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PREFACE

No study of the Indo-Pakistan problem is
complete without the detailed study of a No-War,
Pact proposal - a dominant theme in the 1980's. In
this study, an effort has been made to analyse the
origins of the No-War Pact proposal between the two
countries. An attempt has also been made to find
whether the response to a no-war pact from each country
has reflected the situation in the sub-continent. It
also“examines both the internal and external factors,
that had come to play a greater role in Indo-Pak
negotiations on the No-War Pact proposal. The role of

Indian press has attracted a special mention in chapter IV.

In the first chapter, the focus is on the
analytical approach of conflict between India and Pakistan.
Here an effort has been made a detailed study of areas
of conflict between the two countries, such as political,
economic, societal, religious and more importantly
Pakistan's effort to attain parity with India in
defence build up.

In the second chapter, an attempt has been made
to discuss the genesis and evolution of a no-war pact
proposal by India to Pakistan and then an intensive
study of all counter-proposals. The study of negotia-
tions is posited as an attempt at confidence-building
in troubled sub-continent.



For the first time in their bilateral
relationship, a strategic issue - the no-war pact
proposal - emerged as the cornerstone of Indo-Pak
diplomacy, this is discussed in the chapter three
titled "No-War Pact As An Instrument in Indo-Pak
Diplomacy".

In the fourth Chapter, the focus is on the
role of Indian Press, ever since India made an offer
of a No-War Pact proposal in 1949 to Pakistan. It
concfudeswith the role of Indian press in conveying
India's'response to Pakistan's offer of a No-War Pact
in 1981. This chapter also deals with the impact of
press on the articulation of the Indian public opinion

and on the foreign policy decision-making body.

Based on the facts and analysis presented
in the chapters, the conclusions drawn are included
in the fifth chapter.

I am extremely grateful to my supervisor
Dr. K.D. Kapur whose patience and constant help were
encouraging and helpful in completing this work. , I
also wish to extend my gratitude to the staff of
Jawaharlal Nehru University Library, Indian Council
of World Affairs Library and Institute for Defence
Studies § Analysis Library and last but not the least
to my friend Vinayék and younger brother Tsering
Wange who have provided me with all round support
without which I would not have finished this work. 291’
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A Background Study ef the

India—Pakistan Conflicts



Various problems have been responsible>for strained
relation between India and Pakistan were created by the
way in which partition had taken place.. The Mountbatten
Plan was implemented in a hurry to meet the dead line.
The problems of division of assets, demarcation of boundaries
and thé accessionbof princelyvstates were not.satisfactorily
paid attention to. The'consequence was that these issues
becéme points of disputes bétweén the two dominions.
Pakistan has ever since been hursing'the grudge, fightly
or wrongly that injustice had been done to it. Where as
some of the~probléms have been resolved, others still
coﬁtinue'to be stumbling blocks in the normal relation between.

India and Pakistan.

Ever since the emergence of India and Pakistan as
sovereign independént countrieé_their relations are consistently
unpleasant and, have over shadoWed all aSpects of our affairs
internal and exterhal,'poiitiéal‘and economic.l- The trouble
betweén_India and Pakistan -actually began even before they
'wefe established as frée-and indepehdent nations.2 It seems,
the bases of modern nationalism, géography, historical heritage
énd languagebwere less applicable in the divisien of the
sub-continent. |

1 HaSsan,_K. Sarwar. "The Fbreign Policy of Mr. Liaquat Ali Khan“.
‘Pakistan Horizon, Vol.IV, No, 4, December 1951, pp.4,

2. Ibid, p, 192-93.



Historically, culturally’and ethnically there is much
in common between India and Pakistan. The partition was
thus an inevitable consequence of the colonial policy of
playing of different religions and castes against each
other, of dividing entire peoplé and of destroying their
historically moulded eéonomic political and cultural

integrity.3

A number of areaéiin the interaction of the two
countriés can be eé@ily.identified where both the coﬁntries
ClaShed'and crisis arose. Broadly the conflicts between
India and Pakistan can be classified in to the following

categories:
1. 'Political Conficts :

Disagreementvbetween India and Pakistan have
culminated inﬁo two types of pblitical disputes: a) Demarcation
disputes,QjﬁAccession disputes. After‘independence all
states except Junagadh, Hyderabad and'Kashmir,‘acceded
either to India or Pakistan following the pfinciple on which
partition had resulted. Buf regarding Junégadh, Hyderabad
and Kashmir, there was bitter controversy between India and
Pakistan, of the subsequent years despite long and protracted

—— — —— ————— - t——

3. Y.V. Gankovsky and L.R. Gordon- Po]onskaya, A History of Pakistan
' (Moscow, 1964), p. 96,




verbal attééks by Pakistan Junagadh and Hyderabad disputes
were solved. Realistically S§eéking now there is only one

accession disputes between the two countries and that is

el RS

The Kashmir-issue was thevp:oduct of the partition
plan and has been lingering onjfor the honouréble solution
acceptable to both the parties since-l947,_ So far, two
undeclared wars‘have been fbught by the two countries but
there is no change. In the'siﬁuation,-no doubt some timesi
it becomes very hot and creafes explosive situation. The
policy of Pakistan towards India‘usually revolves around
this issue and thé Government of Pakistan has complicated

it by involving the superpowers rivalry in it.4

It has kept India and Pakistan divided and has also
largely»influenced.thé_international outlook of the twe
' countriés, Many a times it has caused embarrasing situations

for the friends and ‘allies of the twb'co_untries,5

Pakistani leaders contend that Pakistan came into
being on the basis of religious méjority areas and, Kashmir
being contiguous to West Pakistan was claimed by it on the

4, Bindra;fS S. Ind1a and her Neighbours, (Deep and Deep
Pub]1cat1on, New De1h1, 1987), p.41. '

5. Choudhry, "G, W. " Pak1stans Re1at1on w1th Indta 1947-66,
(Meenakshi Prakashan, Meerut, 1977), p.54.




basis of religion. Pakistan, thus had put political and
economic‘pressure on Kashmiris to opt in favour of merger
with it. Apparently, for ethnongical, economic and
stratégic reasons, Pakistan could not possible ailow hostile

or potentially hostile country to hold Kashmir.

India's attituae‘was différent. ‘Indian leaders had
_éccepted pértitién, butanotithe:two=nation'theééy;-'Sheikh
Mohammad Abdﬁllah, the leadéf 6fvthé Kashmir peoplé hadeeen
close to the Indian National Congress éhd its ideology.
Therefore, India accepted the aécessidn of Kashmir and helped
- Sheik Abdullah‘s government'militérily. However, a large
number'of'Pathan.énd_regular Pakistani' armed personnel
disgused,as tribeSmeh crossed the,border,intb Kashmir to

was a jihad Choly‘war),and'oﬁ 24 October 1948 the tribesmen
set up its oWn_government:in the areas which theyacapturéd and

assured the name Azad Kashmir.6

At first;.Pakistan disowned thé responsibility of
thé invasion bf Kashmir.' Tnstead it blamed,ﬁhe state's
Dogra ruler, Hari Singh, whose repressive measures against
the perle of Kashmir had driven the Muslim subjects Qho'
favoured accession to Pakistan. to re&élt against him,
However, in May 1948, as admitted by Pakistan, regular
e ————

6.  Burke, S.M., Pakistan®s Foreign PolicysAn Historical Analysis
(London, Oxford Press, 1973), .28, SN




Pakistani forces joined the Azad Kashmir troops.7

It was in January 1948, that Indian Govewnment took
the Kashmir question to thernited Nations byléﬁoking article
35 ofthevCha'rter.8 In Jahuary 1949; a ceaséfife was aqcepted;9
Pakistan responded by denying thét she was_assisting the -
raiders, and in turn, éccused-India'Of genocide of Muslims
vand fdrqible'poésession of'Junagadh; whose ruler had écceded

to’Pakistan._10

For the Government of'Pakistén thevKashmir is not
mefély a struggle for territory but something more, that is,
rst;uggle for her ideology..ll Mohammad- Ayub Khan in his -
aﬁtobiography hés eﬁphasiSed that éeCufity of Pakistan is
closely linked with’thé solution of Kashmir issue., When
the met Nehru in New Delhi on 1 September 1959,»and the
second time.whéh the latter visited,Pakistan'to sigﬁ the
Indﬁs watér'Treaty in December 1960 both the leaders discussed
the issue at soﬁe léngﬁh and Ayub Khan felt that only the

people oijashmir.were'the_supreme autf.lo»rj;ty.]-'2

7. Arif Hussain, PakTStan:{\{ts~IdebTongand’ oreign Policy
London. 1966) b ggort— deo Togy» and Foreign Policy
8, . Burke, no. 6, p.28, |
9. I1bid. , p.34.
10.  Tbid,, p.28,"
11, Hussain, no,7, p.76. o
12, Ayub Khan, Fifends not Masters: A Political-Autobiography

(London, 1967), p.123.
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On 16 September, 1976, Bhutto said in Muzaffarbad
that there was only one dispute between India and Pakistan
and that was Kashmir, He streésed that this was the basic
issue and Pakistan would never go back on its commitment.
.Noi will it bargain on the fundamehtal principle of the
right of self-determination of the Kashmiris.l3_lHowever
on 4 October 1976 India reaffixmédVin the UN Gemeral Assembly
that Kashmir was an‘iﬁtegral part of Ihdiafl4.aé it had

done earlier also on a.number of occasions.

Nehru replied that Kashmii'problém had becéme very
complicated with the passage of time, Two elections had
already been held in Pakistan and a third was in the offing.
India had'spent an enormous amount of money, apart from
military expenditure, on development/work‘in.Kashmir. He
further stated that Muslims of India which'are in minority
haVe'eﬁtered.in the‘integration process and on;y”hasty actibn ;
on this issue would not only disturb them but also create

obstacles in the way‘ofrnational;integration,l5

From 1966 ohWards;'the isstte was not-as much alive

as it was-from-l94i to 1965, But the ruling as well the
opposition of Pakistan hés always tried to keep the issue
of Kashmir élive and afe.uging it7OCCasiQnally to win the

——— e —— — — —

13, - Zulfikar A1 Bhutto, Speech of Muzaffarbad on 16 September 1976
Quoted‘Tn‘Asiaﬁ'Recorder}_Vo1,'22,(1976), pp,. 13515,

14; Ibid', pel3515“16@
15, Chbudhry, G.W., no. 5, p,58,



stpathies of the peoplé of Pakistan. The issue has not

been debated in the Security Council after 1965'because of
thevTaéhkent Declaration in which.both India énd Pakistan agreed
to settlé’their‘issueé peacefully and friendly, but Pakistan

has not missed any opportunity*whenever,and-wherever she got

the opportunity and has raised the issue in international

forums including the United Nationms,

2. Economic Disputes :

An analysis of the course of Indo-Pakistan relations
since their inception indicate that they had conflictual

economic relations in the following areas:

(a) Sharing of ecash balance and.exchange of currency.
(b) Sharing of army.and.bureaucratic personnel,

(c) Distribution of military equipments,

(d)« Evacuee property settlemen£.

(&) Indus-Water disputeé etc. etc.

Serious dispufes'oécuréd between India and Pakistan,
after their independenée over the division of financial assets,
particularly the cash balance of the former government of |
undivided India. The cash balance of undivided India on
August 14, 1947; wéSv4,000 million rupees, Pakistan demanded
1,000 ﬁillion'rupeeS'as_her share of fhe'cash_balance, but

India did'not_égiee. The matter therefore was referred to



‘tﬂe Arbitration‘Tribunai, which had been set up to decide
such cases of di fferences. In Decembet'l947; however,

the two governments arrived at a financial agreement under
whlch Paklstan 'S share was . fixed at 750 mllllon rupees.
Earller as an 1nter1m measure 200 mllllon had been awarded

16 But- at the subsequent stage the payment

to Pakistan.
‘of cash balance to Pakistan got linked with the Kashmir
isSue,-Which led.te_a:further deterioration in relations,
Finally at Gandhiji's,interventiOn the disputes was settled
and India agreed to pay;Pakietan Her cash balance, after
deducing SOemillionvrupees as advance adjustment of certain

claims against Pakistan.17

Distribution_qf ermy'and.bureaucracy waslene of the
centroversial.factors between:India'and Pakistaﬁ, as during
the British.regime.very few Indian civil servants were trained.
A similaf condition prevailed in the army .. Of‘these few
officers, the Muslims were even fewer‘in number and a small
‘number of them desired to remain in India, which again'.

created misunderstanding between them.

In 1947, there was bitter controversy between India
and Pakistan regarding the distribution'of military stores and
equipments of the former Government of India. To resolve

6. Choudhury, G.W, Pakistan's Re]at1on with Ind1a, 1947-66
(Meenakshi Prakashan, Meerut 1977, p.26,

17. Ib1d p. 28.




thi:is dispute a joint defenoe_council under the chairman
of Lord Mountbatten‘was set‘up to Supervise the division
of ermed forces and military stores and equipments. But the
coqncil failed to perform its duties impartially. This

failure embittered relations be tween India and Pakistan.

The difficult prohlem‘beforelrhdia end.Pakistan in
1947; was the-rehabilitation of refdgees and.the settlement
of their properties, as a million.of people in haste crossed
the new 1nternatlonal border in search of a new homeland,
They left behind all thelr urban and agrlcultural property
and carrled only such movable belongings which the circum-
stanoes had permitted;-'Hehce,’there was a vast property
movable ana immoﬁable in India which belohgea'tovMuSlims; and

in Pakistan belonging to Hindus and Sikhs, left by—them.18

On 9 October- 1954 the dlsplaced pexsons (Compensation
and Rehabilitation) Bill was passed by the Indlan Parllament
It empowered the Government of India to acquire the evacuee
property - and utiiise the same for relief and rehabilitation
of thevdisplaced person and .also had a provision for payment
in Pekistan.lgr In April,ll955, an.agreement.was signed at

18- ~ Chaudhri, M.A. "Evacuee Property in Indja and Pakistan',
"Pakfstan*Hpri;pn,>Vo1. X, No. 2, June 1957, pp.96,

19. J.B. DasGupta, Indo Pak Re]at10ns 1947 55 (Amesterdam, 1958),
D204, T A
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Karachi by India and Paklstan and the dlsputes relating to
:the movable property were solved 20 But the 1ssues had

lost much of its 1mportance.1nvthe public mind since the
decisions of India and Pakistan to-acquire'unilaterally has
rights, - tltle and interests of evacuee owners and to utilise:
them to pay compensatlon to - refugees Its explosive 1mage
slowly»and‘gradually‘vamiShed from the minds of the people

of both the countries.-21

Tﬁé Indus-water disputeS“had existed invpre—partition
.days, but Was then s doﬁestic matter mainly-between Punijab
and - Slnd the two provinces of und1v1ded Indla. The head
works of the Upper Barl Doab canal which irrigates both
Indian and Pakistani SOll are with India at Madhopur on
"the river Ravi.22 The dispute over the distribution of
water arose when after thetpartition-India desired that the
Government of Pakistan should repléce the supplies she was
receiving from tﬁe’eastern'rivers by building link canals
from the Western rivers. Pakistan did not like the suggestion
of Iﬁdia and was not prepared to agree to any diminution of
supplies from these rivers, as she not only needed them out
vbutdaISO-considereddthem to be her right as the lower
riparian under international law. An agreement was reached

20, J.B, Dasgupta, 'no, 19, p.81.

21. Sisir Gupta, India's Re]at1on w1th*Pak1stan 1954 57(New Delhi,
- 1958), p.50. - s e
22. Hafez-ur- Rehman Khan, "Indo-Pakistan Water Dispute", Pak1stan

Horizon, VYol. XII, No 4, December, p.323-24,
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between India and Pakistan in May 1948 under which in

due course Pakistan was to tap alternative source for the

- waters of the eastern rj:vers.23 The boundary as drawn under .G

‘the Radeliffe Aware put India in a'position to deprive
Punjab of the waters of the rivers on which it is dependent
for its ecbnomic prosperity if not the whole existence

of West Punjab.24

3. . 8ocietal ConflictS'f-‘

It is a signifibant chafécteristics‘of Indién histOry

‘that the two major cémmunities of the India'subécontinent,
‘Hindus and Muslims had‘friendly and brotherly relations.

But after the downfall of the Mughal empire their relation
deterioratéd’and in subseqguent years;the;Government of
_British-Tndia further'strehgthened their differencés for
promoting a policy of divide and fuie. The-mitimate out-
come was ‘the partition:of the country and éreation ofv.

complicated problems connected with :

(4)  The rehabilitation of refugees,

Gﬁ?? The Cdmmunal riots,
(‘¢) | Minority protection etc. etc.
23, D.C. Jha, "The Basic Foundations and Determinants of

Pakistan's Foreign Policy", Punjab Journal of Politics,
Vol. VI, No. 1 January - June 1982, pp. 3.

24,  Choudhury, G.W., Pakistan's Relation with India 1947-66,
(Meenakshi Prakasan, Meerut, 1971), p.120,




- 12 -

The early phase of their separation inté'two countries
Were marked»by magé killing and destruction. in:East éunjab
the communal roites were 0 ﬁorrible*that lakﬁs of Muslims
were massédred aﬁd-their property destroyed. But the position
in East“Béngal was quife different as.the'majority of those

massacred were Hindu Bengalis.

In 1950, the Govérnment of India and Pékistan had
signed_a'treaty'calléd»the Nehru - Liaquate‘Pactifor the
minority'protection.}>But this treaty failed'tg creéte any
positive and.léstinq"resulﬁs. ‘The Government of India was
éxtxemely worried. Nehru‘deSCribed the problems as more
‘acute and‘complék than the Kashmir;;,Eérlier_the Indian
Governmént'requestea“Pakistén to-takéfnécessary steps to
check the migfants*and also.remove;the diffiqultiés which

- the minorities were facing.

" The minoritygproblem has created a feeling'of
hatred in the'minds.df thé'people of both the countries
and intensified thé'differenceé between ‘the Hindus~arid hhe
vMuslims, the dominating communities of India and_Pakistan

respectively.
4. Religious Conflicts :

India is a holy land of many religion such as Buddhism,
Jainism, Hinduism, Tslam and Christainity. Islam entered

. Py S o —

25, ZHindustan\Times, 3 December 1956,
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India'in the.seventh century and was accepted as a mass
religion by the eleventh century. The partition of India

On,thevbasis of religion further embittered the rivalry

~ between the Hindus . and the Muslims?6 It was commonly remarked ol

that the Muslims owed the creatién of Pakistan to the

Congress in the sense that had the leaders of the

Congress party treated the Muslims at par with the

Hindus, there world havevbeen-no Muslim:separatism and

therefore no Pakistan. ‘The Congress it is argued never

made a serious attempt to understand the problems of

Muslims. Itihad no definite policy on‘the matter and always °

tried to'meet‘the crisis as it arose.?’  Mohammad Ali Jinnah
felt that the Hihdus”and the Muslime di ffered in ideas and

outlooks, beliefs and habits and.eonduete and modes of
behaviour,28: and hehdemanded that the divisien of country

on these points. . The creation of Pakistah gaverHindu—Musiim

rivalry'a'permanent constitutional‘form.29

26, 1bid., 21 March 1956.

27, K.K.Aziz. ”The Mak1ng of Pak1stan"A Study in Nationalism"
(London 19677; p.184,

28, Bindra, S. S., Tndia and- her Ne1ghbours (Deep and Deep
: Pub11cat1on, New De1h1, 1987), p.18,
29, Hamayun Kabir, - ”Mus11m P011C1es (1942-47)> In«C D, Philips
; and M, D. ua1nwr1ght (ed, )\Part1t1on of Ind1a Po11c1es and
'Perspethves 1937-47 (London, 1970), p.304,
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5. Conflict of Image :

The leaders and leading spokesman of.India~and Pakistan
have also"Cairied peiverse'impression of each other. To Nehru,
»_"the Muslim League,‘under M,A, Jinnah leadership, was'aggre—
sively anti hationalist and nairow minded ahd had "no construc-
tive suggestlon",‘and had a neqatlve programme of hatred and
~v1olence, reminiscent of Na21 methods and contalned
"reactlonary and- feudal elements.30»A 91m11ar view was

taken by other Indian spokesman 31

bn.therother‘hand President'Ayub Khan.held.that
"Indian leaders-have a deep hatred for the MuSlims and...
India was determined to‘makelthings difficult for us."
He alleged that the main aim:of Indla is to make Pakistan
a satell;te. Under Indla s neutrallsm he saw expan51onlst
influehce.32 MQhammed Ali;’thevForelgn'Minister-of Pakistan
vieWed that Pakistanﬁs "Safety and’security have been under

constant. threat," by Indian forces, talked of numerous Indian

aggression",.includingAthe one in Goa.33

30, Jawaharlal Nehru, An Agtphjpgraphy, (Bombay - 1962) P. 605
31. V.K. Menon "what is at stake, " Sem1nar, 5 Fébruary 1964,
» p. 39,

32. Mohammad Ayub Khian, Friends Not Master”_A Po11t1ca1

Autobiography, (London 1967), p,115,

33, D.C. Jha, Indo- Pak1stan Re]atTons\1960»65 (Patna, 1972), p.21,
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Bhutto called India a "suspect nation in the Asian —

African wotld and compared with Portugral as the only coloniai
power34,'and Indian democracy with "false teeth" of a senile
person who often dembnstrates it. Such types of adverse
images of each other can not lead to any understanding

between India and Pékisten.. Pakistan tried‘forcibly to bring
about Kashmir-accession-te Pekistén in September 1947 with
impurity. Actually the preparation'for this started much
before the partition of the country. Pakistan has all along
clamoured for a implementation of the UN resolutions which
stipulated a plabiscite in Kashmir which India had earlier

accepted.

Initially lack of agreement between the two countries
on the quantum of troops to be maintained b@th sides of the

cease~fire line and latter India withdrawal of the plebiscite

offer on the ground that the political, economic and strategic

factors sorrounding the whole of the Kashmir question had

undergone a change has widen the perceptual distance.35

Pakistan aecided to occupy the Kashmif Qith the help
of thousahds of infiltrators, sent by hef to disrupt communi-
cation system.end for fotmenting trouble. The.whole plan
which was named as "Operation Gibralter" by the Pakistani

O S ~

34, B.C. Jha, no. 3A P. 21,

'35. Surendra Chopra, UN Med1at1on in Kashm1r' ‘A Study in ‘Power
' ~ Politics, (Kurukshetra, 1971), o
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Government collapsed because the people of Kashmir refused
to co-operate. When India resorted to counter offensive
and sealed the borders of Kashmir, in 1965 undeclared

war broke out.

A full fledged war between India and Pakistan

started on 3 December, 1971.when Pakistan troops launched a
massive attack on the western front streching from Kashmir
to Rajasthan. The 1971 Indo-Pakistan war fought not due to
any bileteral problem between the two countries, in fact, it
was imposed on India and it gave a new dimension to India-
Pakistan relations. The Simla Pact of 1972 marked a major
break through in Indo-Pakistan relations. The most important
outcome of the éccord had, however, been the expression of
desire of both India and Pakistan-to eschew the use.'of force.
there is no denying the fact that there was mutual suspicion
between them. Indeed 'real co-operation between India and

Pakistan based on good intentions to bring peace and harmony'.

Just after partition, India was trying to disuade
Pakistan from joining a military bloc for security reason
and not to internationalize the Kashmir issue. Actually,
India was trying to promoté friendship and goodwill between
the two countriés, which have many common ties and condemned
resort to war for the settlement of any existing or future

disputes.
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India was well aware of the threat and insecurity
to it in which Pakistan has been the reciépient of US arms
since 1948, which India led to the offer of a no-war pact
to Pakistan. Currently Pakistan is getting arms worth
3.3.billion dollars whicﬁ include highly sophisticated missiles.
Pakistan which had already provided US with an airbase at
Peshwar is now providing bases on its soil. Pakistan will
also be the headquarters for the US central command for this

region which include as many as 19 countries.36

Pakistan's formet Defence Minister A.A. Talpur had
also openly declared Pakistan's intention to create a new
military - political bloc which is to play, in an expanded
form, the role played since became the king-pin of U.S. sfrategy
for this region and the spearhead of animosity against Afghanistan
and India. What makes the arms supply to Pakistan so dangerous for
India is that bulk of them can be used only against India.37
India clarified the principle:which would guide the dialogue betwen
the two countries. Mainly India wished to see an immediate impact
of the no-war talks on the quantum of sophisticated weapons which

Pakistan had obtained from the West. In fact, India considered

the non-promotion of an arms race in sub-continent not only for

36. "India's Unity and Security : Chellenges' - Paper presented at the
National Convention on Defence of India's Unity and Freedom. Nov 1984,p.96.
37. Ibid., p.28.



its own sake but also for keeping the big powers out of the
region. With Pakistan giving up the option of using force
to come to a settlement about the outstanding broblem between
the two countries, it was expected that the overall situation
would improve. So, India's offer of a no-war pact proposal
to Pakistan in NoVember 1949 was‘aimed to bring peace and
resolving their differences through bilateral negotiations

without recourse to war and third party.



CHAPTER - II
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No study of the Indo-Pakistan problem is complete
without a reference to the much talked of No-War part
between India and Pakistan. As a matter of fact, the
Tashkent as well as Simla accords had expressed the
desire of both 1India and Pakistan to eschew the use
of force in the resolution of disputes and put an end
to the era of conflict and confrontation. Both are a
kind”'of no-war declaration and are in consonance with
thé declared ©policy objectives assiduasly laid down

by Nehru and faithfully <followed by his successors.

The main reason to discuss the no-war part
proposal was to remove a minimise the tension that prevailed
in the two countries and to bring about a climate favourable

to the settlement of major disputes.

Since independence, both India and Pakistan
have kept armed which stand facing each othef, eyeball
to eyeball, heightening trans-frontier tensions. There
is every effort to show Pakistan as Eastern end of the
Middle East rather than as the Western part of the Indian

Sub-contiment.

During the Second World War, many non-aggresion
part and frontier of mutual assistance were concluded.
These non-aggression pacts arougd great interests in

the inter-war period, in which they condemned war. Geneva
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Protocol and Kellogg-Briand Pacts and 1in later vyears,
with the formation of the United Nations Charters, named
the way for the renunciation of war and to agreed to
settle all sorts of mutual differences by peaceful mean.
Quite recently, initiatives have been made to conclude
agreements that would outlamed the wars a first use

of force.

So, those non-aggression pacts were the main
reason that Nehru wunderstood well the results of war
between India and Pakistan. As a logical Corollary to
the proposition that Pakistan needs to improve its relations
with India, there was widespread support for the non-war

pact proposals between India and Pakistan.

In the world history there was never an age
of incessant peace a 1incessant war. Peace and war had
followed each other in the by-gone ages and the same
is true in the present century as well. Some firms men
have desised peace for the solution of the terrible
honours and miseries that war bequeathed. And again
some time they have desired war for the settlement of

international disputes.

1. A.C. Roy, International Relations Since 1919 (The
world Press Private Ltd, Calcutta, 1983), p.61
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A world without war between native states,
however distant 1its achievement may seem, 1is the only
objectives fully meeting these requirements. It makes
sense because, war is no longer an acceptable tool of
foreign policy. The intolerable costs of war preparation
- human as well monetory - becomes increasingly burdensome
as .nations examine their priorities in the context of

economic staquation and inflation. War has outlined

efuleness.2

By 1924, the purpose of the occupation of
fﬁe Ruhr by France and Belgium proved to be a total
failure.Meanwhile the Liberal minded Herriot become
Foreign Minister of France after the dismisal of the
extreme ant-German French Minister Poincare. On the
other hand, in England the Labour Government was formed
under Macdonald. The reparation problem was also partially

settled with the operation of the Dawes Plan.

S50 the international situation became favourable
for fresh efforts to ensuring security. In the Conference
convered at Geneva in 1914 the Greek and Czechoslovakian
and representations drafted a treaty called the Geneva

Protocol. In this Protocol it was proposed that:

2. C.M. Stanley, Managing Global Problems (University of
Iowa, Iowa,,197§), p.21 ,
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(a) - attempt should be made to ensure world security

of regional security.

(b) during the time of deliberation of the arbitrators

the contending states would note mobilise trops.

(c) any state refusing to accept a peaceful settle-
ment a declining to accept the decision of the arbitrators

would be adjudged as "aggressor'".

Although the Geneva Protocol was rejected,
some of its merits cannot be overlooked. The Geneva
Protocol passed the way for the future No-war pacts

and international security.

Firstly, the signatory states were forbidden
to enter in to any kind of hostility excepting under

"certain special conditions" as stated in the Protocol.

Secondly, acceptance of arbitration was made
compulsory on the part of the belligerent states for

the settlement of all political and legal disputes.

Thirdly, it was the first occassion when war

was declared illegal by the signatories to the Protocol.

Forthly, it was not always possible for the
League council to take proper and timely measures against
any state involved 1in aggression activities. In that

case the Geneva Protocol proposed for armistice.



23

An entirely different and perhaps more visionary
approach to the problem of war was to be found in Kellogg-
Briand Pact of 1928, Known more formally as the Geneva
Treaty for the renunciation of war (also as the Pact

of Paris). According to the Pact Singnatory States.i

(a) agreed not to resort to war as a national
policy and also agreed to renounce war in the interest

of national progress.

(b) agreed to settle all sorts of mutual differences

by peaceful means and,

(c) consented to keep this Pact open for adhesion

by all the other powers of the world.

The Kellogg-Briand Pact received almost universal
approbalish and a large number of states of the world
took the pledge of refaining from war. For the first
time since the world wars, the United States of America
entered 1into treaty relation with the Soviet Union and

came closen to each other in international politics?

Anxiety of the people of the world for worl
peace and security was fully manifested in this pact.

So, its importance from this point of view was enormous.

3. Roy, h.1l, p.74
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Following this Pact, many non-aggression treeties and
treeties of mutual assistance between the two a more
states were concluded in later years. For example, Molotov
- Ribbertrop Non-Aggression Pact of 1939, Molotov -
Matsuoka Non-Aggression Pact of 1240 and the famous

Panch Sheel Agreement between India and China in 1954.

Togethef with the concept.of collective Security,
bileteral non-aggression pacts aroused great interests
in the in the inter-was period. They did not, as such,
out lowed military forces as a means of solving inter-
national conflicts. The contracting party simply committed
themselves not to be the {first to use force against

each other.

Since World War II, and also quite recently
initiatives have been made to include agreemehts that
world ban first wuse of forces. In particular, there
have been efforts to apply the no first use to the most

destructive, i.e. Nuclear Weapons.

Article 2 (3) and (4) of +the United Nations
Charter imposes on obligations on all members to settle
their international disputes by peaceful means in such
a manner that international ‘peace and security and justice
are not endangered. And all members shall refrain in
their international relations from the threat or use

of force against the territorial integrity or political
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independence of any state, or in any other manner incon-

sistent with the purpose of the United Nations, respectively

These Articles, relating to non-use of force,
is generally accepted as a major force for international

peace and security of all the members of United Nations.

No-first wuse pledge do not necessarily have
a direct effect on other area of security policy. The
parties concerned can, even after having undertaken
such a commitment, continue to arm to avoid themselves
as they see fit, provided that they avoid first recaurse

to force or specific weapons.

No - War or non - use of force is a concept
that 1is more encompasing and pervasive than no first
use initiatives. The crucial difference between the
no-first use principle and non-use of force/non-aggression
is that the later outlaws the use of arms forces together.
It follows from the comprehensive nature of <concept
of non-use of force that the agreements and norms in
question also exert influence on other areas of security
policy. In practical politics, however, they constitute

an important instrument of peace.
India and Pakistan's Response:

Barring only a few intervels of detente, India

~

and Pakistan have had one 1long spell of bad relations

ever since the sub-continent was partitioned over four
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decades ago. India had all along been offering to sign
a no-war declaration with Pakistan but it is the latter
who always thought advisable to reject it. India Pakistan
relationship has been hitting head lines since Pakistan
challenged the UN Collective Security System in 1947
to 1948 with impunity and relatively unexciting long

. 4
term co-operative process.

The talks on no-war pact have an interesting
background for the normalisation of relation between
the two countries. The core and essence of no-war pact
is mutual confidence building to enable specific issues
to be tackled and to assuage distrust, mutual fear and
suspicions which hawve been prevelent over the last fourty

vears between India and Pakistan.5

India's offer of a no-war pact have always
had a certain background to them. In Delhi, on 2nd November
1949, Jawaharlal Nehru offered a no-war pact in order
to assure, Pakistan in regard to its security concerned
(or rather obsession) and to disuade it from joining
a military blogg{ internationalising the problems between
the two <countries and inviting foreign intervention

e St et e et e i i et e ol e ot e et " o o S "t

4. Charles P. Schleicher, International Relations: Coopera-
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in the region and to allay Pakistani anxieties of any
aggression by India especially as the constant refrain
of Pakistani propaganda Was that India was not reconciled
to partition and was bent upon destroying Pakistan.
Pakistan rejected the offer in 1949, in order to retain
its freedom to go to war in Kashmir or elsewhere. Perhaps
the more plausible reason was that Pakistani leaders
at that time badly needed to bugey of ever present aggre-
ssive design by India to consolidate an authoritarian
regime in Pakistan, to bar contracts between millions
of people having friends and relations across the borders
and to suppress any demand by East Pakistan for a greater

. . .. ‘. _ 6
share in economic decision and plitical power.

In June 1963, Bhutto had said that "Let India
arrive at an equitable and honourable settlement with
Pakistan over Kashmir... we can then have not one but
a thousand no-war pacts... “ﬁhile the Kashmir dispute
exists, it is in conceivable that we should accept India's

offer of a no-war pacts."7

The offer of 1964 which was made by Lal Bahadur

Shastri was also rejected by the Government of Pakistan.

6. Hindustan Times, 12 April 1982.

7. Dawn, 26 July 1963.
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Bhutto not only rediculed the offer but said, "an aggressor
state always c¢reates a false sense of security and to

- . . 8
cover its aggressive interests make such offer.

India showed keen anxiety to fulfil the promise
of Tashkent Declaration of 1965. India's observation

of the declaration included

(a) the withdrawal of the troops to their positions

as before the September 1965 conflict
(b) return of Pakistani prisoners of war.

(c) Unilateral removal of the ban on trade with

Pakistan.

(d) stoping all propaganda against Pakistan both

on the Radio and in press.

These were by no means minor gesture. They
were in fact a serious efforts, to bring about normalisation

‘of relations in the spirit of Tashkent Declaration.

On 11 January 1968, Prime Minister Indira
Gandhi and Deputy Prime Minister Morarji Desai reiterated
India's desire for further implementation of Tashkent
Agreement in the interest of India and Pakistan. They
observed that the solution of all the outstanding problems

between the two countries was possible only on conference

8. Pakistan Times, 30 August 1964
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Table.9 The Indian Prime Minister apprised the Soviet
Premier, during her visit to the Soviet Union on 25
January 1968, of the fact that Government of India earnestly
wanted to follow the path shown by Tashkent Declaration
and to establish good relations with Pakistan but it
required co-operation of the Government of Pakistan

as well.10

But the  Government of Pakistan did not extend
its hand of friendship, it rejected the Indian moves
for resumption of trade and commerce with India.11 On
15 August 1968, from the rampart of Red Fort in Delhi,
Mrs. Gandhi said, "I again repeat to Pakistan today
to recognise this (no-war) proposal as this is the only
way in which lies the good of both India and Pakistan.12
But Ayub Khan's response was that there could not be
a better pact than just settlement of this basic disputes
of Kashmir. He added that to talk of a 'no-war' pact
without settling the Kashmir dispute was only an attempt

to mislead and hoodwink the world.13

Elaborating his views further, he said on

26 October 1968, that he was ready to sign such a pact

9. Times of India, 12 January 1968

10.Ibid., 26 January 1968

11.5afi Qureshi, Lok Sabha Debates, Series 4, Vol.1l2,
13 February 1968, Col. 121

12.The Statesman, 17 August 1968

13. Pakistan Times_, 2 September, 1968
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with India provided the latter agreed to sign "another
pact, which would define how India and Pakistan can
resolve problems that exist at present or may arise
in future.14 But Ayub Khan's conditional acceptance
of the 'no-war' pact of India was soon viewed as a trap

in 1India to reopen the Kashmir dispute.15

It may be
added that this conditional acceptance by Ayub Khan
to 'no-war' pact was not the 1least different from the
previous Pakistani reaction to a no-war pact offer by

India.

On 4 December 1968, Mrs. Gandhi reiterated
in Lik Sabha that many a times Government of India had
asked the Government of Pakistan to solve Indo-Pakistani
problems without any preconditions but every time it
was rejected by Pakistan.16 On 12 December speaking
in Rajya Sabha she said that the conditions which the
President Ayub Khan had added to sign a no-war pact
with India had made it rather "difficult for India to
consider it" and added "normally a pact is signed first

and issued are settle later through peaceful negotiations."l7

14. ‘Ibid, 27 October, 1968
15. The Times, 30 October, 1968

16. Lok Sabha Debates, Series 4, Vol 22, 4 December

e e et i

1968, Co. 92
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On the eve of the third Anniversary of the
Tashkent Declaration, a note containing the c¢larification
on Mrs Gandhi's statement was also handed over to Pakistani
High Commnissioner in New Delhi which indicated the proposal
for setting up the bilateral machinery contigents upon
Pakistan agreeing to the no-war pact.18 On, 30 January
1969, a spokesman of ©Pakistan Foreign Ministry said
that Mrs Gandhi's proposal signified no change in India's
stand on basic issued 1like Kashmir and Farraka barrage
and emphasised Ayub Khan's pfoposal for a "self{ - executing
machinery" to provide for the settlement of basic disputes
and normalisation of relations including provision for

mediation and arbitration if negotiations failed.19

Yahya Khan assumed the charge from the out
going President Ayub Khan on the eveining of 25 March
1969, On 19 May, 19689 Yahya Khan said in Peshawar that
Kashmir problem was under "constant review" of the Governmen
cf Pakistan and would be referred to Dback to United
Nations at the right time if required.20 On May 23,
he also said thay there would be no change in the foreign
policy of Pakistan because it was based certain geo-politi-

cal factors.21

18. The Statesman, 17 January 1969
19. Pakistan Times, 13 January 1968.
20. Dawn, i4 May 1969.

21. Ibid., 24 May, 1969
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The Government of India on its part once again
tried to initiate the move of no-war pact to Pakistan.
Mrs Gandhi sent a personal letter on 22 June 1969, to
President Yahya Khan through Kewal Singh, the Secretary
in the Ministry of External Affairs, to this effect.22
In her letter, Mrs. Gandhi renewed the proposal f{for
'No~war' pact and a joint machinery to examine comprehen-
sively all aspects of normalisation of relations between
india and Pakistan. She disclosed in Parliament that
joint-measures would cover fields such as commercial,

economic and cultural.23

On 28 July 1969, a letter from Yahya Khan
(in reply to Mrs. Gandhi's Letter) was delivered to
her by acting High Commissioner of Pakistan to India.24
Yahya Khan accepted the proposal of Mrs Gandhi provided
the machinery of Indo-Pakistan's body should discuss

all 1issues between the two countries including Kashmir

and Farraka barrage.

But after the exchange of letters between
the Governments, no followup action was taken by either
of the Governments. Mrs Gandhi in her letter on 22 June
1969 to Yahya Khan had also described that, "there is

almost a total lack of contract between the peoples

22. Amrita Bazaar Patrika, 14 July 1969
23. Hindustan Times, 24 July 1969
24. Ibid, 29 July 1969
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of two countries"™, and that commercial, economic and

25

cultural relations are completely cut off. The word

Tashkent had also disappeared from all official communique.26

However, Gen. Zia wanted to keep alive anti-India
feeling within Pakistan and sow seed of discord amongst
the political and intellectual community in India.
His latest efforts for the good relation were only part
of his gimmicks to beiray India. What 1is objectives
behind the Zia's no-war pact offer? Does he wanted to
restor peace between the two countries? Or is it a measure
only to foster a false sense of security in India, on
the other hand and to legitimise his position as a supporter
of American global strategy on the other. It can be
interpreted as a gesture to create more favourablepro-
Pakistani climate in the United States of America (USA)

and in rest of the world.

Zia also desired to derive political advantages
out of such proposals - firstly by diluting the previously
agreed of accord and thus keeping up a status of hostility
with an apparent posture of feeling peace and friendship;
secondly, perpetuating his rule in the country; thirdly
creating an image of his being a very "reasonable and

national 1leaders" in Pakistan. At the same time Zia

26. J.D.Sethi, Negotiating with Pakistan, Journal _ of

Institute -_of Defence__Studies__and__Analysis, Vol.2
3 January 1970 pp. 309-322
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was able to derive propaganda advantage for Pakistan
both at home and abroad, while showing up India in a

bad light.

There would be two explanation why the 'No-war

pact' offer was made -

(a) The first is that, it was only a casual gimmick
aimed at the US Congress when it had under consideration
the arms transfer to Pakistan, made to assuage the hostility
to the arms sales amongh 1large number of Senators and
Congressman. But the public relation exercised undertaken
by the Pakistanis and the US media gave an offer an
independent 1life to its own section of the Indian media
too helped the process. The Pakistan administration
was itself wunwillingly compelled to pursue the proposal.
Now that they have achieved their objectives of getting
the arms through they would 1like to get the proposal
scuttled in such a way that the blame would largely

rest on India.

(b) The second explanation c¢ould be that there
was three lines in the Pakistan Mikizﬁiykwggnta that
time, one in favour of the no war pact proposal, m@ce-?La'
against it and third somewhat anbivalent which would
look at the pact particular reference +to Pakistan's
domestic and international compulsion and none of them

being in a clear majority. This was result in and ziz-zaz



policy depending upon how the balance view the situation

at any particular time.

Much steam has been generated over the 1issues
of No-War Pact offered by Pakistan in September 1981.
The issue of No-War Pact has become a focal 1issue 1in
the recent time. It was an offer made by Pakistan in
a most of sudden and <casual manner and under unusual
circumstances. Initially it was made as footnote to
a statement while accepting US$ 3.2 billion -economic
and military aid package on 15 September 1981. When Pakistan
floated the 'No-War' 1idea, the Indian officials - as
also a large section of non-officials - opinion tended
to look at it as a political ploy designed, as it by
single diplomatic stroke to achieve three Pakistani

objectives:g7

First, Zia wanted +to project himself as a
dove-eyed stateman and a peace seeker at a time when
the US arms package (to Pakistan) was being critically
examined by the appropriate Congressional Committees
in the United States of America - where several democratic
leaders and noted columnist Selig Harrison argued that
the offered US arms aid might be wused by Pakistan for

mounting a military misadventure against India.

v —————

27. Link, Vol.24 No. 24, 26 January 1982.
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Secondly, Pakistan monifestley wanted to impress
and with the sympathy and support of Indias friends
in Muslim world, who generally share Pakistani's threat
- perception arising from the Soviet Military presence
in Afghanistan, and to evoke the'sympathy of those section
of the Indian public who generally stand for a gentler
or(as Mrs Gandhi has characterised it) a 'soft' approach

towards Pakistan.

Thirdly, Zia was aiming at diverting public
attention away from the increasingly intolerable domestic
situation by rivetting it upon an Indo-Pakistan question
- an area of traditional interests and concern for Pakistan

public.

In this context, two questions are important.
Firstly, could a no-war pact by itself no provide signifi-
cance confidence building measures. Secondly, could
it be used to any advantage in furthering mutual confidence
between the two countries. The motivation behind the
issuance of No-war pact proposal however was quite under-
standable. Firstly, Pakistan wanted to allay the fears
of Congressman while inducting sophisticated weapons
in the Indian sub-continent. It is noted that the offer
of 15 September 1981, was made undoubtedly clumsily

and in a manner calculated to gain the maximum propaganda.

In fact, this offer was not made directly

to India but came as a kind of 'footnote to a memorandum
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about the arms, acquisition. This figured at the end
of the public statement announcing formal acceptance
of the US package deal and not in a formal proposal
made through diplomatic channels. Islamabad issued a
long explantion on Pakistan's need for US arms and accep-
tance of aid package put out in mid-September 1981.
The last sentence of the statement read : "On our part
we are prepared yo enter in to immediate consultation
with India for the purpose of exchanging mutual guarantees
of non-aggression and non-use of force in the spirit

of Simla Agreement.28

Secondly, Pakistan used it as a ploy to appease
the Indian as well as world public., It 1is very clear
in the world of Pakistan's Foreign Minister Agha Shahi,
"that the offer of no-war pact has been made precisely
in order to allay India's disquiet ove the massive dose
of arms from US, if they still think that it is a threat
to their security, we are ready to enter into non-aggression

pact with India.z9

Immediate response of India to Zia's no-war

pact proposal was that:

(a) India has suggested steps which would in effect,

mean that Pakistan put brake on the arms race and does

28. A.G.Noorani, India: The Superpowers_and ~the neighbours,
(New Delhi, 1985), p. 171
29, Dawn, 9 March 1982

—— et e
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not raise bilateral issues, such as Kashmir at international

forum.

(b) India had an open mind on the issues much
would depend on Pakistan's response and its sincerity

and seriousness.

(c) India had suggested that neither country should
indulge in an arms race through the acquisition of sophi-
sticated weapons disproportionate to their legitimate

defence needs.

It is to be recalled that ever since the Indian
Government decided to <call off the Secretariate level
talks scheduled for early March 1982, an impasse marked
the relation between the two countries. It was not simply
the Indian Governements decision to deter the talks
which had <created strains between India and Pakistan.
What had directed impact on the relations was the contro-

versy over Kashmir which assumed her dimensions.

When Agha Hilaly, Pakistan's representative
at the UN Human Rights Commission, made a reference
to the Jammu and Kashmir in February 1982, Mrs. Gandhi's
Government over reacted and therefore, <called, off the
talks. Narasimha Rao, the Indian External Affairs Minister
took the position that under the Simla Agreement, India
and Pakistan had wundertaken to settle their disputes

and difference bileterally and through peaceful measures,



he insisted that his commitment was equally applicable

to Kashmir.

Zia in an interview to the press had shown
willingness to discuss the Kashmir question with India.

30 Zia said

"If the opportunity arise, " he observe.
that apart from the proposal he had in mind Pakistan
still "stuck" to the UN formula of plebiscite for Kashmir.
In an earlier interview, Zia had said that the conversion
of the actual 1line of control into the international
border was wunacceptable to Pakistan. Thus the Indian
Government believed that by reserving the right to inter-
nationalise the Kashmir issue an part of his no-war

pact proposal, Zia was trying to exclude Kashmir from

its application.

However India's reaction, to the Pakistan's
proposal of no-war pact 1is quite realistic and based
on actual facts of the situation. The reluctance of
the Pakistan government to subcribe specifically to
settle all disputes bilaterally, without any outside
interference has given rise to same fresh apprehensions
about its interntions. Similarly, the refusal to accept
openly its obligations as a non-aligned country not
to encourage great power rivalries in the region has
made India more cautious in its responses to the no-war

propostions.

30. Telegraph (Calcutta), 31 October 1962
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The factor of unreliability 1is very relevant
in assessing the success of any prospective understanding
between the two <countries. Pakistan has diowned the
Simla Agreement. Even when the posibilities of the pros-
pective dialcgue were being proposed its representative
raised the Kashmir issue at Geneva.31 However, India
responded positively Mrs. Gandhi on 24 November 1981,
replied by saying that 1India was willing to talk about
a no-war pact, if Pakistan was serious about 1it. She
pointed out that the context and the manner in which
the proposal was mooted by Pakistan made the Government

of India doubtful about the Pakistan's positive genuiness.32

Subsequently, on 25 November 1981, the Government
of India responded to Pakistan's offer of a no-war pact
treety by reffering to India's offer first made in 1949
and repeated since then., In Indian Parliament, Narasimha
Rao, recalled <chronologically, the repeated offer made
by India have invariably and all 1long drawn a negative

response from Pakistan.33

Pakistan made a proposal for mutual reduction
of forces. Gen. Zia made this proposal during the visit

of the speical emissary of Prime Minister of India,

31. Ibid, 2 November 1982

32, Times of India, 25 November 1981

33. Ibid., 26 November 1981
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Ram Sathe to Islamabad iﬁ Aprii 1980, to explore the
possibility of . evolving <c¢lose perception of the geo-
strategic imperatives. During this visit, Zia articulated
the need for credible forces for Pakistan for its defence
and even expressed his willingness to consider India's
suggestion as to the size of a credible force for Pakistan
and India.Gen. Zia further suggested that this matter
of mutual reduction of forces could be delegated to
the military commanders. The two sides agreed to continue
the dialogue during Agha Shahi's visit to Delhi at a

mutually convenient time.

Subsequently, on 10 July 1980, Major General
Rao Farman Ali, a defence commentator, described Pakistan's
offer to India for a joint venture of their defence

34 and

requirements as "most appropriate and timely".
added that the geo-political development in the region
should 1impal the two Governemnts to understand such

review to protect their long term interests.

India took a clear cut stand which is worth'
to be noticed. The External Affairs Minister, Narasimha
Rao, told the Parliament on 18 July 1980, that India
had rejected Pakistans suggestion for a meeting of military
commandars to consider mutual reduction of forces. Any
such talks, he said should be proceeded with the requisite

amount of mutual trust and confidence.35

34. The Patriot, 11 July 1980
35. The Statesman, 19 July 1980
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When this issue was raised by Agha Shahi during his
discussion in New Delhi, Narasimha Rao, told him that
the question of forces reduction could not be treated
as a pure exercise since it should reflect a '"shared
political perception and understanding of each other's

security needs by the others.36

However, Gen. Zia un-
doubtedly realised +the futility of his own proposal
unless it was aimed at driving a wedge between the poli-

tical and military leadership in India. 37

It is quite ture that the reduction of forces
is a very desirable objectives and it must be clearly
understood that the force level actual flow out'df threat
perceptions. Therefore, if there 1is any genuine desire
for mutual reduction of forces, what need is to be reduced
first is mutual supicion. Any reduction in mutual suspicion
and hostility will automatically generate pressure for
force reduction. Hence more viable and effective paths
towards mutual forces reduction should start from confidence
building and exploiting the areas of agreement. It 1is
in' this spirit, that the Simla Agreement should become
the basic foundation on which a structure of reducing

peace can be built.

36. Times of -india, 31 January 1982

37. Deccan_Chronicle, 6 August 1984
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Pakistan has always shown scant respect for
the agreement on variocus issues between the two countries
for normalising the existing relations where India as
suspicious about its intentions of ©peaceful response
from Pakistan. Mrs. Gandhi, on the other hand told the
Pakistan journalist, covering the Indo-Pakistani Ministrial
level +taks here "that (no-war pact) or no pact India

n38

would never attack. Mrs Gandhi further stressed that

India regarded stability and strength of its neighbours

as part of its own strength.39

At every step made by
India to restructure normalisation between the two countreis
on the principle of peaceful co-existance, American
and Chinese leaders hastened to pull strings from behind
the scenes to thwart any possible easing, of relations
between the countries, +the ruling <c¢ircles of Pakistan
have assumed altogether different role in the political

system of Pakistan.40

AThe elite play an impoitant role in a political
system. In a dictorial regimes where there are no organised
political parties, the role of the elites 1is obviously
of greater importance. In her meeting with Agha Shahi
on 30 Janurary 1982, Mrs Gandhi offered to sign a treaty

of peace and friendship with the Pakistan as a more

38. Times of -India, 31 January 1982

39. Indian Express, 1 February 1982

40, v.D. Chopra, ed., Pakistan and ‘Asian Peace - (New Delhi,
Patriot Publishers, 1984), p.186.
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positive step than a mere no-war pact.41 Islamabad
replied that it would wish to consider the offer
carefully before formulating a response. Mrs. Gandhi
also suggested to Agha Shahi, the setting up of
a Joint Commission to resolve bilateral issues which
according to the communique was accepted immediately
by Pakistan Foreign Minister, with details to be
worked out by the officials of the two countries.
With the installation of a democratically elected
Government, Pakistan's new Prime Minister Mrs. Benazir
Bhutto, had strongly apposed the idea of no-war
pact with India. " We don't believe in a no-war
pact, we Dbelieve in the Simla Agreement between
the two democratic Governments (in 1972)," She observed,
she stressed that the Simla pact brought the longest
- ever peace on the sub-continent. The fact that
no-war had taken place between 1India and Pakistan
since 1972 was greatest of the agreement signed
by the late Z.A. Bhutto and 1late Mrs. Gandhi" she

added. %2

Pakistan's world view is conditioned by a
deep sense of insecurity dating back to 1947, when
it came into existense as an independent state.
One may talk about the discreptancies between the

reality and the perceptions of the ruling elites.

41. Times of India, 31 January 1982
42, Ibid., 3 December 1988
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Most of +the writers believed that the ruling elite
exaggerated the security threats to the state in
order to consolidate their position vis-a-vis counter
elite in the Domestic political system. The fact
remains that the sense of insecurity was the single
major factors that shaped Pakistan's defence and
security policies over the last thirty six vyears.
The hostile circumstances under Pakistan came into
being, a series of disputes with 1India as matters
relating to the partition of the sub-continent,
and the first armed conflict between the two countries
on Kashmir. (1947-1948) all created a strong impression
in Pakistan that India either wanted to ruin Pakistan
or turn it into a <client state. This set in motion
a process whereby Ihdia and Pakistan veiwed each

other as major adversaries.



CHAPTER - III

NO-WAR PACT AS AN INSTRUMENT IN

INDO-PAK_DIPLOMACY
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India - Pakistan interaction on the no-war
pact has sparked a good deal of debate on the policies
and intentions of the two countries of the sub-continent.
At an apparent level the no-war pact is a plain non-
aggression agreement which would entail both the countires
to disist from committing an aggression against another.
This was the gist of most of the dommunications of the

various Indian Prime Minister's to pakistan.1

But at a deeper and more significant level
the treaty attempts to build up certain basic principle
which would govern the overall pattern of interaction

between India and Pakistan.

The Indian position has been that no time
recourse be made either +to superpower intervention or
to go in for purchase of arms in such a manner as would
distrub the power balance. The perception of a no-war
pact by India and ©Pakistan differed widely. Whereas
India required that violence should be abjured no matter
what the prevailing atmosphere was or what the compédsions
of the situations were. Pakistan's perception was different
Pakistan felt that before a non-war pact was signed,
there should be a movement towards it in the shape of

an agreement over outstanding désputes.

1. India, Lok Sabha, Debates, Series 7, Session 7, V1.XXI

e e et et e

(3) 25 November 1981, Col.341
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Pakistan wished this to be a pre-conditioned
to the signing of a no-war pact whereas India desired
this to be ablanket declaration and a total commitment

not to resort to force under any circumstances.

Pakistan had preferred to 1link the agreement
for non-recourse to war with an understanding on the
procedure to be adopted for resolving outstanding disputes
between the two countries chief among them being Kashmir.
In 1959, Ayub Khan formally proposed to Nehru that the
two countries entef into a joint defense treaty, under
which India and Pakistan would cooperate in protecting
the region against external threats. Nehru dismissed
the proposal as inappropriate since India and Pakistan
did not share a common perception of external thereby.
Moreover, Nehru's embrace of non-alignment prevented
India from <coordinating defense arrangements with a

rival tied by treaty obligations to the United Nations.2

Another proposal that has periodically surfaced
in South Asia 1is a bileteral mutual reduction - of -
forces agreement. Up unitl India's decision rieting
inhe 1971 was, Pakistan had refused to enter ;into mutual
reduction talks with India as long as Kashmir remained
in dispuse.

2. the -Stateman, May 5, 1959
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India showed no inclination to make concession,
and Pakistan had 1lost all hope of inresting control
of the stock by force of arms. Because of the new geoc-
political realities +that emerged after 1871. Pakistan
began to reassess its position on the mutual - reduction

proposal.

Neither Government has publicity put forward
a formula for maintaining a fixed ratio of forces along
the India-Pakistan border though diplomatic overforces

have been made in this direction.

Since the offering to sign a no-war pact with
Indian in 1981, Gen. Zia strategy of waging a 'peace
offensive' has put India in the wuncustomed position
of responding to the barrage of Pakistani proposal.
While a section of informed Indian opinion views this
diplomatic offensive as 1little more than propaganda,
India has nontheless matched Gen. Zia's offers with

its own proposals.

While agreeing that geo-political realities
make Pakistan a South Asian power, Pakistan argues that
their country 1is also bound by history, geography and
religion to the States of West Asia and Middle East.
Pakistan's chafe at the notion that the component part
of South Asia form an integral Security System, in which

India plays the lead role because of its size, resources
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and potential. Just as India tends to discount the Soviet
threat to the region, Pakistan tends to discount the

Chinese threat.3

The Chinese incursion into India in 1962 and
Soviet occupation of Afghanistan in 1979 did not funda-
mentally alter the perceptions of threat on either side.
Indeed, each side was convinced that its adverasy adhered
to the Kautilyan dictum that "my enemy's enemy is my
friend." Though Indian routinely condemns the superpower's
pursuit of balance-of-power diplomacy in South Asia,
its reliance on Soviet backing in its disputes with
Pakistan parallels Pakistan's reliance on United States

and Chinese support.4

Again, according to Ayub Khan, "India is planning
to raise two armies, one with which to face China and
other to use against Pakistan and her smaller neighbour's

. .. . . 5
in pursuance of her expansionist objectives.

3. Doublas C. Makeig, "War, No-War, and the India-Pakistan
Negotiating Process".
Pacific Affairs, Vol.60(2) Summer 1987,p.282

4. Ibid, p.282

5. Ayub Khan, Friends Not Masters : A Political - Autobio-
graphy (London, 1967), p. 136
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Indian professions of support for a stable
western neighbour that can serve as an Indian Security
buffer are dismissed by most Pakistani analysis, "We
do not need India to defend us, and in view of our past
relations, it 1is most unlikely thaf we would leave our
own defences in Indian hands" , writers A.I. Akram.5
Whereas Indian defense policy rests on the doctrine
of regional preponderance Pakistani defense policy stresses

the deployment of c¢ounter-vailing forces to check what

Islamabad sees as India's hegemonic impulses.7

Pakistan has historically diplomatic and military
succour from abroad in order to improve its negotiating

position in dealing with India.

For examples of this outward-looking posture
are Pakistan's search for defense ties with the United
States in 1950, with China after the 1965 war, with
the Gulf states after the 1971 war, and again with the

United States after the 1979 Soviet invasion of Afghanistan.

Coversely, whenever Pakistan has not felt
threatened by India, it has 1looked inward and attempted

to normalise relation with India.

6. The Muslim, 2 April 1983.

7. Douglas C. Makeign, op. cit, p.283
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Examples of Pakistan's concilatory posture
towards India include Ayub Khan's 1959 joint defense
proposal, the 1972 Simla Accord, and Gen. Zia's 1981
ofifer of a no-war pact. "The empirical evidence, that
militarily the more threatening India becomes, the more
determined 1is Pakistan's attempts to countervail it,
should guide Indian policy, only when Pakistan f{feels
safe enought --- does it look inward and feel in a position

to establish cordial relations with India.8

Pakistan has always been suspicious of Indian
proposal which offer rapproachment without addressing
outstanding disputes, such as Kashmir. Ayub Khan summarised

the Indian position as follows:

"Let things becomes normal and we will deal
with the problem; and that things are normal, why raise

the problem?9

Consequently Indian proposal such as no-war
pact are interpreted by Pakistan to mean capitulation
by instalment. Two notable exceptions to rule were Ayub
Khan's 1959 joint defense prbposal' and Gen. Zia's 1981
offer of a no-war pact with India. 1India immediately

questioned Pakistan's intensions on both occasions,

.....

8. Imtiaz H.Bokhari, '"soth Asian Regional Co-operation:
Progress, Problems, Potentials and Prospects", Asian
Survey Vol.25, No.4, 1985. p. 381 :

e gt et -

9. Ayub Khan, n.4 p.123
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since each of the proposals ran counter to Pakistan's

cautious, step-by-step approach to negotiations with.

Despite indications that the detente process
is moving ahead, numerous obstacles remain. The joint
commission is a fragile edifice of co-operation, subject
to the ebb and flow of Indo-Pakistan relations at any

given moment.

When Pakistan's delegates to the United Nations
Human Right commission raised the Kashmir issue in February
1982, India accused Pakistan of violating the Simla
Accord by raising bilateral disputes in a multilateral

forum.

India then cancelled negotiations of the no-war
pact. Similarly, Pakistan suspended negotiation in 1983
when Mrs. Gandhi expressed sympathy for dosmestic opposition

to Zia in the Sind.l?

India's position has remained consistenf in
all the negotiation to date. India insists on direct
bilateral negotiations of all outstanding disputes,
a reaffirmation of the Simla Accord, Pakistan restraint
in the Punjab and pledge by both sides not to grant

base right to any foreign power. Although Gen. Zia unwilling

10. India Today (New Delhi), 30 June 1982
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to allow US or Chinese assess to Pakistan's bases unless
faced with the immenent disintegration of the nation,

India does not rule out this scenario.

Pakistan rejects the no-base pledge by arguing
that its membership in Non-alighned Movement preclude
the option. Pakistan's instence that such a pledge would
infringe on the nation's sovereign right vto determine
its own defense arrangement ignores the fact that a
no-war pact would also forfeit Pakistan's sovereign

right to wage a jihad (holy war) against India.11

The impasse could be overcome, however either
by issuing a joint reaffirmation of the Non-Aligned
Movement stand against foreign bases, or by incorporating
a no-base pledge under the freamework of South Asian
Association for Regional Co-operation (SAARC) a newly
formed multilateral body which incorporates all seven

states of South Asia."12

Pakistan has also indicated a willingness
to enter into a binding agreement whereby each country
pledges not to wuse its territory for hostile action

against the other. India, however, has stuck to its

11. Douglas C. Makeig, op. cit. p. 289

12, Indian Express, 8 March 1984




instance on obtaining iron <c¢lade guarantee that U.S.
forces will not be granted base rights in Pakistan,
as was the case in the 1950's when Pakistan participated

in U.S. sponsored Security pacts.13

Nuclear proliferation is probably the most
critical subject in Indo-Pakistan diplomacy Althought
both side publicly deny any interest 1in developing,
testing or deploying nuclear weapons, there is overwhelming
evidence that Pakistani nuclear programme is geared
to military as well as <civilian applications and also
that 1India's broadbased nuclear energy programmes could
be quickly <converted 1into a weapons programme, given

the political will do it.l?

India has rejected all but one of the proposals
arguing, that an agreement to forego the nuclear option
against Pakistan would weaken India's long term security
against nuclear-armed China. Consequently, Pakistani
proposals for a South Asia nuclear free-zone, joint-inspe-
ction of nuclear facilities, and simultaneously entry
into the non-Proliferation treaty have been repeated

rejected of India. Clearly without improved understating

13. The Hindu, 2 June 1986

14, Richard P. Cronin, "Prospects for Nuclear Proliferation
in South Asia, "Middle: East ::Journal" Vol.37, No.4
(Autumn 1984) p. 594




over regional security on the part of Pakistan and India,
there is little reason to believe that international
efforts to discourage nuclear proliferation in the sub-

continent will succeed.

Some general observation on the no-war pact
as a instrument in Indo-Pakistan diplomacy are brought

in order.

First, the atmosphere surrounding Indo-Pakistan
relations is rarely conducive to a healthy give-and-take
at the meaningful, no-war negotiations. The rivalry
is wviceral and it 1is wunlikely to change dramatically
for the better, irrespective of the government in powerv/
Both sides tend to attribute the worst possible moktives
to their adversary while assuming for themselves the
role of the 1innocent victim of other sides deceitful
and agressive intentions. If any thing, the records
of Indo-Pakistan negotiations 1illustrate that occasional
goodwill gestures or confidence building measures rarely
have a positive, lasting impact on the perceptions of

either side.

To make matter worse, Indian and Pakistani
public opinion is highly volatile whenever bilateral
relations take a. turn for the worse, or whenever one

or both governments play to their domestic galleries



by harping on the threat from next door.15

Second, both sides adhere to the dictum that
war (or the threat of war) is an instrument of diplomacy
between India and Pakistan in managing bilateral relations.
In South. Asian experience, war has provided a powerful,
though highly destructive, impetus for negotions. The
most notable gains at the negotiating +table occured
in the aftermath of the three Indo-Pakistan conflicts.
The price of this progress, however, was a sharp increase
in mutual suspicion which poisioned the <c¢limate for

future negotiations.

Third, the India-Pakistan rivalry continues
to be én unequal match. Whether potential, or sheer
firepower india has always maintained a margin of security
over Pakistan in most catogories of defense preparedness.
This disparity in power has important implications on
the way each side negotiates. While justifiably demanding

diplomatic equality in any negotiations with India.
Pakistan routinely assumes that a larger and
more powerful India can afford to make concession without

other hand, ha

jeopardising its; own security interest. India, on the
#étrong psychological reservations against

15. Doublas C. Makeig, op. cit. p. 291
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deferring to its historic adversary, given the existing

imbalance of forces.

Fourth, the United States and Soviet Unions
have historically played and influential role in Indo-
Pakistan negoitation. Super powers leverage has been
manifested by the more subtle mechanism of arms sale
and maintaining military presence in the South Asian
region. The tendency of both parties to defer action

over bilateral disputes is exceedingly complex.

Pakistan's nuclear programme has been signifi-
cantly influenced by competition with India. India and
Pakistan had gfought three wars since India gained its
independence. Pakistan suffered a major defeqt 1in the
1971 war, resulting 1in the <creation of the separate
nation of Bangladesh, in territory that had been east
Pakistan. When India began a nuclear programme in the
late 1950's some Pakistani 1leaders said that Pakistan

should match India's efforts.

On reason Pakistan may want to remain close
to a nuclear weapon capability is to provide a ledge
against Indian productive of nuclear weapons. A widely
held view in Islamabad is that it would be better if
both Pakistan and India had nuclear weapons than if

only India had them.
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While compitition with 1India may game Pakistan
an incentive to strive for a nuclear weapon capability,
it may also game Pakistan reason not to test a perhaps
even assumble of weapon. Since India has a more advanced
nuclear industrial base, it 1is doubtful that Pakistan
could hold its own is a nuclear arms race with India.
For this reason, it seems 1likely that Pakistan would
prefer an arm bignous position regarding its nuclear
programme and intentions. In order to allay the Pakistani

fear, both imaginary a read, Mrs Gandhi wrote to Bhutto:

"I am SOrry that you should have assumed in
spide of our <categorial declaration that the nuclear
test which our scientists have c¢onducted entirely for
developing nuclear technology for peaceful pruposes
and economic uses somehow poses threat to Pakistan's

security.16

Pakistan's sense of weakness vis-a-vis India
had always 1led it to seek balancing assistance from
outside. The United States had greatly improved Pakistan's
military capability in the mid-1950's, and perhaps it
. might be helpful again.17 Elements of the Pakistan military
were enthusiastic about the possibility of renewing

the American connection.

16. Foreign ‘Affairs -Record, Vol.20, No.86, June 1974 p.194

17. Lowrence Ziring, ed.,Pakistan: The Long :  Views (Duke
University Press 1977) p. 30T




India has <considerly ©been opposing the US
economic aid to Pakistan since mid fifities, on the
ground that it leads to an arms race in the sub for
a consequently. India has to dinest her much needed
economic resources towards the development of the Indian
military. Experience has shown that Indian fears are
well-founded. Pakistan Governemnt had arrested that
it is seeking aid from the US because it needs to strength-
ened the country militarily and economically underlying
the fact that its over immediate neighbours, India and
Afghanistan, were getting direct Soviet military support.18
Only to legitimise the issues of no-war pact between
India and Pakistan to gain economic aid from United

States.

But India did not trust Pakistan it fears
that America arms in the hands of Pakistan pose a direct
danger to India and has therefore again raised objections
to the F-16, Harpoons and the concomitant air to surface
missible system for those plane sent by US to Pakistan,
the AWACS which are likely to be piloted by the US personnel
initially and the deadly anti-tank 'TOW' missibles which

can nerve any tanks.19

18. POT, Vol. IX. 9 April 1981, p.830

19, Indian Express 3 July 1987




Both the countreis are busy in acquiring superiority
in the sphare of military affairs. At a press conference
at the National Press Club at Canberra a 4 October Mrs
Gandhi held Pakistan responsible for making India embath
an huge defense expenditure to protect her security
and intigrity and India had to divert funds for defence
which c¢ould be used for the benefit of the poor because
of the new situation created by Pakistan's acquisition

of tophisticated weapons from the US and other countries.20

It is really interesting that on the other
hand Gen. Zia had said that a number of times that Pakistan
was serious about"?igning a no-war pact with India and
is interested in maintaining {friendly relations with
India, on the other hand, Pakistan was legitimising
the arms build up by collecting sophisticated weaponsy/
Its seems, the interests of Pakistan Government are

not good and she would settle scores with India.

Pakistan attemp would encourage advance weapon
technology in the region and would also disturb the

existing military balance in South Asia.21

P T

20. Indian Express, 5 October 1981

21. P.B. Sinha, "US-Pak Military Tie-up and India's
Response" Strategic:  Analysis, Vol. V., No.7, October
1981, p.277
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The result of United States Presidential election
of November 1981 easedi Gen.Zia's problems considerably.
The newly elected Reagen administration was clearly
less concernedlthan'its predecessors about the character
of Pakistan's domestic politics and nuclear non-prolifera-
tion was consierably lower. On the new administerations
priorities than was the bolstering of Pakistan's military

capability.2?

But in April 1981, the renewed offer by the
Reagan administration of 3.2 billion in military and
economic aid spread over six vyears was acceﬁted. It
has so far worked smoothly enough. Although the Americal
ambassodor talked of <certain continuing wvulnerabilities
of Pakistani-American relationship, the wvisit by the
US Secretary of state George Shultz and the Secretary
of Defence, Casper Weinberger, show the relationship

to be reasonably ’crouble—free.z3

Since the Reagan Administration's economic
aid package {for Pakistan, in response to the Soviet
occupation of Afghanistan, +the US has become actively
involved 1in Indo-Pakistan negotiation particularly in

the area of nuclear non—proliferation.24 Kashmir and

L T T N

22, Stephen P, Cohen, ed. Security of -South ‘Asia: American
and - Asian Perspective.(Vistaar Publication.New Delhi,
1987) p.71

23. M.B.Naqvi "The other Detente: Can it Survive" Pakistan
Horizon. Vol. 36, 1983 p.26

e et g e e "t

24, Douglas C. Makeig, op. cit. p.276
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Pakistan's military ties with the United States remained
to highly visible hurdles in Indo-Pakistan relations.
There was no sign that the Pakistan would give up what
it considered its right to raise Kashmir in international
forums for the sake of Simla bilateralism and what Indian's
called c¢limate of mutual +trust and confidence. It 1is
not a departure from such orientations that Pakistan
is turning to US for economic and military help. It
would be equally wrong to view this attempt as prelude
to another venture on the sub-continent with India as
its target as in the pas.25 Ofcourse no one can ever
say with confidence that Pakistan has ruled out armed
conflic with India as an instrument of its foreign policy.
States do engage in wars with others even when they
do not have the means or tﬁe strength to do so.26 Henry
Kissinger maintains that for weak states the act of
war itself rather than victory in it, sometimes becomes

the best way of gaining self—respect.27

On the eve of Gen. Zia's visit to US atleast

partly to balance the earlier Indian summit as well

T T T T Y

25. Pran Chopra, ed. Contemporary  -Pakistan:  ~New .  Aims

e e it g et e e S vt e

26. (. Ibid., p. 38

27. Henry Kissinger, Years of Upheaval. (Little Brown Co.)
Excerpted in Time, I March 1982. p.27
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as urge speedier delivery of electronic gear for the
F-16s, he reiterated on December 3, that his Government's
stand that the Kashmir remained the <chief obstacles
to a meaningful no-war dialogue with India. Pakistan
continues its attempt to shift attention from the Simla
Agreement by focusing on the United Nations Charter
as the basis 1for future Indo-Pakistan relations, but
India reportedly upheld the former document, this meant
India stuck to Simla bilateralism with respect to the
Kashmir issue. Mrs. Gandhi -told Gen. Zia on November
2, that raising the latter in international forums would

28 With China Pakistan's relation

be '"counter-productive."
had enjoyed profitable relations since the mid-1960's.
Not only had the Pakistanis benefited from China's diplo-
matic support at the United Nations and elsewhere, but
Islamabad believed that its ties to Beijing served to
deter possible pressure from India. China withheld 1its
recongnition of Bangaladesh until India released the
Pakistanis being held as POW's, and a modest flow of
Chinese military assistance helped slow Pakistan's gradual
decline in comprison to India's growing capability.
During Bhutto's year, the "China connection" was carefully

nursed.28

............................

28. The -Statesman, 4 November 1982

29. Y. Vertzberger, The: Enduring  Entente:  Sino-Pakistan
Relations, - 1960-1980 the Washington papers, No.95
(Praeger, New York, 1983)
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From the time of Ayub's overtures to China,
China had supplemented Pakistan's American equipments
in the late 60s and as the American arms embargo persisted,

it became an increasingly important arms supplier.30

During Gen. Zia's visit to China, he stressed
the need to strenghened peace everywhere, Gen. Zia said.
"Pakistan looked with understanding at China's effort
to improve relation with India", Pakistan too, on its
part, was trying to establish a 'tension-free relationship
with India. In this respect, Pakistan had taken initiative
by offering a 'no-war pact' to India, that was in order

to improve mutual confidence, he added. 31

Indian and Pakistan had already had two round
talks on no-war pacts, while commenting on above talks,
Gen. Zia said, "we are determined to take this process
ahead, so that no-war pact 1is signed and improve the
bilateral relations and the force of peace in the region
be strengthened". Pakistan also supported the proposal
for regional co-operation that would particularly help

the countries of South Asia, he added.32

30. Stephen P Cohen, n.15, p.7C

31. Pakistan Times, 18 October, 1982

32. Ibid., 19 October 1982



Addressing a news. conference, Gen. Zia said,
"China appreciated Pakistan's offer to India for signing
a non-aggression pact.” 'India', he said "was trying
to put a proposal for much larger arrangement, while

Pakistan wanted to proceed step by step."33

About China, Gen. Zia said, "although the
Asian neighbour often viewed with a wary eye, it has
been a model neighbour”. In this context, he also cited
Chinese friendship and "support of Pakistan's legitimate
objectives of safeguarding its independence and sovereignty

and developing its economy.34

In the Islamic world of the Gulf, Gen. Zia
had sources of support that had not been available to
his predecessors. After 1973, the states of Gulf-particu-
larly Saudi-Arabia and the United Arab Emirate (UAE)
were able to provide a level of {inancial as well as
diplomatic assistance hiterhto wunimaginable. Pakistan
has some major assets in the Middle East. A number of
senior officials have served in Gulf region (Zia himself
was stationed in Jordan at the time of the expulsion
of th PLO in 1970 and was staunch supporter of Kindg

Hussein).

33. POT, Pakistan Series, September ~ October, 1982,
p. 2836.

34, Pakistan Times, 12 January 1983




More than one million Pakistan <citizens have
laboured in the Gulf region and sent home over 2 billion
in remittances annually - which has for several vyears
constituted Pakistan's largest single source of foreign

exhange.35

Pakistan since its 1inception in all set to
maintain friendly and brotherly relations with these
countries. But the real efforts in this direction were
made by Z.A. Bhutto shen he came to power in 1972 and
his successor gen. Zia had also a firm faith in the

policy followed by his predecessors.

Further the strengthening of the unity of
the Muslim world, inter~state co-operation vin gaining
economic¢ and political supports, in which Pakistan had
initiated from the beginning. Jinnah, stated stressing
the need for cohesion among Muslim states over the world
and was keen to a sex the political and economic support

from these world.

To. maintain c¢lose relation with the Muslim
world was always the desire of the political elites
of Pakistaﬁ. The Muslim world supported Pakistan during
the Indo-Pak war of 1965 and 1971 and in return Pakistan
always sided with the Muslim world for 1its economic

supports. These countries helped Pakistan in strong

35. Stephen P. Cohen, n. 15, p.68



strengthening its economy and industrial developement.

by providing economic¢ aid liberally.

Pakistan and Saudi Arabia have stood by each
other in times of stress and strain Pakistan was successful
in gaining support on the issue of no-war pact proposal,
in which Saudi 1leaders had shown and expressed thier

solidarity with Pakistan.

The role of the Muslim world, partcularly
played by Saudi Arabia in solving the economic problem
is commendable. There was no direct financial assistance
to Pakistan to Islamic countries prior to 1973-1974.
By 1976 the Arab world has given loans and credits worth
993 million, or almost one-third of all the financial

aid from foreign sources over the previous three years.36

The political military and economic prouds
between Pakistan and the Muslim world took shape it
seemed, because of the super power involvement in 1it.
But one thing is clear that {friendship of Pakistan with
these countries world be further cemented in the vyears
to som in dealing the with no-war pact proposal of in
which India put forward a new versis 1i.e. treaty of

Friendship and Cooperation.

36. Eric Gustafson, "Economic Problems of Pakistan under
Bhutto." Asian Survey,Vol. XVI, No.4 April 1976
p. 364
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New Delhi had no objection to a secondary
role of Pakistan in the sub-continent and to its increased

activities in the Middle East.37

Pakistan knows that India imports 50% of its
oil from Saudi Arabia at a concessional price and India
is multi-religious society in which Indian Muslim consti-
tute a considerabel portion of its population specially
Sunnis - have a special regard for Saudi Arabia. Saudi
Arabia have been very keen to see the detente establish
in the sub-continent. So Pakistan seeks diplomatic support
from Saudi Arabia in respect of no-war pact proposal

to India.

Pakistan needs both economic aid and military
hardware 'so that it has the required, where with all
to exercise such options when they mature. In addition
to doing so, Pakistan takes every opportunity provided
by friendly Soviet moves to applaid the BRussions. It
could will be that Pakistan 1is working silently for
an evential rapprochement with the Soviet Union which
might then be followed by Soviet willingness to 1look
the other way when the time comes for Pakistan to play

the part it desires to in the West Asian region.

As with any future scenario, unanticipated

development and a variety of 1imponderables may well

37. S.M. Ali Shah, '"Indo-Pakistan Relations: Prospects
for Normalisation. "Pakistan Horizon Vol.36, 1983,p.55.
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operated in upsetting Pakistani expectations. But the
West Asia arena is at the moment the only arena in which
Pakistan can hope for affirmation and self-respect without

stopping to ride the high horse it wants to be on.38

(India was well aware of the Pakistan's economic
and political support from the Islamic world, for norma-
lisation of relation with India, in relation to a no-war
pact proposal. But on the other hand, Indian Government
had gave a new version to the no-war pact, i.e. Treaty
of Friendship and Co-operation, in which again Pakistan
was reluctant to give any attention. India c¢laimed that
no-war pacts have 1little practical in preventing wars
between adversaries and that it is mutual trust which
prevents wars and promotes cooperation between two countries
However, no one can deny that the establishment of the
India-Pakistan Joint Commission provided a useful machinery
for promoting bilateral c¢o-operation and paved the way
for +the establishment of cordial relations) From the
view of many Gulf States, a stable Pakistan is in itself
a valuable asset. compared to the seven million citizens
in Saudi Arabia and the United Arab Emirates, Pakistan
looms as a major regional power. So long as it copes

with it own domestic and security problems, Pakistan

38. Pran Chopra, ed., Contemporary Pakistan: New_ _Aims
and - Images. (Vikas Publishing House, New Delhi,
1983), p.40




can be a reliable and predictable force an the eastern

matches of the Gulf.39

For Pakistan, of course, the Islamic Middle
East comprises more than Saudi Arabia and the United
Arab Emirates; Iran is also important. Pakistan sought
to cultivate the friendship of these Muslim neighbours
in order to strengthened itself against India and gain
diplomatic support over various issues o0of no-war pact
proposal with India. In the late forties and fifties
Iran was not hostile to India, but it was clearly more
friendly towards Pakistan, it was the first Muslim country

to recognise Pakistan.40

When India showed here resentment
over the mention of Kashmir issue in the Baghdad Pact
ministrial c¢ommuniques of 1956, Iran did not pay any
heed to India's protestations.41 The real test of 1Iran
- Pakistan {friendships, however, came duriﬁg the two
Indo-Pak wars of 1965 and 1971, 42 in which 1Iran called

India an aggressor." Zia sought to mediate an end of

the Arab-Israeli c¢onflict, which was splitting the o0il

39. Stephen P. Cohen ed., Security of South Asia: American
and _ Asian__ Perspective (Vistaar Publication, New
Delhi 1887), p. 69

40. Dawn 1 November 1956

4i. Asian Recorder, Vol. 2, 1956, p.847

42, For detail see, H.R. Gupta, India-Pakistan War,
Vol. I & II, (New Delhi, 1969)




producers and threatening the peace in the Gulf, only
to gain and strengthen 1itself against India. Moreover,
Pakistan sought diplomatic support over the various
issue, including Kashmir in the United Nations and in

all Islamic Conferences.

In the <context of South Asia, Gen. Zia said
that he was very happy that seven countries of the region
had systematically embarked, it 1is our hope that the
South Asian Regional <co-operation will flourish in a
atmosphere of mutual confidence, which can only be generated
by strict respect for each other's sovereignty and inde-
pendence and non-interference 1in the internal affairs,

"he added.43

Gen. Zia, with his usual flair for glib talk,
also suggested that a 'break through' in the Indo-Pakistani
talks could lead to the formation of a South Asian organi-
sation somewhat like ASEAN. He stressed his keenness
to remove the longstanding source of irritation in Indo-
Pakistanreiations and suggested that the Indians might
call the no-war pact by any name they like so long as

the hurdles were eliminated.

Gen. Zia, said that there is growing realisation

in all countries of the South Asian region that their

~———

43. Pakistan Times, 5 October 1983
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destinies are interlinked and they can attain their
national goals of progress and development only in the
tension-free and peaceful environment.44 In a message
to +the South Asian Regional Conference of the Rotary
International,’ which began at New Delhi on December
12, 1981, Gen. Zia said, "Pakistan had taken initiative
by offering a No-waf pact to India, that was in order
to improve mutual confidence and hope that the countries
of South Asia could forge enduring ties of friendship
and co-operation on the foundation of mutual trust,
confidence and soverign equality. Since this conference
was taken place at New Delhi, he had re-emphasised the
deep commitment of the people and Government of Pakistan
to the consolidation of peaceful and amicable relation
with India, mutual self-interest demanded that ‘the two
neighbouring countries should turn their back on conflict
and confrontation and begin an era of durable peace.”

he added.?®

———

44, Baluchistan Times, 13 December 1981

45, POT, Pakistan Series, Vol.9, October-December 1981
p.2950
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THE ROLE OF THE INDIAN PRESS
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The news of the invasion by Pathan tribesman
from the North Western Frontiers, supported by Pakistan
on 20, October 1947 stunned the country. The Indian
newspapers generally <called for direct military action
to force Pakistani troops out of Kashmir and to annex
Kashmir to the Indian Union. The Maharaja of Kashmir,
Sir, Hari Singh, requested military aid from India and
signed an Instrument of Accession to the Indian Union.
Nehru rushed 1in airborne troops into Kashmir but in
the meantime the Pakistani troops had already occupied
one-half of +the Kashmir and c¢ould not be pushed out
without a bloodbath. Nehru turn to the United Nations
and in January 1949, the U.N. Security Council voted
cease-fire in the region.1 The Kashmir problem had occupied
a prominent place in Indian newspapers. The vernacular
press had generally been emotional whereas the tone

of English press had been generally restained.2

In 1966, when the Tashkent Declaration was
signed by India and Pakistan, after a three weeks war
between the two, one of the point that preoccupied the
negotiators was that both the countries put an end to

the tension building or provocative role the mass media

1. Alastair Lamb, The _Kashmir . Problem: - A . Historical

2. S. Karkhanis. Indian : Politics: and the  Role  of - Indian
Press. (Vikas Publishing House, New Delhi 1981),
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of their respective countries Was playing in Indo-Pakistan
relations. Within one vyear after the declaration was
signed, there were accusation and counter - accusation
between the two countries each charging the other with
starting the so-called 'have campaign' all over again
through their nmdia.3 Under these circumstances deciesion
makers of a country engaged in a conflict taken 1into
account, what the mass media of its adversary had been
saying and consider it as one to be controlled or negotiated
in order to successfully managed the tension or crises
situation, short and 1long term variations in <crises
and non-crises themes in the mass media should had studied
for an understanding of the inter-state <conflict and

. 4
co-operative process.

Ih edtorial Times of India wrote, "... for
the Government and people of India to take up the position
that Kashmir is 1like any other part of India..." To
say that Kashmir is a part oifi India is in effect to
argue the case for the aggressor... this 1is what the

Pakistan propaganda machine wants the world to believe.5

.............

3. M.S. Rajan, "The Tashkent Declaration: Retrospect
and Prospect". International = Studies, 8 (1-2) July
October, 1966 p.1l1

4, James W. Markhan, Communication Research in_International
Conflict -and  Co-operation:  Towards Pretheory (Iowa.
City : School of Journalism, 1967) p. 26

5. Times_of :India, - 1 October 1964
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The first phase of the political war over
Kashmir lasted roughly until the end of 1953. It was
a period when Nehru talked most rigorously of permiting
plebiscite and when he made a number of pesuasivé gesture
towards preparing for one. From Indian point of view
these efforts were nullified by Pakistan's refusal to
evacuate Azad Kashmir in advance of vote.6 In late 1953
the political development within Kashmir led to a greater
control from New Delhi. Semultenously, an atmosphere
of hope that the Kashmir problem could be settled through
bilateral Indo-Pakistan negotiations was dispelled bh
the reports of military pacts between United States
and Pakistan. The Tribune carried to "690 square Miles
in Our Control Fighting a Real Success"7 and Indian
Express published that "Defence Preparedness Must Continue"
Country Warned of Dangers"8 and Times of India attempted
to fine weakness in Pakistan. It wrote, "Pakistan was
not keen to expediate "a settlement..." Pakistan's case
in the Rann of Kutch is so weék that it can hardly stand

scrutiny by an impartial tribunal.9

Indian Prime Minister, Lal Bahadur Shastri
warned the nation in winding up the day 1long debate
in the Lok Sabha on the UN Security Council resolution

of the dangers ahead even after the cease fire that

6. Russel Brines, The . Indo-Pakistan Conflict (Pali Mall
London, 1968), p.86

7. Tribune, 26 September 1965

et et e e et

8. Indian Express, 24 September 1965
9. Times of India, 7 June 1965
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had just ended the armed hostilities between India and
Pakistan. Indo-Pakistan conflict were covered extensively
by the Indian media specially the press. Some sections
of the Indian newspapers had supported 1India during
the conflict and attached Pakistan's principle of self
determination cannot be applied in jammu and Kashmir.
Kashmir 1is not negotiable.10 Beginning in 1962, Ayub
Khan turned his counfry with increasing vigour +towards
fierce internal jingoism and an active search for inter-
national freesom of action. The Pakistani press launched
a hate campaign which was pursued daily, relentlessly
and vehemently for the last two vyears before 1965.
It featured, among other elements, the constant cry
that Pakistan was threatened by India aggression, continued
demand for Pakis;ah‘ control over Kashmir and periodic

reports of revolt against  Indian rulers in Kashmir.

'Pakistan leaders themselves matched the vehemence
of the strongly controlled press, by contrast, Indian
officials were reasonably restrained if <cold defiant
on Kashmir and the press was moderate.11 The Indian
press was deludged by political and conflictual news.
The pages of Indian newspapers were filled with the
reports on Indo-Pakistan conflict as '"Pakistan 1is an

12

aggressors"” "War between the two is one of religions;

10. Ibid., 9June 1965
11. Russel Brines, No.6 p.226
12. Times of -India, 11 February 1966
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Kashmir is merely a sympton", "Kashmir is not basic

issues. The Statesman, went further in its attack

against Pakistan. It accused Pakistan was using US arms.

against India.14

The aspects of trust-suspicion between
India and Pakistan, as indicated by the orientation
of the particular newspapers editorials, which serves
the parties to an inter-state conflict in the mutual
assessment in public of each others intentions. The
press may also be employed in countless other ways to
support particular policies or 1lines of _policy, ways
that are neither declratory nor propagandists.lf Press
and other mars media in third world naturally reflects

the difficulties with which they have to c¢ontend and

the press particularly has to face thorney problems.

Concepts have increasingly become the major
foci of international debate and negotiations, for instance
the example of New International Information Order (NIIO).
The redressing of global inequalities and injustice
requires information which will flight preconcieved
ideas, ignorance and aleinations and facilitate the
conscientisation of citizens and ensure the control

over decision making.

As such the role of Indian press in IndoFPakistan

negotiation had been very much public oriented and major

13. Ibid., 10 June 1966

14. Bernard C. Cohen. The Press and and Foreign Policy
(Princeton, N. Jersey 1963), p. 202. Perhaps Cohen
is the +{first who has systematically examined the
relationship between the press and foreign policy.
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functions of the press had to structure people's view,
direct attention, create ideas of which 1is important

and that is not between the two countries.

Almost all the political activities involves
communication of some sort.15 The Times of India gave
extensive coverage of the Indo-Pakistan negotiations
after the 1965 war, as No-war pact standstill" and supported
the Government decision making policies as India 1is
a peace loving country.16 Press doesn not set national
political agenda or establishes the parameters of «civil
debate, its role is affirmation rathér than foncirming.17
Most of the Indian news papers played an important role
in informing the public and foreign policy decision
makers about the development and different perspective
in Indo-Pakistan bilateral negotiations. It was,  Bharat
Jyoti however placed blame and warned policy makers
with a head 1lines, "Heed to Alarm" it qute, "The alarm
signal has been hoisted, there is a real danger to our

motherland, other two unscrupuloses and  unprincipled

countries hostile to us are closely united, the gravity

15. Richard N. Fagen, Politics and Communication. (Little
Brown, Boston, 1966), p.64

16. Times of -India, 10 July 1966

17. Edwin Diamond. Good _News: Bad_: News (Cambridge MIT
Press, 1978)
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.of the new danger needs to particular emphasis.... this
is nation to indulge in the luxury of ideological con-
troversies'and conflicts.... for of what avail are these
when our very existence is menanced.18 Since the Indo-Pakistan
war of 1985, the relation between the two countries
deteriorated further. The Patriot, which had supported
the Indian stand as the friendship between the people
of India and Pakistan connot be made firm by appearing
Pakistan's jingoist and chauvnist.... it cén be strengthened
oﬁ' the basis of democracy in the two countries. Instead
of hoping to short c¢ircuit the working and the middle
class in to the two countries whose awareness of common
problems alone will bring permanent peace in the two
countries;19 and the Pakistan Government was shock on
the India's offer of negotiation "or all outstanding

disputes with Pakistan is once again spurned by Pakistan.z0

There was a great deal of evidence, the role
of the mars media as the mirror of the public and also
to some extent as the agenda setter of national policies.
Given the nature of foreign policy, the role of the
mars media specially the press in a democratic set up

becomes crucial and significant with regard to the reporting

18. Bharat Jyoti (Bombay), 29 October 1967
19. Patriot, 8 January 1968

20. Indian Express, 13 February 1968




80

and evaluation of foreign policy. The reaction of the
Indian press was in favour of the Simla agreement between
India and Pakistan. The Statesman in its editorial "Waiting
and Seeing" said that "the Agreements amphasis an bilateral
negotions was more encouraging because Bhutto was critical

21 The Hindustan Times described

about biloterolism"
it as it represented a victory for the 700 million people
of the sub-continent and it created new hopes fo India,
Pakistan and Bangladesh.22 In another evidential it
pointed out that it "postulates a momentous terms formation
of relationship on the sub-continent from  confrontation
to Co—operation23 On the other hand, Indian Express
was somewhat critical about the signing of Simla Agreement
between India and Pakistan. But it wrote that it "Does
not signify a breakthrough but a beginning. A beginning

has its users for both sides. Lets keep the door open.24

e "t et "t e e e it

22. Hindustan _Times, (ed) "An_Historict Accord" 3 _July

o et e

23. Ibid., (ed) To win Peace" 4 July 1972

24, ;ggigg__§§g£§§§__igd),- A New_Beginning" - 4 July 1972.
See also The  Tribune - (ed), Tashkent  to  Simla, 4
July 1972. Free Press -Journal - (ed) "Towards the

Light", 4 July 1972. Times_ of - _India (ed) "A__Thaw"

——t i et i e St et

4 July 1972,
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Blizt wrote, it thus set an example to other Asian and
African countries involved in mutual conflicts.25 The
Hindu in 1its editorial advised the Pakistan "to respond
correctly to what 1is undoubtedly a major gesture of
goodwill on the past of India.26 The major news papers
sustained their attack -against Governments stand, as
a sample of editorials will illustrate: '"Change Time
of said, " Pakistan's tardy responses to India's offer
of talks betrays 1lack of enthusiasm in Islamabad for
normalisation of relations between the two countries.z7
and "A Big Step" it wrote, "the Delhi accord is expected
to clear the way to durable peace in this sub-continent
provided it is implemented, unlike the two Indo-Pakistan
agreement in the spirit that prompted the parties to
finally shed their initially unavoidable burgaining

stance."zs_

In 1975, during emergency Government controlled
of the press prevented many of the decision being published
relating to the negotiation between India and Pakistan.
With the press censorship and the Government's repression

the press nearly resorted to underground ac’civities.z9

25. Blizt (Bombay) (ed) "Blessed Peace" 8 July 1972.

26. The - Hindu (ed) "A Gesture of Goodwill" 4 July 1972,

27. Indian ‘Express, 25 January 1974,
28. Amrita Bazaar ‘Patrika, 11 April, 1974
29. Sharad Karkhanis, n.2 p.148
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After the Simla agreement between India and
Pakistan all the major newspapers welcomed the accord
as a positive step towards normalisation and paved the
way for the no-war pact negotiations. As Amrita Bazaar
Patrika, in its editorial "offer to Pakistan", wrote
"Despite the unhappy experience of the years following
partition, Nehru believed that the stable peace between
India and Pakistan was possibie... A no-war would form,
he hoped a practical basis for a construction readjustment

of mutual relations.30

Actually, the Indian press was
trying to present the situation where the foreign policy
decision making; the international observers and the
general public was 1irying to defined ‘the situation as
it was developing between India and Pakistan during
a no-war pact proposal Generally it assumped the role
of the press is to keep the people informed of national
and international situations and provide them with smell
argued position. As Times of India in 1its editorial,
"Positive Gain" wrote, "the agreement an the Salal Dam
between India and Pakistan is yet another step forward
in the slow but steady process of nromalisation of relations
between the two countries... this is a triump for the
spirit of give and take that has characterised Indo-Pakistani
discussion on recent years leading earlier to resumption
of communication and full diplomatic ties between the

two countries.31

30, Amrita Bazaar -Patrika, 7 April 1977
31. Times of ‘India, + 15 April 1978
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Whenever Pakistani Government gets military
aid from the United States, the leading newspaper in
India tended to take a pro-Government stand and warned
the policy makers and parties that Pakistan might use
her military power against India to rectise her goal
of liberating Kashmir from India. Indian press had been
busy offering arguments in an effort to project Pakistani

no-war pact proposal as "doubt" and "suspicious".

The Hindu, in its editorial "Building Friendly
Ties with Pakistan" wrote "that a period of law key
diplomacy and a policy of rebuilding - quietly and brick
by brick-the lost amity between the two countries produced
results... a way of building up friendship between the
people of 1India and Pakistan that should not be under-

estimated is represented by hockey and cricket diplomacy.32

Indo-pakistan negotiations on no-war pact
proposal were widely covered as Nagpur Times 1in its
editorial No-war Pact" what for wrote, "No-war pact
pact between India and Pakistan 1is a relevent concept
at this juncture but Pakistan is not disposed to accept
it for obvious reasons.33 In India, the newspaper have
to be practically alert because they alone get thfough

the people.34

32. Hindu, 11 January 1978

33. Nagpur -Times, 2 January 1980

34. Chanchal Sarkar, The Changing Press (Popular Prakashan,
Bombay, 1967), p.88




In a democratic countries 1like India, public opinion
plays an important part in influencing the major policy
decisions. The role of the 1Indian press however has
"to be an efficient means of opinion mobilisation. The
Indian press reflected the mood of a newly independent
India; supportive of leaders who  helped conshackles
the nation from foreign domination; c¢oncerned with the
security " of its national borders being encroached by
hostile neighbours and enthusiastic about the role played
by its leaders in Indo-Pakistan relations the days immediately
after the Pakistanis offer of a no-war pact proposal
to India in September 1981., the national press of the
country, almost in the manner of foreign press, speculated
that foreign policy of Indian Government would clean
the paths towards the bilateral negotiations between
India and Pakistan. Most of the Indian press has been
rousing public opinion to the Government policies in
dealing with the neighboring countries, especially Pakistan

on no-war pact proposal.

But Indian press had hardly succeeded in acquiring
to change the\ attitude of India's stand an Pakistan
offer a no-war pact in September 1981. As Hindustan
Times wrote, "It seems to us that those minor negotiation
elements can be removed without a great deal of spadeswork..
all that 1is needed is a political will on both sides,

in itself make for better climate in which the major
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. . 35
issues become more emaneble to a solutions.

The Indian press has succeded in increasing
public's understanding regarding the Indo-Pakistan relations
and no-war pact proposal, built failed to change the
attitude of the Government's polocy, in which Government
took independent decision in Dealing with Pakistan's

offer of a no-war part proposal.

In democratic as well as authoritarian system,
Public opinion is oftern "used as an active aﬁd manipulative
resources 36 However 1in general, the role of the press
as the watchdog on policy makers and as manipulation
of +the pblic opinion 1is established beyond doubt. In
the context of India, situation of parliamentary democracy
and the dimension of relationship 1is evident in the
fact that the press, if not influencing the decision
making overly, ne?ertheless exercises a measure of influence
over the parliament. The relationship between the press
and the parliament is not a phenomenon merely of post-
independence period. In a simpler but crucial way the
press is vindispensable to the opposition as a source
of information - both as it reflects the public opinion

and suggestion on the matters on which to challenge

—— ~—

35. Hindustan Times, 24 December 1982.

36. Kelman Herbert, ed. , International Behaviour (Holt
Rinchart, New York, 1965), p. 279
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37 Furthermore,

the Govérnment, or take up a position.
to the opposition the press 1is especially important,
for policy making and debate alike, because it lacks
the help of the bureaucracy. Thus, of all major political
institutions in the country, Parliament in general and
opposition in particular has most to gain from a diverse
national press. In the eyes of the Government, the press
becomes daﬁgerous at times when it assumes the role
of oppositon in the absence of an effective efficient

and strong opposition in Parliament.38

A press opposition alliance, therefore, can
be a very powerful weapon to have strong check over
the autocratic moves of the authority. But regarding
the foreign policy making of a country, both have certain

limitation.3?

It is more so with the simple fact that
the press, whenever making an observation of the foreign
relations, <cares to be objective and tries to avoid

any of the distortion.

37. R.M. Punnet, Front_ Bench Opposition - (London, 1937)
p.196

38. Herbert Morrison, Government - and  Parliament (London,
1959).

39. James Beston, The ‘Artillery of the Press: Its Influence.

on_Foreign Policy (Harper and Row; N.York, 1966.)
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The founding fathers of the Indian Constitution
attached great importance to the freedom of speach.40
Although in their hearts and minds was impruled the
message of fathers of the nations, that -evolution of
democracy 1is not possible, if one 1is not prepared to
hear the other side and zeolously guard individual freedom
of opinion, speech or expression. Under his inspiration
the Indian press played a significant role doing the
freedom movement. Undoubtedly Jawaharlal Nehru was a
greaf mass-communicator of his time. According to him
the objectives of the press should be ﬁ... to understand
the public feeling and give expression to it... to arouse
among the people certain desirable sentiments... to
expose popular defects. Perhaps Lkeeping these objectives
in mind the first Indian Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru
said. "I would rather have a complétely free press with
all the dangers involved in the wrong use of that freedom

than a suppressed a reglated press.41

40. Though Article 19(1)(a) does not specifically mention
freedom of the press, it has been settled by judicial
decision that freedom of speech and expression includes
freedom of press (the text is : Article 19(1). All
citizens shall have the right (a) a freedom of ex-
presson).

41. Jawaharlal Nehru's speech at All 1India Newspapers
Conference in 1961 in Chanchal Sarkars, Changing
Press, Popular Prakashan, 1967), p.4
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There have been only a few occassions since
the country attained 1independence in 1847, when the
government poiicy regarding foreign relations has been
subjected to intensive criticism.42 In general, the
authorities have been able to wuse strained relations
with foreign states to distract public attentions from
more serious failures in their domestic policies." This
is unusual behaviour for beleaguard governments, ofcourse
but India has been exceptional in the extent to which
the government rather than the opposition has used foreign

policy for political purpose.

At the time of external threat and danger
to national integrity, the press of country stands unified
in their support of the government. Also when there
is a major national crisis, the press often comes forward
to suggest to the government about the ways and methods
to rescue the nation from c¢risis through its editorial
notes. After attaining independence in 1947, the
Government of India was compelled to focus its attention
almost exclusively on domestic problem Foreign policy

also became the subject of immediate concern. The only

...............

42, F.Warren Ilchman, "Political Development and Foreign
Policy: The Case of India, "Journal - of - Commonwealth
and Political Studies. Vol.4, 1966, p.216

43, Leo E. Rose, "The Foreign Policy of India" in N.
Rosenau, WorldPolitics: An__Introduction (Free Press
N.York, 1976) P. 205 Also see K. Balaraman, "The

Indian Press and Foreign Policy".Journal of International
Affairs No.10. 1956, p.176
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89

critical international problem, the country faced in

that period was the relationship with Pakistan.

The news stories relating to the neighbouring countries
are usually 1long and prominent in Indian newspapers.
This is quite understandable in the context of historical
links and geographical proximity with these countries.
The political and other developments in these countries
are of interest to Indian people, both bilateral relations
and politics within these states are of concern in India.
Indo Pakistan negotiations on no war pact issue were
covered extensively by the Indian media specially the
press. Internal political deVelopments often make good
story for Indian press. The movement against the army
rule and for restoration of democracy in Pakistan were

widely reported in Indian Press.

Journalistic reports were important indicators of the
role played by the newspapers in informing the public
and the policy makers about the development and different
perspective in the Indo Pakistan relations and conflict
as seen by person close to the political decision makers.
However, the journalists, who pursue the sources close
to the policy makers, especially in Pakistan, had to
face reluctance and sometimes avoidance on the part
of the national 1leaders to communicate their views and
stands unambiguously regarding the‘way they were approaching

the problems and issues in Indi-Pakistan relations.44.

44. Andrew Arno and Wimal Disanayake, ed. The news media_in
Nationald :and -IPnternational Conflicts (East_West _GCetntre,
Hawali -,1984p. 125.
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In dealing with the 1issues relating to the
Indo~-Pakistan conflict situation was the high degree
of intitiative taken by press in India about the 1issues

that had important bearing opn the political tensions

between the two countries.

Some Indian newspapers were critical of Indian
Government for its 'adhocism' on the crucial question
of national security when the United States was arming
Pakistan. The Patriot in its editorial 'Quibble' character-
ised that 'Gen Zia wants to use the no-war clamour to
distract attention from his growing military colaboration
with the US which 1is causing new tension in the regign.45
Commenting on renewal of arms package to Pakistan, Kailm
Bahadur says, 'there 1is no chance of Pakistan fighting
a war against any other country except India.46. The
Indian press was out to support the Indian responses
to the Pakistan's offer of a no-war pact proposal. The
Hindi in its editorial 'Responding to the call from
Pakistan' that India had made it clear to Pakistan that
no-war between them would be in continuation and recognition
of the Simla Agreement§7 and Indian Express the 'early
solution' relating to the issues of no-war pact between
India and Pakistan. The Timés of India, however, viewed
'both side have accepted the need views for a no-war

pact and declared that it would make a positive contribution

to peace and stability in the region.

45.Patriot, 15 March 1981,
46.Link Vol.23 18 June, 1981 P.13.

47 .Hindu 26 December 1981.
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They have also_recorded a measure of mutual understanding
oﬂ a number 6f elements of such an accord and agreed
to continue their discussion on points on which difference
and disagreements persist'48. In the flow of events
which captures the attention of the press a common incident
is the presentation of a political decision : an election
of the President or Prime Minister based on their stand
on India-Pakistani relations, pro-or anti no -war pact
between 1India and Pakistan or some kind of defence are
some example of the kind of decision involved which
an editorial would either support a refute49. Since
the editorials have been used as indicators of interaction
between India and Pakistan, the frequency of editorials
in one country about its relation with other, provides
an indication whether when and how often the selected
newspaperé’ for a country saw fit to discuss the tense
relation between India and Pakistan indicating their

concerns over the no war- pact issues.

Some Indian newspapers which until recently had been
emphasising the need to remove misunderstanding between
the two countries, are now supporting the government
policies. Such as the Patriot went further in ité attacks
that 'Pakistan was seeking a no war pact as a mere 'Propa-
gandist'’ strategdy to‘ delude international public and

securing certain political advantages.so.

e . A e " o e o S ! R et et el i e . i e e

49 .N.Bhaskara Rao,Controlled Mass Communication(S.Chand
and Chand (Pvt.) Ltd. 1971) p.83.

50.Patriot, 8 March,1982.



The Indian Express sounds an optimistic note while saying
'Hopefully the meeting (Indira - Zia) will clear the
away (the) cabwebs and enable the two leaders to talk
to another with complete candour and sincerity (th two)
could cut through a great deal of bureaucratic red tape
and obfuscating mumbo-jumbo and draw up a framework
for the non agrression pact and treaty of peace ’and
friendship that have been under discussion... Both countries
need peace and friendship to serve their own best internal
and international interests. More reason, therefore,
for a both initiatives rather than let yet another gpportu-

nity slip?l'

Some of the press have been critical of
Indias hostile relation and suspicious attitude towards
Pakistan and had call for a positive support for Pakistan

as it faced problems <created by the Soviet Presence

in Afghanistan.

Actually the role of the news media was aimed
at facilitating the understanding between the two countries
and stressing the need for c¢ordial relation.The Indian

Express expressed almost similar ideas when it wrote

that 'Peaceful, friendly co existance 1is what India
seeks, there are no two option in this country 52. and
even the pro-government, the Partiot went all out in

support of the government, and it made the Indian Government

response to a no-war pact as 'right decision' and asserted

et et S e e " " e el et i et T " i o Y " "l i e " et gt el i e e et P e i i " e i "t el e et = Y 7 i ot S e e e Vo e e e
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sigﬁ no war pacts and then go about merrily providing
bombs and missiles and all the destructive weapons to
keep the war industry going protected from war by no-war
pacts.53. The Indian Express, in the editorial 'manmade
jinx' drew attention of the public that 'the Government
of Indian has done well to let Islamabad know what it
thinks of its conduct (Pakistan reference to Kashmir
in UN Human Righf Commission), however there 1is not
need to disengage ourselves from the no-war pact negotiation

process alltogether? During the first part of 1982
and 1983 the following trends or patterns can be discerned

in the attitude of the press.

a) A major sectionof the national press stood
by the Government's decision on no -war pact-

: 5
news coverage as well as in content®®,

b) Again only the Stateman and Patriot tended
to present a picture which was sympathetic

: 56
towards no - war pact issues .

c) Some newspapers grew highly c¢ritical of the
policies adopted by Pakistan by issuing the
offer of a no - war pact to India. 'A two
track policy' ‘'Ineptitude', The Tilt Again',
'No war' were the titles of editorials indicative

of attitude of the press57'.

533 .Patriot _i4 february, 1982.
54.Indian Express, 26 February,1982.
55.A11 the Delhi based papers Editorials and commentaries.

56.5ee all the editorials, Statesman and Patriot,1982.

— —
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Criticism and advocacy as the participants role of the
press, are so intimately related that differentiating
theme is some times arbitrary, for criticism of a particular
policy may be merely as preliminary to the recommendation
of an alternative course of action. In either case,
they are concrete expression of press, as representative
of the public to interprete the public interest in foreign
policy as it sees fit.58. Since the press speaks for
the public and 1is even recognised as an expression of
the public in its own right, than, thus 'Where the people
are sovereign, the press is King'?g' With this role constr-
aints and all other 1limitation, the Indian press is
dealing with Indo Pakistan relations adopted overall
sympathetic attitude to India's policy towards Pakistan.
though with the breathing space of criticism and doubts.
Undoubtedly, the suggestions and criticisms made by

the Indian press influenced the decision making process

though not overtly and directly.

Also, the press contributed to some extent
in shaping and formulating the foreign policy throughhe
parliament and other platforms of public opinion, at
the significant turn of events when country's image
and the national interest was jeopardised. It also led the
decision makers to review the foreign policy at critical
moments. Reviewing the failures of Governments policies
and 1its innovation the press of the country caution
the Indian leaders from time to time that something
58.Bernard C. Cohen n.13. p. 36.
59.1bid p.33



led them to seek face saving device and sometime to
make clarification by giving interviews and public statement

regarding foreign pclicy iscues.

"Thus, the overall attitude of the Indian process towards
Pakistan was one of the critical evaluation and definitive
towards can be discerned. Despite various constraints
and limitations, the Indian presé undoubtedly has acquired
a character of its own. So, the Indian press have a
vital role to play in alloting the national public opinion
for generating  the will to sélveb sﬁch problems bbetween
India and Pakistan and making an ordina;y people but
pressure on the authorities to implement appropriate

solutions.
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The adversary relations between India and Pakistan have mainly
resulted from the various factors like historical legacies, the difference in
religion, conflicting national interest and ideology, divergent perceptions

of each other and of themselves and various bilateral disputes including

Kash mir.

Every Pakistan action was inspired by fear of India - founded
or unfounded. "The principal objectives of Pakistan foreign policy", wrote
Ayub, "are security and development.1 [ts security concern, however,

has been Indo-centric althrough. Indeed it is unfortunate that the two

closest neighbours, had to exchange hostilities on the question of Kashmir,
an issue around which Pakistan formulated all her defence and security

require ments.

For political decision - makers in both the countries, the Simla
Agreements serves as an index of the peace-building capacity of the
two states. It has been a help to give a sense of direction to Pakistan's
search for peace and it has given an opportunity to India to show its
sense of responsibility as a power which seeks a viable peace-maker with
its neighbours. A thaw in the Indo-Pakistan relations largely depends
upon the..adaptations of confidence-building measures particularly the: "
solution of political disputes. If political relations shows a marked

improved and the areas of conflict are minimized meaningful regional

1. Ayub Khan, Friends Not Masters: A Political Autobioigraphy

(London: 1967) P.1l14.



97

co-operation based on mutuality of interest can be forged. The security
of Indian sub-continent is best promoted through a joint regional responses
to the problems. Pakistan must appreciate that India is equally concerned
about the security threat to the sub-continent. While each country, has
a right to protect its security from all possible threats, Pakistan's acquisition '
of arms from the United States appear disproportionate to its requirements.
This is a matter of great concern for India. No-War or non-use of force
iIs a concept that is more encompassing and pervasive than no first use

principle.  The non-use of force/non-aggression outlaws the use of arms

forces altogether in practical politics, they constitute an important

instrument of peace as the Geneva Protocol of 1925, Kellogg-Briand
Pact 1928 and the United Nations Charter of 1945. On 2 November,
1949, Jawharlal Nehru offered a no-war pact to Pakistan in regard to its
security and to dissuade it from joining a military bloc and internationalise

the Kashmir issue. But Pakistan rejected the offer in 1949, in order
to retain its freedom to go through war in Kashmir or elsewhere.

In June 1983, Z.A. Bhutt‘o had said that "Let India arrive at an tangible
and honourable settlement with Pakistan any Kashmir.....we can then

have not one but a thousand no-war pacts... while Kashmir Dispute

.

~.

exists, it is inconceivable that we should accept India's offer of a no-
war pacts.2 The offer of 1964 which was made by Lal Bahadur Shastri
was also rejected by Pakistan. Bhutto not only ridiculed the offer but

said, " an aggressor state always creates a false sense of security and

2. Dawn, 26 July 1963.
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to cover its aggressive interests make such offer.3 On 15 August 1968,
from the ramparts of Red Forts in Delhi Mrs. Gandhi said, "I again repeat
to Pakistan today to recognise this (NO—War) proposal as this is the
only way in which lies the good of both India and Pakistan? But Ayub Khan's
response was that there would not be a better pact than just settlement this
basic dispute of Kashmir. He added that to talk of a No-War Pact without
settling the Kashmir disputes was only an attempt to mislead and hood
wink the world.5 Yahya Khan assumed the charge form the outgoing
Presidet Ayub Khan on the evening of 25th March 1969. On 19 May
1969, Yahya Khan said in Peshawar that Kashmir problem was under
"constant review" of the government of Pakistan and would be referred
back to United Nations at the right time if required. In her letter,
Mrs. Gandhi renewed the proposal for no-war pact and a joint mechinery
to examine coTvprehensively all aspects of hormalisation of relations
between India and Pakistan. She disclosed in Parliament that joint
measures would cover fields such as commercial, economic and cultural.
Yahya accepted the proposal of Mrs. Gandhi provided the machinery
of Indo-Pakistani body should discuss all issues between the two countries
including Kashmir and Farraka barrage. Morarjee Desai, offered a
no-war pact in 1977, Mrs. Gandhi offered a no war pact in 1980 and
in 1982 she however modified a no-war pact into a Teaty of Friendship

‘and Co-operation w/hich has always been rejected by Pakistan. Much
\\
\'.

_——— — e e



steam has been generated only the issues of a No_War Pact offered
by Pakistan in September 198!. Firstly Zia wanted to project himself
as a dove-eyed statesman and a peace searcher at a time when Ipakistan
should stop getting arms aid form United states and Chine, there is
no generation that these arms from these countries will not be used
against India in any armed confrontation in near future. Where future appears
to be secure that Pakistan would not engage in armed hostilities against India
as it is doing at the moment by training the Punjabi and Kashmiri terrorists
and sending them to destabilised fhe political situation iﬁ the country.
Pakistan's offer of a no-war pact proposal is only related to no-war

pact in which there is no agreement in otheir aspects of bilateral relations

to the friendly development of relations between the two countries
in all its manifestation. On the other hand India's Treaty of Friendship
and Co-operation has a larger scope of covering a relations between
the two countries like exchage of culture and social delegates, give
and take of education facilities, launching of joint economic development
project and signing a trade agreements which will i.mprove the relations
between the two countries. Now Pakistan seems unwilling to accept

the Treaty of Friendship and Co-operation, of India, because among
other things, India seeks guarantee that Pakistan would not give bases
to any foreign powers, which is not acceptable to Pakistan. This demonstrates

Pakistan real intention behind a no-war pact proposal.
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India and Pakistan conflict were covered extensively by the Indian
media, especially the press. Some sections of Indian newspapers had
supported India during the conflict an attacked Pakistan's principle
of self-determination cannot be applied in Jammu and Kashmir. Kashmir
is not negotiable and Pakistan is an aggressor. As such the role of
the Indian press in Indo-Pakistan negotiation had been very much public
oriented and major functions of the press had to structure people's view,
direct attentions create ideas which is important and what is not between the

two countries.

The reaction of the Indian press was in favour of the Simla agreement
between India and Pakistan . The statesman in its editorial "waiting
and seing", said that the agreement emphasis on bilateral negotiations
was more encouraging because Bhutto was critical about bilateralism'.
Some Indian newspapers were out to support the Indian responses to
the Pakistan's offer of a no-war pact proposal. In rationél terms
both India and Pakistan need to set their own houses in order. Indo-
pakistan relations can be stabilised if an honest endeavour is made
to involve the people of both countries and minimising bereaucratic
hurdies in the way of accomplishing mutual co-operation. With Simla
accord, on the basis, relations can be developed on the basis of
sovereign equality, no interference in each others internal affairs and

commitment to the non-use of force.

If the pillars of Indo-Pakistan co-operation are built on insecure
foundation they might easily collapse and lead the two ccuntries once

again into a conflict. There are still major differences over Kashmir
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and on the question of arms acquisitions. There are also divergent

perceptions regarding the role of two super powers in South Asia,:a nd
the interpretation of non alignment bilateralism and no-war pact proposal.
Hcwever, sentiments in Pakistan and India is now opposed to war and public
opinion positively favours detente and co-operation. There are twc

major hurdles to the establishment of friendly Indo-Pakistan relations.

Firstly, India wants Pakistan to guarantee that she will not provide
naval military basis to -any foreign powers. Secondly, India feels that
Kashmir disputes should never be internationalised, but should be solved

acccrd ing to mutual understanding and bilaterlly.

A sense of insecurity would continue to prevail until bcth states are
in a position to formulate their internal and external éolicies independently
and without the slightest threat or coercion. India and Pakistan will have to
rid themselves of the war psychosis. The interest of the two countries
call for the adoption ccmmeon security approach particularly against
external threats. The two states have to go a long way in enlarging
the areas of co-operation and minimising the clash of interest in the
various fields. For the purpose, the pecple of India ard Fakistar should
disccunt historical legacies and find rew besis for the promotion of

amity betweer: India and Pakistan.
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PRIME MINISTER INDIA New Delhi
January 18,1950.

My Dear Prime Minister,

I am writing to you about the proposed joint declaration by the

Governments of INdia and Pakistan for the avoidance of war.

2. On the 16th January we received a copy of a statement which
you were to make in the Pakistan Constituent Assembly in reply to a
question regarding this proposed joint declaration by the Government
of India and Pakistan for the avoidance of war in the settlement of
disputes. In this statement it is said that, in the view of the
Government of Pakistan, the only way to promote peace is to resolve
major dispites. Even if these disputes cannot themselves be settled
before the declaration is made, at least the procedure for settling then
can be laid down by agreement in precise terms in the declaration.
Further, that your Government urge the Government of India to agree
to the concrete and precise suggestions of the Government of Pakistan
already made regarding the procedure to be followed in the settlement

of disputes.

3. I was not aware of any concrete and precise suggestions of
the Government of Pakistan or its High Commissioner in Delhi in this
respect. All thaf had happened previously was that your High Commi-
ssioner had mentioned various matters in dispute and referred to

possible methods of settling them. No coﬁcrete or precise procedure

had been suggested. We had dealth with the points raised by your
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High Commissioner, whereupon it was agreed that a tentative draft

of a declaration might be prepared. This draft was handed to your
High Commissioner on the 22nd December, 1949. The first reply to

it that we received is the copy of your statement which reached

us on the 16th January. We were surprised to find in this a refe-
rence to certain concrete and precise suggestions, which we had

not thus far received.

4. I have now seen mnewspaper reports of the full statement
made by you before the Pakistan Constituent Assembly on January
17th. You refer in this to be various matters which are, according
to you, in dispute. As you know, the Kashmir issue is before the
United Nations and has therefore to be considered separately. As
regards Junagadth, I am surprised at your reference to it, as this

is not a live issue.

5. The canal water issue has been the subject of correspondence
between the two Governments and both are practically agreed that a
joint technical commission should be set up for making a factual
investigation. On the basis of the report of the commission, the
two Governments will confer with a view to arriving at a settlement.
If it is not found posible to reach a settlement, we are quite
prepared to refer the matter to reach a settlement, we are quite
prepared to refer the matter to arbitration or some tribunal appro-
ved of by both Governments. You will appreciate that the manner

of subsequent procedure as well as the form can hardly be decided
satisfactorily before we know what the results of the technical

commission are and what the remaining points for decision are.
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6. We are prepared that the evacuee property dispute should be

settled by arbitration, if negotiations and mediation fail.

7. So far as the division of the Reserve Bank's assets is concerned
the major portion of the assets claimed by Pakistan has already been
transferred to the State Bank amd in regard to the remaining claims,
disagreement has arisen on the question of the mode of payment. The
question thus is one of the manner in which the claims have to be
settled. This matter has already been discussed informally between the
two Governments, and Pakistan themselves have suggested a conference

to discuss it further. There are a number of other issues connected

with this matter, all of which would have to be considered in arriving

at asettlement.

8. The question of payment of sterling depends upon the amount
that is due and of which type it is, that is, whether current or
blocked. Both these matters are eminently fit for settlement by nego-
tiation and indeed, as I have mentioned above, a conference is

envisaged.

9. As you know, the Government of India have large claims of
financial nature on the Pakistan Government. These have been pending for
a long time without any satisfactory settlement. This again.should be
dealth with by negotiation and in the absense of any settlement, by other

peaceful methods.
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10. The whole object of the proposed joint declaration

was to remove or lessen the unfortunate tension that exist between
out two Governments and to produce an atmosphere which is more
favourable to the consideration and settlement of particular
disputes. If these disputes are satisfactorily of particular
disputes. If these disputes are satisfactorily settled seperately,
we would welcome it. But obviouslythere has been difficulty and
delay in doing this. A joint declaration would, no doubt, be
helpful in bringing us nearer to a settlement of all outstanding
disputes between the two Governments, which the Government of

India earnestly désire.

11. The procedure for settling disputes cannot be uniform
in all cases. It is possible that one method may be appropriate
for one dispﬁte and another method for another dispute. Apart from
negotiation and mediation, the only remaining peaceful methods

are arbitration and reference to some international authority or

tribunal. That is precise enough.

12. The proposal to make a joint declaration was made by
the Government of India in all eérnestness, so that we might take
one effective step forward towards the resolution of existing
disputes between the two Governments. Not to take this first step,
because the other steps are not simultaneously taken, is to avoid
taking any steps ar all for thepresent at least. That is not a
very helpful way of proceeding in this matter. For us to say that
in no event are we going to war for a settlement of disputes in an
important and significant contribution to peace between the two
countries. The Government of India are prepared to saythat, if

T
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the Government of Pakistan is also agrreable. Owing to geography and
for many other reason, it is inevitable that many issues arise

bwteen. the two countries which required settlement. A firm declaration
that we will in any event settle them by peaceful methods will

itself be a great service to our two countries and the world, because

it will remove fear of war from the minds of our peoples.

13. Any joint declaration that we might make must necessarily
be in general terms to cover all cases that may arise now or here-
afiter. Apart from this joint declaration, and inpursuance of it,

we can at once begin to consider specific matters separately. I

shall be glad to have an early reply from you.

Yours sincerely,
JAWAHARLAL NEHRU

The Honourable Mr. Liaquat Ali Khan,
Prime Minister of Pakistan,Karachi.
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PRIME MINISTER _ KARACHI
PAKISTAN Date 14th February,1950.

My dear Prime Minister,

As promised in my letter of January 25, I (acknolwedgeing
letter of 18 January ; not reproduced here), write in reply to -your
letter of January 18, to give you the views of the Government of

Pakistan.

2. At fhe outsety I should to émphasis the principles which
guide Pakistan's approach to this question. As a Member of the.
United Nations; Pakistan has firm faith in the principles of the
Character and is prepared always to abide by them. This membership
in itself constitutes é declaration of Pakistan's renunciation

of warlike means of settling disputes. With her neighbour, India,
in particular, Pakistan desires most sincerely to remove all cause
of'frictioﬁ, and to promote friendly relations without which it is
impossible for either country to achieve the full measure of its
potential development. As I have repeatedly reaffirmed, Pakistan
is convinced that war between India and Pakistan would bring Utter
ruin on both. The common good of both countries lies in the

peaceful settlement of-all disputes between them.

3. Pakistan therefore welcomes the proposal to issue a
joint declaration the primary object of which must be to carry
convigtion to the people of India and Pakistan and of the whéle
world as to the sincereity of both Governments in renouncing war
as a method of settling their disputes. To attain this object,

it is essential that there should be tangible action to match

the split of the declaration, since peoples and Governments are

judged by their actions rather than by their words. This action
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should, in the view of my Government, be the laying down of a
clear cut procedure with an agreed time table,which would make it
binding on both Governments to carry through the settlement of
their disputes to its final peaceful conclusion. For example, we
could lay down that, from the date of the declaration, two months
would be allowed for negotiations. The next two months would then
be allowed for settlement by mediation of those matters which
negotiation had failed to resolve. If, at the endof this second
period of two months, any matters remained over they should all
stand automatically referred to arbitration by a method agreed
upon in advance. A last period of two months should suffice for
this process, though its duration would of course depend on the

arbitration or arbitrators.

4. | I am sorry, if, as paragraph 3 of your letter suggests,
there has been any misunderstanding regarding the view which

we have consistently held that a concrete and precise procedure
should be followed. When towards the endof November 1949, your
SecretarybGeneral orally suggested to our High Commissioner that
a joint '"no-war déclaration" should be made and that, if no
agreement were reached the dispute should be referred to a third
party for settlement, we directed our High Cdmmissioner to reply
as in the-annexure to this letter. Our High Commissions reported
that he read out his reply world by word to your Secretary
General on December 3. You will, I think, agree that the reply

makes concrete and precise suggestions ; and the statement which



I made in the Assembly on January 17 did no more than reiterate
the suggestions made to your Government on December 3. However,

it seems that there was some misunderstanding and that our precise
propdsals were not placed before you when you prepared the draft
of the joint declaration which reached us on January 9. I would
most earnestly request you to reconsider youf view that an
'agreement inqgeneral terms is alone required, and to consider

further the advantages of the more precise course suggested by me.

5. : The procedure for setting disputes which we suggest
is fundamentally a very simple one, and is flexible enough to
cover all cases which may arise now in future. As you observe,
'apart from regotiation and mediation, the only remaining peaceful
methods are arbitration and reference to some international
authority or tribunal. "If, therefore, a dispute cannot be
settled by negotiation and mediation, it must be referred to
arbitration. Whether arbitration is by a special agency set up

by mutual agreement for the purpose, 0T by an international
authority, its essential feature is that an independent authority
gives an award which is binding on both parties. Resort to
arbitration would of course be had only when negotiation and
mediation had failed to bring agreement and would in each case
cover differences over procedure as well. In all disputes there
is a danger that the party whichis in possession of and wishes

to wishhold the rightful dues of the other may so conduct itself
~as either to prevent a fair settlement or to cause such delay

in settlement as to give the same result. Either course produces
a sense of injustice, frustration and despaitr of securing a

remedy by peaceful means which is one of the most frequent causes



of conflict. The procedure which my Government propose is designed

to obviate any such contingency.

6. In no spirit of controversy, but as an illustration

of the considerations set out above, the Kashmir dispute which holds
the key to Indo-Pakistan relations may be cited. This dispute

was referred to the Security Council, and after a year's effort

the settlement embodied in the U.N.C.I.P.s Resolutionsocof 13th
August, 1948 and 5th January 1949, was reached, with the agreement
of both India and Pakistan and the approval of the Security
Council. This settlement provided for cease-fire and demilitarisa-
tion leading to a free and impartial plebisclte. Diffefences having
arisen over the programm of demilitarisation and the Commissioner's
mediation having failed to resolve them, the Commission suggested
arbitration of the points of difference. Pakistan accepted, but
India refused, with the result that the matter was referred back
to the Security Council after the lapse of another year. The

Security Council then asked its President, General Mc.Naughton,

to mediate.

The proposals which Géneral.McNaughton put forwatd have again been
accepted by Pakistan but not by India. In é situation of this

kind, when reference to an international body 1like the security
council and negotiation and mediatjon carried out under its
authority have failed.no negotiation other than arbitration of points
of difference in implementation of the settlement already reached

can lead to a resolution of the dispute.



7. Again the canal water, dispute is a justiciable issue
which should be referred to the International Court. of Justice if

no agreement by negotiations can be reached, and yet India has so
far refused to>agree to this course. It is true that both Government
have practically agreed that a joint Commission should be set up,
although Pakistan believes that the common objective will be better-
served if the-commission consists of non technical statesmen who
will enlist services of technical experts, than by appointing a
technical commissjion. On the basis of the Commission's report,

the two Gévernments will confer with a view to arriving at a
settlement, but .if an agreement is not reached, the proper way of
resolving differences in a matter of this kind would be a reference
to the International Court of Justice. What is most uregently needed
is to set at rest the fear operating on the mind of the people
1ike1y to be affected that thé dispute may drag on indefinitely
while their welfare and prosperity are progressively put in
jeopardy. They must be assured that, in the event of the dispute
not being resolved by the method now being pursued, it will be
settled by adjudication of the Tribunal best fitted to resolve it.
Since you are prepared to accept arbitration, there should be no
objection to designating the International Court of Justice as the

arbitral authority.

8. It will thus be seen that the considerations which have
impelled the Government of Pakistan to their proposal for a precise
procedure are derived from their past experience of these disputes.
Other issues need not be dwelt upon in detail, but it is necessary
to state that Junagadh is on the agenda of the Security Council to

be dealtiwith after the Kashmir dispute has been settled, and cannot

be regarded as a deal issue.
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9. I feel that you will agree that if the principle of
arbitration and a timetablé leading up to it is accepted, the
exactdisputes to be handled under this procedure should be a matter

for settlement in advance.

10. As regards the exact forum, mediationor arbitration
could be undertaken by a special agency set up by mutual agreement
for the purpose, or by agreed reference to some appropriate
international body recognised by both parties. I will gladly
consider any suggestidn made by you to this end, but I suggest that
itiis desirable that the name of the arbitrator or arbitral agency
be decided before the issue of the declaration and included in

it ; I have accordingly left a blank in the draft below for
inclusion of names or description of the arbitrators. If the
Government of India agree, the Government of Pakistan would be
prepared to accept the majority decisions of an arbitral

Tribunal of three persons ; and I suggest for your consideration
that the Governments of three friéndly countries, whom we should

now select, should be asked to nominate one member each.

11. In the light of these consideration, my Government
suggest that the following should be the ferms of the joint decla-
ration ; The Government of Inaia and the Government of Pakistan,
their being desirous of promoting friendship and goodwill between
peoples, hereby declare that they will not resort to war for

settlement of any existing or future disputes between them. They
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further agree that settlement of such disputes shall always be
sought through peaceful methods of negotiation and mediation and
if these should fail to bring settlement, by resort to arbitration
of all points of difference including those relating to the
procedure for arbitration. They undertake that they will abide

by the award of an arbitral Tribunal which shall consist of for
all the settlement of all existing disputes. In the event of their -
not not being uﬁanimous, the decision of the majority shall be
binding. Negotiations, for the settlement of all such disputes
shall begin as early as practicable and suéh of them as are

not settled by negotiation within two months, fromthe date of

this declaration shall be referred to mediation, for which a
further period of two months shall be allowed, Any matters
remaining unsettled at the expiry of this period shall be referred

to arbitration.

In pursuance of this declaration, both Governments hereby agree

to refer to this arbitral Tribunal, differences which have arisen
or may arise in implementation of U.N.C.I.P.'s Resolution of

13th August, 1948 and 5th January, 1949 which both Governments have
accepted fof settlement of the Kashmir dispute. Both Governments
also agree that the canal water dispute shall, if no agreement

is reached by negotiation or mediation, be referred to the
International Court of Justice for decision. In other disputes
outstanding them such as Junagadh and neighbouring States,

evacuee property, boundary disputes and claims relating to assets,
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both, Governmenfs agree that if no settlement is reached by
negotiation or mediation, the matter shall be referred to the
arbitral tribunal. It is their earnest hope as well as their
firm conviction that implementation of which declaration and
the spirit which lies behind it will serve to promote
friendly relations between the two countries and advance the

cause of International peace.

Yours sincerely,
Liaquat Ali Khan.

The Honourable Mr. Jawaharlal Nehru,
Prime Minister of India,
New Delhi.



115

ANNEXURE AIDE MEMOIRE 3 DECEMBER 1949.

The Pakistan Government welcomes the proposal that all
outstanding disputes between India and Pakistan should be |
settled by peaceful means and not by war. This has been their stand
all along. They are convinced that just and peaceful settlement
of outstanding question would removevboth.the'cause and the fear

of war between the two countries.

2. The main disputes between India and Pakistan relate
to

(i)_ Jammu and Kashmir

(ii) Junagadh and neighbouring States that have acceded

to Pakistan.

(iii) Canal Waters

(iv) Evacuee Property

(v) Assets of Pakistan withheld by India.
(1) Jammy _and_Kashmir

The points at issue relate to the implementation of the
U.N. Commission's Resolution of 1th August, 1948 and 5th January
1949. These Resolutions have been accepted by both Governments and
have the character of an International Agreement. Negotiation
between the two Governments and mediation by the U.N. Commission
have failed to resolve the differences between the two Gavernments
in the implementation of Part II of the Commissioner's Resolution

of 13th August, 1948. The only course left is to refer the points
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of difference to arbitration. In short, both Governments should
reaffirm their desire to implement at theearliest possible date the
Commissioner's Resolution of 13th August 1948, and 5th January
1949, by having a free and impartial plebiscite in the spring 1950
and should agree in advance to refer to arbitration any points of
difference that have arisen or amy arise in the implementation of

these Resolution.

In view of the Pakistan Government, the Kashmir dispute has an
asbolute priority over other disputes. Withou a just and peaceful
solution of the Kashmirquestion it is impossible to create that
atmosphere of goodwill which is essential to the solution of

dispute.
(1i) Junagadh

The dispute relates to the occupation by India's
armed forces of Junagadh and neighbouring states which had acceded
to Pakistan. The U.N. COmmission has been entrusted with the
task of mediation in this case also and if its efforts at mediation

do not succeed, both the Government should agree to abide by

arbitration.
(iii) Canal Waters

The issues is a juridical one and if negotiating bwteen
the two Governments do not succeed, both Governments should agree
in advance to refer the matter to decision by the International

Court of Justice.



(iv) | Evacuee Property

The Evacuee prbperty disputes can only be settled after
the canal waters dispute has been settled since a decision on the
canal water dispute has a vital bearing on the question of evacuee
property. A settlement of the canal waters disput¢ is, therefore,
an essential preliminary to a settlement of the evacuee property.
After the canal waters dispute has been settled, the evasuee property
disputes should be settled by negotiation aided, if necessary
by mediation and if that doesnot prove successfully by a resort

to arbitration.
(V) Assets of Pakistan withheld by India.

For example, the assets of the State Bank withheld by
the Reserve Bank, the sterling due to Pakistan under the Payments
Agreement. In this case too if negotiations do not succeed, both
Governments should agree in advance to refer the matter to

arbitration.

3. In all cases where a matter is to be referred to
arbitration it should be agreed that all points of difference
including thosé relating to procedures should, if necessary, be
referred to arbitration so that it should hot be possible for

either party to hope up or obstruct a settlement.And both Government

should agree to abide by the award of the arbitrator.



4. If the Government of India is prepared to accept a
solution on the above lines, further negotiations can be
undertaken to settle the details and the procedure of mediation
and arbitration. As soon as agreement has beenreached a

joint declaration will be made that the two Governmentsiywill

in no case in got to war.

PRIME MINIATER No.1236-P.M.

INDIA NEW DELHI
29th August,1950.

My dear Nawabzada,

I must apologise for the delay in answering your letter of

the 14th February regarding the issue of a joint declaration
by the Government of India and Pakistan that they will settle
all outstanding disputes between the two countries, by
peaceful methods. After our talks on Kashmir last month, I had
to cope with an important session of Parliament and, since the
session concluded, I had a numberof most pressing matters

to attend to.

I have in conclusion with my colleagues, given the most
careful consideration to our correspondénce on the subject

in particular to the views expressed in your letterof the
14th February. We are glad to note that Pakistan desires

most sincerelu to remove all causes of friction with her
neighbour, India :and to promote friendly relations without
which it is impossible for either country to achieve the full

measure of its potential development. May I say that we fully
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reciprocate these sentiments. I am also happy to note that Pakistan
welcomes the proposal to issue a joint declaration, the primary
object of which must be to carry conviction to the people of India
and Pakistan, and of the whole world, as to the sincerely of both
Governments in renouncing war as a method of settling their disputes.
"To attain this object', you say, 'it is essential that there should
be tangible action to match the spirit of the declaration, since
peoples and Governments are judged by their actions, rather than

by their words', I may assure you thatm in suggesting that we

should make the declaration first, and immediately afterward, consider
ways and means of setting ooutstanding -disputes between out two «
countries ~;lit was not my intention that action should not be
prompt and inAconfirmity with spirit of the declaration. To mention

the three more important disputes.

(1) We have had personal discussions about Jammy and
Kashmir and the matter should soon come up before

the Security Council.

(ii) As regards evacuee property also, there have been
discussions, since the conclusion of the Delhi Pact,
between out two Governments, and my colleagues,

Shri Gopalaswami Ayyangar, hopes to renew these in
Karachi in the near future with a view to an early

settlement.



(iii) The letter that you have sent me recently regarding
the dispute over canal water is receiving attention
" now and I hope to be able to address you shortly

on the subject.

These instance support my contention that individual disputes
have to be and can be dealt with most satisfactorily be seperate
consideration. What is, in our view, psychologically important is
that this seperate‘consideration of individual disputes should
take place in an atmosphere of friendly understanding. For this
purpose, a:short but comprehensive declaration to the effect
that, whatevef the differences between out two Governments, they
will be settled peacefully and that both countries would be
spared the horrowvs of a fratricidal war is desirable and should
be adequate. I would, therefore in all earnestness, again

commend to you, for favourable cbnsideration, the draft declaration

that we sent you thtough our High Commissioner last December.

For convenient reference, I am enclosing a copy of the draft

declaration proposed by us.

Yours sincerely,
JAWAHARLAL NEHRU

The Honourable

Mr. Liaquat Ali Khan,

Prime Minister of Pakistan,
Karanchi.

There was further exchange of letters without any results,
the arguments on either side being repetitive.
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