistanj
officials. But an intelligence estimate of January 23, 1948
contained in the unpublished papers of Sir Francis Mudie, the
Governor of Punjab at the time claimed that nearly 32,000
tribals had gone from the NWEP to Kashmir, including some
3,500 from Afghanistan, [Cloughley, 1999: n.12].
There are other accounts, such as the report of one Major

Aslam Khan who was going to Srinagar on leave when he met
the tribal invaders near Muzaffarabad. Apparently when he was
told what was happening, he took command of the group. Later,
there is reference to a Major Khilji who served as Aslam Khan’s
deputy. As Cloughley, a writer not unsympathetic to Pakistan,
has noted: “Certainly, the invasion was conducted by tribesmen,

but as time went on, they were joined and indeed directed by

Pakistani officers in civilian guise although referred to by military
rank.” [Cloughley: 18-19]. These are only inferences through
information in the public domain —mainly press reports. The
real story, which could include even more detailed Pakistani
planining and involvement remains to be told.

By October 18 the main force of six lashkars had
concentrated at Abbotabad and began to move on
Muzaffarabad in Jammu & Kashmir State with a view of
moving through the Jhelum road to capture Srinagar. In front
of them was the 4% battalion of the Jammu & Kashmir State
Forces, some 500 effectives, stationed in Domel with two
companies each of Dogras and Muslims and looking after a
front 70 kms from Keran to Kohala bridge.

On the night of October 22", the Muslim companies
rebelled, killed their Commanding Officer and the Dogras, and
joined the raiders coming across the Kohala bridge to occupy
Muzaffarabad and then Domel. After sacking the town and
mmassacring the Hindus and Sikhs, the triba] lashkar, stiffened
by the deserters, resumed its march on the morning of October
23. State Forces’ reinforcements led personally by their chief,
Brigadier Rajendra Singh contacted the tribal force on the same
day, but realised they could not stop them and decided to fal]
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{ ing of October 24, outflanked by the
Uri. On the morning o )
E:iii?; they fell back further to Mah}t:rez.) }-io;vevze;, ;I;ea irlelu:lifi(x;
; ing of the October 25,
were upon them on the morning . per 25, again Siter
i te Forces withdrew to yar, '
delaying them, the Sta. : : y to Duniyar, where
igadier Si killed in action. By the nig ‘
e o ce d stood at the threshold
i d Baramula and stoo
25, the raiders had entere . e lon
, i ly raids had been stepped up
of the Valley. Simultaneously g
-Poonch border area and many . .
:;zilzz?l?v?th their Hindu and Sikh residents killed and their
d.
Womer;;atblciu;;i on October 24, Lord Louis Mountbatten, tfhe
Governor-General of India had received an urgent r;qgii(t) b(;;
i ja. The following morning,
assistance from the Maharaja. g morming, Oetober
tbatten convened the Defenc.e ommi |
12)5r'1r1:14: uMninister Nehru, Deputy P}I\'m(\je MH;;S;:; niacrglae;
bhai Patel, Sir Rob Lockhart, the om :
?)/faiﬁ: Zrm; and other service chiefs and ’coJ;;1 of(f;cggé;} ["g; (t;);i
i i i from Jha ,
minutes cited hereinafter are )
Eizllfhart read out a telegram from the Paklsteiln tﬁ;lc')nnll};
headquarters informing their Indian counter%a;/t[s t a?farabad
i the west and seized Muz
5,000 tribals had crossed from aifarabad
: about to attack Ko
and Domel on October 22, and were now X onas.
itiati i batten observe
Initiating the meeting, Mount -
Maharaja’s indicisiveness in not acceding to one o;l the;I Zﬂtl}f;
Dominion had led to this situation. He Eald' b;)th (;ra:ain fhe
itical officer, Webb, had urged the Maharaja to asc
R o pecr  decide o or the other and release
i he people and decide one way :
‘S/\g:elilgf‘ltf\gguﬂfh. Nehru, on the other hand, told the Cdobmmlt:ﬁg
that the Political Department und'ef LordWav;l%d}ltaat thiegtate
for the Maharaja’s indecisiveness an :
ffri:)ynd?i; Major General Scott and others had advised the
ja not to release Abdullah. .
Mahaf?ﬁ; gommittee took up the subject of as to Whyt ir;n:l
requested by the Jammu & Kashrx;i:hgo:lfleerelgIr;;nt;1 I;ilctihreloBriﬁeszh
’ from the minutes of the
fs:;'e:',:‘;lii;l(e)éfliher: armed forces had deliberately sat on the request.
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However a decision was now taken to immediately remedy this.

In the discussion on India’s policy, Nehru noted that
the only way out was for the Maharaja to cooperate with “those
forces in Kashmir which were ready to cooperate with it,” in
other words, Sheikh Abdullah and the National Confere’nce
Even at this stage, as the record shows, neither Mountbatten nor'
Nehru called for immediate accession, the former wanted the
restoration of order first, while Nehru wanted an accession based on
the will of the people. .

V.P. Menon on the other hand, pointed to the urgency
of the situation and argued that in his assessment the Maharaja
Would go under if no help were forthcoming and suggested
1mmed1ate acceptance of accession so as to enable Indian
assistance to go in. Sardar Patel made the cogent point that
therf? was nothing in international law to prevent India from
helping a friendly state, whether or not accession was accepted.
After these deliberations, the Committee finally directed
Menon to fly to Srinagar and discuss with the Maharaja of
Kashmir the possibilities of :

(@) Kaghmir req.uesting armed assistance from India; such
assistance might be concentrated on the Jammu front, and
Kashmir State troops moved to the Srinagar front;

(b) Cooperation between the Government of Kashmir and the
National Conference;

(c) Kashmir requesting India to accept its accession, which
would, in all probability not be accepted until opportunity
had arisen to ascertain the will of the people of
Kashmir.[Jha 2003, Appendix IV: 205].

~_InBaramula, the Pakistani-led tribal force began an orgy
of violence and looting. The locals under Magbool Sherwani
offered resistance, but it was futile. For two days the prosperous
town was ravaged. Women were raped, houses plundered and
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burnt, many young girls carried away into captivity to the tribal
areas of Pakistan. No one was spared, neither Hindus and
Sikhs, nor for that matter the Muslims. Colonel Tom Dykes of
the Sikh Regimental Centre, Nowshera was killed with his wife
and daughter, and the mission hospital razed to the ground,
with its staff and patients killed, after the nurses had been
raped. The same fate befell the Mother Superior and her Sisters
of Mercy in the nearby Convent of St Joseph. A New York Times
report of November 10 estimated that just about a thousand
persons remained out of the population of 14,000. Many had
fled their homes, others had been killed or abducted.

Accession

With the raiders just hours away, Maharaja Hari Singh
caved in. On October 25, after the Defence Committee meeting,
V.P. Menon, Secretary to the States Ministry, had flown into
Srinagar with his brief, which as we have noted, was not
focused at seeking the State’s accession. He had met the Prime
Minister Mehr Chand Mahajan and the Maharaja who apprised
him of the grave developments in the State. Menon does not
say so specifically, but the impression from his account is that
the Maharaja was now willing to accede to India. The Mabharaja
left that evening by road for Jammu, his winter capital, and in
the early hours of the next day, October 26, Menon returned to
Delhi and reported back to the Defence Committee of the
Cabinet.[ Menon, Integration, 398].

The minutes of the October 26 DCC meeting indicate
that the key emphasis of Menon's talks with both Prime
Minister Mahajan and the Maharaja was that Sheikh Abdullah’s
cooperation needed to be obtained. His suggestion to Mahajan
was that “Kashmir should immediately accede to India; and
that an Interim Government should then be formed” under
Sheikh Abdullah.[Jha, 2003, Appendix V, pp. 207-8.].

At the October 26 meeting again presided over by Lord
Mountabatten, a decision was taken to assist Jammu & Kashmir
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and send the first battalion of the Sikh regiment to the Valley.
There was general agreement, given the alarming report that
Menon had brought back from Srinagar, that providing
assistance was of the highest importance and the issue of
accession was now secondary. It was decided to prepare a Letter
of Accession, along with a letter from the Government of India
making it clear that “the will of the people of Kashmir on the
question of accession would be ascertained when conditions
allowed this”. Menon was asked to take this to Jammu and
discuss it with the Maharaja and also directed to take up with
him “the question of the formation, simultaneously with the
signing of the Instrument of Accession, of an Interim
Government under Sheikh Abdullah.”

According to Menon he did precisely this. In Jammu,
he informed the Maharaja of the DCC’s decisions and found
that the former “was ready to accede at once.” He signed the
Instrument of Accession and in a covering letter to Mountbatten
formally requested military help and stated his intention of
setting up an interim government and associate the Sheikh with
it.[Menon, Integration, 399-400].

The tone of the debate on accession and the fact that the
Government of India was still deliberating on the issue rather
than pressing for it and, indeed, even insisting on making this
conditional on the will of the people and popular participation,
effectively punctures the Pakistani claim that accession was
obtained by “force and fraud.” If there was any force and fraud,
it was the fateful decision of the Pakistani leadership to send in
tribal invaders that forcibly propelled the State to accede to India.

While it is clear that by October the 26 morning that J&K
would accede to India, there has been some controversy over
when the Instrument of Accession was actually signed. Indeed,
Jha has convincingly argued that the Maharaja had signed the
Instrument on the October 25 night, or early morning of the 26t,
in Srinagar, before leaving for Jammu. Since this is not mentioned
in the minutes of the October 26 meeting, it would appear that

Menon had conveyed this to Mountbatten and Patel, but this
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ept secret from Nehru since the latter was adamant
gﬁiﬁ:izelé For a popular govertxflmgnt; l}eadedS ;}(r) r}lkbclullah, to

i ting the State's acce .
asSumﬁtﬁfgzeoﬁle;ﬁeictﬁspMakglaraja wrote the letter from ]amu
on October 26 categorically stating that he would set up an h‘;tci:fl:;
government with Sheikh Abdulla}}, that the Ir}strumen was
formally accepted by the DCC which was spec1a11y coz(\)z(%
again on the evening of October 26. [Menon, Integration, ; -

The Instrument of Accession was written on a .o;mi

used by other princes and through it, Jammu & Klaslj;xfmlrrS ;e;l g
handed over the handling of its defence?, external a aib ,tten
communications to the Dominion of Inftha. Lord Mqun :1 thé
;accepted the Instrument formally. But in a letter written to

Maharaja, he noted that “it is my Government’s wish that as -

soon as law and order have been rgstored in Kashr’mr and 1i10er1;
soil cleared of the invader the questtl}c:n of thTeS”fate S access
nce to the people.
ShoulthEi: igﬁgni;fﬁz: beena matl’zer (I))f great controversy
since. Mountbatten need not have made the assurance, liufi }tlg
did so at the instance of Prime Minister Nehru wl}o wan te fo
make it clear that India’s obligation to Kashmlr.was t(iv o
people, not its ruler. Importantly, the Indian .commlltrg.enite 2
to “a reference to the people”, not necessarily a plebisc e or
referendum. The idea of a plebiscite, a concept thathwag hen
popular in post- War Europe, was latgr floated by c'c1 s 1?1 tec
Nations Security Council and gr}ldglngly accepte d}; have.
But when it became clear that Pakistan was deternl}r}e oI e
a plebiscite only under its own terms and Cond'ltlo?}s{ -nSULe
went back to its original offer xavh}ilc}’: :;r?s ﬁf flegeizrr‘z?}g)ee g asone
, and later argued that this ha

:ﬁr’g:g%et(;gl:lecﬁon ofa anstituent Assembly that eventually
wrote a Constitution of the Jammu & Kashmir State.

The Indian Response

At the crack of dawn on October 27, six civilian.Dako‘tkals1
with 15 fully equipped personnel each, from the first Si
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battalion, took off from the now defunct Safdarjang airport in
Delhi and headed for Srinagar. At the same time, three similar
aircraft of the Royal Indian Air Force took off from the Palam
airport, located at the outskirts of the city, but with two more
men per aircraft. After some 3 1 hours the lead aircraft with
battalion commander, Lt. Colonel Dewan Ranjit Rai touched
down in Srinagar and the other aircraft began landing soon after.
 After landing, the 150 or so troops formed up by 10 am
and immediately marched to reinforce the two platoon
(possibly some 50 men) strong force of the J&K Forces that
were positioned 5 kms east of Baramula, 35 miles away. By the
evening, another 19 flights had come in bringing in urgently
needed reinforcements to secure the airfield, and to patrol the
flanks of the main force moving towards Baramula.
The night of October 27 passed peacefully, and the next
morning, October 28, Col. Rai went forward with two more
companies to reinforce the positions. Soon thereafter the attack
began with the enemy soon realising that the Indian forces were
there in very small numbers. As they began to outflank his
positions, Rai ordered his forces to redeploy to newer positions,
closer to Srinagar. The withdrawal was carried out with great
skill in the darkness, but as the Colonel, who was supervising
it, was about to leave, he was hit on the head by a stray bullet
and died. For some reason the enemy did not press the attack
that night. By this time, the RIAF had also begun sorties to
strafe the raiders in the Baramula-Uri area disrupting their lines
of communications.
The thrust resumed on the morning of October 29, the
bulk of the Sikhs, assisted by a company of Punjabis and a
battery of artillery, took the brunt of the attack and were pushed
back to milestone 16, near Pattan, even closer to Srinagar. The
situation was critical, and a company of Sikhs that had been
given the task to protect the airport was rushed as
reinforcements and 1 Kumaon (Paratroops) who had been
flown in took over their duty. Even now, October 29, the Indian
contingent totaled just 941. A machine gun platoon of 3/15
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Punjab were also thrown in and after some desperate flgh;t)mlg
the raiders were thrown back. Later two Tempests from.A.m ala
strafed a concentration of raiders near Patt..am', and thl; Wag .
followed up by another attack by the two Spitfires now a:e
in Srinagar. With the invaders pressing on,.the sﬂua:i ion
remained critical for another day but then t}}e tide turn‘e -
The Sikhs ensured that the raiders dlc} not break their
blockade at Pattan. Meanwhile, the Kumaon%s had bloc1'<ed g
flank attack through Badgam led by Khurshid An.wa-r aime
at taking the airport. But worried about gther 1nf11trat1c}>ln
attempts, the Sikhs were pulled back to milestone 4 on :;1 e
Baramula road. A large force of raiders followed them and a

battle developed on the night of November 6.

Aerial reconnaissance showed that the bulk gf the
raiders were concentrated between Shalteng an‘d Zaml;t;t,
villages o the west of the Sikh positions. Brigadier .L.P.fr n
worked on a plan to immediately attack this concentration (l)m
its flank. Two, from a troop of armoured cars of 7 Light Cava Iy,
had been sent on a patrol along with a platoon of mfaﬁtr};
towards Bandipora, on the shore of Wular Lake, nol:tdi)
Srinagar on November 5. Novf;', byt;adlo they were asked to

it the lashkar from the rear.
1o0p bi?:ozﬁlr?dhrlloon, on November 7 the tribal group was
attacked from three sides and by nightfall, it was dec1mateéi.
Retreating tribesmen were strafed from. the air and hundge s
fell to Indian bullets. By 8 pm that night Pattan had been
reoccupied and on the morning of Novembex: 8, Baramt;(la was
recaptured without any opposition and Url. was reta \efnuon
November 13, with the Mahura pow;rhouse intact. The Valley
ared of the invaders.

PTOPGI'KI? ('cih‘k;;.e etrilnif as we pointed out earlier, the entire top
echelon of the Pakistan government was in Lahore, probably
awaiting the fall of Srinagar to the trlbé'll lashka1:. Somedsa%c
their aim was to effect a triumphal entry into the city on1 -ul-
Zuha which fell on October 25. On hearm.g of the accessmg
and the Indian intervention on October 27 Jinnah had ordere
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his Commander-in-Chief, General Douglas Gracey, to launch
the two brigades of the Pakistan army that had been
conveniently positioned at Abbotabad and Sialkot against the
Valley and Jammu respectively. Gracey had refused on the plea
that he had no instructions from the Supreme Commander Sir
Claude Auchinleck.

The next day, October 28, Sir Claude flew to Lahore to

meet Jinnah to inform him that Kashmir was now part of the
Indian Union and if the Pakistan Army was ordered in, all
British officers would be withdrawn from its service. In a sense,
Mountbatten’s insistence that the Instrument of Accession be
signed before Indian troops could be sent, proved to be a crucial
element in the attitude of the Supreme Command. In any case
Britain had, even earlier decided, that under no circumstances
would it permit its personnel in the Indian and Pakistani forces
to fight each other.
On the evening of October 27, Prime Minister Liaquat
Ali Khan had held a meeting to consider other measures to
consolidate the gains made by its irregular forces in the State.
The meeting was attended by Iskander Mirza, the Defence
Secretary, the other Kashmir conspirators —Khan Abdul
Qayuum Khan, the Nawab of Mamdot, Brigadiers Sher Khan
and Akbar Khan. By his own account, Gen. Akbar Khan had
been out of the loop with regard to the Hyat- Anwar invasion
plan that was finally adopted by Prime Minister Liaquat Ali
Khan, except, apparently, for providing the rifles and
ammunition to Sardar Shaukat Hyat, who was the overal] in-
charge of the operation.

Now, the militarily savvy Akbar proposed an immediate
attack by a lashkar towards Jammu to block Indian
reinforcements, but this was not accepted. However, his proposal
for the creation of a Kashmir Liberation Committee was accepted
and he was made its military member, along with Sardar Ibrahim
Khan, Khwaja Abdur Rahim, the Rawalpindi Commissioner, and
aMajor Yusuf of the political department dealing with the tribals,
Justice Din Mohammed was made chairman of the Committee,
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and Akbar Khan was also appointed Military Adviser to the
i inister. [Khan:32-5]. o
prime l}[dhn;lf;eeret[ing ended at 2 am on October 28 and its maklln
hrust was now to push in more tribesmen to press hom?dt e
;ttack against Srinagar before the Indians had mrll)e to c&psolellfaits
told now to base hims
their hold. Khan had also been : to base himselt 7
indi Kashmir operations. 9
Rawalpindi and handle the . ctober 2
i the Kohala bridge and early
Khan crossed into the State from ndeary I
i i October 30, he reached the ,
the morning the following day, : hed the fons
i j i Srinagar, to survey the s
which was just four miles fran ' vey the stuation,
Somewhere in the fighting to recap ‘
Baramuﬁa Anwar was seriously Wounﬁed alll‘ld theolg?}lllz Sig;sl
’ i t the collapse
forces had retreated to Uri. To preven f the triba
i ' dered Akbar Khan to take charge.
army, Liaquat Ali Khan or el Gy, Nawh
The informal high-command - an. m, Nawas
hah arrived at Khan’s hous
of Mamdot and Col AS.B. S house
indi i PM wanted the fighting
lpindi to tell him that the T - .
fc?r‘ll\triiged at all costs, without, howe]ver, openly involving
i i government.” [Khan: 45]. -
the Paklzslt:?\l’;g otenure as the commander of the Kashm(l)lt'
operations was not particularly h;ppy since hie f«i;ta};li :;a:v zre
i t and that persona
getting adequate support o5, he roquuested
ing i hip. In February ’ ]
creeping into the leaders : o bt of his ob and
ime Minister Liaquat Ali Khan to relieve hi .
fﬁ'll? vevas done, with Brigadier Sher Khan being appointed to

take up his duties.

Three Way Tango

Given their recent relationship Yvith Britain an;:l tI}:llg
continuing importance of British mllltz}ry Ptel]‘;slor:ﬂst Soth
i i ies, it was perhaps inevitable that bot
equipment in both armies, i :
Ir?dig and Pakistan sought to gallon t;6e ;rl;}}:gf;;n(t)i zl;le)iz
ilei i On October 26,
erstwhile imperial masters. : Lsent acable
iti i ini t Attlee informing him
British Prime Minister Clement At for
;O" grave situation” had developed in Kashmir where large
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numbers of frontier tribesmen, occupied several towns and
massacred non-Muslims. India had received an urgent appeal
for assistance and was favourably disposed to consider the
request. But, Nehru assured this aid was “not designed in

any way to influence the State to accede to India.” The Indian
view was that:

the question of accession in any disputed territory or State must
be decided in accordance with the wishes of the people. ... It is
quite clear, however, that no free expression of the will of the
people of Kashmir is possible if external aggression succeeds in
imperilling integrity of territory, [Lakhanpal: 64-5].

Attlee’s reply of October 27 showed little concern for
Kashmir and instead sought to talk Nehru out of armed
intervention in the State. Even though the raiders— who had
just sacked Baramula and killed, among others, British
nationals — were just about an hour’s drive from Srinagar, Attlee
suggested that the Prime Ministers of India and Pakistan meet
Maharaja Hari Singh to settle the problem. Through another
cable, Attlee appealed to Liaquat to block the raiders. Both India
and Pakistan were told that as of the date, October 27, he had
“received no confirmed reports of the scale and importance of
any incursions there may have been.” [Lakhanpal: 65-6].
The following day, October 28, Nehru sent a copy of the
cable he had sent Attlee to Liaquat. He stated that “
the Government of India has taken has been forced upon them
by circumstances and imminent and grave danger to Srinagar”
and reiterated that Indian policy was that “this (accession) is
subject to reference to the people of the State and their
decision.” Nehru noted that since these raiders came across
Pakistan, it should be easy to stop them and that protecting
Kashmir was the first objective and in this, India expected
Pakistani cooperation. [Lakhanpal: 66].
Pakistan played the game skilfully, if only because the
bureaucracy of the Commonwealth Relations Office, which
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dealt with India-Pakistan issues in Whit.ehall was heg)iﬁgti
le;n In a note to Attlee on October 29, Llaque}t alle%)e . ::he
Zrarﬁé was being played out by %I\Iew Delhi to ;) tZ:I}, the
accession of the State to India by . fre}ud a?% \Crt(()) ;3; ‘.Nhen
iled the events from the begmmr}g o y
rf)trﬁlll(faints began to come from Kashmir about thle lc.)lockggce1
(C)f sgpplies. This, he claimed were a result of ‘distur
itions” in Pakistan. -
Condltlf[)ﬂz Il’zllkiztam Prime Minister claimed that his Co(llutl}tlr};
had faced raids originating in the‘]&Ith:icee ;1;31 gl’:;ielndi ;n
hmir Prime Minister’s warning tha !
g;:!ils(tz;ce was nothing but a means “to suppress Musllnps ‘:g
enable Kashmir to accede to India by1 3 ;oug d etat.h 0};1te ;f ?11;12 <
i “ t could be done, s
that Pakistan had done “all tha . ort of vt o
i iolently disturbed the Fron
troops which would have viol ; e e L foquat
ibal movement. “In these circum: , .
e vthe. f Pakistan cannot recognise
d, “the Government ot Faki . :
gcecce}sasriin of Kashmir to the Indian Union a]\c}ueved asithasbeen
iolence.” [Lakhanpal: 67-8]. . ]
o fraulcila}fl}g r‘;;)ly to Nehru, Liaquat drew a different and ;).ne
sided chronology. According to him, Si}l:h ;}tti;ksvg:s ?;I?:;ls nl:;i
i j i feelings in the North-
in East Punjab had inflamed S StProntier
i i ficulty that the tribals
t was only with the greatest dif hat 1l
;g(cil 1‘been restz"ained. But later when Muslims in Pc;mchsaa\i
Jammu were allegedly massacred by theb]&1f< Stat:ntz:icgg,the
i i t tribes trom
became wholly impossible to preven cnterng Lo
i i ho would have created a s1
State without using troops w S
i i 11 have gone out of co
on the Frontier that might we ; ! of contrd -
i i Your action of sending
t eratuitously, Liaquat added, : :
fr%l(r)l;:vt}cl)aKihmir on zhe pretext of accession has made things
infinitely worse.” [Lakhanpal: 68-9]. . B
mﬁmteh?;;vically, or perhaps not so, this was the posmolxll t}l::’sc
the British government was taking behind the scenes. ] ; has
referred to an exchange of telegrams betvi'%erller e
Mountbatten’s aide Lord Ismay and Phth No.e - }? B,iﬁSh
Secretary of State for Commonwealth Relations in the Br
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g?ft‘)inet and political head of the Commonwealth Relations
o Eze(;;‘agOvsff}?Je}' 331’111“ a private telegram, Ismay described
1th jmnah and Liaquat, and called
to get Attlee to administer a strong it e b
8¢ ong jolt to Liaquat, “the Pri
Minister of what I am convi is, i watter, the pedley
; ‘ inced is, in this matter, th i
lsé;t;:tsl-}{le ;al((ii the(lit through conversations with Jinnah ’ ax?dg(;lti*llg
» 1€ had no doubts that Pakistan controlled the raj i
had. e raid
of conu;mucahons ,and could interdict them at will, [Jha 20(9)1; gl;}s
bhunt Tho%—l}z.iker § response to Ismay on the same day' was.
-~ h.andeinrﬁllzh h%zvlermgent did not believe that Pakistan had
1bal raid, and while the Indian i i
may have prevented the pillagi i “the Todion
pillaging of Srinagar, “the Indj
government made a dangerous and ive mistake in ogr
over ‘ provocative mistake i
Zselrrvl\ii 1;; 3clf1e§tmlgi32;en provisionally, the accession of Kzz?uc;:g
. . oel-Baker’s view, India erred in not keeping Ij
mform;i about yvhat they were about to do. Uha,ZO}())B:Ig?)J(l)Ij;]ah
formal ese points were later elaborated by Noel-Baker in.a
malnote to be sent to New Delhi, but Attlee did notapprove
. portion blame at this st
g;ﬁzil;e; sent hlt out to the British High Commissi:I‘?:I:ssi(r);
ia arachi in early November 1947
prOVIdIXng the government’s perspective! s abackgrounder
ccording to Dasgupta, the me i |
o Das , emo brings out
:ﬁ;nkn.\g of the CRQ in this critical period. Besidef re;)l;at;lll1 S
e f}?ailel:::er}lidﬁ earhelr dtohIsmay, it clearly spelt out the Britis}gl
, : wou ave been natural for Kashmi
eventually have acceded to Paki 1 torms.
tan on a d "
[Dasgupta: 60]. In other i o i the 763
+ 60]. In ¢ words, the fault lay in th
Ec(;\;:lsmg;ecrilst.s lrlablhty to negotiate with the P};kistanfs Ja&rtllé
India 15101 10 accept accession. The tribal invasi
in this logic, merely a consequence of these failings. Ton was

Treachery in Gilgit

Even as Pakistan and Britain were accusing India of

underhand actions in J&K, they were collaborating with each
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other to buttress their geo-strategic goals of controlling the area
proximate to Russia and China. On the eve of Partition, Britain
had ended it's Gilgit lease and the territory had reverted to
J&K State. A new governor, Brigadier Ghansar Singh had flown
to take charge of the administration on August 1, 1947.

But, he did not reckon with the conspiracy that was afoot
between two British officers of the Scouts, Major W.A. Brown
and Captain A.S. Mathieson along with the Subedar-Major
Babar Khan, a relative of the Mir of Hunza, who was a strong
supporter of Pakistan. The 6 J&K Light Infantry was the nearest
unit of the J&K forces, who were garrisoned in Bunji, 50 kms
away. The battalion was split between Poonchi Muslims and
Sikhs and the Muslim elements were ready to revolt.

On October 31 night, a company of Gilgit Scouts led by
Brown and Babar Khan tried to capture the governor while he
was asleep. But he got up and engaged the intruders. In the
morning, Brown asked Brigadier Singh to surrender, claiming
that non-Muslims in Gilgit would otherwise be massacred. The
Brigadier did so and was placed under arrest and while the
Muslims in the 6 J&K LI joined the conspirators, its Sikhs were
killed or captured. A Provisional Government under Major
Brown and a number of other Poonchi Muslim officers was
formed and the Pakistani flag hoisted. None of the local Mirs
or Rajas were part of this government.

From this base, Pakistan was able to launch attacks on
Skardu, Dras, Kargil and Leh. The garrison in Skardu held out
through a heroic siege of nine months, and finally capitulated
on August 14, 1948 when the commander, Lieutenant Colonel
Sher Jung Thapa was left with just four officers, one Junior
Commissioned Officer and 35 jawans. But the garrison in Leh
managed to hold out till ceasefire came.

Pakistan did not question this coup-de-etat, nor did they
make even a token suggestion about the need to determine the
will of the people of this vast region, neither did they bother
with the fiction of an “ Azad” type government. Two weeks after
Brown’s coup, a nominee of the Pakistan government, Sardar
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Mohamed Alam was appointed Political Agent and he took
possession of ’Fhe territory. Since then Pakistan has ruled the area
directly from its capital, first Karachi and now Islamabad.

The Deepening Rift

. On October 30, in a cable to the British Prime Minister
Llaguat had repeated the point that the frontier tribesmen Were,
up in arms because of India’s intervention in Kashmir and an
effort to stop them could involve “us in a major Frontier war}’,
He repeated the view that the tribal raid was a consequence <;f
the at.tack on Poonch Muslims and the massacre of the Jammu
Muslims by State troops, adding “The killing of Muslims in
]amu and raids by State troops into Pakistan continue....”
Coming as it did, a week after the State Forces there had b.e.r;e.n
corppletely overwhelmed, it bore the hallmark of the deception
being played out by the highest echelons of the Pakistani
government. [Lakhanpal: 69-70].

' N ?hru responded by a lengthy telegram on October 31
U‘nhke Liaquat who appeared sensitive only to the Muslims.
killed, Nehru unreservedly condemned the cycle of violence
th.at had led to the murder and displacement of thousands of
Hl.ndll.ls, Sikhs and Muslims in East and West Punjab. But, he
said, “Ifind it impossible to accept either your version of catises
and courses of attack on Kashmir or baseless suggestion that
we have sent troops ‘on pretext of [the] accession’.” He told
lljlaquat that far from raiding parts of Pakistan from Jammu

today a considerable part of Jammu Province has beer;
occupled by raiders from West Punjab.” In his view, the October
2% tribal raid was linked to the Jammu operation. He also told
Liaquat that the Indian government was aware of two
concen.trations of Pakistani forces in Kohala and Jammu border
preparing to move in— these were the brigades that Jinnah
had Wa;ltid Gracey to send into the State.

ehru emphatically rejected Liaquat’s ¢ i

India had obtained Kashmir]’s accessign by f;)anlfcell.ltli;): st:fc:
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that India considered the Kashmiri request for accession for
two days and then accepted only when it became clear that
there was possibility of large-scale massacre in the Valley.
India had accepted accession at the Maharaja’s request as well
as that of “the most numerously representative popular
organisation in the State which is predominantly Muslim
(National Conference).” He added that had there been a
conspiracy to affect accession, “we would not have waited
till large areas of Kashmir and parts of Jammu Province had
been given to fire and sword and Srinagar itself was in peril
of capture by the raiders....”

Nehru told Liaquat pointedly, “IThave no doubt that you
realise that the raiders from the Frontier Province, or along the
Murree road, come from Pakistan territory and it is the easiest
thing in the world to stop them at the two bridges which connect
Pakistan territory to Kashmir.” That they were not stopped was
an indication of the Pakistani role in the affair, Nehru noted,
adding “We are credibly informed that regular officers of the
Pakistan army are advising the raiders.” In conclusion, he once
again appealed to Liaquat to interdict the raiders in their passage
across Pakistani territory. Finally, Nehru assured Liaquat, that
once peace and order had been restored, Indian forces would
withdraw and allow the people of the State to determine their
future. This, he said was a pledge not just to the Pakistan
government, “but to the people of Kashmir and to the world.”

Two days later in a radio broadcast on November 2,
Nehru reiterated the Indian pledge which he said was not just
to the people of the State “but the whole world,” adding that
India was even prepared “when peace and law and order have
been established to have a referendum under international

auspices like the United Nations.” [Lakhanpal: 70-2].

On October 29, a meeting of the Joint Defence Council
had been scheduled to be held in Lahore. Nehru begged off from
attending it, pleading illness. The Indian Governor-General
invited his counterpart Jinnah to come to Delhi, but the Quaid
claimed he was busy, so Mountbatten went to Lahore on
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November 1 for the meeting. He had obviously come well
prepared and the first thing he did was to give Jinnah the
statement of the three British chiefs of the Indian armed forces
stating that no planning for Kashmir had been undertaken before
October 25. He rejected Jinnah's claim about the accession resting
on ‘fraud’ and ‘violence’, pointing out that the Maharaja was
fully entitled to make the decision and that the violence had
been from the Pakistani side. He handed Jinnah a formula to
resolve all the India-Pakistan issues relating to accession of States
whose ruler was not of the community to which the majority of
the population belonged. These he said, would be decided by
an “impartial reference to the will of the people.” Jinnah rejected
this scheme and argued that the States should accede as per their
communal majority [Dasgupta: 72-3].

In answer to Jinnah’s belief that an impartial plebiscite,
as promised by India could not be held because of the allegedly
biased Kashmir administration, Mountbatten su ggested that
it be carried out under UN auspices. Jinnah balked at even this
and suggested that the two Governors-General be given plenary
powers to resolve the matter. [Lakhanpal : 78]. This was indeed
amajor shift from the Quaid’s position of just a couple of months
earlier insisting that the Princely States had the unfettered right
to accede to whichever Dominion they chose.

Jinnah’s three-point proposal for settlement as outlined
in a cable to Attlee on November 4, 1947 was:

* Both sides would give forty-eight hours notice “to
the two opposing forces to ceasefire.” The Governor-
General of Pakistan, viz. Jinnah himself “had no
control over the Provisional government of Kashmir
or tribesmen engaged in fighting, but he will warn
them in clearest terms if they do not obey order to
cease fire immediately the forces of both Dominions
will make war on them.

* Both the tribesmen and the Indian forces were “to
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withdraw simultaneously and with utmost
expedition” from J&K.

¢ The two Dominion governments, namely India and
Pakistan would empower the two Governo%'s-.Genefral
to restore peace and “undertake the admmlstr:dtlf)n
of Jammu & Kashmir State and arrange for plebiscite
without delay under their joint control and
supervision.” [Lakhanpal : 73-4].

Besides the somewhat ingenuous claim t}}at Pakistan
had no control over the tribesmen, the thl.'ust of his proposals
was clear: The Maharaja and the Kashmir government were
to be set aside and Pakistan given a role as an equal in the
affairs of the State. The fact of the legal accession of the State
to India was to be ignored, as indeed the UN. On‘ the oth'er
hand, the two Governors-General, were to assume special
powers, and the Government of India headec.l by. Nehru
bypassed. This is all the more remarkabh‘e considering th}?t
Pakistan still maintained that it was neither party to t 3
dispute, and nor involved ;1‘21 any way in what had happene
i ince October 22. .
fn the ierilte:)’:sperated Prime Minister Nehru said in his
counter-proposals to Jinnah on November 8 :

The raiders are either under your control or they are not. If
they are under your control, you shou.ld withdraw them'and,
in any event, stop them from coming through Pakistan
territory into Kashmir. If they are not under your control,
and you can do nothing to stop them, then, surely, we are
entitled to deal with them as we think best.

Nehru's proposal was that Pakistan should publicly dc;
its best to get the raiders to withdraw, and the Gpvernment o
India would reiterate its commitment to pull out its forces once
the raiders had gone, and law and order restored. Thereafter,
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“India and Pakistan should make a joint réquest to UNO to
undertake a plebiscite in Kashmir at the earliest possible date.”
This, as is evident today, was a remarkably fair and
straightforward offer. The problem for Pakistan — and the British
hardliners like Noel-Baker — was that they could not afford to
allow a genuine plebiscite to take place since it would, in all
likelihood, have gone in favour of India.[Lakhanpal : 77-78].
The Pakistani tactic was clear. To each accusation of
complicity of its forces with the raiders, it responded with a
countercharge that Indian forces were involved in atrocities
against Muslims in Jammu and East Punjab. At no point is.there
evena hint in the response of Pakistani leaders that the atrocities
following partition were committed by both sides, viz. Hindus
and Sikhs against the Muslims and vice-versa. On the other
track, Pakistan called for a settlement under the aegis of the
UN, because only in this way could it bypass the fact that
Kashmir had acceded to India legally.
Indian leaders like Nehru and Gandhi repeatedly
expressed their anguish at the cycle of violence that had
resulted in the loss of so many lives. Nehru's open approach is
apparent when on November 21, in a telegram to Liaquat, he
readily acknowledged that after investigations it had been
determined “that two convoys of Muslims had been brutally
attacked in Jammu (in early November). We took immediate
steps to prevent [further] evacuation of Muslims from Jammu
and to protect them there....” He said that this incident had
taken place in the immediate aftermath of accession and that
another convoy that had set off was protected and when it was
attacked, the security forces fired at the attackers killing 153 of
them, wounding a hundred and capturing 500.
~ He once again pointed out that in the Poonch area, the
garrisons of State Forces were besieged, and it was “difficult
to understand, therefore, how the local Muslim population in
the area could be victimised by non-Muslims.”
' In the same telegram, Nehru took up the issue of
Liaquat’s call for UN intervention. He pointed out that the UN
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did not have forces to put a stop to the fighting. “This could
only be done by an organised military force and is being done
by our troops.” On the point that the UN set up an impartial
administration in the State, Nehru felt realistically that there
was not much the UN could do till peace returned. As for the
plebiscite, he said that India had repeatedly said that as soon
as the raiders had been withdrawn and peace restored, Kashmir
would decide on the subject of accession through plebiscite
“or referendum under international auspices such as those of
the United Nations.” But no such activity could take place as
long as there “were large bodies of raiders” in the
State.[Lakhanpal : 81-3].
~ With the success of the Indian forces in clearing the
Valley of the raiders, the Pakistani tone became increasingly
truculent. Liaquat’s response to Nehru was a long telegram
to Attlee, copied to Nehru, insisting on UN action. He
complained that Attlee was focusing only on the plebiscite
and ignoring the issue of the prerequisites for the “free and
fair exercise of the will of the people.” He wanted the
withdrawal of all outside forces, Indian or tribesmen, as well
as “Armed Sikhs and Rashtriya Sewa Sangh (sic)” and the
establishment of an impartial administration. He charged that
Nehru’s promise of plebiscite was to mislead the world, but
the issue was not plebiscite, but how it was to be conducted.
He attacked Abdullah’s administration and said that the
Sheikh was a “paid agent” of the Congress and a Quisling.
[Lakhanpal: 84-6].
Nehru's response, too, became tougher. He went to
Lahore on December 8 for the Joint Defence Council Meeting
and listed the Indian complaint and observed that India had

- proof of Pakistani complicity in the tribal invasion. At this

stage, the Pakistani position was to maintain a distance from
the event and the Pakistanis responded that the tribals had
their own sources of obtaining weapons and Pakistan could
not stop them without going to war with them. Both countries
appeared to agree on a plebiscite, but both wanted the other
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!

;gs?stt fc;rtslt Pak.istan wanted India to withdraw, while India
o raei y at ;hls cou%d on'ly happen after Pakistan called off
oo o S:;s;. ?tehPaklstam proposal would, of course, have
e at the ised
Kathtnds oo mercy of the by now well-organised Azad
Nehru's formal res i ¢ i

' ponse to Liaquat’s earlier telegram

:vv:z se’lnlt' to Liaquat on December 12. He said that while Igridia
wa ;:Vlt 1111g to have UN observers “advise us on the plebiscite,
ot clear in what other capacity the United Nations help

can be sought.” H . )
with since:g e asked Liaquat as to who India was to deal

zt‘lliccording to your own declaration to us Yyou are not party fo
e present struggle in Kashmir. We cannot treat with
wrregular invaders as a State. [Lakhanpal: 86-7]

that ”ThTil;iommem Strl.ICk hpme and Liaquat’s response was
and tics of urll.ty-of Pakistan is bound up with that of Kashmir,
ey 0 r; igion, cultural affinity and economic inter-
deflarednce ind th'e two together still closer.” Pakistan, he
Conditiorl:xés only interested in “peaceful and honourable
accede to Hln Wl.uch.p eople could decide who they wanted to
which th' dc.e maintained that these were the circumstances in
any legalliiislslft‘;):ie ought to be approached, rather than “by
or how the l?NO czgsbisl?r(z):;liﬁls,tfn is a party to the dispute

In the space of six months, then, the Pakistani position

. had changed from one where it backed the unfettered right of

:21ei ;1(:31; toedec1dg on accessior_l, to one where national security,
ity b ep; arsuastllon, econonuc.interdependence and cultural
to Akbar K ;ﬂe t 1ikey dgtermmants. By this time, according
enhamood H ﬂn,f the Paklstar} Army involvement had been
hold with. t he rEI!) elrj toa meghng of December 4, 1947 that was
Circutt Hooe ee ah istani Prlm,e Minister at the Rawalpindi
the Paki , W ere for form’s sake the then British chief of

stan army Sir Frank Messervy was in an adjacent room.
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He now told Khan he would get a million rounds of
ammunition and also allowed him to take 12 more volun.eer
officers from the Army.[Khan: 76].

Nehru's last direct appeal to Pakistan came in the form
of a letter to Liaquat, handed over personally by Nehru when
the former came to New Delhi on December 22, 1947 to attend
a meeting of the Joint Defence Council. The letter spelt out the
Government of India’s principal demand that Pakistan deny
“a1l access to and use of” Pakistani territory for the raiders’
operations in Kashmir. It bluntly charged Pakistan with aiding
the invaders noting that some had transited through Pakistan
and others were Pakistani nationals, and both were using bases

in Pakistan to launch attacks on J&K.
Much of the military equipment had been obtained from

Pakistani sources -- “mortars, artillery and Mark V mines are
not norznally the kind of armaments which tribesmen or civilians
possess.” Pakistan had provided food and fuel to these invaders
and many of them were being trained in Pakistan by Pakistani
officers and other nationals. The Government of India therefore
demanded that Pakistan deny to the raiders:

e All access to, and use of, Pakistan territory for
operations against Kashmir State;

e All military and other supplies;

« All other kinds of aid that might tend to prolong the
present struggle.

If Pakistan did not respond, Nehru declared, India
would be free to take any action “with regard to their rights
and obligations as a member of the United Nations.”

Liaquat’s response of December 31 took up not just
Kashmir, but all of partition. He charged India with master-
minding the massacres and of wanting to destroy Pakistan. As
for Kashmir, Liaquat declared, the Pakistan Government had
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not accepted “and cannot accept the so-called accession of
Jammu & Kashmir State to India.” |

Inits view, this had been obtained by violence and fraud
ar.ld against the will of the people. The responsibility for the
wolepce lay with the Maharaja’s government which had be gun
a policy of repression of the Muslims aided by Sikhs and the
RSS a}nd this had “aroused strong feelings” in Pakistan and
Muslims living in contiguous areas. “Some of these people went
across to assist their kinsmen in their struggle for freedom.”
All‘ this was part of a pre-planned plot to get the Indian army
to intervene. This led to the frontier tribesmen “a terociously
freedom-loving people” to take up arms “in support of their
Kashmiri co-religionists.”

o By now Liaquat had turned the whole sequence of the
?nbal invasion on its head by virtually claiming that the Indian
intervention had led to the tribal invasion, not the other way
.around. But he did not deny that Pakistani nationals were
involved. Though he did clearly imply that Pakistan would
rake up all other matters pertaining to partition if India took
the issue of Kashmir to the UN.

On January 1, 1948, India put in a complaint to the UN
under the non-binding Article 35, Chapter VI of the new world
body’s Charter. It drew the attention of the UN the situation in
J&K which was endangering international peace and security.
New Delhi wanted the UN Security Council to order Pakistan
to end this aggression, failing which India could find itself
compelled to enter Pakistan to prevent the raiders from
launching fresh attacks. |

Was Accession Legal?

The June 3 declaration and the Indian Independence Act
of 1947 had not made much reference to the issue of accession
of the Princely States, but it was specified that the Government
of India Act of 1935 would serve as the interim constitution for
both the new Dominions with necessary modifications. Section
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6 of that Act had stipulated that, “ An Indian State will have
deemed to have acceded to the Dominion if the Governor

General has signified his acceptance of an Instrument of -

Accession executed by its Ruler thereof whereby the Ruler on
behalf of the State (a) declares that he accedes to the Dominion
with the intent that....”

As we have shown earlier, the partition of India, the
creation of two Dominions were part of a package, given
authority and legitimacy, by an act of British Parliament.
Barring Sylhet and the North-West Frontier Province, the British
did not make any provision for the “will of the people” or any
form of “self-determination” for their Indian subjects, especially
of those provinces like Bengal and Punjab which were divided
by the British jurist Sir Cyril Radcliffe. Even in those two areas,
the voting was on a narrow property based franchise that
obtainer across India at the time.

The Princely States did not have any international
standing and were subject to the British decision that they
accede to one or the other Dominion. Those who had indicated
a preference for independence were told in no uncertain terms
that that was not an option. More important, the right to decide
on accession was seen as a free and unfettered right of the ruler
of the State. However wrong this would appear today, it was
the reality of the times, and one accepted by both sides, at least
till Partition.

Seen in this light, the accession of Jammu & Kashmir to
India, made on a set format, used by hundreds of other States
that acceded to India or Pakistan, was unconditional, voluntary
and absolute. It was not subject to any exceptions. In this case,
it bound the State of Jammu & Kashmir and India together
legally and constitutionally. Second, Clause 5 of the Instrument
of Accession itself made it clear that this could not be varied
by any amendment of the Act “unless such an amendment is

accepted by me [the ruler signing it] by Instrument
supplementary to this Instrument.” This clause is important
because, from the juridical point of view, at least, the Kashmir
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ruler was not bound by the Government of India’s “wish” that
the matter be settled by reference to the people.” As Mehr
Chand Mahajan, Prime Minister of Jammu & Kashmir and later
Chief Justice of the Indian Supreme Court wrote, the “finality
which is statutory cannot be made contingent on conditions
imposed outside the powers of the statute, Any rider that
militates against the finality is clearly ultra vires and has to be
rejected.”

Referring to Mountbatten’s rider, former Chief Justice
of India, A.S. Anand answered those who believed that the
stipulation rendered the accession conditional and that the
question of the State’s accession was yet to be settled by a
reference to the people of the state:

That, however, is not so. The “wish” was, at the most, a pious
hope. 1t did not render the accession conditional. The only
documents relevant to the accession were the Instrument of
Accession and the Indian Independence Act, and both the
constitutional documents did not con template any conditions
and, therefore, there was no question of the accession being
conditional] The Tribune (Chandigarh) February 22, 2005].

Lars Blinkenberg, the Danish scholar has pointed out
that “almost all non-Pakistani writers have come to the
conclusion that the accession of Kashmir was legally complete
when the Governor General signed the Instrument of Accession
on October, 27, 1947.” Here he also cites a German work of
international law specialist, Rudolf Geiger who has studied
the issue in some detail.

He has rejected the Pakistani claim that it was brought
by “fraud and violence” as well. He has also rejected the
contention that the Maharaja had lost control of his dominion
and therefore could not sign the Instrument. He notes: “Even
if we assume that the whole of Poonch Jagir had come under
the revolutionaries’ influence by October 27 this would have
meant only an area (perhaps one-tenth of the State) with a
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an 4 million of
“the Maharaja
on the date of

population of 420,000, as compared to .more th
the whole State.” As Geiger's study points out,
was still the only legal authloIrig; ]of the State
i e.” [Blinkenberg, vol I: 82]. .

Slgnatu\/r\ihat[ we have seegn is that the ambiguity, or even ar (1)1(3121;15,
in the British partition plansled toa nurr'xber of sem;l;sI Enon e
with some of the Princely States. But while the Pat:aa;lt i
had peacefully managed the bulk of them, 1mp011;eld b
Hyderabad, Junagadh and Jammu & Kashm%r  because they
the fate of the first two was almost pr‘ede’cermmzt e e
were completely surrounded by Indla{ ]amqu e th of
contiguous to both India and Palflstan. n e ot
September and October there was considerable ]QCDeg’ mlil e
sides to secure the accession of the State to their o I;atel
the Indian side, the game seems to have been play " ())fn o
and Menon, because of Nehru's insistence t.ha’chacgf S0 e
secondary to the issue of democratic choice In the State.

Pakistan, according to Zaheer:

Irrespective of the official stand of 'the C‘;OWIZ}ZSZJZ ;)Of
Pakistan — that it was ignorant of the invasion oamsensus
stop the tribesmen — the fact is that there w}izs a consen 'ab;'
based on moral conviction, umongt lt?;dfrish l;ﬂ;:ié o V(fest
and other political and governmen .
Pakistunisp at large, that Kashmir belongeddt(; PT;;;ZZ:ZL;
some kind of armed action was required 1o

accession|Zaheer: 99]

Yet there was a certain aml::lgultydto. ﬂ]l:; ;ngéil
conviction as evidenced by Pakistan's star; v(\)zxilth 5 }% ndL;
which, as we have pointed out, was a Sta eWith Pakistan
majority and with no contiguous terrlt;;y tho bulk of the;
Neither were Pakistani sentiments shared ! }; at, were quite
Kashmiris in the Valley who, even Zaheer Pomff 2 t};e vasion
peaceable even in October, and indeed even atter did not, of
Pakistan’s “consensus” or “moral conviction ’
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course, bind India, or fo

fram ’ I that matter, o

the eﬁ‘é"g; Izlfh?jt had bgen Created, for the pa;,t?triroule ftIh ¢ I egal

simplv b e day, Pakistan, or for that matt no ndia. At
imply pick and choo atter India, could not

. se the element e
plan that suited them, and ignore theso(:ezhtieirg.l;h partition
1d not.

As for the British, despj
A s plte the f .
to India followed the legal proCeduraezt :}tl:; a;;:gs:;loerllnof {&K
d selves

.So, t - . ;
off for New York to par 0,10 set things right, Noel-Baker set

proceedings, where he shr
and undermined India’s
Kashmir waters,

:;\ngly Manipulated the proceedings
and Successfully muddied the

The United Nations
A Flawed Approach

The United Nations had been created in 1945 as a
successor to the ill-fated League of Nations. The body, set up
by the victorious powers of the Second World War, tried to
remedy the flaws of the latter. Like the League, it was a body
based on the sovereign equality of its member nations who
were committed to resolve their disputes by peaceful means,
refrain from the threat or use of force. But unlike the League, it
contained a mechanism, namely the Security Council, whose
duty was to oversee the process of maintaining peace and
security. They were to, first, explore ways of resolving a dispute
peacefully, then suggesta settlement or propose mediation. In
the event of fighting, the Council’s aim was to secure a ceasefire,
if necessarily supervised by its’ peacekeepers. The Council
could also take action to enforce its’ decisions by imposing
sanctions or a ban on arms sales to specific countries. Finally,
under Chapter VII of the UN Charter, the Council had the right
to authorise ‘all necessary means’ including armed action to
implement its” decisions. The Council originally consisted of
11 members of which five, the original founders, the US, UK,
France, USSR and China were permanent. Later, in 1965, the
membership was increased to 15 to more effectively balance
the representation of the non-permanent members. On all
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substantial issues, including the Investigation of a dispute,
Imposing sanctions, the support of all five permanent members’
support was needed. A vetolby any of them would result in
the rejection of any such motion, even if the rest of the Council
supported it by a majority.

In 1947 the non-permanent members of the UN Securi
Council were Australia, Bel gium, Brazil, Colombia, Poland,
Syria in addition to the five permanent members. The following
year, Canada and Ukraine were elected in place of Brazil and
Poland. At the time, the Cold War had not quite begun, but it
was clear that in the early years of the UN, the key role was
played by the Western powers under whose inspiration the
world body had come up. The early problems that were
brought before the world body related to the war — Iran, Greece,
Corfu, Indonesia, and so on. What is also evident is that the
USSR did not take the new body seriously and recorded a series
of abstentions in 1946-48, including on those relating to Indjia,

Pakistan and Kashmir.

As the paramount power in South Asia, Britain had been
legally responsible for the defence of Jammu & Kashmir against
external and internal disorder till August 15, 1947. Yet when
Kashmir turned to it for help on the eve of the tribal invasion,
Britain turned its back on the State, We alluded in the previous
chapter to Whitehall’s stand, despite the reports and views of
their own senior officers — Lord Mountbatten and Lord Ismay
serving with the new Dominion of India. Jha and Dasgupta
have convincingly shown that British officials at the
Commonwealth Relations Office (CRO) and the F oreign Office
had been aware of the growing danger to Kashmir from both

Pakistan and the tribes of the frontier, yet they chose not to
inform either the State or Indjia.

Worse, when on October 15, 1947, they received a
telegram from the new State Prime Minister Mehr Chand
Mabhajan, informing them of the Pakistanij blockade and the
border raids and invasion of Poonch, they advised the British
Prime Minister Clement Attlee not to do anything. There was
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no indication that the CRO sought additionzl infcginatigr} }(1):
i ible conflict. According ,
this, or sought to avert a possi : o e
“ i f a tacit understanding
is was because of “the existence o :
:?eSBritish government that it would turn a blind eye ’c(iz/.vardfc
developments in Kashmir, so long as these were taking i
ds Pakistan.” [Jha, 2003: 112-3].
owar \?Vhen Nehru sent Attlee a telegram on Octotfer 26
informing him of the invasion and of the grave penl to Srinagirar
and the fact that India was considering armed assistance, Att1 (:g
did not relent. His reply was a somewhat redundant appea
ia to desist from armed interventlon.. ,
fndia ?I'he attitude became clearer when, in response to Nel;)ru i
October 27 telegram informing the British govermnentladnu
the accession of Kashmir to India and the conse(%t(iei)nthn1 plgﬁ
i ied:” t think it would be he
intervention, Attlee replied : “I dono .
I'I?Iivr‘elzre to comment on the action which yoﬁr g(.)vernf ]m;rrl; lkluz
’ he Maharaja of Ja
ken.” There was no sympathy for t M \
Easel?mir till lately a loyal vassal of the Bri’cishi n;r for ti\ie I}:hilig
, iri t for the Indian action,
of the hapless Kashmiris, nor suppor t vion, and
ignifi iticism of Pakistan for enabling
significantly lack of any criticis B O e
tribal lashkars to cross its territory an: . one
i iti jects. The key issue, Attlee noted,
kill, among others, British sub]ec. t
, i i he need to prevent an
t the invasion of Kashmir, but t : .
gliiialjlgakistan war and “to ascertain the will of the people in a
like Kashmir.” [Jha, 2003: 115-6].
e 1British policy as we pointed out had }13e§34;e:hb¥ }f::i
October 31, a
memo that Noel-Baker had sent on ; it ha
i ded to Pakistan in the
argued that Kashmir should have acce
na%ural order of things. Dasgupta hastrz)li:glcil?s ;c‘)v 1}11(1):;/1\2 2)12 ;:11;
day, he sent a telegram to Liaquat Ali Kha .
Zirg:;rged Pakistan to make the withdrawal of the t'rlbalI fortc;:s
contingent on a larger India-Pakistan agreement to resolve the
ir issue through negotiations.
KaShmIlililcs)iher worcflgs, the tribal withdrawal would follow la
Kashmir agreement, not precede it. This' telegram undell‘) I\’T;c)en-
Baker’s instructions, was to be communicated to Mountbatten,
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but kept away from Nehru and the Government of India. The
communication was sent on the eve of the meeting of the Joint
Defence Council on November 1, which Nehru had avoided
pleading illness. Instead Mountbatten went and met his
Pakistani counterpart, Quaid-e-Azam Mohammed Ali Jinnah.
[Dasgupta: 60-1].

Now, having failed to prevent the accession of Kashmir
to India, British officials sought to undermine the legitimacy
of accession and undo it through the United Nations. To this
end, they sought the help of the United States, which had now
emerged as the de facto leader of the Western world. British
policy on Kashmir, Pakistan and India was being shaped by
British interests in the Muslim world, specifically the oil-rich
Middle East, where they held important economic interests.
The British were under American pressure to permit Jewish
immigration into Palestine, which was anathema to their Arab
allies and interests. British officials felt that in view of this, it
was important to keep on the right side of Pakistan, which
had emerged as the world’s largest independent Muslim
nation.[Jha, 2003:141].

~ British officials were aware of the extent to which they
had been weakened by the Second World War and that the
United States had to assume the larger responsibility. The initial
problem was to get the Americans to move. To this end, the
British took recourse to alarmist reporting about the situation,
and when this failed, the “Soviet threat”. In mid-November 1947
a British Foreign Office official told the US charge d’affaires W.J.
Gallman in London that the Government of India was trying
“to smother Pakistan in the crib before it could get going on a
practical basis.” He claimed that Congress Party zealots planned
to kill Jinnah and trigger a Pakistani collapse.

When this did not work the Soviet threat was trotted
out. On December 29, around the time India was preparing its
complaint to the United Nations, the British official again met
the US Charge and told him that if there was an all-out war
between India and Pakistan, Afghanistan would support
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Pakistan and the Soviet Union would also join ’f’his alliance
“because more trouble could be created.that way” 0
A few days later, the senior official in he
Commonwealth Relations Office showgd Gallman thfe cc})\};ms’;
of the Nehru-Attlee exchanges, and pointed to NehruPs 1t< : f:n
that India may be compelled to act across t.he.: Indo.- akis an
border if Pakistan failed to stop mlhf:ary training being gf.vns
t0 100,000 tribals and other Pakistani nationals for operatio S
against India. The British official wanted the Arr;(erlcah
Embassy in New Delhi to advise; 13\15e}61fu not to undertake suc
“ ion.” ani:35-6].
: raShfali:éﬁer[i\c,:;I: :Z;:garmed, but they refused to caution
New Delhi alone, as the British wantec.i. Thei'r cheml.:;e?it 3}:;
appeal for peace addressed to both countries against pfctql); gia
action by either government” Yva: Ilgals;eiei ac;? the fear tha
i in a general war against Pa .
gt kl);ftlr:a pgosition papeg prepared by thc? Dfepartment oi
State for its UN delegation on December 2 indicated tha’z1 feld
this stage, the US was determinedly neujrral. In factc, they” th
not even feel the need for a UN intervention on the issue. 1 be
would much prefer that the Kashmir que.stlon”be se’ctle-‘Ci ZI
direct negotiation between India and P.ak1stan, the postC }:)a
paper noted. However if India or I.’aklstan'came up 1:vld N
resolution requesting UN intervention ar.ld it was backed by
the UK, the US would support it. [R.K. Jain: 3-4]. . N
On January 1, 1948 the Indian representgtwe at the
United Nations, PPPillai sent a letter to the President of t i
Security Council along with a telegram from .the Government
of India dated the previous day, complaining of Paklslztetlm
aggression under Article 35 of the UN Charter. Two weeks a elr,
Pakistan sent a counter-complaint also under the same article
e CXS:EZ 35 forms part of Chapter VI of the Uf,\ited Nations
Charter titled “Pacific Settlement of Disputes. Und?r this
chapter, the UN Security Council can investigate any dispute,
or situation that could give rise to one and endanger peace
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and security. The role of the UN Security Council here is limited
to that of a mediator, and it cannot impose a settlement. So
essentially, India and Pakistan sought the UN’s help in
mediating a solution.

The Indian complaint noted: “Such a situation now
?xists between India and Pakistan owing to the aid which
invaders, consisting of nationals of Pakistan and of tribesmen
from the territory immediately adjoining Pakistan on the North
~West, are drawing from Pakistan for operations against Jammu
& Kashmir, a State which has acceded to the Dominion of India
and is part of India....The Government of India request the
Security Council to call upon Pakistan to put an end
immediately to the giving of such assistance which is an act of
aggression against India.” [Lakhanpal: 107-8].

The complaint went on to add that the invaders now
numbered some 19,000 and were equipped with modern
weapons. They wore standard uniforms, fought in battle
fo'rmations of professional soldiers and were equipped with
W}reless sets and Mark V mines. Further, a large number of
tribesmen were being recruited and trained in Pakistan.

The Government of India appealed to the Security
Council to direct the Government of Pakistan:

e Toprevent Pakistan government personnel, military
and civil, participating in or assisting the invasion
of Jammu & Kashmir State;

e To call upon Pakistani nationals to desist from taking

any part in the fighting in Jammu & Kashmir State;

¢ To deny to the invaders (a) accesses to and use of its
territory for operations against Kashmir; (b) military
and other supplies, and (c) all kinds of aid that might
tend to prolong the present struggle. [Lakhanpal: 111].

. The complaint was admitted on January 6, 1948 but
instead of taking it up immediately, given the urgency of the
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situation, the President of the Council allowed an adjournment
till January 15, to enable the Pakistani Foreign Minister
Zafarullah Khan to arrive, and for the Pakistanis to submit their
counter-complaint.

The Pakistani response of January 15 comprised three

documents — a reply to the Indian charges, a counter-
complaint against India, and a statement relating to the two
documents. Predictably Pakistan emphatically rejected the
Indian charges. It said that it had done everything short of war
to stop the tribal movement, even while acknowledging that
some “independent tribesmen and persons from Pakistan are
helping the Azad Kashmir government in their struggle....”

In a second document, Pakistan raised a whole raft of
disputes that could endanger peace and requested the UN to
find means of resolving them. In the third document these
issues were laid out: India was bent on destroying Pakistan, it
had, from the outset, made a persistent attempt to undo the
partition scheme; conducted a preplanned and extensive
campaign of genocide against the Muslims in East Punjab and
Punjab Princely States and obtained Kashmir’s accession by
fraud and violence. It was not honouring partition agreements
and even the Reserve Bank of India was refusing to fulfil its
obligations on currency and banking.

Pakistan asked the UN to appoint a commission to work
out a way to stop the fighting and obtain the withdrawal of all
outsiders — Pakistani or Indian — the return of Muslim
refugees, the dismantling of the interim J&K government
headed by Sheikh Abdullah and its replacement by a
“representative government” followed by a plebiscite.
[Lakhanpal: 113-130].

Throughout the prolonged deliberations of the Council,
India’s spokesmen concentrated their attention almost
exclusively on the tribal invasion, but did not stress the legal
and historical issues related to Kashmir’s accession to India.
The Indian spokesman concluded his opening statement on
January 15 by declaring: “We have referred to the Security
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Council a simple and straightforward issue....the withdrawal
and expulsion of the raiders and the invaders from the soil of
Kashmir and the immedjiate stoppage of the fighting are... the
first and the only tasks to which we have to address ourselves.”

The following day, Pakistan Foreign Minister Sir
Mohammed Zafarullah Khan amplified on the documents that
had been presented charging that the Maharaja had no
authority to sign the Instrument of Accession as he had lost
the confidence of his people and that the only way out was for
a withdrawal of all outsiders preliminary to a plebiscite.

The Pakistani denial is interesting in that it actually
declared, though implicitly, that Pakistan had no locus standi
in Kashmir. Nowhere was there a claim that Kashmir was part
of Pakistan, or that Pakistanis had any kind of right to “liberate”
the Kashmiris. Somewhat more explicitly, it recognised that
the tribal movement was going on across its territory, and
claimed that it was something that it was trying to discourage.

Blinkenberg’s analysis of the two complaints is that
while Pakistan sought to muddy the waters — linking the issue
to the problem of the larger tensions between Hindus and
Muslims that had given rise to the Partition — India wanted to
avoid stoking communal conflict and focus on the narrow
aspect of the tribal invasion of Kashmir. He also faults the
Indian side for not stressing the legal aspects of the accession
to India, under the terms of Partition. [Blinkenberg: vol 1:101].

The British Stir the Pot

But when the debate got underway, the UNSC ignored
the Indian complaint with active encouragement of the British
representative Philip Noel-Baker, the Secretary of State for
Commonwealth Relations, who had been designated as the
leader of the British delegation to the UN Security Council.
Within days of their arrival in the US, Noel-Baker and, Lord
Ismay, who had till the previous month been Mountbatten’s aide,
advocating India’s cause, began the process of undermining
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India’s case on Kashmir. The British Cabinet did not meet on
the subject till the end of February. In the meantime, the officials
in London and New York, led by Noel-Baker made policy.

Noel-Baker’s aim was to push a settlement that would
undo the accession of the State to India and ensure that it went
to Pakistan. Towards this end, he began to work out what, in
his view, ought to be the elements of the ‘solution’ for Kashmir.
On the day India filed its complaint to the UN, Noel-Baker’s
Commonwealth Relations Office sent out a note on the Kashmir
issue that it wanted its diplomats to paraphrase and
disseminate. It outlined in the bluntest manner British thinking
on Kashmir which, undoubtedly, had been shaped by Noel-
Baker. In a classic manifestation of suppresio veri, suggestio falsi,
it stated that the Kashmir conflict was not an outcome of the
tribal invasion, but of a rebellion against the Maharaja following
his decision to accede to India, which the Indian army was
now seeking to crush. {Jha, 2003:140-1}.

As the UN Security Council prepared to look into the
issue, the CRO began to formulate the line it wished to pursue.
On January 3, 1948 a British memo to its UN delegation
included the following ideas: First, the Security Council
would call on both parties not to aggravate the situation.
Second, there would be a ceasefire, which, to be acceptable to
Pakistan, would contain provisions for a plebiscite. This
would involve a Pakistani force replacing the raiders, and
the thinning Indian forces to the level of the Pakistani entrants.
Third, a neutral general would be appointed to command
Indian and Pakistani forces left in the State and a neutral
administration would be set up to replace the Abdullah and
Azad Kashmir administrations.

After this process, the UN would be asked to create a
commission to work out the arrangements for a plebiscite. For
the conduct of the plebiscite, a neutral UN force could be
introduced, or the Indian forces could be withdrawn to Jammu
and the Pakistanis to Muzaffarabad and Poonch, with a small
neutral UN force for the Valley. [Dasgupta: 112-113].
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According to Das “
gupta, “On every major point, th
Zriifzéza(c)? etnczfo;seld the Pakistan position.” ]Evlgn th,e Berir;iesvl:
staff felt that several elements of
_ . the
fespec1ally the idea of a neutral force or a joint Indolff’(;£fsizll
Igl('ic.e were unworkable and that the best option was for thn
n ‘i’a;l ?)rmglhto s(tj;lpport the UN administration. This was tumé§
y the CRO because it ‘
Pakistan, [Dasguptar Tio s, e it would be unacceptable to
It was only on Januar
. . y 10, that Attlee oa
g;gtl;;(itgnhs ti II\II OTI-Baker, but these were quite ggen‘;iai(;?lﬁ
etlect the latter from his own g:
British strategy in the Securi  would b g hat
urity Council would be: Fi
prevent an Indian attack on Pakistan msure that
: ; second, to ensure th
}’i)};’elie(;c’iegznlt) :E .grldei b}cfl the Council, rather than bilateralle;t
In 1stan; third, in view of the Palestine situati
Britain would have to i e Pakietan oy
. go out of its way to assure Paki
It was not siding with India; f a too, had to Lo
i sidir ) ourth, India, too, had to b
praé::cilsed X\n}tlh care, By playing “on their respect for lega?
P sses” the Ipdlans had to be persuaded to accept what th
ecurity Council recommended. [Dasgupta: 114] F )
Britis}ﬁ }(1311;12 ;gc:iz;r (t)}f1 January 12 gave further insights into
: € compulsion of avoiding “eoivi
Pakistan the im i eiding wite
: mpression that we are sidin i
2;31;; .t.l.l[eb:iciusfe] }n view of the Palestine situation thifwvovljlﬁi1
sk of aligning the whole of Islam agaj 7
. t us.
::)o'gralso outlined the four key issues that thg CIII{SOuvianPI’;:;
um up support for: A UN Commissi i
rum up ¢ : ion on Ind
EI:dallzlsrts:t,r ;I;'dlan a[Ijllc\l] Pakistani agreement to create a r::uiilaci
ion; a council to administer Kashmj
withdrawal of Indian forces a ement of S s
: ! nd the replacement of the raj
Ei fiifté?{l (t)roops. As ]Iila has observed that if this sol;lalllc(lizlg
. was working along the lines su
- . e t
Pakistan, it was. Tf.le circular itself underlined t%\gats”?l"clll o
proposals are similar to those made by Pakistan Prirer?:

Minister in a public stat ~
2003: 142, atement on November 16, [1947] “. [Jha
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The initial US reaction to the Kashmir war was quite
detached. American officials in Karachi and New Delhi were
clear that there had been some kind of a Pakistani role in the
tribal raid. American policy was benign towards both countries
and neutral in the conflict. Secretary of State George C. Marshall
and the State Department did not have any doubts about the
legality of the accession of the State to India. But in terms of
policy, they were clear that they would follow the British lead.

The Americans were a key part of Noel-Baker’s plan.
He wanted to fire the gun against India from American
shoulders and, to an extent, he was successful. On January 10,
1947, Noel-Baker and Ismay had met US Undersecretary of
State, Robert Lovett and presented the set of proposals, cited

above, that they had been formulating since the beginning of
the month. They told the Americans, that these should form a
comziton Anglo-American approach to the issue.
These, as we noted, envisaged placing Kashmir under
UN control pending a plebiscite, the division of Jammu &
Kashmir into military zones with Pakistani forces in the north,
the Indians in Jammu and a mixed force in the Valley and
Srinagar, a neutral military commander who would have 1,000
international troops, scores of UN observers and could also
function as the interim administrator of the State. The US was
cautious, and sceptical that the British plan would get agreement
from both India and Pakistan. Citing pressing requirements
elsewhere, they declined to take the lead. The Americans also
found the British plan too complex and felt that it was perhaps
beyond the capacity of the UN Security Council to execute.
Instead on January 14, they argued for a simpler approach that
would 1) institute a ceasefire; 2) set up a UN commission to
assist the peace process; and 3) and conduct an early plebiscite
that the commission could assist. [Jain vol 1: 10].

In the end, Jha points out, British persistence and the
American reluctance to take the lead on the issue paid off and
Noel-Baker was able to get American cooperation to alter the
terms of the debate by bypassing any discussion on the
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Pakistani invasion, and instead moving straight to that of
working out ways of holding a ‘fair’ plebiscite. This, Jha points
out, also helped to evade the issue of sovereignty and allowed
the UN to treat both parties as equals. [Jha 2003: 142]. As for
India, it remained blissfully unaware of the manoeuvres that
were taking place behind the backs of its delegation. India felt,
and its delegates argued, that since it had already committed
itself to hold a plebiscite, the main issue that the UNSC needed
to address, and indeed the one for which it had been
approached, was that of Pakistan’s aggression.

The UN’s First and Second Resolutions

The Council’s first resolution on January 17, 1948 was
an anodyne one, calling on both sides to improve the situation

- and not aggravate the problem. It also requested both sides to

inform the Council of any “material change” in the situation.
This resolution, as we will see, was grossly violated by Pakistan.
But the real activity at this stage was behind the scenes.
[Lakhanpal: 132-3].

In its second resolution of January 20, the UN Security
Council set up a three-member United Nations Commission
for India and Pakistan (UNCIP) to investigate the situation and
report back to the Council, as well act as a mediatory body.

Curiously, the UNCIP, which was supposed to urgently
go to South Asia and report back to the Council, seemed to be
in no hurry to undertake its task. One reason for this was that
Pakistan, which was not eager for the body to actually
investigate the facts, did not nominate its member till the end
of April 1948, more than three months later. The Commission
actually left for the region six months later, only after repeated
urging by the Security Council.

The reason was that the British did not want the UN to
focus on the issue of unprovoked attack by one member state
against another, but on the ownership of a territory, and any
Commission that actually visited the region would have soon
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stumbled on Pakistan’s role in the conflict, something that it
did discover, but several months later. It soon became clear
that the UNSC did not want to bother itself with the subject
that it was supposed to deal with — the tribal invasion of the
State backed by Pakistan. It got involved in how the concerns
of those invaders and their backers, Pakistan, could be
addressed. This was all the more surprising considering that
countries like the US accepted the legality of Kashmir’s
accession to India.

Just how cynically the British were operating has been
brought out in Marshall's January 14 telegram to Senator Austin
where he noted that the “less complicated” American plan
differed from the UK one in one essential point “about which
Noel Baker expressed himself strongly, namely that the process
of conciliation should take place in New York and be supported
by the SC decision rather than be left to the SC commission in
the area. “ It is not difficult to conclude that Noel-Baker wanted
the substantive action to take place in New York where he could
manipulate the situation, rather than in South Asia.

On January 22, after some complex wrangling initiated
by Noel-Baker, the Council actually changed the agenda item’s
nomenclature from “the Jammu & Kashmir Question” to the
“India-Pakistan Question.” In short, the British now succeeded

in deflecting the Security Council from addressing the main

issue — the invasion of Kashmir by tribesmen supported by
Pakistan, to the larger quarrel that had given birth to two
subcontinental Dominions from British India.

Noel-Baker was working along a plan. In its first stage,
the UK and US persuaded India and Pakistan to meet the
President of the Security Council to work out a common
ground. Then, Noel-Baker tried to push the two delegations
along the common ground he envisaged, and had outlined to

the Americans earlier on January 10. This took the form of a-

draft resolution that was not to be placed before the UNSC,
but to be discussed by the President of the Council Fernand
Van Langenhove of Belgium, with the two parties. The idea
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was to have it appear that this represented a consensual
approach of the Council as a whole.

According to this plan, India and Pakistan would be
placed on an absolutely equal footing; the Maharaja and Sheikh
Abdullah’s administration would be dismantled and replaced
by a UN-led set up; this would be an interim administration
comprising three members of the UNCIP itself, and equal
numbers of nominees of India and Pakistan; Indian forces
would vacate the Valley and concentrate in the Jammu area,
and Pakistan would be allowed to bring in its forces in the
predominantly Muslim areas of the State. All these forces would
be under the UN command located in Srinagar, which in turn,
would be policed by a force comprising equal numbers of
Indians and Pakistanis. This force would be leavened by a 1000-
strong UN force which would exclusively run the headquarters.
In short, the proposals would mean a UN takeover of the State.

The Worm Turns

Till this time the Indian delegation, led by Gopalaswami
Ayyangar, were unaware of the machinations taking place in
New York. Somewhat naively, they had assumed that the British
were genuinely seeking a via media between the two countries
they had ruled till recently. In January when Noel-Baker had
cleverly manoeuvred to have the Security Council change the
agenda item from the “Jammu & Kashmir Question” to “India
Pakistan Question,” Ayyangar initially objected but then tamely
went along. The Indian delegation consistently tried to show
India as reasonable and fair — refusing to equate the raiders with
Pakistani forces, not pressing the issue of their immediate
withdrawal, and by harping on the fact that accession was
conditional, to an extent, they actually encouraged Pakistan’s
demand that its contrary views be accommodated.

. But when Ayyangar conveyed the details of the plan
being pushed by Noel-Baker to Delhi, the Government of India
was mortified, and on F ebruary 3, 1948, Nehru asked Ayyangar
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to seek an adjournment and return to Delhi for consultations.
In his note, Panditji said that that the majority of the Cabinet
now wanted to get out of the UN entanglement “as gracefully
as we can unless [the] Council shows greater consideration for
our point of view.” [Dasgupta: 120].

Nehru, whose personal beliefs inclined him to think that
the US was behind the machinations, soon learnt otherwise
when he heard about Sheikh Abdullah’s meeting in New York
with Noel-Baker on February 7. Given his close relationship
with the Sheikh, Nehru was compelled to confront, what
appeared to be, outright British chicanery firsthand. The British
minister bluntly told the Sheikh that he simply did not believe
the Indian charge that Pakistan had assisted the raiders, and
that the British government had confirmed from their own
sources that the Pakistani authorities were blameless. When
Nehru complained about this obvious bias to Attlee, Noel-
Baker blandly denied that he had told Abdullah any such thing
and virtually accused Abdullah of lying. [Jha, 2003: 152-3].

When, on February 4, according to Nehru's
instructions, Ayyangar sought a recess, the UNSC professed
outrage since, in their view, the situation remained
grave.[Gupta: 162]. Ayyangar was equally irate at this attitude
and told the Council that for weeks it had achieved nothing
but empty resolutions, and now it was cavilling at a request
for a recess. He made it clear that India’s patience was at a
breaking point. The recess was granted and in this period
some sense of proportion returned to the UNSC, which now
swung decisively against the UN trusteeship idea that could
call into question Kashmir’s legitimate accession to India.

One reason for this was that despite Noel-Baker’s ardent
advocacy, not all Security Council members were comfortable
with it. The Chinese representative Dr. Tsiang Ting-fu noted
on February 10 that “It seems to me that, in all our proposals,
it would be well for us to avoid any impression that we are
questioning the right of the Indian Army to be in Jammu &
Kashmir.... It would be well for us to avoid any impression
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that we are questioning the legitimacy, constitutionality, or
legality of any steps which have been taken so far b ,the
Government of India in handling this matter.” ’

US thinking, shaped by Secretary of State George C
Ma;shall, also began to draw the line beyond which it felt it Woulci
be 1mpr.udent to venture. He telegraphed Austin on February 20
expressing “grave doubts” about the British plan. For one thin ’
he fel.t that India was unlikely to agree to what was tantamom%’;
toa Vlrtua_ll UN Trusteeship of Kashmir and correctly pointed out
that the kl{lds of measures being pushed by the British ruled out
the po§51b11ity of a compromise that would be acceptable not just
to Pakistan, but India. He also observed that the British proposals
did not put enough emphasis on the stoppage of the fighting and
of ?tehr;(tezcli to persuade Pakistan to stop aiding the tribal invaders
an e communal aspec :
e pects of the proposal should be dropped.

Thf: American view, as indicated in a note to the US
Embassy in India on February 25 was the need for a ceasefire
f;md truce under UN auspices; efforts by Pakistan to stop the
invaders and material help to them; the thinning of Indian
forc.es toa minimum thereafter; followed by a broadening of
the interim administration with representatives of all parties
and assistance to the UN in conducting the plebiscite. [Jain
vo.l..lz 14] The key difference in the position was that While the
Bntlsh plan denied the legality of accession, the US accepted
it. As the record of a conversation of February 27, 1948 bem}:een
British and American officials revealed: a

The US representatives pointed out that they were disturbed
by the pqssibly far-reaching implications of a Security Council
Resolution recommending the use of foreign troops from one
party to a dispute in the territory of another party to the
dzgp-utej... The British representatives at first attempted to
mintimmise sych an analogy by asserting that Kashmir was the
territory in dispute.” The US representatives agreed that
Kashmir was a state about which a dispute had arisen between
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India and Pakistan, but stated that they found it difficult to
deny the legal validity of Kashmir’s accession to India. In the
end, the British representatives agreed with the US point of
view that we had to proceed on the assumption, for the time
being at any rate, India had legal jurisdiction over Kashmir.

[Dasgupta: 121].

But the US did not want to put forward their plan in
competition with the British, and in the ensuing months, the
US and UK worked at reducing their differences, even while
heavy fighting continued in the State. One thing was clear from
both plans — the idea of condemning Pakistani aggression was
no longer on the table. What was, instead, were proposals on
how Pakistan and the raiders could be accommodated by
Indian concessions so as to persuade them to withdraw. The
answer, as the British and Americans saw it, was in the fairness
of the plebiscite, and considerable effort was expended in
working out ways and means of ensuring this.

Early enough, Pakistan realised that the US was the key
power and that the way to American hearts was by posturing
as anti-Communists. Jinnah, in Karachi and Zafarullah Khan,
in New York, sought to woo US officials by declaring their
support for the US alliance against Communism. The tenor of

the Pakistani approach is brought out by an American report
of a conversation in New York, between Khan and Warren
Austin. The Pakistani diplomat told his American counterpart
that if the Pakistanis were done out of Kashmir, their feeling of
resentment could be exploited by the Soviet Union. Just to make
sure, he added that if the Pakistanis were deprived of Kashmir
by an unfair plebiscite, they would not fight the Soviets, and
India would be defenceless, if and when, the Russians crossed
the Khyber into Kashmir.

An even more ingenuous effort was made in February
1948 by passing on to the US military attaché in Karachi
information of a purported top-level military discussion in
Pakistan that had decided that in the event of a new world
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war. Pakistan would be “part of the Anglo-American bloc” and

that Pakistan ought to seek milit i
o ary aid f
preparing itself for that eventuali t;}_l rom the-US towards

However, the impact of Marshall’s low-key and hard-.

hleaded posture did not make a significant impact since he was
also con.1m1t’Fed to avoiding any open conflict with the British
on the situation. The American view also had to contend 'ih
the role of Noel-Baker who left no stone unturned tound i
the Indian position on Kashmir. weemne
Noel-Baker’s mendacity is brough ’
account of the British Cabinett}’/s first fugll-tf;)eljitgbe};ilzggfl?f o
on the Kashmir issue in London on February 27, 1948 NS;OIn
Baker pressgd his plan for a UN takeover of the,State .on tf'l -
scep’f,lcal cab}net by claiming that it was actually an “ America .
plan”! Despite this the Cabinet felt it was unworkable wit:lrrl1
one of the members arguing, correctly, that many (,>f the

* proposals were tantamount to imposing terms “on a defeated

country.”

After some discussion, they came up with a new plan

which was actually more like
. the actual ; Ll
the issue. It so ught to: Amerlcgn thinking on

Get Pakistan to secure the withdrawal of the raiders
from the State and end all support to them;

After the end of the fighting, persuade India to
withdraw from Poonch, Mirpur and Muzaffarabad
and concentrate its forces in garrisons.

Brogdbase the interim Abdullah government by
getting people of other political hues into its team.

* Get the UNCIP to establish links with this interim
government through liaison officers.

Have this interim government provide the UNCIP

all the powers and per _
plebiscite. personnel for holding the
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s Set up an advisory council comprising Indian and
Pakistani nominees to advise the UNCIP. [Dasgupta:

124].

When the debate resumed on March 10, Ayyangar told
the Council that while the urgency in stopping the fighting
remained, India was prepared to discuss steps to have the
cross-section of opinion represented in Sheikh Abdullah’s
interim administration and to take all steps to ensure that the
armed forces would in no way interfere with the plebiscite.
As for the plebiscite itself, New Delhi was for an independent
machinery, subject to the sovereignty of the State and its
relations with the Indian Union. The Pakistani delegate Sir
Zafrullah, no doubt encouraged by Noel-Baker, rejected any
scheme that would have Indian forces remain in the Valley

and wanted all the plebiscite authority to be handed to the

UN. [Gupta: 164-5].

That Noel-Baker, too, was at work as became evident
from what transpired when discussion resumed in the
Security Council over a new draft Chinese plan presented on
March 18 which recognised India’s complaint by calling on
Pakistan to withdraw the raiders, followed by a fair plebiscite
conducted by India. The plan accepted the legality of
accession and the only place it envisaged for the UN, was in
running the plebiscite administration. The Americans were
broadly supportive of this, but wanted some modifications
that would strengthen the UN’s authority. The draft contained
elements of the British cabinet suggestions and, as Dasgupta
noted, it should have been easy for Noel-Baker to have agreed
to it with some amendments. But instead he continued to push
his own line in the informal Security Council meetings where
the draft was being finalised, including the demand that the
Abdullah administration be replaced. The extent to which
Noel-Baker was still at work in now hijacking official British
official policy is evident from British Prime Minister Attlee’s

exasperated telegram noting:
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L am disturbed as to the extent to which the President’s [of the
UNSC] draft of March 18 has been amended. It appears to me
that while India has made a very considerable advance, Pakistan
has remained obdurate. Yet the last amended draft makes even
more extensive demands on India [cited in Dasgupta: 128].

He also told Noel-Baker that the British Cabinet had
not authorised him to push for additional provisions seeking
the introduction of Pakistani troops into Kashmir, or that of
setting up parallel courts in Kashmir, which was certain to be
strongly resisted by India. Nor, went on Attlee, had the Cabinet
endorsed the general subordination of Indian troops to the
plebiscite authority, except for those directly involved in the
conduct of the plebiscite. He added, “I am not therefore
prepared for you to support the amended proposals of the
President (of the Security Council), to which I hope you have
not committed yourself in any way.”

Cornered, Noel-Baker resorted to old-fashioned tactics
of lying. He wrote back to Attlee that the new provisions were
backed by the Chinese representative and supported by the
US, and that even India was likely to back them ! Attlee had to
now bluntly rebuke him for his anti-Indian bias:

From statements made to me it would appear that the Indian
Delegation have expressed to their Government concern at
the extent to which you seem to be supporting these increased
demands on India. ...

It seems to me that you give a very wide interpretation to the
heads of agreement when it is a question of pressing increased
demands on India. .. '

It appears to me... that all-the concessions are being asked
Jrom India while Pakistan concedes little or nothing. The
attitude still seems to be that it is India which is at fault,
whereas the complaint was rightly lodged against Pakistan.
[cited in Dasgupta: 129].
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The only argument left to Noel-Baker was that it was
not possible for Britain to back off at this late stage and so Attlee
went along with this. But he made it clear that Britain would
not support the idea of Pakistani troops entering Kashmir
without Indian consent, and that the J&K State Forces should
be subordinated to the plebiscite administration only for the

purposes of the plebiscite.

The April Resolution

Since the end of January, various draft resolutions had
been moved, each trying to get the two parties to agree. Finally
after about a month’s discussion, the Council took up another
draft resolution, sponsored jointly by the US, UK, China,
Canada, Belgium and Colombia which met with approval. This
resolution was adopted finally on April 21, 1948 and in a sense
was the first resolution that sought to provide an overall
settlement of the problem.

To start with, it increased the membership of the UNCIP
to five and once again pressed it to ‘proceed at once’ to the
region and offer its services to India and Pakistan to aid the
restoration of law and order and the holding of a plebiscite.
[The following section is from Lakhanpal: 137-141].

The second part put forward recommendations for an
overall settlement of the dispute:

Part A 1 under the rubric of “Restoration of peace and
order” — something India had been stressing from the outset

— were the main obligations that called on Pakistan “to use its
best endeavours” to obtain the withdrawal “of tribesmen and
Pakistani nationals... who have entered the State for the
purpose of fighting, and to prevent any intrusion into the State
by such elements” and to ensure that no material aid reached
such elements through Pakistan.

Then, in Part A 2 were spelt out the Indian obligations:
When it was established that the tribesmen were withdrawing, and

 that “arrangements for the cessation of fighting have becomne effective,”
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| 1 plan for withdrawing their own forces from Jammu & Kashmir”

to the minimum extent required to maintain civili
the maintenance of law agd order in i}]:etggtcel.vman powerand
Thesg would be located within the State, but, as per
UNCIP guidelines, in a manner, and in places, whe,re ’dllje
would not appear intimidating. In fact the resolution spelt ou{
that only a small number of troops would be in the forward
areas and the rest would be relocated to base areas. India had
to also agree that till the Plebiscite Administrator took char e
of them, the State Forces had to be held in pre-designated areags
People were to be recruited in each district to re-establish lavx;
and order and protect the minorities. If these local forces were
not adequate, the UNCIP could, with the agreement of both
i);f;;l;t:glflitcs; tcigf:mandeer Indian or Pakistani forces to assist

Section B of the resolution dealt with the Plebiscite. Here

and strict. [Blinkenberg: 105].
Despite this, Pakistan rejected the resolutions. They were

unhappy with what they now saw as a tendency in the Council
to retreat from its previous “fair” and “impartial” positions. Ina
letter of April 30, 1948 Pakistan’s Foreign Minister declared “the
measures indicated in the resolution are not adequate to ensure
a free and impartial plebiscite” and so the resolutions were “not
acceptable to the Pakistan Government.” Pakistan wanted its
forces to be stationed in the Muslim areas of the State (the Noel-
Baker proposal) and equal representation of the Muslim
Conference and the Azad Kashmir government in the interim
administration. This would have meant that the Abdullah
government would have been in a minority. [Lakhanpal: 141-2].

India’s objections were contained in a letter of May 7,
1948: First, New Delhi charged, the resolutions tended to equate
India and Pakistan. Second, Pakistan’s obligations had been

spelt out in a vague and indefinite manner. Third, they did not
take into account the legal accession of J&K to India. Earlier in
the debate, Ayyangar had pointed out “that the accession was
a legal and binding act that would not lapse till India found
that the result of the plebiscite was in Pakistan’s favour.”

again, the onus was on India to ensure that the State
Governn}ept invited major political parties “to share equitabl

and fully” in the administration at the ministerial level, in otheBr,
words set up a coalition government. The Govemmen; of India
had to undertake to establish a “Plebiscite Administration to
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hold t}.le plebiscite as soon as possible on the question of the
accession of the State to India or Pakistan.” It had to ensure
thgt the state government devolved all necessary powers to
this plebiscite administration. Finally, the GOI had to agree
that a nominee of the UN Secretary-General woulcilgr be
appointed Plebiscite Administrator.
o Coming as it did after several months of wrangling and
behind-the-scenes manoeuvres, and sponsored by six of the
elevgn members of the UNSC, this resolution had stron
backing. So.demanding were the requirements that the Chinesg
representative, Dr. Tsiang, who was President of the Security
Counc1-1 at the time noted that during recent decades, a number
of plebiscites had been held in various parts of the ;vorld and
that he was not aware of any previous plebiscite where the
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Fourth, India argued, a coalition government in the state was
a recipe for paralysis of the State government. Fifth, they did
not adequately take into account India’s obligation to defend
the State from external aggression; and sixth, they gave the
Plebiscite Administrator too many powers, such as the right

to deal directly with Pakistan. [Gupta: 169].
India’s fears were heightened later when the

mischievous Noel-Baker clarified on behalf of the sponsors that
“forward areas” in Part A 2c(ii)&(iii) meant troops closest to
the area of fighting and “base areas” would be outside the State
itself, something that would have put India at grave
disadvantage given the proximity of Pakistani bases to the State
and the much more physically and geographically distant
Indian ones.
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The Global Situation

The manner in which the world body handled the J&K
situation cannot be seen without a reference to the world
situation at the time. The Cold War had been underway since
early 1947, when President Truman declared his intention of
contesting Communism across the globe. In mid-1947, he
approved military aid to Turkey and Greece and plans to assist
Western Europe to recover. The US also passed a National
Security Act in July 1947, establishing the Central Intelligence
Agency and the modern Department of Defence. Besides J&K,
the UN itself was taken up with the issues of Indonesia, the
civil war in Greece, the Palestinian question, the issue of
British troops in Egypt and Korea—some as products of the
Cold War, and others arising out of the need for
decolonisation.

- Justhow the Cold War impacted on the situation can be
seen from the story of Josef Korbel, the Indian nominee to the
UNCIP. Korbel had fled the Nazis from Czechoslovakia and
joined Dr. Edvard Benes’ government-in-exile in London. After
the Second World War he became ambassador to Yugoslavia.
However, on February 24, 1948, Benes was overthrown by a
Communist coup, and on March 10, Jan Masaryk, the Foreign
Minister died from an alleged fall from his office in Prague.
Korbel returned to Prague for the funeral and was offered a
job in the UNCIP by the Communist Deputy Foreign Minister,
Vladimir Clementis. Desperate to leave Czechoslovakia, he
accepted. He was with the UNCIP through its most active
phase, till mid-1948, as its chairman, and was dismissed only
on December 6, 1948. By this time he had applied for, and been
given, political asylum in the US.

His experiences with communism served to colour his
view of India, and more particularly Kashmir. For him the
programme of the National Conference, its emphasis on land
reform and its expropriation from the land-owning class was
not very different from the Communist rhetoric at home. That
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Nehru was an unabashed admirer of the Soviet Ur.xion, too,
could not have been too comfortable a thought for him.

In February 1948, tensions between the US and ‘the
Soviet Union began to mount and the latter l?egan to jam
broadcasts of the Voice of America. In April, Pr'es1dent
Truman announced the Marshall Plan that commltted $5
billion to the reconstruction of Western Europe. Things were
hotting up in Palestine. Arab-Jewish clashes in ]erusfal.em,
culminated in the Deir Yasin massacre of the Palestinians
on April 9, 1948. On May 14, Israel was declared. an
independent state and this was follow-efi by a war agagnst
the Jewish state by a coalition comprising Egypt, Jordan,
Lebanon, Syria, Iraq and Saudi Arabia. ¥n June that yeat,
the communist insurgency was launched in Malaya le{admg
to the declaration of a state of emergency thfrre. And in .the
same month the Berlin blockade began, with the Sov1'ets
refusing access to the city from West Germany. The follc:iwuﬁg
month, July 1948, President Truman announced the
commencement of a peacetime draft in the US anq in August,
yet another step was taken with the US recognition of the

government of South Korea.

The UNCIP at Work

The April 21, 1948 resolution had also i'ncreased.the
membership of the UNCIP to five and once again asked it to
proceed immediately to the region to help I:est01‘re peace.-At
this stage, the UN was still acting on the basis of mf(?rma’aon
provided by the two parties and by the reports of diplomats
posted in the region, along with the generous spin that was
being given by Noel-Baker and the Commonwealth Relations

ice in London.
Offe 1T,hough it had been set up in January, the .UNCI.P had
not begun its work. Even the April 21 resolu.tlon did not
persuade the commission to move to the region. It bega;l
moving only in June, after it got anqther push by a fourt
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resolution of June 3 calling on the UNCIP to quickly proceed
without delay to the affected area. Just how serious the UN
was about getting a first-hand account of what was happening
was evident even at this stage when the UNCIP now proceeded
to spend several weeks in salubrious Switzerland to no good
purpose, en route to South Asia. ‘

The UNCIP’s work was spelt out by the UN resolutions
of January 20, April 21 and June 3. The first outlined its job as
being to investigate the facts relating to Article 34 of the Charter
(that the UNSC could investigate any dispute and determine
whether it may endanger international peace and security), as
well as to carry out the UNSC’s instructions. The April 21
resolution required it to proceed to the region and offer its
mediatory services to India and Pakistan so that peace could
be restored, and a plebiscite conducted in cooperation with
the two governments.

The June 3 resolution had an additional kick aimed at
India, undoubtedly courtesy Noel-Baker. Besides calling on the
UNCIP to get going, it directed the commission to study and
report on the matters raised by Pakistan in the January 15
letter — the complaint on India’s annexation of Junagadh, that
of genocide against Muslims and violation of India-Pakistan
agreements. Nehru vehemently protested, but to no avail.
[Lakhanpal: 143-5].

As the UNCIP slowly moved to the subcontinent, the
Pakistanis realised that they would have to admit that their
forces were indeed operating in Kashmir. On July 7, 1948, after
a three-hour discourse in which he presented the Pakistani
point of view, Sir Zafarullah Khan admitted to the UNCIP that
three regular Pakistani Brigades had been fighting in Kashmir
territory since May 1948,

Asked whether this fact had been communicated to the
UN Security Council, as required by the first UN resolution,
the Pakistanis blandly said no, this had not been done since
since they had been expecting the UNCIP’s arrival any day,
and felt that it would be best to wait.
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Despite this “bombshell” as Korbel termed it, the UNCIP
chose not to act. It merely recorded the statement. [Korbel: 121}
Neither did it convey the information immediately to the UN
Security Council, nor to India, and it most certainly did not.
censure Pakistan. This was more serious than it seemed because
according to the first UN resolution, Pakistan was duty bound
to inform the UNSC of any “material change” in the situation,
and it had patently failed to do so. India, of course, had known
that Pakistani involvement went back to the very beginning of
the invasion. It was also aware, through interrogating prisoners
that, since March or April, three Pakistani brigades were now
openly operating in Kashmir. In New Delhi the Commission
faced Indian indignation as Sir Girja Shankar Bajpai, Secretary-
General of the Ministry of External Affairs and Commonwealth
Relations, informed them that a major change had occurred
since the UN's first January resolution: Pakistani regulars had
now become involved in the fighting in Kashmir. He told them
that the Indian side now wanted a clear-cut condemnation of
the Pakistani actions. As Korbel noted, “The Commission was
now to face the already well-known aspect of the Kashmir
problem: India’s insistence that Pakistan be branded as
aggressor....” [Korbel, p.124].

But nothing happened. Instead of reacting strongly to
the second Pakistani aggression, this time openly by its forces,
New Delhi chose to remain silent. This was, as Jha points out,
“India’s second biggest blunder in Kashmir,” {Jha 2003: 167]
the first, of course, was of complaining to the UN Security
Council, instead of dealing with Pakistani aggression on its
own terms. ,

Besides the Pakistani “‘bombshell’ there were other
things that the UNCIP soon learnt. First, that there was little
chance for creating a coalition government in J&K as
envisaged by the April 21 resolution. Second, that conducting
a plebiscite in the sprawling and mountainous region of
Kashmir would be, in Korbel’s words, “beyond the scope of
reality.”
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The UN CIP’s August 1948 Resolution

In the face of the mild Indian reaction, the UNCIP
proceeded on the basis of the April 21 resolution, and came up
with its own resolution of August 13, 1948 which sought to
operationalise the UNSC resolution calling for plebiscite. This
has been described by Blinkenberg as perhaps the “the most
important of all the Security Council’s resolutions in the matter
and the only one (together with the one of January 5, 1949)
worked out by a representative Commission after a prolonged
visit to the area in dispute.” [Blinkenberg vol I: 109].

Because of the changed ground situation, and that the
movement of Pakistani troops into Kashmir was “a violation
of international law,” which the UNCIP could not really ignore,
the resolution was different in its approach. [Korbel: 140].

Part I of the three-part resolution called for a cease-fire,
the Part II, a truce agreement, followed by Part III detailing
the terms and conditions of a plebiscite. [For the text see
Lakhanpal: 152-154]. The ceasefire agreement was quite

~ straightforward calling on both sides to get all “forces under
their control”, viz. organised and unorganised “fighting or
participating” in hostilities to cease fire. ,

Part II section A, dealt with the withdrawal of Pakistani
forces and irregulars. The first paragraph noted that “as the
troops of Pakistan in the territory of the State of Jammu &
Kashmir constituted a material change in the situation” the
Government of Pakistan “agrees to withdraw its troops from
that State.” This according to Korbel, “was the slap on the wrist
the Commission delivered to Pakistan.” [Korbel: 141].

The second para used the language of the April 21
resolution that committed Pakistan to “use its best endeavour to
secure the withdrawal” of the tribesmen and irregular forces. The
territory evacuated by these elements would be administered by
local authorities, under the surveillance of the Commission.

Part I Section B, dealt with the Indian obligations which
only came into effect once the tribesmen and irregulars had
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withdrawn, and presumably, the situation of the original
complaint had been terminated.

As for Indian forces, when it was clear that the “Pakistani
forces are being withdrawn” the Government of India would
“begin to withdraw the bulk of its forces... in stages agreed upon
with the Commission.” The Indian side would be allowed to
maintain “within the lines existing at the moment of ceasefire”
the minimum strength of its forces which “in agreement with
the Commission” are necessary to assist local authorities to
maintain law and order. India also had to ensure that the Kashmir
government would take all measures to maintain law and order
and guarantee human and political rights.

Part III of the resolution dealt with plebiscite. Actually
the word ‘plebiscite’ itself was not mentioned. All that the
resolution said was that after Parts I and II of the resolution
were implemented, and both India and Pakistan had reaffirmed
their wish that the future status of Jammu & Kashmir shall be
determined in accordance with the will of the people, and to
that end, “they would enter into consultations” with the
Commission.

The resolutions were presented to both sides by the
UNCIP representatives in Karachi and New Delhi. Given its
unhappiness with the unbalanced April 21 resolution, India
was quite satisfied with the August 13 UNCIP formulation.
The latter recognised that the central issue was a ceasefire
followed by a withdrawal of the raiders and Pakistani forces.
Even the word “plebiscite” was not mentioned here, all that the
resolution spoke of was the need to determine the status of
Kashmir in accordance with the wishes of its people, though
all the sides were clear that plebiscite was the method being
spoken about. One reason for this is that by this time the
Commission was also mooting the subject of partition of the
State, for which it found agreement in India, but vehement
rejection by Pakistan. [Blinkenberg: vol.I: 108-9].

According to Gupta, the resolution was quite different
from the April 21 resolution primarily because “it did not
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place India and Pakistan at par in the matter of Kashmir and
accepted the sovereign rights of the State of Jammu &
Kashmir.” [Gupta: 180).

. But before formally accepting it, on August 20, 1948,
Prime Minister Nehru wrote to the UNCIP seeking further
clarifications on the resolution. He asked the Korbel to confirm
that the resolutions would not be interpreted “To bring into
question the sovereignty of the Jammu & Kashmir Government
over the portion of their territory evacuated by Pakistan
troops.” Nehru went on to add in Part 4 of his letter:

In fact you made it clear that the Commission was not
competent to recognise the sovereignty of any authority over

the evacuated areas other than that of the Jammu & Kashmir
Government. ...

[That] the strength of Indian forces to be retained in the State,

are matters for settlement between the Commission and the
Government of India....

[ That] Part 111 of the resolution (calling for plebiscite) does not
in any way recognise the right of Pakistan to have any part in
a plebiscite. [Lakhanpal:154-6].

By Korbel’s reply of August 25 stated that the Commission’s

‘interpretation of the resolution as expressed in paragraph 4 of
your letter coincides with its own interpretation....” He further
noted that the term “evacuated territory” referred to those
territories of the State of J&K “which are at present under the
effective control of the Pakistan High Command.” [Lakhanpal:
157]. On the day that it received the clarifications, India accepted
the resolutions. The exchange between Korbel and Nehru is the
clearest indicator of the difference with which the UN viewed

India and Pakistan’s status in Kashmir.

. Prgdictably, Pakistan did not accept this resolution.
Considering the free ride it had had on the UN, courtesy Noel-
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Baker, this is not surprising. But it did not reject the resolutions
outright, but as Korbel noted, “attached so many reservations,
qualifications and assumptions that the Commission had to
consider its answers as ‘tantamount to rejection’.” [Korbel: 144].
On August 19, it came up with a list of objections so extensive
that the Commission could not fulfil them. Foremost among
its requirements were that India accept the stringent provisions
of the April 21 resolution. Later in a letter of September 6, it
wanted ‘Azad Kashmir’ to be recognised as an entity in any
future dispensation, even while stating that it could not speak
for the Azad Kashmir government, which would have to issue
its own ceasefire order. It demanded a synchronised
withdrawal of Indian and Pakistani forces and wanted the
UNCIP to ensure that the Azad forces were not disbanded.
Equally difficult was its demand that it be treated as an equal
in the conduct of the plebiscite.

So did Pakistan actually reject the August 13, 1948
resolution? Let the UNCIP’s September 19 response, made after
considering the Pakistani objections of August 19 and
September 6, speak for itself :

The Commission observes with regret that the Government
of Pakistan has been unable to accept the resolution without
attaching certain conditions beyond the compass of this
resolution; thereby making impossible an immediate ceasefire
and the beginning of fruitful negotiations between the two
governments and the commission to bring about a peaceful
and final settlement of the situation. [Gupta: 185].

Having looked at the record and the Indian and
Pakistani statements, Blinkenberg feels that Pakistan’s apparent
miscalculation “seems mainly responsible for the deadlock
which was soon brought about.” He finds himself in agreement
with Russell Brines, who has stated, “India has good reason to
claim that Pakistan is responsible for making the plebiscite
unacceptable in New Delhi.” [Blinkenberg vol I: 112].
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Another reason for the de facto Pakistani rejection of

.the resolution soon became clear when it was followed by an

intensification of its military operations. Having openl
ack:r.lowled ged that its forces were operating in the State anzll
having received a mere slap on the wrist, Pakistan was,now
emboldened to expand its operations. A new offensive was
begun in the northern areas that advanced deep into Baltistan
and Ladakh, hundreds of kilometres to the east, while the so-
called Azad Kashmir forces, which were, as per the resolution
to be disbanded, were, in fact, expanded and Consolidateci
into, what the UNCIP Military Adviser described, as a
“formidable force”. ' ’

. India was compelled to launch its own counter-offensives
first to secure the Ladakh region by a dramatic armoureci
oPeration that broke through the Zoji La pass to link Srinagar
w1th Leh. A second, to lift the siege of Poonch and Consolidite
Indian control of the Rajauri-Poonch-Mendhar area.

Endgame

However, Indian plans for moving further in this area
were foﬂed by the British officials serving both armies, who
coodeated a carefully orchestrated conspiracy to prever’lt any
Indlal'l movement towards Mirpur, Kotli and Muzaffarabad.
The aim was to ensure some sort of a cushion to the Pakistani
heartland which would have become vulnerable had India
rec.:o.vered the area of what today constitutes ‘Azad’ Kashmir.
British motives went beyond ensuring that the conflict does.
;\1;; j{fi]lgl overé1 tgey were linked to. their interests in the

iddleEast and the Islami
friondly Daiatan ic world where they saw a role for a

Dasgupta has detailed how this skullduggery was

- played out. In September 1948, afraid that after the liberation

of Hyder.abad, Indian forces would be in a position to launch
.an offgnswe against Pakistan, Sir Roy Bucher, the Commander-
in-Chief of the Indian Army sent a secret telegram to London
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through the UK High Commission in Delhi urging the British
government to get the UN to ordera ceasefire. [Dasgupta:167].

Simultaneously, Pakistan and the pro-Pakistan
elements of the British government like Noel-Baker and
Arabophile Foreign Secretary Ernest Bevin, refined and added
their bit to the strategy. As part of this, Pakistan now made a
formal overture to Britain, offering it an alliance to fight
communism. This was done, significantly, through an
informal offer made to Noel-Baker followed up by talks
between British Prime Minister Attlee and Liaquat Ali Khan
during the Common-wealth Prime Ministers” meeting in
London in October 1948. At this conference there was a
meeting between Liaquat and Nehru to discuss possible ways
of resolving the Kashmir issue, but not much came out of it.
Noel-Baker and Bevin also told Liaquat that the only option
on Kashmir now was a fresh UN Security Council decision
that could undo the “harsh” UNCIP resolution. For this, of
course, they had to get US support.

So Liaquat journeyed to Paris and met Secretary of State
Marshall at the sidelines of the UN General Assembly session
on October 28, 1948. Despite substantial hard-sell — including
the usual spiel about Pakistan’s commitment to anti Comm-
unism, and its key role as a large Middle Eastern nation—
Marshall did not bite. He took the view that Pakistan could
best help stability in the world, by peacefully resolving its
problems with its neighbour. [Venkataramani: 59-60].

Before leaving for the Commonwealth conference, Nehru
had asked Bucher to prepare an assessment of a possible Indian
offensive to clear Pakistani forces and irregulars from Azad
Kashmir, In Bucher’s appraisal, undoubtedly tailored to serve
British interests, was that India lacked the forces to achieve this
objective in the near future and the situation had now become a
stalemate. At the same time Bucher kept the British High
Commissioner current with Indian war plans, which were, in
turn, communicated to British officers heading the Pakistan
Army, and presumably to London.
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As a result of this, Pakistan was able to redeploy forces
from Punjab to the Azad Kashmir area and prevent further
Indian gains. Dasgupta also details an elaborate negotiation
through which the British High Commissioners in Karachi and
New Delhi, in concert with the British commanders of the
Indian and Pakistani forces succeeded in preventing the Indian
Air Force from interdicting Pakistani air supply missions to
their forces in Gilgit. [Dasgupta: 171-6].

The British and the Pakistanis now realised that there

Was now an urgent need for a ceasefire. The Pakistani
desperation to prevent further Indian advances were relayed
to the British, who in turn put a great deal of pressure on India.
With the end of the Hyderabad operation, India had freed
substantial forces for operations against Pakistan. Each passing
day brought India’s advantages to the fore and increased the
pressure against the Pakistani forces, especially those in the
line of Muzaffarabad-Mirpur. In operations in this area, Indian
forces advanced steadily beginning mid-October, and by
November 20 had raised the siege of Poonch and were poised
to recapture Kotli.

British officials now redoubled, their efforts to protect
Pakistani interests. In a visit to Karachi, Bucher met his
Pakistani counterpart and assured him that he would not allow
any attack on Mirpur, Kotli or Bhimber and that towns like
Muzaffarabad and Domel would not be bombed. To that end,
he told them, he had insisted on, and obtained, the withdrawal
of an Indian Air Force squadron from Jammu.

By now, Indian generals like K.C. Cariappa, who headed
the Western command, had become suspicious of their British
superiors and were planning operations without keeping them
in the loop. No doubt Nehru and the Cabinet were also made
aware of this. So finally, on December 5,1948, the Government

of India announced that Cariappa would take over as
Commander-in-Chief from Bucher as of January 15, 1949. This
was an alarming development for Pakistan since jt would
remove the restraint that Bucher had imposed on the Indian
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Zi(;)ar;lcéig the role of the plebiscite administrator, spoken of
i il resolution. . '
in the AI;}:tl the main emphasis was on an ucxllme.dlatte ix;lce}
iti i i broached twice to
ditional ceasefire. This was :
Xrllrigrrilcans by the British and rejected both times. On Ngven}xlbiz
10,1948, the British put up a proposal tlg Marihall 111\}I i’ra:hsaxllif i ;id
, ’ i taking place.
the General Assembly session was ] rs :
is si ter would preven
was no need for this since tl}e win .
tmh:jtcg'1 ?i?hting anyway. He also pointed out that 1?;1 mg;ptl,:
ceasefire that left Pakistani forces in Kashmir would n
India. 7 o
acceptégfl:%vr::mber 20,1948, the British representative in thi
UN, again sought US assistance in bringing a Security Counci

i i ain
resolution for an immediate ceasefire. Marshall ag

demurred, even after the British produlced a. teleﬁrlain ::1011?1 1(:1};21;
i missi in Pakistan, claiming tha
High Commissioner in : : o Indian
to turn to the Russi
ive would compel the Pakistanis
’(l)gj::llle Americans were not impressed becomes clear m 3
cable sent on November 23, to Marshall, W}}o had n.ow re 6{ red
to Washington, by John Foster Dulles, Acting Chairman

US delegation in Paris:

' blem appears

: t UK approach (to the) Kashmzr pro .
f;f:eizely pro g;overnment) o(f) P(akistan) as against ( ;hSe)
middle ground we have sought to follow. [Dasgupta:193-195].
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Ceasefire

Pakistan’s friends now sought to i
of fch.e problem. So the UNCIP %vas pl;):::ﬁ:ciot? evxiio(;l t
refining the August 13 resolution with a view of ivinn
assurances to Pakistan on the issue of plebiscite. The reséglutiox%
would now explicitly state 1) that the question of the accession
of tlf}e State would be decided by a plebiscite, 2) that the
plebiscite would take place only after Parts I alnd 1T of th
Augu'st‘ 13 resolution had been carried out, 3) the Plebiscitg
Administrator would be nominated by the UN Secretary-
General, though he would be formally appointed by the Stai’
go‘vernment, 4) after peace had been restored and Parts I an:i2
i m.nplemented, he would consult with the Commission, th
Indian ?:md the local government, on ways and mean,s o?
confiqctlng a free and fair plebiscite. But the UNCIP did assure
India that the Plebiscite Administrator would not interfere with
the norplal administration, and that there would be large-scale
d1sarmmg,‘not mere disbanding, of the Azad Kashmir forces
B In.dla sought and obtained a number of othel.'
clarifications and assurances from the UNCIP, On Decemb
21 and 22, members of the Commission, Dr. Lozano and Me i
Colban met Prime Minister Nehru who was accompanied br‘
Ayyangar and Bajpai. The Prime Minister made it clear to thz
UNQIR representatives that no action should be taken on the
plebiscite proposals till Pakistan implemented Parts I and II of
t}}e August 13 resolution. And that in the event that Pakista
did not allccept this, or fail to implement these, “the Governmenr’:
of Ind}a s acceptance of them should not be regarded as in an
:;rlzir gndmg upo(ril tPlr;erl;m” India also sought and got assurance);
e proposed Plebisci ini
that the t}iaon}; o ek 11:€s;:1’ce Administrator would not usurp
Nehru also drew the attention o issi

another issue —the thousands of well-frgiﬁgg njler:(SiS;g::}fntii

forces. By this time, the 35-battalion strong Azad Kashmir forces -
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trained, equipped and officered by Pakistani regulars, had
changed their character from arag-tag militia to a regular army.
Given the geography of the State, Azad Kashmir forces could
drive from Muzaffarabad to Srinagar in a day on the all-weather

road that the raiders had used in October 1947.
It had been a touch-and-go affair then when just 7-8,000

raiders had nearly captured the Valley, it would be difficult
now, if not impossible, to stop the Azad forces if they decided
to break the ceasefire. Nehru pointed out that their presence,
even after demobilisation would be a serious threat. Indian
reinforcements, presumably from bases outside the State, could
be sent only by air, or through a difficult land-link open only
in summer. The J&K State Forces that had numbered some 8,000
before the conflict were now in tatters, having faced the brunt
of the Pakistani offensive and would be in no position to make

a difference.
Dr. Lozano made it clear:

that it was the Commission’s intention that there should be
large-scale disarming of these forces, thou ¢h it would not be
possible to require withdrawal from these territories, of
genuine inhabitants of the area. [Lakhanpal:162].

At the following meeting on December 22, Lozano
clarified that “What the commission had in mind was the
disbanding of these forces, disarming, it was assumed would
follow. The Prime Minister (Nehru) pointed out that
disbandment was not the same thing as disarming...” He
went on to point out how the presence of a large number of
armed persons could affect the fair conduct of a plebiscite.
At this point, Dr. Lozano clarified that “the phrase ‘large-scale
disarming’ should be regarded as correctly interpreting the
Commission’s intentions.” There was considerable discussion
on the subject of appointing a Plebiscite Administrator. The
UNCIP wanted to announce one right at the outset, but Nehru
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said that would be premature and anyway, till the Parts I and
II of the resolution were implemented, there was little that
the per;oanould do. [Lakhanpal: 164-6.].
y December 23 India indicated its acce
proposed resolution, even though it still had resersg?:ircl)clfs 2{33111?
Paklst:?m carrying out the obligations of the August 13
resolution. One important reason that India accepted was that
she felt she had received iron-clad assurances that there would
be larg;-;lFale disarming of the Azad Kashmir forces
saswe will see was to prove a majors .'
later. As Blinkenberg points out,Izchat while]the txrgﬂﬁg l:ﬂd(
Fhe subs.equent January 5, 1949 resolutions did constitute an
fntern.atlonal agreement as such, there were enough loopholes
in their wording for the two sides to interpret them thI()e w
they ch];se. [Blinkenberg vol I: 114]. v
- By December 25 the UNCIP received a go-

Paklst'ar.l as well. On December 30, India conve;;:dit:?iggg
its decision to ceasefire at midnight December 31, 1948, Pakistan

accepted thi ; ;
) 19}296? s and so guns fell silent on the morning of January

The January 1949 Resolution

Unlike the earlier resolutions, the i i
the assent of both sides and then moved ?Ili(gfvjl;:;(ﬁiltril(e)d
after the ceasefire on January 5, 1949. [Lakhanpal: 158-160] !

clguse I of the new resolution clarified that the issue. of
dc?termmmg the accession of the State of Jammu & Kashmi
will ?oe determined “through the democratic method of a fr .
and impartial plebiscite.” oA

Clause 2 made the important caveat: iSCi
be held only after the ceasefirf and truce Z;éifﬁiﬁ I’V;'ltﬂ(}
and II of the August 13 resolution had been implemented ?n
otht?r words, all regular and irregular forces controll d.b
Pakistan had vacated the state. o

According to Clause 3(a), the UN Secretary-General
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would nominate a Plebiscite Administrator. Underscoring the
decision to keep Pakistan out of the plebiscite process, the
resolution noted that this administrator would” be formally
appointed to office by the Government of Jammu & Kashmir.”
~ And Clause 3 (b) declared that he would derive his
owers for conducting the plebiscite from that government.
Clause 4(a) declared that only “after the implementation
of Parts I and II of the Commission’s resolution of August 13
1948" would the Commission and the Plebiscite Administrator,
decide on the disposition of Indian and State forces, in
consultations with the Government of India.
While Clause 4 (b) made it clear that in the case of the
so-called Azad Kashmir forces, this would be done by the
Commission and Plebiscite Administrator and local authorities,

not the Government of Pakistan.
How Pakistan Undermined the Plebiscite.

From this point onwards, the going was downhill. The
ceasefire beginning January 1, 1949 remained the only success
of the UNCIP. After it came into effect, the Commission
returned to India to discuss the issue of the withdrawal of
forces. And this was the rock on which the whole plebiscite
foundered. As it will be seen, the responsibility for this lay
four-square with Pakistan.

It now deliberately chose to read the August 13 and
January 5 resolutions as being designed to establish a military
balance on either side. To this end, while it was willing to
withdraw its forces from Kashmir, it remained unwilling to
disband and disarm the 35-battalion strong Azad Kashmir
forces— that were trained, officered and equipped by
Pakistan— unless this was synchronised with Indian
withdrawals. Indeed in one memorandum, they declared that
the disbandment or withdrawal of the Azad forces should occur

only after the bulk of Indian forces had thinned out. The issue
of the Azad Kashmir forces had preoccupied the Commission
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as well as India for some time. In its response to the August 13
resolution, Pakistan had indicated that it wanted Azad Kashmir
to be seen as a separate party in any settlement and did not
want the disbandment and disarming of its forces.

. The subject as we pointed out earlier, was discussed at
meetings on December 21 and 22, 1948, between Prime Minister
Nehru and the UNCIP commissioners. After discussion, Dr.
Lozan(? hgd agreed that ‘large-scale disarming’ was Wha; ‘the.
Commission wanted. Yet, this was the issue that finally ensured

that the plebiscite did not take place. There was another subject -

that Prime Minister Nehru had raised relating to the August
resolutions. In a letter to Korbel on August 20, 1948, he had
as.ked the commission to look into the subject of m’ana in

Gilgit and Baltistan, now called the Northern Areas. one

Here, Nehru pointed out, “the authority of the
Government of Jammu & Kashmir had not been challenged
except by roving bands of hostiles or in some places like Skarci'ti
which have been occupied by irregulars of Pakistan troops.”
The UNCIP had clarified that the resolution did not relate i;o
that area, so Nehru wanted assurances that the region, with
the possible exception of Gilgit, ought to revert to the ]&I& state
after the Pakistani regulars and irregulars pulled out. Korbel's
response was that the Commission had not looked at the issue
but it could be taken up “in the implementation of thé
resolution.” [Lakhanpal: 157-8].

On April 28, 1949, the commission placed i
befqre India and Pakistan, laying down 5 ceasegiep T&EO:?E
outlining the scheme of phased withdrawal of Pakistani troops
and. nationals out of the State in seven weeks. Thereafter
Pakistan was to ensure the withdrawal of all the tribesmen
and nationals who, “not normally resident”, had entered the
State for “the purpose of fighting.”

Only then would the Government of India “withdraw
the bull.< of its forces” from the State, in stages suggested by the
Commlssion. This would happen when the tribesmen and
Pakistani nationals had withdrawn, and Pakistani troops are being
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withdrawn. As for the Northern Areas, observers would advise
the Commission and/ or the plebiscite administrator regarding
the developments there. If the Commission felt, or was requested
by the Government of India that the area required to be defended,
the UNCIP “may request the Government of India to post
garrisons at specified points.” [Lakhanpal: 173-4].

India made it clear through letters on May 18, 1949 and
June 17 that this was not acceptable and that the disbanding
and disarming of Azad Kashmir forces could not be left “ina
state of uncertainty.” The Indian withdrawal would only take
place when the phased disarming and disbandment of these
force was clearly laid out. The Indian side again reiterated that
if the large-scale disarming and disbandment of these forces
was deemed impracticable, then the second stage of the
resolution of January 5 would be deemed to be incomplete.

The second point India made was to again raise the issue
of the Northern Areas and insist that the commission accept in
principle that the strategic points here were to be garrisoned
by Indian forces. Pakistan objected to the whole UNCIP
formulation on the Northern Areas and wanted the Indian
withdrawal to be synchronised with that of Pakistani forces.
[Lakhanpal: 175-6].

The Commission now proposed that an arbitrator deal
with this issue and even proposed the name of US Fleet Admiral
Chester W. Nimitz. This was a red rag to the Indian bull. The
August 13 and January 5 resolutions had carefully steered
through the mine-field of competing claims. But they had been
clear in that they had studiously refused to provide Pakistan
any kind of parity with India. The arbitration proposal
threatened to change all that. An arbitrator usually deals with
two equals in a dispute, and this was anathema to India.
Besides, the arbitrator was also expected to decide on what
would be subject to arbitration, a somewhat unusual procedure.

The Indian retort came after what it considered was an
unsatisfactory response of the UNCIP to its two principal
queries: 1) Whether the arbitration points would be outlined
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by the Commission to the arbitrator, or whether the latter would
decide on the issue; 2) Whether the Commission would provide
the arbitrator its own version of the history of the decision on
disarming and disbandment of the Azad Kashmir forces.
[Gupta: 194].

The Commission’s response was that both sides would
give their versions and the arbitrator would then decide on the
issues. And second, that the UNCIP was now looking at the issue
of disbandment afresh and did not want to open up the past.
These were so patently an effort to go back on commitments
already made that the Indian side rightly apprehended that this
was being done to undermine the balance that had been achieved
in the resolutions of August 13 and January 5.

The commission’s last report of December 5, 1949 was
highly critical of India and summed up the UN’s misdirected
— efforts unfettered invasion of a neighbour meriting little or
no response, while a refusal to accept arbitration for legitimate
reasons seen as grounds for severe criticism. The key feature
in New Delhi’s position, says Sisir Gupta, was that India:

A}
was in Kashmir by right and that Pakistan could not aspire
to an equal footing; [while] Pakistan considered herself an
equal party to the dispute and hence entitled to equal rights
and considerations. Out of this fundamental divergence arose
the three problems regarding the withdrawal of forces, the
- Azad forces, and northern areas. [Gupta: 195).

Indeed, the UNCIP report admitted, with the passage
of time, the circumstances in which the original resolutions
had been passed had themselves altered: “The situation in the
State had changed;” the report noted, but “the Resolutions
remain unchanged.” Pakistan had now consolidated itself in
the territory it had occupied, both Azad Kashmir and the
Northern Areas and additional forces that had been raised there
had the capacity to alter the military balance. Which, in turn,
meant that withdrawal was not a very prudent option for India.
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[Gupta: 195-6]. .

For the first time, the report was not unanimous. The
reason was the replacement of Korbel, who had defeFted to
the US, by a new representative from Czechoslovakia. The
new delegate Dr. Oldrich Chyle pointed out that 'the UNCIP
was as much responsible for the mess, as the obstinacy 9f thg
two governments in question. The principal problem,‘m hl.S
view, was that the August 13 resolution was faulty: Since it
had not been possible to verify the ground situation, it should
have contained riders on the issue of the Azad forces and
Northern Areas. '

The Czech delegate also criticised the UNQIP f(?r going
beyond its terms of reference by proposing arbitration and
noted that the terms of the offer had been disclosed to the
governments of the US and UK, even before they had been put -

‘before India and Pakistan. The minority report wanted

modifications of the August 13 resolution, a new commis.si.on
comprising all UN Security Council members, ar}d a joint
meeting with Indian and Pakistani represc'entz?tlves. The
suggestions were not worked on, and even India did not press
for changes suggested by Dr. Chyle.[Gupta: 195-8].

Cold War Calculations

Clearly, the Cold War winds were now b-lc'>wing over
the dispute. Korbel, who had sought and got Pohhcal asylum
in the US by the end of 1948, believed that .h1s §uc<iessor Dr.
Chyle's tactics were classic “Communist disruption”. He saw
the suggestion of involving the whole UNSC as a means of
giving a greater role to Russia. On the otheI.' ha}nd, the manner
in which the major powers thwarted the strict {mplerr.lentatmn
of the August 13 resolution and sought to assist Pakistan, too
suggested that Cold War calculations were not too far from
their minds. -

While the ceasefire silenced the guns in Jammu &
Kashmir, the year 1949 saw India-Pakistan relations locked into
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a hostile mode that have been their feature since. Both sought
to augment their military resources through the US and other
sources. Other issues, such as that of canal waters and evacuee
property consequently proved difficult to resolve. But the most
devastating was the Pakistani decision to turn away from trade
with India. Till a year after independence, 32 per cent of
Pakistani imports came from India which in turn bought 56
per cent of Pakistani exports. In the next few years, Pakistan
implemented a policy of shunning everything Indian and
seeking alternate trade partners, a trend that persists till today.

There was a new subtext to the remarks of Pakistani
officials — that Karachi would never accept India’s leading role
in the region. Just how assiduous Pakistan was in pursuing its
new policy became apparent in mid-1949 when it was
announced that Prime Minister Nehru would visit the United
States in autumn that year. Pakistani officials immediately
obtained an invite for Liaquat Ali Khan from Moscow, and
announced it. This visit did not materialise, but it did succeed
in getting Liaquat the prized US invitation, for a visit the
following year.

The British, of course, were the masters of playing up
the Russian threat so as to promote the interests of their protégé,
Pakistan. In April 1949, Foreign Secretary Ernest Bevin, who
had already played a heroic role in skewing British policy

-against India, visited the US and held talks with his counterpart,

Dean Acheson, who had succeeded Marshall as Secretary of
State. Bevin's focus was the need to have leverage over the
Islamic world, that included the oil-rich Middle Fast and
Southeast Asia. The key country that could provide this
leverage was Pakistan. Being bankrupt, Britain was not up to
the task, so would the US help?

This meeting took place shortly after the US embargo
on arms sales to the two countries had been lifted on March
29, 1949 and after the British had informed the US that its
Commonwealth Relations Office had done away with the
policy of informing each of its two Dominions about the arms
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supplies being provided to the other. '

Bevin’s meeting was wide-ranging in its scope a.nd
aimed at developing common ground with the US on dealing
with the Arab problem. Britain wanted to provide much greater
aid to Pakistan and did not want India to know about this.
This became clear in the British request for permission to
transfer 50,000 rounds of American Sherman tank ammunition
to India and four times that amount, 200,000 rounds to Pakistan.
The key paragraph of the British request was :

... the existing disparity in military strength between th'e
two Dominions has its own dangers. In particular, His
Majesty’s government are concerned that Pakistan should
not have cause to turn to Soviet sources of supply for her
military requirement. There have already been unconﬁ?’med
reports that she is buying in Czechoslovakia....
[Venkataramani: 71-2].

Once again, at a critical juncture, the British raised the
spectre of the Soviet threat. But even now, as of 1949, the US.
remained largely neutral, despite assiduous efforts of Pakistani
leaders like Finance Minister Ghulam Mohammed and Foreign
Minister Zafarullah Khan.

However Washington’s world view was being reshaped
by larger events. On September 23, 1949, the White: House
announced that they had evidence that Soviet Union had
conducted a nuclear test. The Americans had hoped to retain
their nuclear monopoly for another two or three years, but the
test of 1949, dramatically altered their perspective of the Soviet
Union. Further on, in eastern Asia, the Communist armies had
captured Beijing. '

For this reason, Washington decided, there was need to
court the leader of what was to be the world’s most populous
democracy, located in South Asia. Coincidentally or othervyisg,
Nehru began his first visit to Washington on October 5, Wlthln

days of Mao’s declaration of the People’s Republic of China on

147




' 1

!
! %
t

Manoj Joshi

October 1, 1949. For its part, India was supportive of the US and
generally backed the US global initiatives and efforts to override
the Soviet vetoes in the UN Security Council.

‘But the changed American perspective came with
another, more compelling event — the Korean war. On June
25, 1?50, North Koreans invaded South Korea, two days later
President Truman committed US troops. The UN Security
Council called for the immediate withdrawal of the invaders
and. through a second resolution, made the defence of South
{(J(S(:: ;gll'\T operation. Both India and Pakistan supported the

But the US soon learnt that Nehru and India saw
themselves as independent actors and wanted to play the role
of peacemakers. Nehru sent identical letters with a proposal
to St.alin, Tmman and Attlee that the People’s Republic of China
be given its seat in the UN Security Council, the Soviets return
to the Council, a ceasefire be implemented in Korea followed
by.a return of North Korea to the 38 parallel border. No one
paid much heed to the proposal, but it succeeded in annoying
fche US which had hoped that India would unreservedly back
its actions.

A counteroffensive, led by General Douglas MacArthur
brought the US troops back to the 38 parallel, but now they
proceeded north towards the Sino-Korean border along the Yalu
river. To bypass the Soviet veto, the US took the issue to the
General Assembly and it adopted a Uniting for Peace resolution
on November 3, 1950, with India and Argentina abstaining,
Pakistan remained squarely with the US. [Venkataramani: 133].

o On November 25, Chinese volunteers entered the war
Vl‘ndlcating Nehru'’s apprehensions. But a parallel offensive iI{
Vietnam by the Vietminh, forcing the French to withdraw to
the Red River delta, only served to deepen the US fears that
the world offensive of Communist forces, masterminded by
Moscow, was now underway. Faced with what it thought was
the next world war, the US posture of neutrality between the
two South Asian neighbours began to change. Internal
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documents and assessments began to weigh Pakistan’s
readiness to offer bases and facilities with India’s reluctance to
come closer to the US.

The shift, according to Venkataramani came with the
assassination of Liaquat Ali Khan on October 16, 1951. This
event remains a mystery to this day, though, Venkataramani
has pointed out that the assassin had once served as a covert
agent of the British. He was succeeded by Finance Minister
Ghulam Mohammed and “there (now) came into existence a
definite, albeit invisible, American role at the very apex of the
Pakistani power structure.” [Venkataramani: 193].

~ As we have shown, the UN handling of the Kashmir
problem had been shoddy and biased. The failure to condemn
the invasion of a State — first in October 1947 by tribal raiders
aided, if not led, by Pakistani officers, and then ignore in May
1948 the Pakistani affirmation that its forces had entered the
state allegedly in an act of self-defence against India—was
remarkable, to say the least. Given this basic flaw in the normal
course, it would have been impossible to get Indian
cooperation. Yet, for a variety of reasons, which could include
manipulation of the leadership by British officials, and a dash
of naiveté and inexperience on the part of Nehru and his
officials, India did go along with the UN process.

It accepted the August 13 and January 5, 1949 UN
resolutions and bent over backwards to not appear threatening
to Pakistan by not taking recourse to all the military options it
had. Yet, as we will see, that riding on the backs of Britain, and
to some degree the US, Pakistan was flying high, and was not
willing to come down to earth and accept a reasonable
settlement of the dispute.

A recent article by South Asian scholars, Lloyd and
Susanne Rudolph has looked at the manner in which the US
used a strategy of “offshore balancing” to check India. The
Rudolphs argue that the principal architect of the policy was,
perhaps, Sir Olaf Caroe, the last Foreign Secretary of the Raj
who served through the Second World War years. His writings
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in 1949 and his book Wells of Power (1951) were a restatement
of conservative British ideas on the role of the Empire i
p}i)hcmg the Middle-East. Following Partition, he argugd :!h:tl
:he 1;;)hz1 now had to be played by Pakistan. Caroe, according to
e Ru olpl.ls, wrote the book “for American consumption”
and was a;t.lve in the pushing the US to assume the hisforic 1
requn51b111ty of the Great Game that the British had y
effectlvzly played. [Rudolph and Rudolph: 703-9] e
' n examination of British policy i itioni i
its rf)le in the United Nations (fn Itl}C\}e, I:ulg?:zltt'lg? IIr<l§sIII:dl'a’
paﬁrt.mularly the actions of Noel-Baker and British ForeI:l o
Minister Ernest Bevin, reveals that the support for Caroe’s idlegn
ran 1’111uch deeper. They were visible in Wavell’s ”breakdox,\f1 X
plan” and became manifest in the decades thereafter. The I’:
gzng 31}11cc-eeded in effectively tangling the skein of tl.1e ]aI}I’lrI;ll(:l
Kashmir ques-ti.on, but also, by propping up Pakistan with
E:tlllzg and pol{tlcal aid, checked India’s rise in the comity of
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Mediation

The first round of UN efforts had lead nowhere. By
the end of 1949, the failure of the UN Commission for India
and Pakistan, as well as India’s vehement opposition to
arbitration, persuaded the UN Security Council to accept the
UNCIP view, that a single mediator would be the best option.
This person could best manage the difficult task of
implementing the second phase of the UN resolutions — those
involving the withdrawal of forces in Jammu & Kashmir. To
this end, the UN Security Council decided to nominate its
own president at the time, Canadian General A.G.L.
McNaughton to meet the two parties ‘informally” to find a
way out of the deadlock.

McNaughton had no first-hand knowledge of the
situation except that he had been the Canadian representative
in the UN Security Council since 1948 and held the rotating
presidency in February 1948. Canada was not part of the
UNCIP, but since the country belonged to the Anglo-American
alliance, he was considered ‘safe’. The UNCIP had already

achieved a basic agreement that a plebiscite would determine
the future of Kashmir, the key issue that he was expected to
deal with was the problem of withdrawal of forces. This he
sought to do from the Lake Success UN headquarters, near
New York, rather than by travelling to the region and dealing
with the situation on the ground.
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The August 13 and Janua
' ry 5 agreements w i
;leea? : Th.ere was a sequential three-stage process Whicefl;iv%l:f;
> g1n1w1th Pakistan withdrawing its forces, getting th
’ Iﬁgu ar forces upder its control to pull out, to be followcged b ;
1awmn:ing of Indian forces to levels required for maintaininy
undee;nth :1335112 Thereafter a plebiscite would be conducteg
1 government’s auspices, b '
directed by the Plebiscite Administlt)'ator i supervised and
But the presence of a stron in,
. g contingent of i
igrcis sotmlzilcated the issue. What guaragntee(i/vgsz ?I?elr(easllglli'l;
anted to know, that these forces would :
and present the world with a fait 2 The s b ire
: acompli? The 35-battalion f
was trained and officered and equipped i nd given
. : by Pakist. i
their location, the vhelm the ¥ e
, they could overwhelm the Valley in quick ti
uick time,
hiea McNaughton had already begun his WO}I"k sl?ortly ;fntleer
planp};):mtmgpt, and on December 22, 1949, he put forward a
. According to this, there was to be a i
giel‘lglf‘htalgsatlog (;)f armed forces “on either side (I))frglgeréseils‘;e
Ine by withdrawal, disbandment d di .
forces would include Pakistani s, and the excons fomns
! tani regulars, and th
that India would not need f. Sintaty ity and
or maintaining securi d
and order, as well as disband H ot of e
, as ment and disarmament
@iad tI(ashmlr forces. and the J&K militia. The NI orthferrln ?&fr:!zg
thel:re(; W(:) ll;}lglgdﬁd 1(1111 tlclle process and the administration of
e han b ) o
Lakhanmal 1881 ed by locals, subject to UN supervision.
These were put forward
. _ as proposals whi
require the two sides to reach an agreenI:ent withilllcffl1 r::rﬁi?
viz. ']an.uary 31, 1950. This was somewhat ambiti ;
considering that these very issues had tripped up th ctp
RGO pped up the UNCIP
Speaking in the resumed Securi
1 the ecurity Council d i
I]i)’agpmetgzl Ra?; }? sel;llor civil servant, then jiymbassadlor tzliifl?ér
ed out that the new proposals wer hin ’
to dilute the August resolution ainly cloasty oo ort
il : s that had fairly cl :
India’s legal claim over the whole State of ]a}z;lixftj‘r g Ii(:;ﬁg
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The proposals on demilitarisation once again equated Indian
and Pakistani obligations and also denied India’s legal right to
administer the Northern Areas. He maintained that even though
India remained committed to a plebiscite, it should not be
forgotten that this was a self-imposed requirement, since legally
no one could question the validity of the accession of J&K State
to India. For the first time, India began to hint that it was getting
fed up of the UN’s equivocation and biases and could even resile
from its commitment on a plebiscite. [Gupta: 206].

The Security Council was not to be swayed, and on
March 14, 1950 it adopted a resolution based on McNaughton’s
proposals. By this resolution, the UNCIP was terminated and
its functions transferred to a single UN representative. His main
task was to assist in “the preparation and supervision” of the
demilitarisation programme and bring about a situation that
would enable the Plebiscite Administrator to commence his
work. The resolution called on the two sides to complete
demilitarisation within five months on the basis of the
McNaughton proposals and to consider Admiral Nimitz’s
name as the Plebiscite Administrator. India agreed to the
resolution, but with the same caveats it had placed on the

McNaughton proposals. Pakistan, too agreed, subject to the
clarification that the Northern Areas would continue to be
administered by local authorities.[Lakhanpal: 191].

Sir Owen Dixon

Several names were considered for the position of the
new UN representative set out by the March resolution and
finally on April 12, 1950, Australia’s ambassador to the US
during the Second World War and a well-known jurist, Sir
Owen Dixon was appointed. He had the difficult task of
working out a demilitarisation plan that had already been
rejected by India. Even while accepting the March 14 resolution,
and welcoming the appointment of the new UN representative,
Prime Minister Nehru stated clearly that India’s stand on the
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Azad forces and the Northern i
Contac 2131 Areas remained unchanged.
. Dixon arrived in the subcontinent on May 27, 1950. For
the first few days, he met Indian and Pakistani officials and
then, from June 7 to July 12, he was in Jammu & Kashmir where
he visited the ceasefire line and also had discussions with
Sheikh Abdullah. On July 20 he was in Delhi, where he
scheduled a joint meeting with the Prime Ministers of India
and Pakistan that spanned four days.

As he recounted in his report of September 15, 1950:

The situation as I found it presented strange features. The parties
had agreed that the fate of the State as a whole should be settled
by a general plebiscite, but over a considerable period of time
they had failed to agree on any of the preliminary measures
which it was clearly necessary to take, before it was possible t(;
set up an organisation of a plebiscite. [Lakhanpal: 204-5].

. His task, as he saw it, was to create the conditions
prlmarily through getting the key requirement oi’?
demilitarisation going before handing over the task to the
Plebiscite Administrator. He accepted that one of his main
challenges was to deal with India’s charge that Pakistan “was
anaggressor who had no locus standi and whose troopé had no
title to be within the State.” So, during the period of the
}l)lebiscite neither Pakistan, nor the Azad Kashmir

government” could administer territory they had captured
India also maintained that that “there must be no impairment.
of, or prejudice to, the recognition of the sovereignty of the
State of Jammu & Kashmir over the Northern Areas.” And that
too sharp a reduction of forces by India could encourage
incursions from the Pakistani side. [Lakhanpal: 206].
] At the July 20-24 meeting with the two prime ministers
in Delhi, Dixon realised that no new proposals were
forthcoming from the two countries. So he iterated his own
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plan which required, as a first step, the withdrawal of the
Pakistani regular forces, to be followed by a synchronised
withdrawal of Indian forces along with the disarming and
disbandment of the Azad Kashmir forces and the J&K State
militia. To overcome the issue of different administrations in
the State, Dixon put forward three proposals for a single
government for the State — first, a coalition government;
second, an interim government of non-political people and;
third, a UN administration. Not surprisingly, none of these were
acceptable to the Government of India.

' Jurist that he was, Dixon could not ignore India’s insistent
contention that Pakistan was the aggressor and that no proposal
that ignored this fact would work. Dixon’s view was:

I took the position, first, that the Security Council had not
made such a declaration: secondly, that I had neither been
commissioned to make, nor had I made any judicial
investigation of the issue; but thirdly, without going into the
causes or reasons why it happened, which presumably formed
part of the history of the subcontinent, I was prepared to adopt
the view that when the frontier of the State of Jammu &
Kashmir was crossed on, 1 believe, October 20, 1947, by hostile
elements, it was contrary to international law, and that when,
in May 1948, as I believe, units of regular Pakistan forces
moved into the territory of the State, that too was inconsistent
with international law. [Lakhanpal: 207].

There it was: a grudging admission from a reputed jurist,
of the glaring problem that the UN had refused to confront
and that had in consequence complicated the issue. But the
only concession to this determination that Dixon was willing
to make was that Pakistani regulars would begin the process
of withdrawal, but thereafter, the Indian withdrawal and the
disbandment of the Azad and J&K militia would be done
concurrently. None of these were acceptable to India. The kind
of ideal plebiscite that Dixon wanted to hold had not been held
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till thgn anyvyhere in the world, and probably could not be
heI(.:l in a region that had not known the simple concept of
voting till then, let alone democracy.

Dixon’s Partition Proposals

. l?lxon now decided to push other options before the
rival prime ministers. Having understood that the State of
]ammy & Kashmir was not a single entity, but an agglomeration
of polities brought under the political control of the Maharaja,
he. tphropos?;i f)aftil’;ion of the State, “either outright or combineci
with a partial plebiscite limi ichi
Valley I;f rial }Fmir_” ted to the area which included the

He came up with two alternative proposals. The first:
Dema}rcate the areas of J&K into several geographical um’ts.
hold individual plebiscites and allocate it to the winner. Th(;
second: Identify regions certain to go to India or Pakistan. and
then f:onfine the plebiscite to the remaining portion. B;l his
reck.oning, Jammu and Ladakh would go to India, while
Pak1§tan would get Azad Kashmir and the Northern, Areas
requiring the plebiscite to be held only in the Valley. ,

As Dixon reported, the Pakistan prime minister objected
to I?olth the alternatives because he saw them as a breach of
India s commitment to “a single plebiscite taking over the entire
?tatei; India, on the other hand, came back with a qualified

yes”. This was the point at which Dixon’s conference with
the two prime ministers terminated. Consultations now were
along the lines already worked out.

‘ India then came back with its formal response to the
DI'XOI} partition proposals. Which was that they had no
objection in principle to the allotment to Pakistan of those areas
where there was no apparent doubt about the wishes of the
people, and that the plebiscite ought to be confined to areas
where there was some doubt, and that the demarcated units
should be worked out with geographical principles in mind
as well as to the requirements of an international border. ’
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The Indian suggestion was that a plebiscite could be held
in the Valley, which ought to include parts of Muzaff-arabad
district. Its’ view was that most of Ladakh, Kargil and Jammu
districts should go to India, along with some adjustments. And
finally, it spelt out what could go to Pakistan: Gilgit, Gilgit
Agency and Gilgit Wazarat, the tribal areas of Baltistan, and the
area of Jammu, west of the Ceasefire Line. As a gesture of
friendship, India made a voluntary commitment not to impede
the flow of the Chenab in any mannet. Dixon was told that Prime
Minister Nehru was willing to participate in another conference
with his Pakistani counterpart to discuss the issue.

Dixon felt that the Indian claims were excessive and in
Karachi he said as much to the Pakistan Prime Minister.
However despite this, Liaquat’s response to the idea of
participating in a conference based on the Indian partition ideas
was a flat “no.” According to Dixon, the main reason for
Pakistani reluctance was because it did not want to move from
its stand that the plebiscite had to be held over the entire State.

[Lakhanpal: 215]. The only partition proposal that Karachi was
willing to consider was one that would automatically allocate
the Valley to Pakistan, a proposition that was unlikely to be
accepted by New Delhi.

' Dixon now decided that he would himself put forward
a plan for holding a plebiscite in the Valley and partitioning
the rest of the State. However, while India agreed with the basic
plan, it changed its views once Dixon conveyed to New Delhi
the steps that he felt were required to make this acceptable to
Pakistan: The area of the limited plebiscite —viz. the Kashmir
Valley —would be administered by the Plebiscite Administrator
and a UN team.

As Dixon, somewhat ingenuously noted, “I intended
that the administrative body of United Nations Officers, should
have the power, if they thought fit to do so, to exclude troops
of every description. If, on the other hand they decided that
for any purpose troops were necessary, they could request the
parties [India and Pakistan] to provide them.”
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These proposals went against everything that the
Government of India had been saying till then, and therefore
when Dixon sought its approval, he got a “no” from Nehru.
[Lakhanpal: 216-8]. According to Blinkenberg, had Dixon not
insisted on this point, and on replacing Sheikh Abdullah’s
government as a preliminary condition, the idea of partition
and plebiscite in the Valley may have worked. [Blinkenberg
vol I: 125].

. Dixon was critical of India, but he himself admitted that
without India’s agreement no plan could be implemented. But
he could not bring himself to accept that Indian arguments
flowed out of the UN’s refusal to determine on the main Indian
CQmplaint—that Pakistan was the aggressor. In his narrow
view, “the question whether Pakistan had, or had not been an
aggressor had, to my mind, nothing to do with the results of a
partition and the fairness and freedom of a partial plebiscite.”
[Lakhanpal: 218].

This, of course, was the original flaw. From the very
outset, the UN, under British pressure had ignored Pakistani
aggression and the Indian concerns that flowed from it,
particularly in relation to the requirements of the ways to
conduct a fair plebiscite.

. At the end of his labours, Dixon concluded that “if there
is any chance of settling the dispute over Kashmir by agreement
between India and Pakistan, it now lies in partition and in some
means of allocating the Valley rather than an overall plebiscite.”
In his view, the UNSC’s main job was to prevent conflict, and
now that there was a ceasefire, “it is perhaps best that the
initiative should now pass back to the parties.” [Lakhanpal: 222].
There was now an interlude in which a group of
Commonwealth prime ministers tried to mediate. A meeting
was held in London on the sidelines of the Commonwealth
Prime Ministers’ Conference in January 1951. The principal
protagonists at the meeting were Nehru and Liaquat, as well
as Attlee, the Australian Prime Minister Robert Menzies, and
the Prime Ministers of New Zealand, Canada and Ceylon.
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The discussion focused on the issue of partial or complete
plebiscite, and took up the possibility of security being
guaranteed by a Commonwealth force, a joint India-Pakistan
force or a locally raised one. Two more meetings were held,
at 10 Downing Street, and then at Chequers, the British Prime
Minister’s country residence. However the discussions were
inconclusive and in the following month, back in India, Nehru
rejected the idea of any external force being stationed in the
Valley. [Lakhanpal: 229-232].

But the US and UK were not willing to give up so easily.
A new UN resolution was mooted by UK on behalf of both
countries, rejecting Dixon’s suggestion that the two parties be
left to settle the dispute among themselves. This was passed,
over India’s objections on March 30, 1951 by eight votes to none,
with India, USSR and Yugoslavia abstaining. It called for the
acceptance of Dixon’s resignation and the appointment of yet
another mediator whose job would be to get Indian and
Pakistani concurrence for demilitarisation of the State and
conduct a plebiscite. He was to take Dixon’s report into account
and explore the possibility of raising a neutral UN force and
partitioning the State along the lines decided by the various
plebiscite results. If this failed, the resolution called on the
parties to accept arbitration on all outstanding issues by a single
arbitrator, or a panel appointed by the International Court of
Justice. The Council now appointed Dr. Frank Graham of the
US as mediator.

In view of Owen’s failure, the UN'’s position appears
inexplicable, unless seen through the filters of the Cold War.
Demilitarisation had failed, yet the UN wanted the new
negotiator to walk the same path. Despite India’s stated

objections, the Anglo-American sponsors of the resolution

envisaged an even larger role for the UN, and arbitration was
seen as a key element of the resolution. India’s representative
Sir Benegal Rau observed that the resolution was undoing
agreements already arrived at, “First, it seeks to give Pakistan
a voice in matters in which Pakistan, as an invader of the State,
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?::oggele;l ;‘tightll): c:enied any voice in older resolutions, and
, 1t seeks to transfer to arbitrators the ri :

: il . right to make
;llta.l ’dec131ons which, under the older resolutio%ls required
ndia’s agreement.” [Gupta: 234]. e

Frank Graham

was thgl; gf}\;\izegediator viflas a US diplomat, and his effort
| among those of the mediat i
in the subcontinent on Ju bonitied hie o
ne 12, 1951 and submitted his fi
report within three months. He o &
. . came at the point
Kashmir had their fir i P ot
st elections to creat i
Assembly, cometun : eate a Constituent
. A g that Pakistan vehementl
seeing it as an effort to further int ) it Toatin
; egrate the State with Indi
Relations between the tw i o low it
: O countries were at a 1 i
India charging Pakistan wi hetorty, and
with encouraging war rhetori
. rging : etoric, and
Pfak}listan insisting that it was only an expression of the emotio
of the people over India’s tactics. ”
Countrgra?am d1:ew up a 12-point plan and gave it to both
countri nie I(1)tr t?(}ejlrtﬁon:iment. The proposals reiterated the
ot both sides to plebiscite, and
demilitarisation on a 90-day ti i cend b
-day time-line at the end of whi
would be a “civil armed force” of si Pt
. ce” of size ‘X’ on the Pakistan si
and an ‘Indlan force of size ‘y’ on the other. Here waasnss;rci:a ,
;;);;flssiol? t? the Igdian view since the Pakistanis could onl;r3
a “civil armed force”, while India co ini
: , uld retain its regul
‘f:;ce.s.' Both sides would also agree on a Plebiglclita:
ministrator before the last day of the withdrawal peri
[Lakhanpal: 239-40]. period.
India and Pakistan acc
| epted the proposals, but
. 7 7 n
(s)lertp}::su?gly, tfhelrle v;rere dramatically varying views on the iSSL(I)et
size of the forces. India thou
ght that Azad Kashmi
fs::)oulilhhave 4,000 persqmel, of which at least 2,000 should blel.:
o ‘Zm e ]&:K V\?}t\afe militia, created by Sheikh Abdullah’s
ment. ile India itself would requi '
lent quire one line of
communications headquarters and one division of forces, some
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28,000 personnel, in the Valley and Poonch areas. The
withdrawal of the bulk of its army would occur after the
departure of Pakistani troops and the disarmament and
disbandment of the tribal and Azad Kashmir forces.

Pakistan, for its part, felt that it should have four regular
infantry battalions, some 4,000 men, not civil armed forces, and
India ought to have the same number on its side. There was
therefore a deadlock. [Gupta:240].

On November 10, 1951 the UNSC came up with another
resolution asking Graham to continue his efforts and to report
back within six weeks. He now began talks with Indian and
Pakistani representatives in Paris on the vexed issue of forces,
aided by a military adviser, US General Jacob Devers. Pakistan
now said that if India kept a division in the Valley, she would
like to keep 25,000 Azad Kashmir forces. At this point, Graham
also asked both sides whether they would like UN troops to

come in, Pakistan agreed, India rejected it outright.

In his second report of December 13, 1951, Graham
modified the 90-day limit to a specified date — July 15,1952~
but he also modified his earlier view specifying the residual
forces on the Pakistani side as “civil armed forces”. He now
simply called for the “lowest possible number of armed
forces” on either side of the ceasefire line, based in proportion
to the forces that were there at the time of the ceasefire.
[Lakhanpal: 240-1]. |

When the debates resumed in early 1952, it had become
clear that while there was little disagreement over the idea of
plebiscite, or the timing of the induction of the Plebiscite
Administrator, there were genuine difficulties over the scope

of demilitarisation and the quantum of forces that would
remain at the end of that process.[Gupta: 246].

So when he submitted his third report to the UN, on April
221952, Graham confirmed that he had been unable to change
India’s view that on the quantum of forces — 21,000 troops, plus
6,000 militia on her side and 4,000 for the Azad Kashmir side.
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Discussions on the subject continued between the Indian
and Pakistani officials, and Graham’s military adviser General
Devers. It soon became clear that there was still a yawning
gap between the two positions. There were differences of
interpretation such as what was meant by “bulk” of the forces
(India felt it meant ‘majority’, while Pakistan argued that it
meant ‘most’), and the size of the respective armies at the time
of ceasefire.

Graham continued his efforts and in his fourth report
of September 16, 1952 he noted that he had suggested a
compromise formula of a force of 6,000 on the Pakistani side
(excluding the Gilgit and Northern Scouts) and 18,000 on the
Indian side (excepting the State militia) but that there had been
no agreement on these figures either. According to Gupta, the
differences brought out the unbridgeable difference — India
felt it was responsible for the security of the entire State, while

Pakistan refused to accept this position. [Gupta: 248]. And the
UN mediators while unable to give legitimate sanction to
Pakistan’s position, were also not willing to accept India’s legal
claims. .

Graham now came up with a generalised formula -
For India: The minimum required for the maintaining law and
order and the ceasefire agreement and the security of the state.
For Pakistan: The minimum required for the “freedom of the
plebiscite.” India expressed agreement with this formulation,
while Pakistan felt that it could accept it with some
amendments. But the task of fleshing out this framework
proved impossible and Graham did not make any
recommendation.

The UN Security Council discussed this reportand in a
resolution of December 23, 1952 asked the two governments
fo continue negotiating under the UN auspices with the world
body’s representative. It urged the two governments to begin
negotiations “in order to reach agreement on the specific
number of forces to remain on each side of the ceasefire line at
the end of the period of demilitarisation”.
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It also specified the band of these numbers : 3,000 to 6,900
on the Pakistan side and between 12,000- 18,000 on the I.nd.lan.
Graham gave the problem another shot in early 1953, this time
carrying on the negotiations in Geneva. On February 14, 1?33,
he proposed that there be 6,000 troops on the I.’aklstan si 3 |
separated from the operational and administrative comman
of the Pakistan General Headquarters an.d 21 fOOO on the Indlfm
side, including the J&K State Militia. India s.ald that even while
it accepted the numbers on the Indian side, it could not agree to
anything else but a “civil armed force” on thg Paklstar.u mdg,
even though it could even go along with an an increase in their
numbers. Pakistan found the Indian numbers as too large and
not conducive to the security of Azad Kashmir.

So in his fifth and final report of March 27,1953, Graha}m
conceded defeat. He, too, recommended that the two countries

‘wezk out the problem between themselves. [Gupta:253].

Mediators like Dixon and Graham put in a great fieal of
effort to find some solution to the problem, Tbut they fal.led. A
major reason for their failures lay in the original flaw with ‘fhe
resolutions that had transformed a straightforward Indian
complaint of unprovoked aggression by Pakistan on J&K .Stafe,
into an India-Pakistan dispute. Dixon, the punct11101:1s jurist
for example, could not deny that Infiia was the victim of
aggression, but he would not take that into account, since tha‘t
was not his brief, and, after all, even the UN Security Council

one so.

had no]ti)cilxon was wrong on this, and the key to wh.a’f he saw
was Indian obstinacy, lay in the machinations of .I::hﬂlp Noel-
Baker that had skewed the UN Security Council’s response
which instead of dealing with the complaint of aggression first,
sought to resolve the problem by locking itself up into a process
of accommodating the aggressor. So on one hand,.lt encouraggd
Pakistan to demand more, and on the other, alienated India.
Dixon’s efforts “to treat history and politics. as mutually -
exclusive events”, foredoomed his efforts, as it did of the other
mediators.
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India and the J&K State Government led by Sheikh
Abdullah could hardly ignore the recent history of invasion,
mayhem and butchery. Neither could they, with the record of
?’akistani deceit, afford to take chances again, hence the Indian
insistence in maintaining a certain level of forces to provide
for the security of the State. '

| The UN’s record of fiddling while Kashmir burned was
clear. :

o It }}ad received a complaint in December 1947,
waited several weeks to act on it.

* Thenithad set up an investigating arm, the UNCIP,
that took several months to reach the site of the
trouble.

* Despite the ceasefire resolution of August 1948,
Pakistan continued with its military offensive till
finally the tide began to turn, and it accepted the
ceasefire of January 1, 1949.

* It informed the UNCIP of the formal entry of its
forces into the conflict three months after the fact
and did not inform the UN that it had raised an army
of 35,000 Azad Kashmir forces till the UNCIP had
passed the August 13 resolution.

The issues of demilitarisation and plebiscite thereafter
became a kind of futile search for what came first, the chicken
or the egg. The UN systematically ignored or played down the
issues of the Pakistan-assisted tribal invasion in October 1947
and the entry of Pakistani regulars into the State in May 1948
and focused on the terms and conditions that India had to meet
to resolve the dispute to Pakistan’s satisfaction. If the UN was
really keen on resolving the problem, it ought to have first
confronted the issue as to whether or not the accession was
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legal. If it was, in its view, illegal, its posture of trying to equate
India and Pakistan would have appeared valid. But we have
seen that neither the British and American authorities, nor the
UNSC questioned India’s juridical claim over Kashmir. Then
why could they not have acted along the logic of this
determination?

As we have seen this had to do with the plans the British
had with regard to the place of the two Dominions in the post-
independence period. Subsequently, Pakistan’s offer of a Cold
War alliance skewed the debate against India. Suffice to say,
that by the early1950s, the waters had been sufficiently
muddied to prevent the UN from playing any significant role.

The United States Tilt

We have seen how the US had largely remained neutral
on the dispute in its early years. We have also seen the efforts
made by the UK to embroil the US on the side of Pakistan. But
the weakness of the US position was in that it refused to take
an independent stand, preferring to tail the British. But with
the onset of the Cold War, the sinking political and economic
fortunes of UK, and the outbreak of fighting in Korea, it became
clear that the United States had to assume the leadership of
the ‘Free World.’

But the big change only came in 1952 with the coming
of the Republican administration headed by Gen. Dwight ‘Tke’
Eisenhower in the US. Though the Truman administration had
set the basis for the containment of the Soviet Union and
confronted “global communism” in China, Korea, and Vietnam,
the “loss” of China, the developments in Korea and Vietnam
were laid at their door and at their alleged softness towards
the Communists. Into this climate of anti-Communism, the
General chose communist-baiter, Richard M. Nixon as Vice-
President, and John Foster Dulles as his Secretary of State.

The evolving American military doctrine of containment
was that the Soviet Union and China were to be encircled by a
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ring of bases from which bombers could threaten retaliation
on the Sino-Soviet heartland. While the Pentagon’s task was
to determine where these bases would be ideally located, the
State Department’s job was to obtain the access,

In one of the last high-level assessments, on January 19,
1953, the Truman Administration spoke of the need for a Middle
East Defence Organisation to shore up the weak link, Iran.
Turkey in the north and Pakistan in the west would add to
“Iranian self- confidence”. It said that “the first instalments of
substantial military aid to Pakistan should be supplied at an
early date, provided this can be done in a manner which does
not involve unmanageable problems with India.”
[Venkataramani: 201].

In his May 1953 visit to Karachi, part of his tour to the
MiddleEast, Dulles was impressed by the manly Pakistani
soldiers and the eagerness of Pakistani leaders to ally with the
US in its crusade against Communism. But, as Venkataramani
has shown, even at this stage, the US was careful about the Indian
reaction. Dulles did not give any comfort to Pakistan on Kashmir,
and indeed hinted that were the issue to be peacefully resolved,
Pakistan could expect a more substantive aid package.

Dulles was not unfamiliar with the issue having handled
itas part of the US mission to the UN in November 1948 when,
as we have shown in the last chapter, he had commented on
Britain’s excessively pro-Pakistan tilt. In fact, in one of his
statements during this visit, Dulles was on record saying that
plebiscite was perhaps not a good idea because, by its very

nature, it tended to inflame emotions. In his view, expressed at
an executive session of the US Senate F oreign Relations
Committee on June 3, 1953, was that “a somewhat arbitrary
division [for Kashmir] might be to the better solution.”|
Venkataramani: 209].

Through most of 1953 and 1954, India and Pakistan also
tried to resolve the issue through direct negotiations that we
will describe in the next chapter. The process was unfortunately
derailed by the decision of the United States to formally ally
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itself with Pakistan. Three events appear to have precipitateg
the US moves —the Soviet detonation of the hyo:lrogen bonl}l
on August 12, 1953, within a year of the American tesl:, ‘;he
overthrow in the same month of Mohammeéi Mossade‘i; S:)m:
i ini i A-engineered coup, an
Prime Minister of Iran in a CI ome
he defeat of the French a
icht months later, on May 7, 1954-1, t .
(’:}11% hands of the Viet Minh in Dien Bien .Phu. They h}z:dt ‘{hg
immediate consequence of setting off a train of events t aC1 e'n
to the derailing of moves to resolve the Kashmir issue an ’f i
the longer-term, had more portentous consequences 1or
i itself. . .
Paletathzitly after Dulles had toured Pakistan, in Dec'embecr1
1953, Karachi played host to the new US Vicg-Premdent Richar
Nixc;n and it was at this point that the US tilt began to b;cor[r}g
apparent. Two months later, in early Febr}lary 1954, t eti
National Security Council met. The cente;flece of ttl: I’Ziev lI;gt
i i is recent Asi
was a two-hour discourse by Nixon on his recer :
i f aiding countries
he waxed eloquent on the virtues of ai . .
‘lfl?eell;eakistan and ignoring neutralist countries h}l:e Il}mha ‘1’:::2
' ist Asia to be “wea
ted the rest of non-communist . :
Lvr?:rried.” After a discussion, the NSQ d;;lcél]ed to provide
ili id to Pakistan. [Venkataramani: 2 -6].
Hlllltal‘}]’ba 1take into account Indian feehngs, an elaborac;e
deception plan was worked out through w}ugh itwould bﬁmg e
to appear that Turkey and Pakistan had decided ona col e?}:/je
security arrangement to which the US w.ould prov1df3 alfi.fr s
was announced through simultaneous joint communiques to}rln
Ankara and Karachi on February 19, 1954. Th1§ le(idlgTo)e:
following year to the Middle East Treaty Organisation ( i 1;
also known as the Baghdad Pact and Central Treaty Orgam(siaI o
(CENTO) which linked the UK, Iraq, Turkey, Pakistan a;mof i‘;x;
i nso
i utual security pact. The US was a spo
gll'gaamr};ation, but only joined it later whena cogp overthrew the
i chy, one tier of the alliance, in 1958. . .
et m"?ﬁ::e gays later on February 22, 1954, Pakistan Prime
Minister Muhammad Ali Bogra declared at a Press conference
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in Karachi that Pakistan had sought military assistance under
the US mutual security legislation. Within days, on February
25, in Washington, President Eisenhower announced that the
US would favourably consider the Pakistani request. The US
acceptance, the President noted, was based on the Pakistan-
Turkey decision to collaborate to stabilise the Middle East. To
mollify India and Afghanistan who had expressed reservations
about this aid, Eisenhower declared that if this aid was used
for “aggression against any other nation” he would take action
“within and without the United Nations to thwart such
aggression.” [Venkataramani, p, 240]. '

Later that year, after a meeting in Manila, the South East
Asian Treaty Organisation (SEATO) came up. Pakistan enrolled
as an enthusiastic member, even though the US made it clear
that the aim of the organisation was to defend against a putative
Communist attack.

The capstone, insofar as Pakistan was concerned was
the signing of the US-Pakistan Mutual Defence Assistance
Agreement on May 19, 1954. While the collective security
arrangements were designed to commit Pakistan to an anti-
communist front, the bilateral arrangement was to facilitate
the transfer of equipment and materials. But it did not by itself
give any commitment on the part of the US to come to
Pakistan’s aid in the event of aggression from a third party.[R.K.
Jain vol. 2: 96-101].

All this was happening at a time when India and Pakistan
had taken steps to resolve the Kashmir issue by themselves. But
there were other straws in the wind. At the end of September
1954, within weeks of a joint India-Pakistan communiqué
asserting their willingness to settle the Kashmir issue “in
accordance with the will of the people” and an agreement on
the appointment of a plebiscite administrator by April 1954, the

Commander-in-Chief of Pakistan, General Ayub Khan, went to
the US on an official visit. On October 19, Governor-General
Ghulam Mohammed , too, proceeded on a six-week tour to the
US where discussions focused on an arms transfer agreement.
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Pakistan clearly saw its membersl}ip of t.JS-spor;sotzl'f(i
alliances as a means of furthering its for.elgn policy %oafsl 95a6
had little reference to figh?ing'coﬁmurﬁsr%aﬁrafj aized the'
following a SEATO meeting in Karach, istan raised the
i f Soviet support for Afghanistan an : d
15:%1; an endorserﬁent inthejoint commmqué forits p;)sngon
’;ghat the Durand Line constituted the Pakistan-Afghan bor ?;
But on the issue of Kashmir, however, ali thattrl.xtlembti:sf ;Arrean

illi ‘ dard formula -- the nee
willing to state was the stan : . for an
h the United Nations or
early settlement throug ; 1s ot direet
iati the meeting, US Secretary
negotiations. In fact after e  doctare that any
Foster Dulles went out of h1§ way tc '
Loglgrlessive action by Pakistan against India Wc.>‘ulglresult in
immediate US support to India. [Venkataramar: 3 ' 1 "
But soon a major American technological achleveéne. ;
spurred by its great need to obtain intelligence about the 01v1‘e
I.lIDnion made it necessary for Pakistan :10 plf\y a greta(t)efrt;c; % n;
’ i i he developmen -
the US scheme of things. This was t s
i i i 1d fly at the edge o
1 reconnaissance aircraft that cou '
:ixl;tzsphere for eight hours at a stretch %nd obtain photographs
facilities deep inside the Soviet Union.
o the fgo;l ;r:id-195£, it became clear that Pakistan V\{oulc}tk;g
one of the critical locations that were I{Jeedie‘d écgs tt?i:\ f;)r:ﬁa ftho
the trans-Ural in .
operate from so as to cover the | e
Americans now began upgrading an ail haves
i ications facility at nearby Badabar.
and constructing a communications ar
i felt compelled to step up
It was at this stage that the US ! e ot igh
ionship with Pakistan and begm. the delivery
gﬂ:;ilt(;rn%sparms in the form of F-86 fighters, self-propelled
artillery and M-47 Patton tanks.

To the United Nations Again

With the alliance in the bag, Pakistan now began'to puslh
the US on Kashmir. The Americans were not partlculaclir ();
enthused by the project, and to fob off the pressure persuade
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the UN to take up the issue again. Between 1953 when Graham
left the scene, and 1957 when the debate was resumed in the
UN Security Council, there were many significant
developments in the State.

First, between 1952-53, New Delhi and Srinagar had
worked out the broad detailed agreement on the subject of
autonomy for Jammu & Kashmir.

Second, in 1953, the Government of India came to know
that Sheikh Abdullah had been involved with discussions with
the US on the idea of an independent Kashmir. This is a subject
that had been brought up by the Sheikh at the very outset with
the US representative in the UN in 1948, Warren Austin, At
that time the US was not interested, but now with its changed
geopolitical perspective, the Americans were not entirely
disinterested. The result was the arrest and detention of
Abdullah.

Third, the Kashmir Constituent Assembly established in

1951, was now well on its way towards writing a constitution

for the State despite the Security Council’s warning that the final

say on Kashmir’s status would only be through a plebiscite.

Fourth, India and Pakistan had made a serious effort to
enter into bilateral negotiations in 1953-1954, even if they had
not gone very far.

Fifth, Pakistan had joined the US- sponspored Middle
East Treaty Organisation (aka CENTO) in 1955, and had begun
receiving arms aid, under a bilateral pact with the US signed a
year earlier, in 1954.

Sixth, in 1956, Nehru had publicly declared that the idea
of a plebiscite was no longer realistic. :

By February 6, 1954, the Constituent Assembly ratified
Jammu & Kashmir’s accession to India and, in May, the
President of India promulgated the Constitution (application
to Jammu & Kashmir) Order extending the writ of the Indian

~ Constitution on the State. In September 1956, the State

Constitution was passed after two months of discussion. On
January 26,1957, it was formally accepted and the Constituent
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issolved. In March 1957, the first elections to the

ﬁ::grrﬁgg 3\!1::: held and the National Conference won 68 out
ot sez:ft.icipating these developments, Pakistan approached
the UN again. The debate was therefore taken up on {fn;?i;}j,
16, 1957 and continued on for more th.an a month till :1 e i
week of February. With the Cold War in fu}l spate an Pa 1? taZ\
new alliance with the Western powers in its pocket, a 1sBut
hoped that the UN would now take the necessary actloni.sed
she was disappointed. India, for its part had by now re;?u;i
that she had been ill-served by the UN and took the oppi(;ﬂ " 271
of the UN debates to outline the wrongs that had ‘peen . tul::i e
on her, rather than adopting the largely cooperative atti

isplayed earlier. .
had dlSiI; ;S;rticipating in these alliances, that had little to do

with Pakistan’s security or stability, I?akistani leadeljs ;v:ell;z
acting in the belief that they could gain advanta}%e vis- I;1ed
India. Particularly, because the Indian leade.rf; ip ileeha !
determined to stay away from superpower politics ant Z boll)l t
a third way in the form of the Non- Aligned Movemen Abou
the time the CENTO and SEATO were coming up, c.our; rles
like Indonesia, India and China were trying to umzle >
Asian countries through an initiative begun at Bandung
Aprl 11215etru had visited the Soviet Union in 1954, Zl.xou Enégl
had visited India in the same year and i‘n thg follow1pgt, 19 e(i
Soviet leaders Nikita Khrushchev a'nd N1k01.a1 Bulgann; or}]lreir
India and Afghanistan and proclaimed their sppport or
respective positions on Kashmir and Pakhtcumst.?n. e Nodl.
Through the worst period of mampulatloﬂ Iz oel
Baker & Co, the Soviet Union had been neutral. on the s:S .
issue, and indeed, for a while it was boycotting t eh S}l\%f(};
Council. Till the mid-1950s, the balance of power in the U >¢
on the Kashmir issue was in favour of the Anglo-Amerlfa d.
But now with the Soviets taking an overtly pro-Indian stand,
the situation settled into a stalemate.
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The basic outlines of the debate that unfolded January
15- February 21, 1957 — with India fielding the acerbic Krishna
Menon - were the same. India pointed to the legal accession
of the State to the Indian Union, Pakistan, on the other hand,
maintained that the State was a disputed territory whose final
disposition was to be determined, according to the UNCIP
resolutions of August 13, 1948 and January 5, 1949,
notwithstanding its own ambiguity towards the first-named
resolution. Pakistan also claimed that India’s acceptance of the
resolutions constituted an international agreement, while India
pointed out that the main August 13 resolution set out key
benchmarks that had not been adhered to by Pakistan. The
passage of time, India argued, had since made the offer of
plebiscite null and void. (,

On January 24, 1957, two days before the new
Constitution of the State was to come into force, the UN Securi
Council adopted a resolution maintaining that the final
disposition of the State could only be determined by a plebiscite.
India rejected this resolution because of its continuing refusal to
accept the legality of the Instrument of Accession.

In these debates Pakistan claimed India had flouted its
international commitments and charged that it had unleashed
areign of terror in the State and detained a number of Kashmiris

without trial. India replied that Pakistan was the aggressor,
and that the UN resolutions themselves had made it clear that
it had no obligations to meet, till that aggression had been
vacated. India reminded the Council that it had made a
voluntary offer to consult the people of Jammu & Kashmir,
and that it had done so through elections of the State Assembly.

Shifting Sands

But the focus of the world was now beginning to shift
from South Asia to the Middle East. In 1956, incensed by
Nasser’s ‘neutralism’ and egged on by the Israeli lobby, the

Anglo-Americans sought to punish Egypt by withdrawing an
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Nasser nationalised
to fund the Aswan Dam. In response,
?l-flfee;u(;z Canal and set the stage for tl;ae Angl;fr;a:ﬁﬁriagfh:;:
nal, and the Israeli attack on Egypt. The failt
OAfntg;fI?rench enterprise because of lafxl-.(ﬂ of US ‘sutpﬁorr: gviZ:ls
beginni itish influence in .
beginning of the end of overt Britis influ ;
’tI’ht?er:after, itgwas a slide to the declaratxon‘,t;nn 19t6$7, that it was
i ing from its East-of-Suez commitments.
Wlthdrlarzvitsgdealings with the regional countries, the US v:;s
sharply focused on its principal.gﬁal of Eﬁlr?bfat;rﬁ g?r:ll\r/\;;:agé
The Eisenhower Doctrine, which took the fo: -
57, sought to reassure reg
to Congress on January 5, 19 N gt
i idi i brella to the countries
allies by providing a security um e acked
ion. But it specifically applied only to coun
:Jirg’l'ci);lter;lat;ongl communism.” This was undersctzﬁred Za;}ﬁz
i d later in the re
wording of the text of the message an S
i The US was not abo
and testimony of Secretary Dulles. : e,
i i i h Greece over Cyprus,

t involved in the Turkish quarrel wit : 1
g: Iraq’s fear of Israel. It certainly did not intend to tp:(;lvﬁes
much comfort to Pakistan, whose goal was to ge

brella against India. ‘

o reTallwgPakistani leaders of the time, Governor-gen:;a;
Iskander Mirza, Prime Minister H.S. Suh‘raw;r yC e
Commander-in-Chief, Ayub Khan did evc?rythlng t el'?’to -
to ingratiate themselves with the Americans. l\lliu(iinked e
discomfiture of the US, which was not yet formally P
the Baghdad Pact, they even suggested that the rmhtary. ces
of the METO be headed by an American general. Izﬁzubgs "
official visit to the US, Suhrawardy pleaded fgls's e o
formally accede to the Baghdad Pact._lln early 1

Mirza repeated the plea but to no avail.

o Bgt after thepIraqi coup that saw {he ovel"thrcziwuanicri1
slaughter of the Iragi royal family, the US finally s;%lxa't:hm ;r)ton
July 1958 to reassure the nervous Pact meml?ers. But o e
made it clear that its commitment was circumscrl e 'tt}éd "
language of the 1957 Joint Resolution that it was commi
act only to counter “international communism.
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By this time, Pakistan was itself on the brink, though not
because of a communist threat. Economic problems, combined
with political agitation in its eastern wing had made matters
difficult for the government. Mirza was egged on by Ayub to
act against “corrupt politicians” and on the evening of October
7,1958, he issued a proclamation abrogating the Constitution,

Martial Law was declared throughout the country and
Ayub was appointed Chief Martial Law Administrator. By this

Kashmir, 1947-1965 A Story Retold

Gunnar Jarring

s against this backdrop that the Uni.tefi Natl.ons
Secunt;t g\c,)?mci% that had been debating the Kashm issue sn;cle
January 15,1957 decided through a resolutlon on Feb1'1111<atrythé
1957, that its President, Gunnar Jarring of Sweden Iak to e
two governments about any proposals they would 1h e So \I;Diet
up with regard to the Kashmir issue. A day before, the So

i4mmi*mfaw§mmuaﬁmaatmm“.'i“. a

i tained language
time the Pakistan Army had developed the “Indian threat” as Unior.l Vet(f,ed a resolutlljcgl ff)}rl?: fI(:: Iiagﬁ?nir," This refgrence
a raison de etre. A report by a State Department intelligence speaklng?if latte(rinporary

. eted. _ o
h agency noted: v e th?:rriig who had served as a diplomat in Ind11a9, 5v7151teidi
: > h 14 -April 11, an
'J Pakistan’s main reason for devoting a quarter of its budget the subcontinent betx;v}eeer[lﬂl\\l’lsaé‘c He foun% that while both
i Jor defence, and seeking additional US arms is ....to bolster submitted a report to th h earch for a peaceful solution,
- Pakistan’s position vis-a-vis India. sides were willing to continue the sear E
&

the problem of implementing the Part I of the August 13
I:T;l

i

5 Although every Pakistani increase in military expenditure

has been justified in Pakistani eyes by the need to counter
Indian military development, it may also be true that the
Pakistani army has developed as a pressure group to the point
that regardless of Indian developments, it might continue to

have priority over economic development for appropriations.
[Venkataramani: 390]

Venkataramani has also pointed to the coincidental
arrival three weeks after the coup, on October 23, 1958 of the
uUs Secretary of Defence, Neil McElroy. As of date, there is no
evidence that the US had forewarning of the military takeover,
but the McElroy visit was accompanied by a high-voltage
Pakistani effort to woo the US. The former businessman was
given a royal treatment and even made an honorary member
of the President’s Bodyguard. A week later, however, Mirza
was shown the door and Pakistan became a full-fledged
military dictatorship. This event had major consequences for
Pakistan, not in the least in shutting off the East Pakistanis from
any direct participation in government.
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resolution remained. . ]
The Indian officials he met— Krishna Menon, Secretary

General of the External Affairs Minist}‘y, N.R. Pl'u,al, anj
Commonwealth Secretary M.]. Desai — re1teratec.1 India s stan
that since Part I of the August 13, 1948 resolution calling ;)In
both sides to maintain “an atmosphere favograble to t de
promotion of further negotiations” had yet to be implemente 5,
it was premature to focus on Parts Il and III, and ’Fhe ]apuar)tfh ,
1949 resolution relating to plebiscite. The Indian view, N e[
officials said, was also conditioned by th-e knowledge tf-a
Pakistan had augmented the forces on its 51de of the ce?fs.e. nie
line, violating clause ‘B’ of Part I of the resolut?on. The o 1c1te;1 Z
also told Jarring that the Council }gadpsci( fa: failed to act on

igi int of aggression by Pakistan.
Ongmall’acll(zg}cﬁ for its pga%'t maintained that it I}ad implemented
Part I of the resolution completely and the time had come to
i rt IL
mplem]:f:‘ilr):g now proposed in a report on APril 29,1957 th}r;tt
the issue as to whether or not Part I had been 1mplemented g
given over to arbitration, with the arbitrator being empowere
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to not merely determine whether or not Part I had been
implemented, but to suggest steps, if any, that were needed to
complete the process. The Pakistani side agreed to the process
after some hesitation, but India rejected the idea because it
would have placed India and Pakistan at the same level,
providing Pakistan a locus standi in the dispute.

Jarring concluded his report by referring obliquely to
the “changing pattern of relations in West and South Asia,” —
the Pakistani alliance with the United States and the closer
integration of the State with India and observed:

The Council will... be aware of the fact that the
implementation of international agreements of an ad hoc
character, which has not been achieved fairly speedily, may
become progressively more difficult because the situation with

which they were to cope with has tended to change. -

[Lakhanpal: 281]. -

Jarring hit the nail on the head. The Jammu & Kashmir
developments, its fighting, UN debates and resolutions, could
not be seen in isolation or as a static event. In front of the UN,
the situation had altered from one where Pakistan had
surreptitiously sent tribal raiders to attack the Valley of Kashmir,
to one where Pakistani troops had clandestinely joined the
fighting, and finally to one where India and Pakistan were locked
in direct conflict. Yet, the UN resolutions had remained
essentially unaltered. The consequences of being blind to reality
were that the resolutions themselves lost relevance, since they
progressively lost correspondence to reality.

The debate on the report was initiated by Pakistan
Foreign Minister Malik Firoz Khan Noon on September 24,
1957. He charged India with evading plebiscite and terrorising -
Indian Muslims. He called on the UNSC to mandate the
demilitarisation of the State under the terms of the December
23, 1952 resolution. He said that Pakistan was prepared to
withdraw its forces, provided an adequate UN force was
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stationed on its side of the ceasefire line. He demand.ed that
the UN deal with the issue under Chapter VII, and issue a
to settle the dispute.

mandaicﬁdia’s delegate,pDefence Minister Kris}.ma Menon
emphatically rejected th= Pakistani charges and said .that Indlé
stood by the two UNCIP resolutions and the earlller UNS
resolution. But, he repeated, that the resolutions only
demanded Indian . ction after Pakistan had vacatec.i her
aggression. This, Menon pointed out, this was the cent‘ral 1ssue(zi.
He rejected Noon's suggestion that UN troops be m\{ol\./e
pointing out that where Pakistani cantonments were within a
stone’s throw from the J&K border, the Indian ones were
hundreds of miles away. He also made it clear that India was
not bound by the quantum of troops suggested by the
December 23, 1952 resolution since they were based on
explorzaiory talks with Dr. Graham. [Lakhanpal: 283].

Frank Graham, Redux

But the Western powers led by Australia, UK and the U3
were now also working on their own agenda and therefqre
backed the idea of UN troops, and for that reason, th(.e Soviet
Union threatened to veto the resolution. So the resolution that
was passed on November 16, 1957, modified on DecembeI: ?..,
merely instructed the UN representative Frank Grahar.n to visit
India and Pakistan again to have another go at working out a
settlement. Graham had discussions with the two gov.emm.ents
for about a month in January-February 1958 anc?l held discussions
with the top leaders and officials of both countries and subgutted
his report on March 28. His focus was on how to geton with the
implementation of Part Il of the August 13 reso}utlon. Gl.'ahgm
noted in his report that he was aware that “while the ob]e§hve
envisaged in Part IIA, namely the withdrawal of the Pakistan
troops from the state, was clear enough, tbe method al}d
machinery to be pursued to this end would be likely to create its
own problems.” He did acknowledge that the UN resolution
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differences and distrust between the two countries, the only
option was for them to engage in “well-prepared direct talks.”
[Lakhanpal: 285-292].

| \ had accepted that the sovereignty of the territory vacated by
! Pakistan would rest with the State of Jammu & Kashmir, but the
i full exercise of that sovereignty was limited by the resolution
)‘L that called for surveillance of the region by the UN, and by a
| commitment by India that its forces would remain on their side
I of the ceasefire line. |

The five-point Graham proposals of 1958 called on both

The Kennedy Administration

Even as US military ties with Pakistan reached their

sides to, first, reiterate their support for the UN resolutions
and their promise not to breach the ceasefire line. Second, to
administer the territory evacuated by Pakistan by ‘local
authorities” under the surveillance of the UN. Third, station a
UN force to deal with the Indian concerns about the security
of this evacuated territory. His fourth proposal was on the need
to move rapidly on Part III of the resolution— the conduct of
the plebiscite — and his fifth proposal was that these issues be
dealt with through a summit between the prime ministers of
the two countries.

In his report, Graham noted that Pakistan accepted his
_ proposals and was prepared “to withdraw Pakistan troops
from the State of Jammu & Kashmir simultaneously with the
withdrawal of the bulk of Indian forces from the State in stages
to be agreed upon with the Commission....” Pakistan also
agreed on how the area they were evacuating ought to be
administered and to the idea of UN forces managing the
security in Azad Kashmir.

The Government of India, however, refused to agree on
any of Graham’s recommendations. New Delhi emphasised
that without the implementation of the January 17, 1948
resolution and Part I, clauses B and E, of the August 13
resolution, there was no question of their agreeing. The
Qovernment of India made it clear that in their view the central
issue was “the illegal occupation of Indian Union territory by
Pakistan.” Graham noted, all-in-all, the Government of India’s
strong view that it could not enter into discussions with him
because it would “place the aggressor and aggressed on the
same footing.” He came to the conclusion that given the
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apogee in the late 1950s, the US began to take steps to ensure
that it did not completely alienate India. To that end, us
economic aid to India began to steadily rise. But the decisive
change came at the end of 1960 when John F. Kennedy who
was known to have positive feelings towards India was elected
President. These moves alarmed Ayub Khan, as did the
statements of administration officials like Vice-President
Lyndon Johnson lauding Nehru's leadership. The Pakistanis
now began to renew their pressure on the US to intervene on
Kashmir. :

As in other areas, the US now started looking beyond
the policies of the past. The vigorous Kennedy Administration
began to see whether or not they could move things between
India and Pakistan on Kashmir through routes other than the
sterile UN discussions. But 1962 was election year in India and
the chances of any Indian softening was not likely, especially
since the Nehru government was already facing heat for its
China policy. The US got the opportunity to get a better fix on
the views of the two countries during the visits of President
Ayub inJuly 1961 and Prime Minister Nehru in November 1961.

In Washington, Ayub once raised the spectre of the
Indian threat. The main aim of his visit was to scuttle, what he
saw was, an emerging Indo-US entente. Kennedy, however
pointedly disagreed with him arguing that India already had
what it wanted in Kashmir so was unlikely to attack Pakistan.
[FRUS vol. 19: 67-8]. Ayub was somewhat disconcerted by
Kennedy's view that America needed to reach outto New Delhi
out of larger concerns of global stability. Kennedy sharply
quizzed Ayub on what would be acceptable to Pakistan on
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Kashmir. The Pakistani dictator’s response was a no-brainer:
partition would be fine, only if India kept the Jammu areas.
Realising he could not move the Pakistani leader, Kennedy told
him that the subject of taking up the issue again at the UN
could come up only after he had met Nehru in November. Later,
the President told his aides, that they should assess the
consequences of such a development and advise Pakistan
against the reference, if its chances of success were negative.
[FRUS vol. 19: 67-70].

As for India, John Kenneth Galbraith, the new
Ambassador had begun the process of softening up Nehru.

- He quickly established an easy relationship with the Prime

Minister and, in September 1961 engaged him on the subject
of Kashmir. The Indian bottomline, Galbraith ascertained, was
the belief that the only viable option at the time was the
conversion of the Ceasefire Line into the border. And once that
was done as part of a final settlement, the border between the

two Kashmirs could thereafter be softened.

In November 1961, in Washington, Nehru explained the
genesis of the dispute and the long history of efforts, since
October 1947, to settle it. In his view, he repeated to Kennedy,
the only solution possible was that of dividing the State on an

as-is-where-is basis, with some modifications. Asthe American
record of his conversation notes:

...practically speaking the present situation cannot be
changed. No government of India could function, certainly

not his government, if this [territorial change] were to happen.
[FRUS vol 19: 132].

When asked by Galbraith whether there could be “a
more relaxed access” from one to the other part of Kashmir,
Nehru's response was that if the territorial claims were
dropped, “all other questions could be easily resolved.”

But the following month, in December 1961 after India

liberated Goa through the force of arms and annoyed the US,
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i sed opportunity and began to press for another
I;?slj:ltii?o;e; the gﬁited NtZtions. Though tho Unfltci':ld St(e)\;c;s
was supportive publicly, it was prix.fatel.y §cept1c§1 ot \tv e 121) mel;
A senior National Security Council off1c1a1, Ro ert W. ome
observed that “a tendentious debate in UN will IQOYS'?;;( Ome);
from the Kashmir settlement rather th.an ’cow.ai'1 s it. Komer
was articulating the emerging US policy whli Wafd'alg "
Nehru and Ayub to workouta deal. thr.ou ghabi ateraF R1US %1; 1
aimed at possibly officially partitioning the State. |
19- 16415‘;nother problem that the US foresavY was that 1it wourl‘d
be assuming the Presidency of the Council, and ta 1fi1g 1 u};
stand on the issue would annoy. one or the.otger si tﬁ,e i
perhaps the Pakistani goal was precisely to pin down
fn this ¥§g ‘US as we noted, had by now realised that the UN
route was a, dead end. Their .chosen solut}ion vr\:;s oa;
straightforward partition. But havmg' plumbed the rtr(;lbrid !
Nehru and Ayub, they conc;od}?d that b12 txtzva:er;olg :Eisg;an’s Vie%v

ir divergent positions which were ‘ '
:;;rlndia \;sacatg all of J&K except Iammu, and the1 .Il‘lldlétlll‘ll ;1::;
though not clearly articulgted pr1§at((eilgfr or publicly,

i i ed into a border.
Ceaseﬁsrg %ﬂiﬁi&iﬁﬁ? process, the idea of another mediator
was ﬂoat,ed. In early January 1962, the US decided 1thal’i t}::ﬁ}é
would possibly propose the name of Eugene B }?c I;ldus
President of the World Bank that had overseen the ndue
Waters” Treaty of 1960. Another name that came uls Vt\}rl S
David Lilienthal, former head of tho Tonnessee Valley Authority

' i ission.
ane theI!»r:‘I rsnfcslt-(]):lr:sa?; ’ggu}e’ Sglgfrelsident addressed a letter to
Prime Minister Nehru and President Ayub asl:iu;g t}:ieg;
whether they would be willing to “request a trus’ie krienhel
both countries” World Bank Pre51dent’, Eugene Black, to e {)
move the Kashmir issue forward. Ayub’s rosponse was prooupici
even while praising Black, he said that his final answer ¢
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only be given after Nehru reacted, even though he was inclined
to accept the offer. The Indian response that came two weeks
later was to reject the offer, but at the same time, issue an
invitation to Ayub to come to India for talks after the elections.
But this did not prevent Pakistan from going ahead with
its plan to raise the issue in the UN. On January 11, 1962,
Pakistan had written to the UN Security Council asking for
further action on the dispute, noting that this request was being
made because efforts towards direct negotiations with India
had failed. India responded in a letter on January 16, that the
Pakistani assertions were not true and that avenues for a
dialogue remained open and that Pakistan was seeking to
exploit the issue on the eve of India’s general elections.
The US made strenuous efforts to dissuade Pakistan
from going to the UN, since it believed that nothing would

- come out of it. But after postponing consideration of the issue

till after the general elections, the UN Security Council took
up the subject on April 27, 1962, despite India’s opposition.
Pakistan once again fielded the redoubtable Zaffrullah Khan,
and India its caustic Defence Minister VK. Krishna Menon.
With gloves off, both sides outlined their core arguments on
Kashmir.

Khan noted, somewhat erroneously, that India and
Pakistan had accepted the August 13,1948 and January 5, 1949
resolutions that called for a settlement through plebiscite. In
addition, India, too, had declared in its White Paper of August
10,1948 that after partition the sovereign rights of the Princely
States had reverted to the people. Krishna Menon, however
maintained that accession was “complete and final” and that
the Indian Constitution had no provision for a temporary or
conditional accession. Even while maintaining this, Menon
argued that India’s commitments to the UNCIP could only
begin after Pakistan withdrew its troops from Kashmir.

According to an internal US document, during the July
1961 visit Pakistan President Ayub Khan had sought and
received a US commitment of support when the issue came up
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in at the Security Council. After India rej'ecte;i ;h% 113111?215
B it roposal, Pakistan “against the advice ot the
mEdla’t’I?)r;cFugﬁt th;z issue before the Council. The uUs soitr)ln
fetzzil:fssed that it was expected to play a ;nal\glc‘)(l; ;31;; tt;:;cllrzta;icong

! “ essive

P being C?;:eilrllgf%:ﬁis?:neg; Kennegy’ s comx.nim.lent. After
e -1 ssions, the US pared down its obligation no’cmg1
mten'lal dlscummitt’ed to “sympathetic considera}tlon of and
i ":7? srC;n Pakistani initiatives in the Security C01.1nc11 :
;lgt)ggi to(zmy r}ésolution that “radically departs from the inten

rlier resolutions”. ‘ ) . ,
of the elglu’c to make it clear to Pakistan that “we were in fac

i i d for all,” the USinsisted
diSCharg'mg theé%ﬁ?vﬁﬁi?::xfrzgolution, rather than have
e cooe Ic)me In other words, the Pakistanis would ha\;le
e Usilmovi?n le : ork and the USwould be in the backgro;m d
& dgtf - Ilrllgh Khiwn provided the texts, and pers:uaded Ire arid
igld aanrtlllmber of other nations to draft a resolution that wou
fitthe ]:I)ﬁl;nid-May there was considerable behind—the;ls;enaeli
lobbying as India sought to water d(?wn the prcéa}i)sz;aai . Cr}i "
the grouping of non-aligned States like Egypt, : a e

hgr had been roped in by Pakistan. Fmal'ly, it appe rod tha
:)an Ireland would be the sponsor, something t(l;al’; Dg\ ) 1US oS
kee)rll to avoid. Intense dipl’omacy was needlf 2 gl fhe L5 ©
e e e hven ?Tlﬁr::ct;g’t?fgt?hiitats 2 last resort the
n while .
??SC;ZPSQS%{;; fake up that role. Finally Pr?51den; K;n::g};
himself stepped into the picture to get the Irish to be

US vol.19: 287-290]. , .
SpOnSO;SO-IE;Iien 1\171eetings were held by the Council, presided

an

over by the US, till the final debate on June 22f’f 19t620xf/vtk}112nUN
Irish-sponsored resolution recalling the past eftorts fbe
nd calling on the two countries to resume dl?ect neg tiations
?0 resolve the dispute was voted ox;l. The Vgs‘r;% g\é:: T

A i ati
ions. But since one of the neg
two abstenti N
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f N .
38 ftilaei eSC;)\lf)let Union, the resolution was deemed as bej
e y a veto. [Lakhanpal: 293-6]. The debate md
s 0510111};Son th}s resolution brought out the nature ofatrl:l
P liI;JgOSiﬁ};osT}?n on the issue of Kashmir and its reluctancz
as the ooses :)11813 V:;rzv:)il.d be 1seen as anti-Indian. But, even
akin ;
that : ng place the clouds of anoth . ati
A saiarl:el:;vr\lrgz?ai;d}?h zréd China, were hovering over 2heeéc‘;:712ﬁ DlreCt Nego tlatlons
_ . onsequences of th i
for India and portentous for the State of?gvn?;ze;zelgfs’;i:’ous
ir.

Running like a thread through the work of the UK, US
and the UN, as well as the various mediators, to resolve the
Jammu & Kashmir issue, were the direct efforts made by the
two parties to sort things out themselves. Indeed, as we have
shown, both the UN-appointed officials like Sir Owen Dixon
‘ and Frank Graham, too, concluded that the only chance to
i ~ resolve the dispute lay through direct negotiations by the two
parties. Actually, the first effort took place in the wake of the
accession of the State to India and the arrival of the Indian
} forces in Srinagar and was mediated, ina limited sense, by the
‘ UK and the Indian Governor-General Lord Louis Mountbatten.

Given their recent relationship with Britain, the first
efforts of each side was to appeal to British Prime Minister
Clement Attlee, to intervene against the other on the issue.
Attlee’s suggestion was that the problem be discussed at a
meeting of the two prime ministers, along with Maharaja Hari

Singh. An opportunity presented itself on October 29, 1947

when a meeting of the Joint Defence Council was scheduled in

Lahore. However, Nehru's illness, diplomatic or otherwise, led
to its postponement to November 1, and instead of Nehru,
Mountbatten who was also the Chairman of the Council, went
ahead and represented India.

Since his counterpart was Mohammed Ali Jinnah, it
me, instead, a summit of the two heads of state. On the
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eve of the meeting, on October 30, Pakistan had come out with
an inflammatory statement accusing India of scheming with
Hari Singh to ensure the State’s accession to India and of
condoning communal massacres that led to the tribal raids.
[Gupta: 129].

We have already detailed the course of the meeting and
the discussions between Jinnah and Mountbatten. Its most
interesting aspect was that Pakistan’s Governor-General, who
had been such a passionate advocate of the unfettered right of
the Princely States to accede to either of the two Dominions,
now wanted the British Governor-General of India to carry
out a second partition based on communal lines, this time of
Jammu & Kashmir State.

At the meeting, Jinnah had repeated Pakistan’s charge
that the accession had been brought on by fraud and violence.
As we have pointed out earlier, that when Mountbatten had
proposed a plebiscite to decide all such matters, Jinnah wanted
the communal composition of the population to be the
determining factor. He also rejected the former’s proposal that

“the UN hold the plebiscite in the State, insisting that the matter

could be supervised by the two Governors- General. Jinnah’s
three-point proposal would have side-tracked the Maharaja,
Sheikh Abdullah and the Government of India, and given the
power to administer the State to the two heads of state, who
would then conduct the plebiscite. Mountbatten’s proper view
was that he was not authorised to negotiate on these issues,
and not much came of the meeting.

On November 8, an Inter-Dominion Conference was
convened in Delhi under the auspices of the Joint Defence
Council. This time the two Pakistani leaders, Jinnah and
Liaquat found it inconvenient to attend, and the Pakistani
delegation, led by Sardar Nishtar, did talk about Kashmir, but
there was practically no meeting ground.

By mid- November 1947, according to Sisir Gupta, “it
had become clear that direct talks between India and Pakistan
would not go far because of the opposite viewpoint held by
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the two countries.” The harsh charges made bY ]mnahl.ar;d
Liaquat, and the information that suggeste‘d their comp 1ct1ty
in the invasion, made it difficult for the Indian government to
irect negotiations. -
Counteﬁr:tewcg sides r%ow began to face off on what was nc;lw
clearly a war between the two Dominions. [Gupta:'131-2]. T 1Cs1
conflict raged through much of 1948, although it remr;ur}c; !
limited to J&K State. The following year was glven overlgo e
efforts of the UN to work out the resolutions of Augm-’f’(ci anet
January 5. So it was only in early 1950, that the two sll .esl x::ce
again directly in the wake of an outh:eak of communa VlfO e ce
in eastern India and Pakistan, leading to a surge of're %gfh
coming into India. Liaquat Ali Khap came to Delhi and u;e
Nehru-Liaquat agreement on minorities was hammered out.
However, this agreement made no reference to the ongoing

problem in Kashmir.

Hope and Despair: The 1950s

The developments in the State, were not, of course, in -a
static ambience. 1\I/)Iuch had happened in Jammu & K.ashml(li"
since the Maharaja had signed the Instrument of- Access1g£ a'ih
had been forced to hand over the reins of government to Shel t
Abdullah in October 1947. The entire system of governmen
had been transformed from an autocracy, to one W'I(tih Clsomi
popular participation based on a constitution anq pregl e (Z\égs
by a legislature. True, there were many flaws in the pro o
and the democracy was far from perffect, crony1sr?. a d
corruption rife, but all this had happened in the space of jus
e yee'}rlié Indian Constitution was inauguratefi on January
26,1950, and it contained special provisions relatlr}g to ]a;nmli
& Kashmir. While Article I declared the State an integra }ﬁ:
of the Indian Union, Article 370 gave it a special status uniike

any other State in the Union. The powers of the Indian Union

Parliament in Jammu & Kashmir were limited to defence,
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external affairs, and communications. This step was followed
by elections for a Jammu & Kashmir Constituent Assembly in
1951 to provide democratic underpinnings to the Abdullah
government. Its members were freely elected by secret ballot,
something that had been completely unknown in the State
before, though only a small fraction of the electorate actually
voted. This was not very different from the Constituent
Assemblies of India and Pakistan, where the members were
those who had been elected through limited franchise of some
one-tenth of the population. Not surprisingly, the Sheikh’s
National Conference won most of the seats, and a large number
of members were elected unopposed.
Even as the political situation in J&K stabilised and the
State constituent assembly was underway, glimmerings of
conflict between New Delhi and Srinagar began to appear. To
ease the tension, New Delhi decided to clarify its relations with
Kashmir. A delegation headed by Mirza Afzal Beg, including
D.P. Dhar and Syed Mir Qasim was invited to Delhi and had
intense talks with the Government of India. Later, Sheikh
Abdullah joined his team and Pandit Nehru invited members
of the opposition to participate in the talks.
The result was the Delhi Agreement of July 24, 1952,
This significant agreement enshrined the unique relationship
of the State with the Indian Union and the exceptional powers
its legislature had, compared to those of other Indian states,
The power of the President to declare emergency in the State
could only be exercised at the request of, or in concurrence
with, the legislature. The head of the state would be called the
Sadr-e-Riyasat who would be nominated by the President, only
after a recommendation of the legislative assembly. Several
other privileges of the State were yet to be defined since it had
not yet worked out its constitution.

On January 26, 1953, speaking at the Indian High
Commission in Karachi, Pakistan Prime Minister Khwaja
Nazimuddin revealed that there had been an exchange of letters
between him and Pandit Nehru. But before there could be any
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i i t was
further development, the Nazimuddin governmen ‘
dismissed and replaced by one headed by Muhammed Ali

Bogra in April that year. In the ensuing months there werea

ber of statements and messages indicating that a new
g:rrirz)d of goodwill had arrived. On May 1?, 1953, a angresg
Working Committee meeting took cognisance of th1§ an
declared that the new atmosphere could lead toa solution to
the India-Pakistan estrangement. A week later, in a prepared
statement Prime Minister Bogra stated that there was no reason
why India-Pakistan problems could not be resolvefi pea‘cefullzif
and that once these were settled, the resourFes bem.g diverte
for military purposes could be diverted to fight their common
battle against poverty. [Gupta: 259]. . ’

This was, as we have mentioned in the previous cl}apter,
at a time when the change of an administration m Was-h}ngton
and a number of international developments ha’d intensified the
Cold War, the Korean war was winding down into a sta}lemate,
and the new Republican administration was sh.ormg upits plans
to combat the Soviet Union globally. Thinking about a new
Middle East Defence Organisation, as a counterpart to NATO
had begun through which Turkey, Iran and Pakistan —the so-
called Northern Tier —would be created around the Soviet
Union. In May 1953, Secretary of State John Foster Dullgs hald
also toured the region and VisitedfPaLkistan and -b;:_:n suitably
i ed by its determination to fight communism.
1mP1'eS;o infyormal discussions took place between Nehru and
Bogra on June 5-6, 1953, on the sidelines of tht_e Cf)n.\mom‘/vealth
Prime Ministers’ Conference in London, cpmadmg' with the
coronation of Queen Elizabeth. Though quite extensive, tl}ese
were of a preliminary nature and the main effort l?y both sides
was to outline their respective positions. The main talks were
held on July 25-27 in Karachi, when Nehru stoppe_d over duni\g
his return journey. The talks were held, a-cc:ordmg to Gup 1a,

amidst great enthusiasm with Nehru receiving a surprising 21’
warm reception. A joint communiqué issued on July 23 decla?e
that the talks were “frank and cordial”. It spoke of discussion
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on a range of subjects from Kashmir and ¢
re;iaacclzuef prczﬁerty enclaves on the Bengal borag:;l E\ftt;r ?v;:
e clear that “the ' prelimi
charscten” [Guaot. 2séezialks were necessarily of a preliminary
' But before this, a crisis between the Uni
ln.New Delhi and the National Conferentgtreu ggvimrfrﬂem
Srinagar came to a head. After signing the Delhi Agreement in
July 1952, the Sheikh seemed to have developed second thou hltI;
and had been displaying a paradoxical tendency to underlgm
it in w?rd and deed. It transpired that in May, the Worki :
Commlttee of the National Conference had m,et and b o
conmdgring alternative solutions to the Kashmir probleme%?ln
folloyvmg month, June 1953, it passed a resolution su estin :
Posmble plebiscite in the State, with the alternatives fo%‘%)utr' gha
mdepex}dence; independence with an Indo-Pak condornim’lg t
on foreign affairs and defence; or the implementation of ltllin
DIX(?II .plan, with independence also as an option for t:he
plebiscite area. On July 16, 1953, apparently working to s o
plan, the Sheikh wrote a letter to the Union Educatior? Minioin ;
Maulang Abul Kalam Azad complaining that New Delhi was
underr{}];ung the Delhi Agreement. [Lakhanpal: 245-9] e
. e government in New Delhi was cl ,
this development. Maulana Abul Kalam Azade?firslg;eadli;?g(ti "t:‘t
and was apprised of the new thinking in the Natiorell el:
Conference by Union government officials. Nehru, who Wa
to go to Karachi at the end of the month for discus:c.ions wi?li
Bogra, was kept aware of these developments. But the crisi
eventually came to a head through 2 revolt in the Natidrfli
Confe'rence Working Committee against the plans of the Sh, 'ljh
and his close aide, Mirza Afzal Beg. “
. On August 8, the Sadr-e-Riyasat o
Singh, dismissed the Sheikh's goverr):ment al;u? ;;;ecz:ioll;irlflaig
Bfag under arrest. According to the notification announcing the
d¥smls‘se?l, a majority of the Sheikh’s cabinet had lost faitgh in
his ability to govern the State on the principles of joi
responsibility. [Gupta: 263-4]. P ot
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Though this was a shocking development, it did not
disturb the Indo-Pakistani waters too much. After all, as far
as Pakistan was concerned, the Sheikh was a mere puppet of
India and had little domestic support. He had, of course, also
facilitated the State’s accession to India, and his National
Conference had fought shoulder-to-shoulder with the Indian
Army in the dark days when the raiders had entered the
Valley.
So the event had not much impact when, on August 17-
20, 1953 Pakistan Prime Minister Muhammed Ali Bogra and

. Foreign Minister Zafrullah Khan paid a return visit to New

Delhi, received the same enthusiastic public reception, and held
talks with Indian leaders. The joint communiqué following the
talks noted that the two sides agreed that “The most feasible
method of ascertaining the wishes of the people was by a fair
and impartial plebiscite.” This had, of course, been agreed to
earlier, but had got stuck on disagreement on the preliminary
steps. Now, the two leaders said, these ”preliminaries” would
be worked out by them directly. They also agreed that in order
to give some kind of a “provisional” time line, a plebiscite
administrator be appointed by the Jammu & Kashmir
government by April 1954. [Gupta: 270].

But almost immediately, the issue got wrapped up in
controversy again. It had been clear from the reports on the
visit in the Pakistani and international press that the two
sides had agreed to dispense with Admiral Nimitz, the
American official who had been appointed the plebiscite
administrator in 1949. The idea was to appoint someone from
a smaller Asian state, On August 27, however, there was a
commentary in the Dawn seeing in this move an attempt to
drive a wedge between the US and Pakistan and to take the
issue away from consideration by the UN. In a letter to
Nehru on the same day, the Pakistani Prime Minister also
noted that there were several problems in holding regional
plebiscites as suggested by Nehru, the primary one being

the definition of the regions.
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As for Nimitz, Bogra declared that that it would not be
easy to replace him. He now brought up issues that had
derailed the plebiscite in the first place.”Supervision over the
administration during the plebiscite period should be in the
hands of an impartial authority or a joint Indo-Pakistan
Commission” and that the troops of either country be excluded
from the plebiscite area, or that there be a joint force in the
area.[Lakhanpal: 251]. '

Nehru's reply of August 28, complained about the press
campaign in Pakistan against him, and expressed regret at
Pakistan’s decision to vote with the US against other
Commonwealth and Asian nations on a crucial issue relating
to Korea in the UN. His more substantive reply was sent on
September 3, 1953. Here, he elucidated on the necessity to keep

Kashmir away from the Great Power quarrels. Nehru denied
that he had suggested regional plebiscites:

What I suggested was that as a result of the plebiscite over the
entire state, we should be in a position to consider the matter, so
that the final decision should cause the least disturbance and should
t.llSO take into consideration the geographical, economic and other
important factors. Indeed any attempt to define regions rather
prejudges the result of the voting. [Lakhanpal: 253-4].

Nehru's point was clear. He was for the plebiscite, but
he wanted Pakistan to carefully consider the consequences of
its outcome in the interests of the people of the State. But on
one issue he was blunt: No foreign troops would be allowed
and neither would he agree to abrogate the authority of the
J&K administration for any purpose. Given this exchange it is
not surprising that after a detailed study of the Indo-Pakistan
relations in this period, Lars Blinkenberg has concluded “my
main thesis [is] that Nehru, up to 1953-54 generally accepted the
plebiscite scheme and wanted conditions created which would
have allowed it to be carried through. “ [Blinkenberg vol. II:
120, emphasis in original].
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The American Via Media

General Ayub Khan tried to raise the J&K issue direct?y
with Pandit Nehru when the two metin Sept.emb.er 15,1959 in
Delhi airport, in May 1960 on the s‘1de}}1nes of the
Commonwealth heads of government meeting n Lopdqn, as
well as during Nehru’s visit to Karachi .and Rawalpindi, but
India appeared unwilling to take up the issue. Appareptly, the
Indian Prime Minister was upset that whatever he sald{ even
in confidence, seemed to be leaked to the Pakistani mecfha and
therefore maintained, what one American diplomat said, was
a “wall of silence.” o

But the two governments did manage a significant
achievement in this period. This was to sign a treaty on the
sharing of the Indus waters in 1960. From the outset, one of
the trickier problems in partitioning the country had been Fhe
issue of river waters. Both sides were afraid that the other side
would use water-management systems like headworks and
dams to deny water to the other side. It was l?ecause of ‘sgch
concerns that Ferozepur was given to India in the Partition
plan, even though it was a Musliin majority area. ].ammu. &
Kashmir was even more central to these concerns. Rivers like

the Indus, JThelum and Chenab flowed through the.State and
the control of their waters was considered as an important
egic goal for Pakistan.
e gDi%putes over water utilisation were resolved through
the In<i:1s Waters Treaty signed at Karachi by Ayub Khan and
Jawaharla1 Nehru in September 1960, Under the treaty, the
‘waters of the three eastern rivers —Sutlej, Raviand Beas — were
iven to India and those of the three western ones —Indus,
Jhelum and Chenab— to Pakistan. The treaty was brokered by
the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development,
also known as the World Bank. Its American President, Eugene
Black played a major role in the exercise. .
Following the outbreak of the Sino-Indian war on
October 20, 1962, the US on its own instructed its ambassador
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;o get President Ayul? Khan to work out an understanding with
ndia so as to maintain calm on the Indo-Pakistan border. Ayub

refused to provide New Delhi any comfort by communicating

with Indla', but he did more or less agree that Pakistan would
not complicate the situation. As the conflict worked itself out
over thg next month, the US realised, with considerable
prompting from Pakistan, that it offered an opportunity to push
India to settle the Kashmir dispute. e
y Initially all that India had wanted fro
faahtate the acquisition of spares for US-ori;ltzgufmvz;i fg
its ‘armed forces. The first formal Indian request for US
asmste.mce was made on October 29, when Galbraith met Nehru
to deliver President Kennedy's letter of support. The situation
crea'ted anew opening for US diplomacy relating to India and
Paklsta(.r)l, arl\lld Washington was not unaware of this
On ovember 3, the US National S it i

transmitted a special report on the Sino-India;Cgiel\ZloC 2;11:;1:151,
to the; US President. In an attached note, deputy National SI:;curity.
Adviser Cgrl Kaysen observed that perhaps the time had come
to tell Pakistan some home truths, principal among them bein
the fa,(,:t that the US alliance “had been of immense value t(g)
them. ’.['hls was not in merely the economic and military goods
but Fhe intangibles that came with an alliance that had er%ableci
Pakistan to take a strong line on Kashmir. He added:

We are now beginning to confront them[Pakistan] with the
fact that we are really not able to support their demand for
settlement via plebiscite and that their best opportunity for
settlement on terms something like ratification of status quo
may be passing from the grasp. [FRUS vol. 19: 363].

e Sn 1>Iovembe1.‘ 12, .Robert Komer said in a note to
nnedy: The Pakistanis are going through a genuine
emotional crisis as they see their cherished ambitions of usin

the. US as a lever against India going up in the smoke of thg
Chinese border war.” Even while advocating some sympathy,
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Komer maintained, “1 urge equally strongly that there be no

ive in our position. We have no need to apologise. If we
compensate Ayub for our actions vis-a-vis India, we will be
again postponing the long-needed clarification of our
position....” [FRUS vol 19: 375].
Yet, the public and governmental hysteria in Pakistan

over US aid to India continued to mount. Ayub’s November 5
letter to Kennedy was as hostile to India as ever, and noted
that only a settlement of the Kashmir dispute could resolve
the problem of subcontinental security. Other officials began
to speak of the need to withdraw from CENTO and SEATO,
and hinted at closer ties with the Chinese. The US now began
to express its irritation at the Pakistani attitude. US officials
believed that they had given every assurance to Pakistan with
regard to its security, including keeping it informed of the arms
being capplied to India, and a public guarantee that it would
act against India should it use these against Pakistan. Secretary
of State Dean Rusk telegraphed the US Ambassador in Karachi
that for Pakistan to believe anything else “is simply either
questioning US integrity or attempting to pressure us into
inadvisable actions against India”. [FRUS vol. 19: 392-3}.

In a personal note to Kennedy on November 13, 1962,
Galbraith wrote of the change the Chinese attack had wrought
in India. In conclusion he noted, “Eventually but not too soon
the Indians must be asked to propose meaningful negotiations
on Kashmir. This should not, incidentally, raise the question
of a plebiscite, anidea in which there is no longer any future.”
Galbraith’s view was that India and Pakistan should hold on
to the mountain areas they controlled in Jammu & Kashmir
and have “some sort of shared responsibility” in the Valley.
But when the time came to push this, Galbraith suggested, it
would be wise to have the British doitasa Commonwealth
exercise. [FRUS vol. 19: 384] Even now, the US appeared
unwilling to take the lead on the Kashmir issue.

As news of the Indian disasters in Se La and Bomdi La
came in, Prime Minister Nehru appealed for direct American
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military participation in the war. The US was, however, not
convinced, even while sensing the major leverage the situation
gave them to push India on the Kashmir issue. Fortunately, for
India, the Chinese declared ceasefire on November 21 and the
]S was not able to obtain the clout it would have gained had it
become more deeply involved in Indian defence.

Pressed to the wall by China, India began to think of
possible compromise solutions. Y.D. Gundevia recounts how
he had placed before Nehru a plan to offer a package to
Pakistan. His formula was: “Modify the ceasefire line
somewhat in favour of Pakistan and treat the new line as the
international boundary.” In his thinking, Poonch and the area
north of the Kishenganga would be ceded to Pakistan. And,
according to him, Nehru did not object and asked him to consult
with the Defence Ministry for a “rational, but nonetheless
defensible lines on the map of Kashmir.”

The line worked out would be that eastwards from
Keran, the Kishenganga would be the border. To the west of
Keran, the Ceasefire Line would run roughly south, and
presumably cede parts of what is now Kupwara district, and
Poonch, while retaining Tithwal, Uri and Rajauri. What
Gundevia was suggesting was a northward extension of the
Radcliffe Line that formed the border between India and

Pakistan, something that would give Pakistan an additional

4000 sq kms. [Gundevia: 244-8].

Following the Sino-Indian ceasefire, the Anglo-
American countries embarked on their last major effort to
mediate a settlement between India and Pakistan on Kashmir.
Secretary of State Rusk kicked off the effort by telling Special
Envoy Averell Harriman to impress on Ayub the importance
of this juncture to US policy in South Asia. Harriman and his
British counterpart Duncan Sandys met Ayub in Rawalpindi
and discussed a draft communiqué that India and Pakistan
could issue to resume their bilateral talks. The wrangle over
the communiqué eventually issued on November 30 has a
contemporary resonance: Pakistan’s suggested language was
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m” but on Indian insistence they

144 1 d
to “on Kashmir and other related matters. Ayub to

oo an that “Kashmir be named as the problem.” So:

Harrim

) . e

i+ plain that it would be impossib

Sandys and I made it plain t .
foOt}’:olfil a 1]zljlebiscilte, that the Vale as such could not be

ing in
transferred to Pakistan, but there was an understanding

ire li b acce
resent ceasefire line. Ayu  situation 70
}Zecognised that negotiations on Kashmir might

considerable time....[FRUS vol. 19: 410}

i by the
ective was shapeq y !
pa’s call for military aid which,

o o

this time, at the end of November, they were Y1ew:)rf1gcai: 2
i 1 -’term requirement. Repeatedly, American ficta ®
made 'Snﬁear to New Delhi and Karachi that they cou’c ol
mad?c;ecmilitary aid to both countries and see lxlnos o
d?\l’(l)yed by them against each other. In the v.veel:1 nfest%q nen
Nepw Delhi at the end of Novembfar 1962, Hgn;rr}\lz e ehr
four times. In his second meeting 1l wh1§l B tory of the
alone, the Prime Minister outlined the detaile

4
E i . . 1 . I] Sl l 3 ] ] f

' ically rejected the idea of dn : n o
e?\lfli)r}nl agcaan ?ndépendent status. This was a pom(tl h;e; rliifer ”
tgo Gaglbraith, when the latter delivered Kennedy

im i 1. o
imin ;;leznggﬁ\zbsn resolving the Kashmu 1sst1.1e V\;zi gzx
being taken by the US, even though, in an fflt?;ii ;?lgahead 2
of roles, it was the American§ pushmgct e e e This
handle the task under the aegis of the o:m::) e i

the burden of a letter Kennedy wrote ish Prine
Vl\\/rl?rstister Harold Macmillan, in which he alsc()i sugge A
they find a high-level senior official th coul ?(;rmal e 5
Delhi and Karachi “and is yet not in any

The American pers
circumstances, as well as Indi
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medi "
ediator.” [FRUS vol. 19: 419-20]. On the other hand, the US

faced constant p;
pressure from Pakistan i
faced ' ar i
pressuﬁe, 1{r'lcha would not be inclined to i:;rcl)%igtl: fminus US
© .
1s response, on December 13, 1962, Macmillan ndted

that getting an 1
at ndo-Paki
difficult: akistan agreement on Kashmir was

?aiz;;zlggre;ment Pakistan must obviously keep the part of
simir she at present occupi ' 5
sthmir pies (with
?f]?élbt}7gjnt5) and the Indians must kee; ]amnfzfz};iipz 2071 .
ﬁwe;;/;)e ;m centres on the vale of Kashmir. A plebisci[:e Zu&lll
e ot hcecz;:;eed ?}( th; Indians. 1t is possible that they m;y
of Kashmir becoming an aut .
guaranteed by both India and Pakistmf [FRa[uISO zgilml)gils;ﬁe

Bilateral Negotiations: Bhutto vs Swaran Singh

India and Pakistan had six rounds
o . . Of ini :
Eil;i %ﬁﬁ?ﬁn Rlawalpindi in December 19é\glanrliitzrrll?ili-ll1ev'el
phlegmatic Mimazf 963. The Indian delegation was led b %}lln
B Bmatic M bs er of Railways, Sardar Swaran Singh ang the
e e e et S
ph Aini astries. The other
o 1dglﬁn g;li ;gljit;o.n included G..Parthasarthi, the nrenv(\af?}:l:;fs ooiil’:hs
e e f}llorie/e; to Pakistan, B.L. Sharma, the Kzshr:'
e ot fro fefz Ministry of External Affairs, Shankar Pra cl"lr
B s b iy ofome A b
1 . Or . ! : .
Gundezﬁilé ’?en Sec.retary, Commonljjfgli}t]h(i{l)ei;iitcl);zs nd YD
- delegaﬁl;cltslszlons featured talks at the official level by the
o 1eaders_5v\; s we}l as parallel discussions between the
o P s 1fu*an Singh and Bhutto. The US and UK which
o promoted | esle t.alks played a carefully calibrated and
Cirategs iny:: }i}*o e in the background. They developed thei ,
strategy | .thqnslderable depth and the importa Y oy
g o their efforts is visible in the declassified dciilemt:;ty
s
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sessions involving the

which indicate a-great deal of strategy
including on occasion,

topmost British and American officials,
President Kennedy and Prime Minister Macmillan themselves.

In an Anglo-American summit at Nassau shortly after
the ceasefire, the issue was discussed threadbare and Sandys
made the point that the ideal tactic was “to avoid having the

parties come quickly to the crunch.” Talks should be spread out

slowly and if they do so, the Anglo-Americans could probably
exercise a certain amount of influence.” The US was sensitive to
India’s view that the talks should be seenas a bilateral exercise.
However, internally they were preparing to put forward

proposals, should the bilateral effort appear to falter.
The first round of talks took place on December 26-29,

in Rawalpindi. In five sessions, the two sides reiterated their

basic points of view: Bhutto wanted a solution based on the
UN resolutions that required a plebiscite, while Singh declared
that India was secular state and would not countenance a
plebiscite based on religious grounds. The Pakistanis bowled
a googly on the opening day of talks by announcing that they
had reached an agreement on the demarcation of the border
between Pakistan-Occupied Kashmir and China.

The Indian delegation seriously considered abandoning
the talks because of this calculated provocation. In the Indian
view, Pakistan which had no legal claim to the Northern Areas,
or any other part of J&K was bartering itaway to China, a country
that had just recently attacked India. According to Gundevia,
India made it clear that New Delhi was ready to discuss
“anything and everything”, provided Karachi, too, was game.

Pakistan therefore catalogued its wish list —self-
determination, plebiscite, the UN resolutions. For its part, India
maintained that the wishes of the people of the State had
already been determined by free and fair elections, and as for
the UNCIP resolutions, India’s views on their sequencing were
well known. The Indian bottom line was that “there were other

solutions possible of the Kashmir issue,” besides the ones that
had been tried and had failed earlier. [Gundevia: 263-6].
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The second round of talks between, January 16-19 in
New Delhi, were thus held in a somewhat unpropitious
atmosphere. The talks went throu gh the detailed history of the
Kashmir dispute, the UN resolutions, their various
interpretations, the mediatory efforts of Jarring, Dixon and
Graham. Finally, after considerable discussion, the two sides
came up with ajoint draft statement of objectives which would
remain confidential till the opportune moment. It would stress
the need for “possible overall, political settlement on a realistic
basis, leading to the delimitaiton of an international bounda

between India and Pakistan in Kashmir.” [Gundevia: 273].
Both sides also put forward what they felt were the
guiding principles for such a settlement, though there was no
agreement on them. Pakistan declared that there be ought to
be a territorial division taking into account composition of
population, control of rivers, requirements of defence and so
on. While the Indian delegation said that such territorial
readjustments must take into account geography,
administrative history and the need to ensure that there was
least disturbance to the life and welfare of the people of the
State. [FRUS vol. 19; 477-8]. The word plebiscite, Gundevia
noted, did not figure in the discussion. A
Just as things were getting underway, Perfidious Albion
struck. Sandys resurrected the ghost of an old British proposal —
internationalising the Valley —in this case for ten years and the
holding of a plebiscite thereafter. Karachi naturally jumped at
this proposal which was acceptable to neither the US, nor India.
AsKomer noted correctly, “We simply doubt Indians would ever
give up the Vale, especially if after ten years it would revert to
Pakistan. Therefore we have worked out a partition scheme
which we're prepared to throw into the breach if the talks seem
about to break down.” [FRUS vol. 19: 486].

The Pakistani stand began to harden and this was
manifested by Ayub’s demand conveyed by Bhutto to High
Commissioner Partharsarthi in Karachi that India
a commitment to hold a plebiscite in Kashmir wi
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i eyed

[Gundevia: 274]. Separately a suggestlon Zlv:.as :;i;) C}?SX- u}; ”
through Pakistani ambassador Aziz Ahmad in dyunder ary
19r63 t% President Kennedy that the Valley be pllz:cc; RN
control for a year, and thereaftetr ?a:scieisleffe; Soa K
id 0 Su%{éf“;‘i;ﬁ:;;h;gi lbna'SkI{)Eo Ayub that there was liKtle
o thetﬁl ie that India would be willing to accep:cl suc;f 13
;ior;churf,l even if it could be persuaded to make “pai
ConceSSionsl: t(?i/\rfra\lzdcs)fatshezﬂtilrir;fin?ound of talk.s in Kara.chi

ByFt biuary 7-11, Bhutto had been appmpted 'Foreiir;
be.t"\"een Teh's was the round in which, for the first t1m§, e
Mlms'tgn ult forward their partition proposals. Accor.d}llnfg 0
Cundev pthe Indian side had gone to the meeting Wlt t;
Gundewi,h the first showing the minimum concessmr;sth G—ZI
ﬁﬁféy to offer and the fourth i‘he max;?\;;il(.isix;; oBhuitO

ifi i ine in favour .

m%iiilgivi};iaiegiféﬁz r[;:inneinllalist offer of the Kishenganga
rej

g 4

vatley L(ilclgﬁ:ga :t%)79a].memo for the US National Security

il, “Indi ' offer which included 1imitfed
Coun'Cﬂ"f'Iniiacfgcgiii?rihtinl’akistan beyond the ceageﬁrz
b'ut il%n;(;’?an however overplayed its hand by proposn;grts
hne.' onw hid’,l would keep all of Kashmir, Ladakh, evenp e
Pal'tl’flog Wma'ority areas with Pakistan, and leave .a4391115]
:(f)lftllizrrtl —corr]ler of Jammu for Iggie}c.t [FvlngSa\SIlci.dlz\; N thé

1 i n Bhutto '
ACC?rdH}g t](f)sif);;1 gg f}:;litcigilfications would be, he pomi}:led 1’:2
Paleta'm Veround “the little town of Kathua on thg Kas mot
th? regll?:l aborder.” [Gundevia: 280]. Clearly, it Ex-ris rl;ut
Icj)lr?cfs,csiorl, that Bhutto and Ayub appeared to be seeking,

: der by India. ..
- ab]eliify;:e:elr; ('fn IZtters to Kennedy and US officials, the
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but as their ambassador wrote to Secretary of State Rusk,

Pakistan “would not insist on an immediate transfer of the
Valley provided irrevocable arrangements are made at this
stage.for the final disposition of the Valley and the adjoinin
Muslim territory of Ladakh” either through plebiscite 0]1‘ s :
other method. [FRUS vol. 19: 502]. o

By early 1963, the Anglo-American position on the talks
became clearer. For the fourth round in Kolkata, they planned
to push India to give a more substantial position to Pakistan in
Fhe Valley. They expected Pakistan to put the internationalisation
idea on .the_ table and hoped to use it to soften India into makin
concessions in the Valley. In a major meeting, they sought ang
got presidential permission to step up their behind—th&gscenes
mvolv_ement in the talks. At the same time they were beginnin
to realise .that Pakistani positions, whether the ones prgéenteg
in Karachi during the second round, or conveyed thereafter, were
much more unrealistic than those presented by India. ,

On. March 2, on the eve of the fourth round, Pakistan’s
new Foreign Minister travelled to Beijing to sign a boundar
agreement with China. This had undoubted repercussions ir}i
New Delhi because both Karachi and Beijing clearly timed
the settl.ement towards pressuring India. By the beginning of
}I\/Iarch it was becoming clear to some US officials that %he

odds are against an early Kashmir settlement.” As Bob
Komer noted, “The waning prospects for a Kashmir
settlement have been further dimmed by (a) Pakistan’s border
agreement with Peiping, which had given India a new excuse
i(: s;allmg; and (2) Pakistan’s still adamant refusal to consider
VO{ 1091:1;11(2] .partmon which doesn’t give it the Vale.” [ FRUS

At the same time Komer pointed out that the British
were stl.ll viewing internationalisation as a preferred solution
sor'nethmg. that would be “a flat non-starter” from the Indiarll
point of view. Komer’s forebodings proved correct and the
fourth or Kolkata round of the dialogue, that took place
between March 12-15, failed to achieve anything. Accofding
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to Gundevia, Bhutto did not come up with anything more than
his Kathua solution, while the Pakistani delegation spent most
of the time trying to persuade the Indian delegation to discuss
the issue of infiltration from East Pakistan separately.

The US now decided to up the ante with India which
they felt was vulnerable to pressure, given the ongoing
negotiations between the Anglo-Americans and New Delhi for
air defence support. In his discussions with Indian officials,
Foreign Secretary. M.J. Desai and Gundevia, British and
American officials tried to push the Indians for more territorial
concessions in the Valley, as well as provide some kind of asay
on the Chenab basin. The Indian view was that Pakistan’s
interests in the Chenab basin were more than adequately
protected by the Indus Waters Treaty, and that any Indian
concession would make it impossible to defend Ladakh.

Galbraith telegraphed Washington that he had now

decided on proposing a blunt political bargain to India. This
would be a US decision to provide India substantial military
aid, including the setting up of an Indian defence industry and
an air defence system, in exchange for an Indian commitments
to divide the Valley of Kashmir and iron-clad guarantees to
Pakistan on river waters. He wanted India to propose the basic
outlines of this plan to the Pakistanis in the next round of talks
at Karachi. If India agreed to a settlement along these lines,
Galbraith said, the US would substantially aid India to build
up its air force.

But the Department of State and the British differed with
Galbraith’s “bazaar-level” offer to India. They felt that more
common ground needed to be built up before putting the final
squeeze on the two parties and that while Galbraith’s tactics
could effect a breakthrough, the result could be “an open ended
military commitment to India.” [FRUS vol. 19: 526-30].

Nevertheless, Ambassador Galbraith decided to go
ahead and broach the matter of “dividing the Valley, with
appropriate arrangements” directly with Nehru at a meeting
on April 15, 1963. Nehru had earlier more or less agreed with
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the idea of territorial concessions for Pakistan in the Valley
But. for him that spelt itself out in the maximal Indian offer;
which was to give up a small portion of the north-west part of
the Kupwara district, but when he was confronted with this
draconian proposal, he rejected it out of hand. This refusal
more-o'r-less ended the possibility of Indian territorial
concessions as a means of resolving the issue.

Later, in a letter to Kennedy, Prime Minister Nehru
complained, “Intervention by third powers, if quiet,
unobtrusive and objective, might have been helpful; but public
a'nd semi-public efforts at pressure had only worsened the
situation.” Nehru’s letter, based on his belief that the Western
powers were playing a double-game, made it clear that there
were limits to what India would be willing to do in exchange
for Western military aid. [FRUS vol. 19: 553].

Despite this, the Anglo-Americans felt that given all the
ups and downs, the fifth round scheduled for April 22-23,1962
in Karachi was crucial. The instruction to their officials was to
press both India and Pakistan to provide substantive
concessions to the other side on the Valley — in other words
the Galbraith plan. A document outlining the “Elements of a;
Settlement” was circulated in Karachi and its key points were:

*  Neither India nor Pakistan can entirely give up its claim
to tﬁe Valley and thus each must “have a substantial
position in the Vale.” )

*  Both must have assured access “to and through the Vale”
for their defence purposes.

. The stm%‘egic_ concerns of both sides must be kept in mind,
viz. India’s in Ladakh and Pakistan’s in water storage
issues in the Chenab valley.

* Both s_ides must have clearly defined arrangements for
sovereignty and for the maintenance of law and order; for
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political freedom and local rule; free movement of people
across the partition line and so on. [FRUS vol 19: 534].

According to Gundevia, “The ‘Elements’ contained
everything that Pakistan had so far demanded, everything that
we had, in hours upon hours of repeated and tedious
discussions, explained we could never yield on.” [Gundevia:
290].

From New Delhi it appeared that the Anglo-Americans
had now thrown their combined weight against India, in favour
of Pakistan. The other point that emerged, and caused great
resentment in New Delhi, was that the “Elements” had been
given to Bhutto, but not to his Indian counterpart. Indeed, the
Indian side learnt of them through High Commissioner
Parthasarthi, who had received them from British and American
officials in Karachi. This seemed to deepen Indian suspicions
that the Anglo-Americans were working closely with Pakistan,
behind India’s back, rather than playing the honest broker.

The result was that the Indian delegation went to
Karachi and decided that since they had not been formally
given the “Elements” they would let Bhutto raise them. But
neither Bhutto, nor the Pakistani delegation came up with the
proposals. In the discussions, India repeated its February CFL-
plus offer, while the Pakistanis insisted on their maximal plan
of the Jhelum and Chenab basins. [Gundevia: 292].

Just how tangled and distant the settlement appeared
was evident from a visit in early April 1963 of a new actor in
the drama, Walt W. Rostow, Chairman of the US Policy
Planning Council to the subcontinent. In a note to Kennedy he
pointed to the difficulties of getting each side to give

concessions to the other. Ayub, he said, remained suspicious
of Nehru and felt he was unreliable. On the other hand the
Indians like Foreign Secretary M.J. Desai felt that given Pakistan
hostility, what was the point of giving any concessions? And,
he added, “after I heard Dehlavi [the Pakistani Foreign
Secretary], I was damned if I knew what I could have replied
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’Icogesal. [FRUS, vol. 19: 539] Rostow’s main point was that
ndia and'Paklstan needed to look at issues other than Jamm
& Kashmir. In his view, unless these, too, were resolved ang
there was greater trust between the two countries, there w.
little ck:ﬁrllce th}alt the Kashmir problem could be reéolved *
‘ e si_xt and final round of Ministerial talks too '
;1:011\111 ew}?elhll1 on May 14-16, 1963. Bhutto took up the argljlﬂzg?c
Pakis:;rn ered e had left off: The Valley should be transferred to
pdsta (ajn some temporary arrangements could be made for
’ p1 od in which India needed it for its defence of Ladakh.
He also mafie an alternate suggestion that the Valley b
mterna-tlonahsed for ten years and then the wishes of the pe}(])pls
?ﬁgtel;a?ed. Swaran Sﬁngh turned down both suggestions saying
- “akistan was going back to the arguments over rights and
claims. He once again put forward the Indian modified Ceasefire
Line propQSal. At the conclusion the two sides issued a joint
statement in which they noted “with regret” that no agre )
could b}; ree:bched in settling the Kashmir dispute precment
ut before the Anglo-Americans :
process, yet another round of mediation VE)/Z;V I?lc(l)(ig:i (1):1 :ﬁe
Wake of the failure of the Indo-Pak direct talks in 1962-3 Th'e
time, t.he original proposal came from Prime Minister N ehrllj
who first broached it with another ghost of the past—~ Lord
xi(;}?%tbattﬁn —k ia: Il;I ew Delhi in May 1963 and later takenoép
ean Rusk. [FRUS: 570n] There was talk of getti
Blfelck, buF that would have been difficult becfxfsfzn;g(iggﬁng
re]e‘ec‘ted him earlier, the name of Ellsworth Bunker, a senior Ia}S
S\if;;li, V\;as also spoken about. Pakistan was les; thaﬁ keen
with in}tf(l)l thseuggsz’fmg that a panel, rather than an individual,
. -The formal Pakistani response wa i
conditions that it was almost dzsigned f(s)rsefzzi‘lfllrt: ?’Zlﬁ?siny
would agree _only if there was a time-limit to the ﬁlediatiin
p.rocess; 1n this period, the US must freeze long-term milit. .
aid to I'nd_la; and that the mediation be based on the UNég
resolutions. The American assessment of these conditions was
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that Pakistan did not expect much from the mediation, but
hoped instead to use it to delay the military aid to India.

By mid-1963, the failure of the talks and the general
downslide in Indo-Pak relations, in part because of Bhutto’s
hints at a Pak-China defence agreement, led to some Indian
unease. But on August 7, the Anglo-Americans decided to break
the ice by formally presenting in New Delhi and Karachi, a
draft communiqué calling for a mediator to be issued by the
leaders of India and Pakistan. Nehru now raised the issue of
the poor climate of relations between the two countries and
observed in an August 11 letter to Kennedy that “Mere pushing
ahead of institutional arrangements for a mediatory effort,
regardless of the current climate, is no solution and might even
make the situation worse.” [FRUS vol. 19: 634].

The letter was advance warning for the coup de grace
that came after Prime Minister Nehru outlined the history of
the talks with Pakistan in mid-August to the Lok Sabha. Nehru
said that the talks had failed because Pakistan wanted a
settlement that was entirely on its own terms. With regard to
mediation, the Prime Minister noted that India had mooted it
with a view to obtaining a fair and equitable settlement to the
dispute, but the terms of reference proposed by Pakistan made
success difficult. [FRUS vol. 19: 639 n.3] Subsequently, in an
gide memoire, Pakistan buried the mediation idea by putting
additional conditions and comments. :

By the time President Kennedy was assassinated, on
November 22, 1963, the Anglo-American efforts towards
resolving the Kashmir dispute were mote of less over. Both
the US and UK had indeed worked intensely to get India and
Pakistan to resolve the issue on what they believed were fair
terms, but had hit a rock of obstruction and evasiveness, mainly
from Pakistan. In some measure, the problem lay in the man
who spearheaded the Pakistani effort— Foreign Minister
7ulfikar Ali Bhutto. Many American commentators referred
to his obsessive fear, if not hatred, for India and unfounded
Pakistani fears of an Indian attack.
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This was brought out in a State Department memo in
November 1963 noting, “Pakistan has added a new dimension
to its tactics and appears to be attempting “to prove’ its charge
that India has aggressive intentions against Pakistan.” The
reference was to a spate of notes claiming that India had
stepped up military activity along the ceasefire line, and that
US equipment was being given to units facing Pakistan. US
officials, for their part, discounted these allegations. [FRUS vol.
19: 685].

In assessing the 1963 talks between India and Pakistan,
one cannot but be struck by the fact that from the outset, Pakistan
seemed to go out of its way to sabotage the talks. The
announcement of the border deal with China on the eve of the
first round, Bhutto’s decision to travel to China to finalise the
agreement on the eve of the fourth round in Kolkata could not
but have been aimed at rubbing India’s nose on the ground.
Even more telling was Bhutto’s minimal offer — that India retain
only the south-east tehsil of J&K, Kathua, not even the rest of
the Jammu division. This certainly did not bespeak of a country
seeking a pragmatic settlement of a debilitating dispute.

- The alternate hypothesis is that caught up in its own
propaganda, Pakistan could not accept any solution short of
the maximal, and was thus not negotiating seriously. Its
primary aim was to delay, if not derail, the growing India-US
congruence, and in particular, the promised military aid.

At the end of the year, there was an event that once again
focused attention on the internal dynamics of the state, This,
so-called Hazratbal incident, arose out of the theft of the holy
relic, said to he the Prophet’s hair, from its’ shrine of Hazratbal.
Though the situation was quickly brought under control and
the relic recovered, the political upsurge convinced Pakistan
that there were fish to be had in the troubled waters of the
State. In early January 1964, using the incident, as well as some
steps taken by the Prime Minister of the State, Bakshi Ghulam
Mohammed to further integrate the State in the Indian Union,
Pakistan raised the issue in the UN Security Council.
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On February 3, 1964, Bhutto led .off the ?is;;lss?;‘lpce)r;
the subject by declaring that Ka.shmlr wasd iféasgure pen
bellion” against Indian rule, zflddmg for goo sure tha:
e s of communal rioting in Kolkata, too were Lnx 10
}’I;St;il;;e repression.” The Indian delegate,.l\/'I.C. Chagla p(z;r;tz <
o;}c that both Hindus and Muslin}s had ]om.tl).r crr;\:rj rated
inst the local government in Kashmir; the was no
e nal angle to the incident. As for Kolkata, i 2
;g;lﬁﬁ(l)l:l to riots in East Pakistan. The debate carried on throug
fhe ﬁrs'tl"ﬁ:i‘feofvg;eay i;];rked shift in that no resolu-tion wgz
mooted. But what was apparent W;s'lthihzn[?;htgslisft;;igr; 1
. s e
aflVocatlf}g e);tesg’:?lleg:g’? ggzlsvgviet bloc firmly supportg(li
Indi urgélng’c the end of the day, the President of 'the Council,
- o E:l the debate in two parts —the first onissues wher;e1
i;\l:;em vjzlssznanimity such as the need for a settlement, the nee

ituati ;as well
for the parties not to aggravate the situation and so on; as

as a second part where some members felt that the Secretary-

General could assist parties to facilitate negoﬁatlonioﬁ?szﬁi;
who felt that the negotiatig;\sé (xﬁrould be comp
eXtemiflfS\\:? Eie}r?i}fleﬂi:cim of the new %}énalrlni}cls vsrfle:is ;h;z
ril 8, 1964 of Sheikh Abdullah anc
;teeclzf)jluszieliaotﬂ)rllAx vgith Pandit Neh;u. ?‘F)dulll.\adkim Ifiasrtr;i Z)s?ihé llla;cse;
d stayed with the Prime ;
il?tte;nfﬁiga; Indi};, the Sheikh, accompa'r:lleci quall) %(a}l;grel
delegation, went to Rawalpindi and met Preiil inas gresult "
on May 24 and announced two days later, tha S AT
tings, a summit would take place betwee india
thedr;’l:leiistani leaders in June. Unfortunatebr, the very ne Y,
on May 27, 1964, Prime Minister Nehru died. eteen
> }',I'helre are varying accounts of what transplreg tf\ V;I o
Abdullah and Ayub. The Pakistani leader clIan(;le—Pakai  the
Sheikh had brought a propose}l for an ;1 i(; Paldsta
confederation as a means of resolving the Kashm )
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;};icdhelza I;:;inci)itsemdif}sle? 1:he suc%gestion. Abdullah, on the other
, 1at he made no specific proposal
he urged both parties to fashion one basecf onpa syri;}i):’c;g}c?; |

consideration of the others’ viewpoint. [Abdullah: 154-5]
. i
War and War Again |
!
|

The failure of the UN, the Anglo-American mediation L
and Abdullah’s efforts to work out ant India-Pakistan summit, !
led to the next major move on Kashmir. In August 1965, India’s L
oft-expressed fears of Pakistan using its Azad Kashmir militia g
to force a military decision on the State came true. In an ?
elaborate plan, thousands of Pakistani irregulars, most of them
from Azad Kashmir militias, crossed the Ceasefire Line. The
plan envisaged the capture of the radio station in Srinagar, and
the declaration of independence. When tough Indian reaction—
and the failure of the Kashmiris to rise in revolt— led to the
collapse of the plan, India’s second set of fears, also, came true.

On September 1, 1965, Pakistan used its American-
supplied armour and weapons to launch a conventional attack
across the working boundary {n Jammu. The Pakistanis had.
used the US-supplied armour to confront India in the Rann of
Kutch earlier that year and there had been no reaction from
Washington, so they anticipated none now. In any event, the
US, focused on Southeast Asia, and probably fed up with both
India and Pakistan, declined to get involved, after declaring
an embargo on all arms supplies to the subcontinent.

The extent to which Sheikh Abdullah was privy to the |
Pakistani plan is a matter of speculation. But in his memoirs, |
Duane Clarridge, a CIA officer, indicates that he was. Just how |
much store we can set by Clarridge’s statement is a matter of
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attack, but Grandslam and Gibraltar are conveniently kept in a
separate “Kashmir” compartment. In many circles, the myth
of Indian aggression and Pakistan’s heroic resistance to the
Indian hordes continues to be given play, though the war has
generated a great deal of first-rate professional debate and
discussion within Pakistan’s armed forces.

In April 1965, when clashes had broken out in the Rann
of Kutch, India had complained to the UN Security Council
about Pakistan’s flagrant aggression. But thereafter both sides
had accepted arbitration. However in August when Pakistani
infiltrators entered the Valley, both sides remained silent—
Pakistan for obvious reasons, and India because of its past
experience with UN intervention in Kashmir. But the UN
military observers stationed along the Cease Fire Line reported
the development to the UN.

According to Secretary-General U Thant's report on
September 3, “the series of violations that began on August 5
were to a considerable extent in subsequent days in the form of
armed men not in uniform, crossing the CFL from the Pakistan
side for the purpose of armed action on the Indian side.” This,
he said, was the conclusion reached by General Nimmo on the
basis of investigations by the United Nations Military Obsevers
Group in India and Pakistan (UNMOGIP). [Sharma:161-2].

So, on August 9, the Secretary General U Thant had
written letters to the Pakistan government calling on it to
observe the ceasefire line, and to India, asking it to desist from
retaliatory action. As U Thant later recounted, Pakistan refused
to give the assurances sought, while India accepted the
Secretary-General's suggestion. The Indian side withheld
retaliation till a series of attacks, of varying intensity, made if

difficult not to react. India crossed the CFL and captured some
important posts in Kargil (these had been captured in May as
well, but returned on the appeal of the UN) as well as the Haji
Pir pass. As for the UN Security Council, it remained passive,
despite reports flowing into New York from the international
media, as well as the UN military observers. [Sharma: 169].
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The Pakistani argument was a cocktail of all its past
dissimulation and subterfuge. First, it claimed that it was not
Pakistan that had violated the ceasefire line but India, and that
had been doing so over a long period of time. Second, it

declared there had been a revolt in Kashmir and expressed
ed to have concluded that armed

regret that the UN appear
men from the Pakistani side had caused it. The true story,

according to Pakistan, was that Azad Kashmir forces, with some
help from the Pakistan army had resisted Indian “aggression.”
Pakistan would not accept status quo ante, till the UN acted on

its previous resolutions on self determination for the Kashmiris.

It is clear, that till this point in time, Pakistan felt that it was in
d thus intended to continue

a position to alter the status guo an

its operation. [Blinkenberg vol. I: 220-1].
But September 6, the date of the Pakistani reply was

also the day India had launched its counterattack across the
international border towards Lahore. So when the Security
Council met to discuss the new situation, the Pakistani delegate
suddenly realised that this attack was a new situation,
unparalleled in UN history.

A fresh resolution was again moved by the same non-
permanent members, and it had elements common to the
other resolution, but reacting to the Indian anger, now

manifest, it specified that the two sides should return to

positions as of August 5 The debate once again brought out

the limits to the UN Security Council’s ability to handle the
Kashmir conflict. Though there was categorical evidence,
gathered by the UN military observers themselves, influential
members like the UK and US sought to somehow equate the

Pakistani action with India’s defensive reaction. [Sharma:
171]. Following this, the Secretary-General himself travelled
to the region and met both, Prime Minister Shastri and
President Ayub Khan. After his meetings, he made an appeal
for an unconditional and immediate ceasefire to be effective
as of September 14. India immediately accepted the proposal,
but not Pakistan, which, having gambled, now wanted to take
215




Ty YTy

Manoj Joshi

something away from the table. It said it would only agree if
the resolution contained a self-executing clause that would
lead to the final settlement of the Kashmir issue. It also wanted
a withdrawal of Indian and Pakistani forces from the State

and a UN force sent there, Yet, in his report, of September 16

the Secretary-General chose to be even-handed and told the
Council that India had accepted the suggestion, and Pakistan
was yet to reply. He recommended that the UN Security
Council order the two sides from desisting from further
military action under Article 40, [Blinkenberg vol. I: 223].
On September 8, there were two external developments.
Britain and the US announced that they were suspending
military aid to both sides. This was not quite saying that they

were washing their hands of the subcont

inent, but near enough.
On the other hand, another external actor announced its

decision to intervene, albeit indirectly. On that day China sent
a note to India complaining about the latter’s violation of the
border in Sikkim in the preceding two months.

- Then, on September 17 China sent what amounted to
an ultimatum to India. This was clearly meant as a signal of
support for Pakistan. There were reports of troop movements
and Chinese patrols appeared at Nathu La, on the Sikkim-Tibet
border.

When the Security Council met on September 17th, the
Indian representative said that India was willing to accept an
unconditional ceasefire, even while pointing out that the UN
reports were quite unambiguous about Pakistan being the
aggressor in the conflict and the need for the Council to act
on the score. The Pakistani representative replied the next
day saying that a mere ceasefire was not sufficient, and that
the UN should act to resolve the basic problem of Kashmir,
In the Security Council, opinion was divided. While the
Netherlands wanted Article 40 to be invoked, in other words,
Chapter VII mandated directions to both sides. Russia and
France opposed it. Malaysia backed India and questioned the
rationale of equating it with Pakistan. While some members
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necessary to recall past resolutions was a measure of the erosion
that Pakistan had suffered in the UN. [Sharma: 179].

Though the war ended on the date set, the UNSC
continued to debate the issue through the rest of the year. The
Pakistani effort was to get the UN involved in the political aspects
of the problem, while India, fed up with Pakistani efforts to bring,
what it saw as extraneous matters into the debate, withdrew
from the Council’s deliberations. On November 5, 1965 the
Council passed a resolution calling on both sides to observe the
ceasefire and withdraw troops that had crossed the ceasefire
line or the international border. But the earlier unanimity was
missing —Jordan abstained, as indeed it had done on the original
ceasefire resolution, and so did the Soviet Union, which was
now moving to play the role of mediator. Britain and the US,
who had for the past decades taken the lead on Kashmir, chose
to remain in the background. Now that ceasefire had been
achieved, the UN, too, wanted to close the issue and let the
Soviets deal with the situation, since none of the other major
powers seemed inclined to take the burden.

The two countries met at Tashkent between January 4-
10,1966 under Soviet aegis. A declaration adopted after intense
negotiations (Pakistan refused to use the word ‘agreement’)
committed India and Pakistan to withdraw all “armed
personnel” from each other’s territory. On Kashmir, both
reiterated their points of view, but at the same time affirmed
the need to uphold the UN Charter. [Blinkenberg vol. I: 231-2].
Despite having the edge, in terms of holding vital territory —
the Haji Pir Pass and areas adjacent to Lahore and Sialkot—
India agreed to a pullout without seeking anything more
substantial than this. Prime Minister Shastri’s tragic death at
the end of the Conference probably persuaded most Indians
to accept an agreement, which may have otherwise proved
difficult to defend.

The 1971 India-Pakistan war was not over Kashmir, but
East Pakistan. Even on the subject of Bangladesh, Pakistani
attitudes are clouded by myths filtered by the distrust and
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i of India. Many Pakistanis see the war as a deep
g;f:};i(i:ce; 1i)y India to dest};oy Pakistan. But the I:ebelhon a-nd
civil war that broke out in March 1971 had domestic roots going
back to the very origins of the country. In great meals’llfllr'e;
Pakistani brutality towards its own citizens S'hf':iped the c;) 1(:s
that unfolded. India was drawn in after rpﬂhons of re u%eet

oured across the Bengal border along with several top af
Pakistani leaders. While New Delhi sensed the opportu1iuty 0
weaken Pakistan, it was also concerped about t.he ar}%err1
security dimensions of the conﬂic't. This was .at a tlm% w 21
New Delhi was battling a Maoist insurgency in Wgs.t engal,
and there were considerable worries that if the civil war,c }111;
Bangladesh was prolonged, it could encourage

radicalisation of the entire region.

The Bangladesh War

By November 1971 serious fighting between Indlal‘(li antcli
Pakistani forces had begun in what was now called Bangla e}i :
On December 4, 1971, the Pakistani Air Force. launched f:strl es1
on Indian targets in the western sector leading to the 101;?1;11
outbreak of war. East Pakistan was qqlckly occupied bygg ()t) "
forces assisted by the Bangladeshi irregulars, arfd a 90, -
strong Pakistani army laid down its arms, the biggest F}(\)sre
Second World War surrender by an army. .In the wei:: ' ;349
was a stalemate with both sides making gains along t }?
Karachi Ceasefire Line. India could hfwe prfessed the td? war
in Kashmir, but internatiogal co?sm-lte.rtatlortliso ;S including a

i eat —persuaded it to limit its actions.

et [Ijr? ]tuhlry 1972I,) Prime Minister Indira. Gandh.l and the Ee;(vi
leader of Pakistan Prime Minister Z.ulf%kar Ah Bhut‘z;)h e !
intense discussions in Shimla. Despite 1ts Y1f:tory an . ?ge
number of POWs, India did not put any punitive terms (13 ore
Pakistan. Under the Simla Agreement, India agreed to thefre ea:lr
of the prisoners and rejected calls to try some of thenzj or V;,ire
crimes. Both sides agreed to keep their gains on the old Cease
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Line and to work on a solution of the Kashmir dispute through
bilateral negotiations. The agrecme 1t conchided with a statement
that the heads of government would meet again to work out the
outstanding issues, including “a fi- al settlement of the problem
of Jammu & Kashmir.” So while India got the commitment from
Pakistan that the issue was one that had to be settled through
bilateral discussion, the latter had the satisfaction of getting an
Indian commitment that Kashmir was a problem that needed to
be settled. [Blinkenberg vol. I: 269].

There is an important side story associated with the
talks, one that states that the reason why India agreed not to
use the POWs to extract Pakistani concessions was a verbal
commitment by Z.A. Bhutto tha! he would work along a larger
plan to convert the ceasefire line into an international border.
[Chari and Cheema: 142-8] PN. Dhar, who was a senior official
in Indira Gandhi’s secretariat, and later her principal private

ssecretary, is categorical about the promise made by Bhutto:

Bhutto agreed not only to change the ceasefire line into a line
of control... he also agreed that the line would be gradually
endowed with the ‘characteristics of an international border’
(his words). The transition was to take place in the following
manner: After the resumption of traffic between India and
Pakistan across the international border had gained
momentum, the movement of traffic would be allowed at
specific points across the line of control. At these points of
entry, immigration control and customs clearance offices
would be established. Furthermore Pakistan-occupied Kashmir
would be incorporated into Pakistan. [Dhar: 195].

Dhar had cited a contemporary report by James P, Sterba
the New York Times correspondent who had been briefed by
the Pakistani delegation. Sterba’s news analysis titled “The
Simla Agreement: Behind the progress reports, there is the

possibility of a secret agreement” was sent shortly after the
meeting concluded. As he noted:
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ording to sources close to him [President Z.A.Bhutto], h_e
Iz?);(s: williﬁg to forsake the Indian helc? two-thirds of Kashmir
that contains four-fifths of the population ana{ the prized vleley
called the ‘Vale’, and agree that a ceasefire line be negotiated
that would gradually become the border between fhe two

countries. :

rd is ‘gradually’... President Bhutto wants a
g?fiei?%gzg; the cefseﬁre linye with trade an'd travel across it
and a secret agreement with Mrs. Gandhi that a forma}ly
recognised border would emerge after a few years,.durmg
which he would condition his people to it without riots and
overthrow of his government. [Dhar: 196}.

Pakistani observers have denied the claimf though there
is strong circumstantial evidence that there was indeed sugh a;
commitment, which in fact provided for. the oqu loglcg
solution to the dispute, and which is the trajectory 1n which hlt
is being pursued today. Pakistan did, aftel:, all, co.nverf t e
military nomenclature of J&K border from “Ceasefire L;I;e ;
denoting a line of military disengagement, to the matter of fac
“Iine of Control” (LoC) which does not haye any military
connotations. And thereafter it also moved to link the Northern

o Pakistan. :

freas C’:“;)lsl,i;z:n, the territory had been administered through
the colonial era Frontier Crimes Regulations, even thougg
Pakistan had little legal claim to it. It had been detac.he
from Azad Kashmir through an 1949 agreement of dubmtﬁ
legality with Muslim Conference leader G‘hulam Abbas. )
1972 resolution of the Azad Kashmir governmen
demanding its return was ignored by Pakistan and. it was
neither included as part of Pakistan in the 1.973- corns_‘atuho;zi
nor as a part of Azad Kashmir under its interim 1?
constitution. A Legal Framework Order passed thereatter
placed the areas under the total control of the Kashmir
Affairs Ministry of Pakistan.
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The 1971 war had two other important consequences.
First, the creation of Bangladesh effectively killed the so-called
two-nation theory —the idea that Pakistan was the exclusive
‘homeland” of the Muslims of the subcontinent. Second, it
persuaded Sheikh Abdullah to reconcile with India. Since 1953,
the Sheikh'’s relations with India had seen many ups and
downs, in fact, mainly downs. But after the creation of

Bangladesh, the Sheikh and the Government of India began

an extended negotiation that led to the Beg-Parthasarthy accord
of 1975. Under its terms, which sought to reinstate parts of the
Delhi Agreement of 1952 and restate Article 370’s autonomy
to J&K, Sheikh Abdullah’s National Conference was returned
to power, with the Sheikh as the Chief Minister.

In 1983, the Sheikh died. Though Kashmir was
quiescent, there was great tension in the region. Nearby, a jihad
had been launched by Pakistan and the US to expel the Soviet
Union from Afghanistan. Pakistan became a “frontline state”,
obtaining vast quantities of military aid and its intelligence
services, encouraged by its military leadership which was
under the sway of the Jamaat-e-Islami, learnt how to use
religious fanaticism to promote state policy. In some senses it
was inevitable that after the Soviets were compelled to leave
Afghanistan, India, its” State of Jammu & Kashmir, in particular,
would be the next target. And so it came to pass.

Beginning 1989, Pakistan used the sentiment for
independence among a section of Kashmiri opinion to launch
another war, this time a covert one. Simultaneously, it provided
sanctuary to Sikh separatists and aided them in infiltrating
across the border to commit terrorist acts in India. For a while
it appeared that Pakistan was on the verge of great success —
in part due to the failures of the Indian State, and in part to the
great experience Pakistani intelligence services had gained from
their Afghan venture.

But within two years it became clear that Kashmir was
no Afghanistan, and India was not the Soviet Union. The Sikh
movement was crushed and the guerilla campaign in Kashmir
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began losing momentum. By the mid-1990s ngistan begap tg
send in ever greater numbers of its own nationals, recruite
from radical madarsas in its Punjab and Nort.h—West Frontier
Province and encouraged them to acts of terrorism across India.
But this was to no avail and India managed to brmg_ the
situation under control and was even able to conduct elections
i State in 1996 and 1998. .
e The Pakistani response was to up the ante by occupying
Indian positions across the LoCin Kargil in Febrqar.y 199?. Tlli
that time, despite the raging insurgency, ar.ld the 1nf11trat19n o
men and material from the Pakistani side mtq ]&K, botch sides
had refrained from crossing the LoC. The.Paklstam.actlon was
designed to provoke India, but New Delhi hapdlec.l it shrewdly
by containing its response to the areas of Paklstan.l aggres.sxomi
as well as seeking and getting the helpmof the 1r}ternat10'na
community. After being rebuffed by Beijing, Pakistan Prlmef
Minister sought American help and th.roug.h an agreemenlt o
July 4, 1999, agreed to withdraw Pakistani forces as well as
thereafter maintain the “sanctity” of the LoC. '

In return, the US agreed to use its good f)fflces to
intensify the bilateral process that India and Pakistan had
begun through the Lahore Agreement of Februar.y 1?99. T?e}];e
is still great controversy in Pakistan as to the ob)ect}ves o ]ta e
Kargil operation and its author. Shortly thereaft.er in Octo e;
1999, Prime Minister Nawaz Sharif was ousted in a coup an
the Chief of Army Staff Pervez Musharraf_ assumec} powers,
first as a Chief Executive, and then as Pre31d‘ent. This was the
third successful military coup in Pakistani history, thoggh the
armed forces have since Ayub’s time, played an unconscionably
important role in Pakistani politics.
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Conclusion

We have retailed the long story of India-Pakistan efforts
to resolve the Kashmir problem to bring out, on one hand, the
straightforward story of the State’s accession to India and its
conseguences; and, on the other hand, to understand T.S. Eliot’s
phrase that “history has many cunning passages, contrived
corridors”. Some of them were deliberately constructed as part
of policy, others are the result of the myth-making that
accompanied the creation and establishment of Pakistan. The
narrative shows the enormous effort— UN intercessions,
Anglo-American mediations, direct talks — that have gone into
trying to resolve the problem.

You may wonder that given this sorry story, why India
should even consider dialogue with Pakistan on Kashmir.
Pakistan has no legal rights to be there, whatever case it claims
to have on the basis of some UN resolutions, too, appears
flawed. But foreign and security policy cannot rest on history
alone— or else Britain and France, or US and Japan, or
Germany and Russia—are condemned to remain enemies
forever. And if India and Pakistan are to reconcile and become
friends, it is necessary to lay the ghosts of the past. Thatisa
process that requires an understanding of history. The
purpose of this book is to provide a clear and unvarnished
understanding of the past so as to provide some illumination

of the path to the future.
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What it does is to tell us is that efforts to resolve the
problem on the basis of historical claims and rights will not
work. Neither will force, or pitting rival concepts of nationhood
at each other, or claims of exceptionalism. The only workable
solution seems to require, as.a starting point, the pragmatic
acceptance that Pakistan and India have controlled their parts
of Kashmir for five decades and more now. Unravelling this
situation by trying to redo boundaries could prove hazardous,
not just for the State, but the whole region.

With Azad Kashmir, Pakistan’s heartland has some
cushion, which was Akbar Khan's goal. Negotiations with
India can lead to the addressing of other Pakistani concerns
such as those of river waters, access to Kashmir for
investment, trade or tourism, and any other residual security
worries. As of now, Pakistan only has squatter’s rights in J&K.
An important element of any settlement must be the
legitimisation of Pakistan’s control of Azad Kashmir and

Northern Areas. A deal based on pragmatism and strategic
considerations is doable, but not one based on imagined
history and sentiment. ; B

Jawaharlal Nehru, despite his failings— his alleged
mendacity or misguided idealism— was a far-sighted man. In

1953, in a letter to Pakistan Prime Minister Muhammed Ali

Bogra, Nehru detailed his proposals, as well as his perspective
on the talks that he had with him. He concluded with words
that have an enormous contemporary relevance:

We are not going to solve this problem by mere cleverness or
trying to overreach each other. We are also not going to settle
it by coercive processes, whether they are of the nature of war
or some other. Nor can they be settled by coercion exercised
on the people of Kashmir....

If we aim, as we must, at a closer and cooperative relationship
between India and Pakistan, we must find a solution of the
Kashmir problem which is not only satisfactory to the people
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as a whole there, but is also achieved without'bittemess.andha
sense of continuing wrong in I;f{diu or Pakistan. W}Flule the
interests of the people of Kashmir are paramount, & erehqr’i
also certain national interests of India gnd Pakistan whic
come into conflict over this Kashmir affair....

The large minorities of India and Pakistan will bg gﬁ‘ectec}il by
that solution. Ifit is wrongly done, then the position of tdese
minorities might well suffer and new problems be created....
We must, at all cost, avoid this. To ignore it in our extreme
desire to show some quick result in Kashmir is bankruptcy of

statesmanship. [Lakhanpal: 256-7].

In January 2004, India and Pakistan began a tv;o-tra;;l;
process of great promise. Under the agrger%lent s1gn§ on e
sideiines of the South Asian Association for 'eglc;i\he
Cooperation SAARC summit in Islamabad, the cgun;nes % he
region took decisive steps tosetup a South Asian Free ra:e e
Area, which would imply in the first instance the free movem 1
of investment and trade, followed by people and sgrxlncses. trﬁ
other words, move towards open borders and a possible Sou

i nomic Community.
Ao E':1?1(1)e second, a bilateral track, was a key docpment
without which hopes for a South Asian economic ;mor} a;;et
unlikely to go far. This was an agreement containe 11(; :i\) ](?me
press statement issued on January 6, 2004 which c1tf1 riain
Minister Vajpayee as stating that ”tot‘a.ke forward an suIsn un
the dialogue process, violence, hos,tlhty ar.ld terrifllsn;l st
be prevented.” While Pakistan’s President Musha .
« reassured Prime Minister Vajpayee that he would not perIE,lrt
any territory under Pakistan’s control to be usedfto ?EPI; ort
terrorism in any manner.” After .four years O t.e(x1 ds d
implementation of confidence-builc.img measures, arll 'e?‘f Y
a change of government in India, and politica c;s s i
Pakistan the process remains on track and has been dee
“irreversible” by both sides.
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Its initiation, several issues have been thrown into the
discussion. Prime Minister Manmohan Singh has made it clear
that India will not accept a settlement based on territorial
changes. This is not based on the greed for territory, or some
such crass material consideration, but abundant caution.
Pakistan no longer has significant Hindu or Sikh minorities,
India has a lot of Muslims and no government in India can
ignore the risk that a settlement on a communal basis could
have the most negative consequences for them.

Though inflexible on the matter of territorial change,
the Indian Prime Minister has spelt out a much more flexible
vision of “borderless borders” not just across the Line of
Control in J&K, but across all of South Asia. Specifically with
regard to Kashmir, he has said that while “borders cannot be

redrawn, “we can work towards making them irrelevant.” In
the past three years India and Pakistan have opened up the
LoC for Kashmiris on both sides, and are in the process of
beginning trade along the old Muzaffarabad-Srinagar route.
A similar opening has taken place with the restoration of the
rail line between Jodhpur and Karachi, bus services between
Amritsar and Nankana Saheb, in addition to the older Lahore-
Delhi bus and the Samjhauta Express train. Addressing a
meeting in Amritsar in January 2007 he said that “I dream of
a day when, while retaining our respective national identities,
one can have breakfast in Amritsar, lunch in Lahore and
dinner in Kabul.”

Singh has envisoned this process being applied across
the India-Pakistan border and the negotiations culminating in
a Treaty of Peace, Cooperation and Friendship. Speaking on
March 24, 2006 at Amritsar, at a function to inaugurate a bus
service from the city to Nankana Saheb, Guru Nanak's
birthplace, now in Pakistan, he noted:

1 also envisage a situation where the two parts of Jammu &
Kashmir can, with the active encouragement of the
governments of India and Pakistan, work out cooperative,
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] imi ains o
consultative mechanisms so as to maxlm;se tZeefonomi {
cooperation in solving problems of social an

development of the region.

For his part, President Musharraf .hag gl\:;n ]C:ﬁg:;nf,
signals. He has taken bold steps sych as 51gnc11ng : iil v
agreement and declared that Pakistan would not e agh
UN resolutions, and proposed alternate'801;11tlf}r1leldedared
mostly through press briefings. The ceasefire t ?nel o ing
on the LoC in November 120(.)3 has had a genuinely

ia-Paki elations. o

et O"?}}: S&iriifg;i?siani position is no longer to mést ’;l;e:i
Kashmir was always meant to be part of Paklf;aeni)a élgtani
Musharraf’s various utterancest_ Sblig%jg\ etg:) ot Kashni

ition is that any solution acceptadle : .
fsozlctéeptable to tk}iem, provided it does not H;VOlvtehZOgElez f
independence, or the division of the State a orign > ine %
Control. But while there has been a ceasefire along

and a perceptible decline in infiltration and violence in the State,

: -
ituation i i _ Covert operations agains
the situation is not quite normal A Es o e e

India continue through newer routes suc

Saudi peninsula and Bangladesh.

Though proscribed, the Lashkar-e-Taiba continues its

: : : i identity. Terrorist attacks
jihad against India, albeit under anew identity. o Chave been

irri hout In
imed at stirring up trouble throug .
:ilrilzieent in 2005-2%07 —the attack on g‘xe maée;ilgg t;gz)%let;r;
. e . . C ,
the site of the Babri Masjid, in Delnt in . f
Vaerarlmsi bomb blasts in March 2006 and the Mur(;lba111981:;1;321 ;)r ,
July 11, All of them have left footprints that lea It)ok.Starl ’
Bangladesh, the Saudi peninsula and e}:renttfl?ll‘};,i ! vaéslcam.e -
The clearest exposition of Musharrat's .
his memoir In the Line of Fire in 2006. The first of tl;\l: :f;i
elements for a solution is to identify .s.ub-reg;\(;ns,c }(:em e
that need resolution —Azad Kashmir andh or oty and
controlled by Pakistan, and Jammu, Kas mu‘d. cussi,on <
Ladakh held by India. Are they on the table for dis
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are there ethnic, politi ‘
y calands 1 : .
some give and take?” frategic considerations dictating
The s .
“identified reecig;ld COH}POIlfnt is demilitarisation of the
military forcei or regions.” This would involve pulling our
putit ”mﬂitan;; as well as suppression of terrorism or, as h
is int;oducin ”aspects of the struggle for freedom.” Th,e thirg
regions, “or agll SE%f-governance or self-rule in the identified
”withoét havi owing the KaShmiris to run their own affair
£ ing an international character and - S
of independence.” remaining short
The fourth element i ;
. ent is settin “ajoi
mech . g up “ajoint mana
Kashrannilrsirsnovxilth a ?nembef ship of Pakist]anis, Indiagnesn;irg
residual subie etrseemg self-governance and dealing with
subjects th;t Cai ec%mmorzl to all identified regions and those
eyond th
[Musharraf: 303]. Y e scope of self-governance.”
It 1 . pp
Dixon szif tbhe difficult not to see some elements on the
Pakistan wﬂl not ;::sf rOPIOS‘alSo Essentially it means that
. . on Jammu and L .
Ind . and Ladakh, in
Theli Of;rg?;lﬁg claims on Azad Kashmir and Northsfrtmuﬁefor
: e core, as it were, is so as.
with th twere, me alternate way of i
demilit:r ‘i/:alfi of Kasl}mlr. Statements from Pakistarzl im;jle agc?gt
the Pakistan gn, t90 is focused on the Valley. It is not clear};vhat
i inr‘e;;c.ieatlr?eans by self-governance considerir?g
ich Islamabad cont
t : rols Azad i
he Northern Areas, and indeed Pakistan itself Kashmir and

Endgame?

At th

State, India lfa:?se‘fvte};aﬁggscause of its legal title to the

: , . ming responsibilit

{;1;; Cll‘ziotlllllt}con of fhe Jammu & Kashmir problelrr}: t’l(?}fizijvlre tﬂe

reach out :10 ;C;ﬁlsl?aceddPrime Minister Atal Bihau:i Vajpa;: tz

. , n, despite betrayal ; ;
Prix . yals and disa
o :vr:fdxlnlsitgr Manmohan Singh’s systema’glcjozintr?emi
esolving the problem has been manifest in hﬁg tkcl):c

ee-
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pronged approach-—dialogue with Pakistan, the separatists,

mainly in the All Parties Hurriyat Conference and the
mainstream parties like the Congress, BJP, the National
Conference, the People’s Democratic Party and regional
formations from Ladakh and Jammu.

While the Pakistan track is taken up through the

composite dialogue on a range of outstanding problems and

issues, thereisa back-channel between Special Envoy Satinder
Lamba and Tariq Aziz, the Pakistani National Security Adviser.
The “Indian” round of discussions are handled by the
government’s pointman——N.N.Vohra. After efforts at
encouraging the separatists to enter into a formal dialogue with
New Delhi, the format that seems to have emerged is @
Roundtable Conference which had its first meeting on February
25, 2006. The government’s efforts has been to get separatists
like Yasin Malik, Sajjad Lone, Shabbir Shah, the Mir Waiz and
the APHC, and even Syed Ali Shah Geelani to join the
discussions. But most have separately met the authorities,
including the PMon several occasions, they are as yet hesitant
to sit together with other groups in the roundtable.

As of the Second Roundtable meet on May 24-25, 2006
in Srinagar, five working groups have been established. One
on “Confidence Building Measures Across Segments of
Society” in J&K; strengthening relations across the Line of
Control; economic development of J&K; on promoting good
governance in the State; and one on Centre-State relations and
the autonomy issue. The Third Roundtable in New Delhi in
April 23-24, 2007 took up the reports of the first four groups
and set up an jmplementation schedule for them. While the

recommendations of the first four groups have a ‘common
sense’ consensus, the fifth working group on political issues,
chaired by Justice S. Saghir Ahmad is viewed as being the most
significant. However, because it got off to a late start, it is yet
to submit its report. ’
New Delhi is not unaware of the need to complete the
discussion it began with Kashmiri opinion that led to aborting
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the Delhi Agreement of 1952, the partially implemented Beg-
Parthasarth Accord, and the autonomy resolutions of the J&K
Assembly, but it cannot do so as long as the gun dictates the
discourse.

The key issue appears to be “self-governance” and joint
mechanisms. Only semanticists can find the difference between
the words “self-rule”, and “autonomy”, which India says it is
willing to offer to Kashmiris in full measure. By any measure,
there is considerable self-governance in the Valley. More is a
matter of negotiation and circumstance. Since 1947, Indian
policy with regard to the State has been shaped by the problems
with Sheikh Abdullah, Cold War fears, the 1965 Pakistani attack
and the covert war since 1990. Once coercive intervention in
the State’s polity is ended, India’s perspectives, too, can change.
Yet, a self-governing entity cannot have an international
personality. It still requires someone to look after its defence,
foreign affairs, communications and currency.

- Anengaging and reasonable voice in the past few years
has been that of the Mujaihid-e-Awwal, Sardar Abdul Qaiyum
Khan. Having lived through the past sixty years, the Sardar
has been a strong supporter of the peace process, as well as an
advocate of a ‘slow and steady’ approach towards resolving
the problem. His view is that the ‘final solution’ can take its
time coming, the focus ought to be immediate issues of
promoting people-to-people solutions. In a visit to New Delhi
in late April 2007, he offered a strong defence of the peace
process and called for a programme of providing safe passage
to militants in the Valley to return to Pakistan, as well as to
those in training camps in Azad Kashmir back to the Valley.

The aim of the Roundtable process is to do something
that most observers do not pay sufficient attention to— build
up a broad consensus within India for whatever settlement
with Pakistan will emerge through the bilateral process. By
adopting a Roundtable procedure, the government is indicating
that no solution can come through a ‘talk down’ process, neither
can one come by ignoring the claims of marginalised groups
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. Hies
like the Kashmiri Pandits or the numerically small communitie
i

like the Ladakhis. o
1 As Prime Minister

conclusion of the third Roun

Manmohan Singh noted at the
dtable on April 24, 2007

] ! sals
President Musharraf s propo
e e e ?f) Kashmir during our discussions.

tements on Jammu : . . "
%ndesrt;l fdeas having a bearing on improving relatlozls b;iz;zsz ;
IezZiia and Pakistan are being fitscussed a tz;n P
l:vels Some public statements in this regard emanating

Pakistan do not give the correct picture....

ome through instant deals. It will

] e will not ¢ g
Iggrsrf;ngngiﬁhen the stakeholders ~ the people themselves

become the torchbearers of peace.

a
here i it would appeas 1o % 20 1% [ B
el I'Jrimr?iMlgﬁzel;)?/I?gIr(wworking out “cooper %'t“;re\;
e Pak}S ; ec%anisms” and Musharraf’s demand for “jo n
COHSUlta_’ﬂVe f’n’chat will oversee subjects beyond those coygr .
meChafmsm:rnance. 1f Pakistan is suggest.in.g a cqndfnrn?ilnd
oy -gg "ft hasn't quite done so as yet, it is unlike 517) ;)( find
here,‘ i 1I dia, at least not in the near term t.hat akis
traCt1f>n " r'll'ta’ -dominated, non-secular pohtlf:al systern..te
remamj\a fm r1 (lierrr?ilitarisation, this seems to bfa unhkel%r, 3&;5};;8
d l'f\eoin levels of violence and infiltrat}on. Yet, nblliiised
t}}e oy ld me sensitivity to this by conducting two puh sed
o k?ccl) wals in 2004. Even while creating a mec ani o
non Wl2t007ra:co address the issue, the Indian paramﬂ;(tarir1 ; <
;I;x? 1'hllmve },oegun to quietly redploy from some Kas
riVSaIte and public property. e rous exercise
p e containe mlhtar}gi tlkilfr: ‘;f\d ?iifb the security
" Wh?Ch thex?llot’:i\\;reogglg) fec;; (‘;\g the side of caution. Giver} ;}elg
e eeapai in terms of training camps and already tra1
reserve capacity 1 -
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?}F;;t:;’ﬁda;zozs {che }I;odC, Pakistan retains a surge capability
. nleashed at short notice. But once i
-oul ast : the se
%ﬁi ‘1As, acﬁ}t;rll:i,) lt&f ?:); easy to put it back together g:;:g
n a . . )
o v e Indian forces learnt in the wake of
. elj(e;i:g (masfriglht when he situated the Kashmir solution
i of a larger India-Pakistan relationshi
is no way in which the two countries o eooblomm
whict canresolve their prob
over Kashmir, minus a large iliati s
° . ger r‘econc1hat1on. And this c
| ajvpape?r c1)mleis the?e is a significant reorientation of Pal?iI:tIaort
univ};r 1m t e'chlmera'of exceptionalism and towards the
unive sal principles of liberal democracy. The elements of
k ‘rou 1on‘1 have been around for a long time—in the Dixoz
Eeg}:)fii;i (s),nt;hethNeSh;uiiogra talks, the Swaran Singh-Bhutto
, the Sheikh-Ayub meetings, the Indi i
y ira -
g}:ﬁ’:ito agreeqlent and the various negotiations betwe(é:ln S:v
and Sheikh Abdullah. The issue is no longer determining

the elements of a soluti :
ion :
solution. , but finessing them towards a lasting
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