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~he discovQry or Am~rica by ~hriatonher Colombua 

during 15t~l century ldd to cultural oonetration as manitestacl 

in the religion, lnnguage and "7a':is or living of the peonla 

oi that co~tinent. The main currents ot Latin American 

intellectual develonrnent has ~erived nredominently from 

Latin and Catholic inheritance. 

Tha tyne of society that the 3uronean colonizers built 

i~ the new world ten~ to ex~loit a vast majority or neo~le by 

a small minority. "This · 1storical fact • a society based 

unon injustice • has been and continues to be the nrincinal 

r~ctor or ~atin American reallty." (1) The agriculture and 

minin~ ex,loitation which the Snanish and Port~ase conquerers 

an-:1 colonists faced, was solved by obtaining labour force 

tr1at was available. They not only enslaved tlJI native 

nopulation and in the areas 1n which there were not enough 

native Indians to contribut~ to the labour force, they solved 

the ~roblem by bringing large quantitie~ or slaves from 

Africa. 

This nri vilaged class throu~h its control or Govern::Ient, 

business, nrrw and t~e clergy cared more for its own ij tere~t 

and always believed thst the mas~es exist only to make sacri­

fices. As such their class was only concarned in .,roduoing 

what was "easy and 1 ucrat 1 ve i'or th Gir immediate nrofi t • n (2) 

(1) 

(~) 

Gunna.r Mendoza, n .Historians and Hiato.rical Controversies" 
i~story o! Latln American divillzation Sources and 
Int<;i~nretations, Vol. li, ~he Modarn Age .,ci;d. by Lewis 
Hanke l9o7. 

IbitJ.; t>. 521. 
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Thus the Latin•American Social Structure contributed 

for the exclusion of the vast majority of tba people from 

the decision of national a1~fairs. This resulted in giving 

freedom to the uolicy makers in the past from the check of 

public opinion on for~ign relations. Moreover due to their 

geo6ra,hical noait1on 1 the Latin American States indulged 

in forei&~ nolicy mainly oriented by regional interests, 

"always with a ···ary eye on the colossus north." 

It is no~ without reason that these trends have 

nrevailed. Their economic situation, tended thl southern 

neighbour to invite ca~ital investments and trade that tbe 

United States wanted to brln& them. Further more the tear 

ot Euro~ean imperialism in 19th century, was sobering factor 

that ushered the Latin American countries to accent the 

1mnerialism or the United States, as the latter seemed to be 

a lesser evil. In such situation, regional system or Pan 

American movement was evolved in 1889 unr'ler the aegis or 

United States. Though initially these activities of the Pan 

American movem~nt concentrated it~elf primarily on ~attar 

relatlng to foreign trade 1 health and sanitation. After 

1930's the inter-American system began to acquire distinct 

poli~ical cr~racter. 

The imnortsnce of the Latin American countries began 

to ascend when the United Nations was organized in San Francisco 

conference in 1945. Out or the fifty nations that narticinated 
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in the coni'arence, tventy countries belonged to t 11is continent 

or '.V& C3tSrD hemia "lhare • (3) 

In con.aiderlng the rola thf'lt Latin Americans have ulaydd 

in the UN it is necessary to bear in m!nn the nomeqtic situa­

tions which inevitably coloureit their activities. (4) This 

numerical strength of the Latin Americans was ·1ell denloyed 

by the us, while carrying cut a decision of international 

imnort:.lnce. 

~bus it can be aaif! th:.,t the foreign noli~! of .Latin 

Amuric;:t.n count ria a was a continuation of domestic oolicy. (6) 

Furth~r the foreibn policy of .Latin American ~tatea wa~ also 

in1'luunced and was subject to revision by the frequent change 

of Gov~rnm~nt often by coun r 1~tat. 

!fhis dis9ertation tries to make a com..,rehensi .. e atu<'ly 

of the ~atin ~erican attitude to an Asian problem. ~he 

Kashmir nroblem has been chosen for this stuny because of the 

fact tl-tat the Suner .?ower invol vernent in t"~-;is is Rue harl been 

minimal. 

The introductory cha~ter deals with a nanoromic view 

of Kashmir ,.,roblem in the Security Council. The second 

chanter attemnts to analy~a the attitude of the Latin American 

delega.tes to the ceasefire ,roblem w11ich r!ernan,e~ the atten­

tion or the world organis··tion during 1948-49 anrl during 19u6. 

·.rhe t~,ird and the fourth chanters record the "lOsitions of the 

(3) 

(4) 

(SJ 

Jhon A. liouston, ".i..atin America in ths United l~ations" 
195b. . 

ibid.; ,.s. 
Astiz, n:rhe Latin ;~m~.c1can Countries in Inturnational 

Syeetem", n.s. 
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Latin American delegates to the Problem of demilitarization 

and nlebiscite resnectively, though the efforts of UN 

Organization in this regard did not meat with any amount of 

success. The concluiiing chanter briefly sums uu the stand 

taken by these delegates with regard to this question. It 

is interesting to note that Latin American delegates have 

shown an indenandent outlook exnressing their views freely. 

I do not have enough words at my commane to exnress 

my admiration, and gratitude for my Professor Dr. R. Narayanan, 

who had not only suggested rna e. tonic of my interest but also 

was a constant source of strongth to me in my endeavour. 

The architect of this work had been my Associate 

Professor Dr. Jose L. Ferreira Jr. whose nresence, guidance 

and auuervision were largely reanonsible for the completion 

of this stuoy. 

I wish to recor~ my sincere gratitude to Dr. Rahmatullah 

Khan, A~sociate Professor of International Law, for his valuable 

suggestions. 

It gives roe genuine nleaaure to exten~ my grateful 

thanks to the staff members of the Library or School of 

International Stuflies and Sa"ru House Library. 

I am deenly infebte~ to Dr. M.S. Venkataraman1 1 Dean, 

School of Internr1.ticl'al StuCiioe for the interest he evinced 

in the matter. 

New Delhi Vaidyanathan Shiv Kumar 

19 January 1973 
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The setting 

Ci:IA2T~ I 

A BtU~ BhCKG.Ru W.iJ o~~ KAS iiMIH I .:>3 U& IN 
fHE S~U!'l!~'i \,;vUN~.U. 1948•1965 

on January 1, 1948, India renorted to the Security 

Council that ?akistani tribesmen had invade~ the state of 

Jammu an~ Kashmir and that extensive fighting was taking 

nlace. Innia comnlaine~ that Pakletan was assisting the 

tribesmen in the invasion and instigating them to invade 

Indian territories, an~ requested the Security Council to 

call on Pakistan to eton giving such as~igtance sinccl it 

amounted to an act of aggression against India. (1) 

Jammu and Kashmir was an Indian princedom which un~er 

the Scheme of Eartition and the Indian lndenendence Act 1947 

becam~ free to accede either to India or to Pakistan. It 

borders on both these countries. ihen armed invasion took 

nlace in Kashmirr the Maharaja of the State requesteo accession 

to India, wl·iich India accented (2) on an unsolicited assurance 

that once normal condition was restored, the question of 

a~ceaaion was to be settled by a plebiscita. 

On Jenuary 20, the Security Council having heard the 

allegetions an~ counter-allegations of both narties about the 

ceve1onments in the area, established a three-member United 

Nations Commission for India and Pakistan "to investigate and 

mediate" on Jammu ann Kashmir. (3) 

(l) S/o2B. 

(2) ·.Vhite paner on Jammu and Kashmir, n-p. 4u-48. 

(3) S/b54 and S/uol. tiee Appendix for the text. 
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India nominated Cz~choslovakia to the Commission aa4 

Pakistan nominated Argentina, and when there was no agreement 

on the appointment of a third member, the lTesident of tbl 

Security Council on May 7, as agreed, designated the United 

States as the third member. !hus, we find that right from 

the beginning or this nroblem Latin American countries were 

actively involved. On Al'ril 2~, the Cotmcil deciiied to 

increase the _members hi~ to five on the basis or the memorandum 

submitted bJ' ColGmbia and China, (4) ~d ~ccordingly, Belgium 

and ColOmbia •re nominated to the Conimission. In the same 

1"8solution the CoWlcil nro,osed a ••t ot measures to stop 

fighting and to create -proper condi tiona tor a free and impar• 

tial plebiscite. (5) The Security·Council instructed the UNCIP 

to proceed at once to the Indian·sub•con'tinent and nlace its .. 
good offices at the disoosal ot ;Poth the governments. (6) 

~he Commission visited t:be sub-continent on July 1, 

1948 and on A~uat 13, _in a resolution it urged both go..,ern• 

menta tQ issue ceaaefire orders to anplt to all forces un~er 

their command in Jammu and Kashmir. (7) ~he truce offer was 

broadly based on the acce'ltance of.the following nrincinlea 

by bOth aides .• 

(1) Pakistan was to withdraw ita forces from the State 
·"'-'" of Jammu and Kashmir and waelnqueeted to nthd~aw the tribes• 

men and Pakistan nationals not norma~ly resident ther•J 

(4) s .c .o .a. • 241 meeting • 1948. 
(5) S/726 • .See ann9xure. 
(b) Ibid •, S/819 • 

(7) S/995. 
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(2) Pending a: final solution, the territory was to be 

administered by the local authorities under the surveillance 

of the UNCIP • 

(3) When the Commission notified India that Pakistan 

was complying \vith these terms• India would begin to withdraw 

bulk of its forces in stages to be agreed on with the Comm1es1onJ 

and 

(4} Pending the aeee~tance of the conditions for 

final settlement, the Indian government would maintain Within 

the lines existing at the moment of the cease-tire those forces 

considered necessary to assist the local authorities in obeer• 

ving law and order. 

On 21 September the UNCIP left for Goneva to prepare ' 

its first interim report, which was submitted to the Security 

Council on 22 November 1948. ~he re-port led to the second 

phase or the UNCIP activities; Taking advantage or the presence 

in Paris of the Indian and Pakistan delegation to the UN, it 

conducted a number o£ meetings and re-entered into a "formal 

and informal consultations" \Vith the -parties. As a result 

ot these contacts the Commission drafted a pro'OOsal that would 

sun'J)lement the resolution. of August 13• 1948 in enunciating 

the '!Jrineinlea regarding the plebiscite. 

The new ronort restated the nosition that the "question 

ot acc•ssion of the State of Jammu and Kashmir to India or Pakis­

tan will be decided through a democratic method of free and impar­

tial pleb1ec1te11 , and it proposed the nomination of a olebiscite 

administrator for the purpose. (8) Both governments accepted the 

(8) Ibid. 
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'1ro.,osal with clarifications and orrered cease-fire from 

January 1, 1949. (9) 

On January 5 the Commission adoDted the formal draft 

resolution embodying the proposals for the plebiscite. 

Meanwhile on 22 March 1949 Fleet Admiral Chester w. Nimitz 

or the US Navy, was nomino..tecl as the nlebscite administrator 

by the Secretary-General in consultation with both the 

Parties. 

The Commission continued its work on obtaining an 

agreement between India and Pakistan regarding the dem111· 

ta.rization or Kashmir. The Commission tried hard in this 

regard without succeeding in reconciling the narties to the 

dispute. In order to break the deadlock the Commission 

suggested that an arbitrator be a~nointed to consider the 

difficulties that had arisen in the implementation of truce 

agreement. (10) Admiral Nimitz was proposed as an arbitrator. 

The initiative did not succeed, as India disagreed about the 

role of the arbitrator. (ll) 

The Commission at that stage arrived at the conclusion 

that no field was lett for further negotiation within the 

context or mediation ana reported to the Security Council 

of its failure. (12) The Security Council aft~r making some 

(9) S/1430/Addl 1; Annexa 26. 

(10) Korbel nnanger ,in Kashmir", np. 157. 

(11) S/1430/Addl 1; Annexa 36. 

(12) 3rd interim report (S/1430/Addl 1, Annexa 4) 
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efforts with the help of the President Mr A.J. Me Naughton· 

at mediation decided to terminate the Commission and transfer 

its nowera and responsibilities to a Unit~d Nations 

representative. (13) 

In Ayril 1950, the Security Council anpointed Sir Owen 

Dixon of Australia as the U.N. representative for In. ia ani 

Pakistan. Sir Owen re~orted to ~e Security Council in 

September that no agreement had been reached by the Parties 

either on demilitarization or on the nrenaratory measures 

for holding the plebiscite. (14) Sir Owen arrived at the 

conclusion that the only chance of settling the dispute ·lBY' 

in the !)art1t1on of the state of Jacnnu and Kashmir, rather 

than by conducting an overall nlebiscite. 

Sir owen ronorted that Pakistan had maintained that 

it could consider the "matter if the valley of Kashmir was 

allocated to it •" While India refused to consider an overall 

partition 1n which the valley ,:'JJld go to Pakistan. (15) 

Feeling that mediation would nroduce no substantial 

agreement over the t>lebiscite issue Sir Owen Dixon asked. to 

be relieved of his noat. (16) The Security Council acceded 

to his request on Sentember 26 without discussing the substance 

of hie reports. 

(13) 

(14) 
(15) 

(16) 

S/1453 • Renort or General A.G.I,. Me Naughton. 
• t • • 

S/1791 • Renort of Sir Owen Dixon, 15 'B-pt. 1950. 
Ibid. 

S/1791. 



Meanwhile, the· develouments in Kashmir took an 

interesting turn. On October 27, 195o,·tbe General Col.Ulcil 

of All-Jar::unu and Kashmir· llational Conference adonted a 
1!'; :-

resolution recom..'Jending t}te convening ot a Constituent 

Assembly to detormlne the futul'$ status and·affiliationa 
. 

of the state of Jammu and. Y~shln1r • (17) On Decembe_r 14, 

Pakistan u-onroachlld the Security Council to call on·India 

to refrain f~om proceeding with the proPosal for convening 

a Connti tuent Assembly and rrom taking any other . a~tion whi. ch 

might nro~ttdico the holding of a free nnd impartial 

T>lebiscite. (lEU 

On. Harch 30, 1951, the Couneil a.ffL: med that the 

convening of the Constituent Assembly and any act that the 

Assembly might adopt to d~termine th~ future ata.tu$ and 

affiliation of the entire stato or any part of it·,' would m t 

· "romote tho· settlemant of Kashmir in ac·cordance with the . . - ' .. ·- . 

~rinciole of a froe and imnartial plebiscite as accented by 

the J)arties unner· the UliCIP Resolution of 13 August and 

5 Januar)· 1949. (19) 

The Security Council decided to an'Ooint a successor 
. ' 

to Sir Owen Dixon anr1 on 4pr11 30 of the same year, named 

Frank P. Graham as UN Representative for India and Pakistan. 

(17) S/1942. 

(18) Ibid. 

(19) S/2017/Rev. 1. 
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It instructed him to work toward the demilitarization of 

Kashmir preparatory to the hol~ing of a ~lebiscite, and 

obtain a degree of control ovar the exercise of the 

functions of government, in the state necessary to ensure 

the same. {20) The Council also decided that the UN Military 

Observer Group in India and Pakistan (UNMOGIP) which had been 

·set up in 1949 would continue to supervise the ceasefire. ( 21) 

After having heard the views of the parties, the UN 

Renrecentntive submitted to them, on Sentember 7, 1951 a 

proposal tor c1em1li tarization to be carried over a neriod 

of ninety days. The plan provided for the withdrawal of 

Pakistani trool)a as well a a tho tribesmen, and for a large 

scale disb~~dmont and disarm1ne or the Azad Kashmir forces 

on the Pakistan side of the censefire line. Similarly on 

the Indian side, the proposal called for withdrawal or the 

bulk of 1he Indian force a that remained i.n Kashmir. An agreed 

number of civil armed·rorcea would remain on both sides of 

the cease!ire line. The plebiscite administrator was to la 

appointed at tho end of the demilitarization period.(22) 

On Octobvr 15, 1951, Dr Graham reported to the Council 

that the parties had accepted ~is ~ronosala only partially 

on reaffirmation of their will to observe the ceaaefire ~ne, 

(20) Ibid. 

(21) Ibid. 

(22) S/2375. 



acce"Otance or the prtnciple of a frlo3e and 1mnartial nlebisc­

·1 te and o.groecr:ent to avoid war-like statements regardine 

Ka.s hmir. (23) 

The Council requested Dr Graham to continue his 

efforts and also a"l'l'lealed tp 1; he parties to coonerate. 

Dr Graham submitted a Second Report on December 18, 1952, in 

which he said though agreement~ ha't"e been reached on certain 

"oints or his origtnal nronoaals, fundamental difference 

still. nersisted. (24) 

On 22 A~r11, 1952 Dr Graham submitted his third re~ort 

nft~r continuous consultations with both the governments. 

Tile quantum of the·· forces necessary to be retained by the 

nartiea along the ceo.aefire l:tne was a controversial iss.ue t 

he t>ointed out. Dr Graham had not succeeded in overcoming 

these difficulties. (25) 

On 19 September 1952 Dr Graham submitted to the Security 

Council his fourth re-,ort in .which he stated his reasons for 

the failure of the negotiations that took }')lace 1n Geneva 

between the Innian and Pakistan.i delegates. The difference, -

he not3d, arose on the quantum and charactez o£ forces that 

were to be left on either side of the cea~e·fire line. 

Dr Grahac ~anted a clear and nrecise instruction from the 

Security Council in that regnrd. (26) 

(23) S/23?5 - First renort of Dr. Frank P. Graham. 

(24) .S/2446 • Second renort of Dr. Frank P. Graham. 

(25) S/2611 .. Third renort of Dr Frank P. Graham. 

(26} S/2783 • Fourth renort or Dr. Frank P. Graham. 
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On 5 November l9S2 the Security Council considerea 

the fourth report.of Dr. Graham. Dr. Graham urged that the 

U.N. should enunciate ~rinci~lea binding the parties regarding 

the demilitarization or come out with a verdict fixing the 

quantum and the character of forQes to be stationed in the 

state. (2?) The majority opinion of the Council, which, 

crystallized in tne form of a draft resolution introduced by 

USA and the UK on 5 November, was that in view of lack of 

progress on the matter of the quantum of forces to be stationed 

in the State, further negotiations on the matter should take 

place between the repre "lentati ve of India and Pakistan.. (28) 
, 

Accordingly, negotiations between the parties took 

place at the ministerial level at Geneva between 4 and 19 Feb­

ruary 1953 with Dr. Graham Participating. During the discussion 

the problem or disarming and comnletely disbanding·the Azad 

forces proved to be an insurmountable obataele. Dr. Graham 

arrived at the conclusion that further agreement was not 

noas1ble and the difficulties that existed as early as 1949 

remained still. (29) On his conclusion of the fifth report 

he said ••Instead or United Nations re-presentative continuing 

to rel)ort differences to, the Security Council, may the leader­

ship or ovor 40o,ooo,ooo people, with goodwill and assistance 

ot United Nations, join in negotiating and re11orting an agreement 

(27) IbiCI. 

(28) S/2839 • 
• 

(29) S/2967. 
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on Kashmir and thereby light a torch along the difficult path 

of people •a pilgrimage to Peace .•• (30) 

Between 1953 and 1.956 the quest for finding a solution 

to the dispute shifted from the UN to direct negotiation 

·between the parties. fhe first direct contact took place 

at the level or the Prime Ministers. ~he meeting took place 

in London in June 1953 on the occasion of the coronation of 

the queen of England. The negotiations continued in Karachi 

in July 1953 when the Indian Premier visited Pakistan, and . 
in August of tho same ye~ when the Pakistan Prime Minister, 

Mohammed Ali, visited Ne~ Delhi. FUrther contacts between 

the two Prime Ministers took place in Colombo at the time ot 

the conference of the Asian Premiers. (31) Finally on May 

1955 the Prime Minister ot Pakistan visited Delhi, when the 

emuhasis was on a "New A nproach" and "New ideas" , not on 

the "old dead•wall approach". A Special Corresnondent of Hindu 

noted on 20 May 1955 "It seems, therefore, to have been felt 

by both sides that the old UN approach would lead to another 

deadlock and that a Plebiscite or the type conceived by the 

UN and under the condition proposed by it was impossible or 

resolution." The bilateral talks also produced no solution. 

In 1957 the const1 tution of Jammu and Kashmir came 

into force. The event once again brought the dispute to the 

{30) 

(31) 

Ibid. 
II 

Sisir Gupta, Kashmir • A Study in India-Pakistan 
Relations~ pp. 259•277. 
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Security Council. Meanw1~ile the international nower 

relations had uniiergone a considerable change, ·.vi th the crea­

tion of the S~ATO and Baghdad Pact of ~hich Pakistan became 

a member, In the new eet of circumstances the Pakistan 

government considered it o~nortune to a~proach the 

Security Council. 

In January 1957 .Firoz Khan Noon, who was then the 

;Foreign Ministe1 of Pakistan, requested the Security Council 

that an early action be taken to implement the UN resolut:W n 

for a plebiscite in Kashmir. (32) The international situation 

then was such that Pakistan had become, for all nractical 

nurnoses, an ally of the US and the UK. The non-aligned 

nolicy of India was not considered 'nth symnathy by the us. 
The debate in the Security Council during 1957 

reflected this bias. Naturally, the Russian delegation 

began to give more sup~ort to the Indian viewnoints, while 

Pakistan relied on. a growing sunnort from the lie stern no were. 

A compromise was arrived at in the resolution of 21 February 

1957, introduced by Australia, the UK and the us. The 

resolution requested the President of the Council, Gunnar 

v. Jarring to explore with the gov~rnments of India and 

Pakistan possibilities for the settlement of the disnute. 

Mr Jarring was asked to visit the subcontinent and to report 

not later than 15 April 1957. Be was instructed to keep 

(32) S/3767 
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in his mind as a guideli.ne the "nrevious resolutions" 

including those or the UNCIP and the recent resolution of 

24 January 1957. (33) 

Mr Jarring viait~d the two countries between March 14 

and A~ril 11, 1957. In his reuort submitted on Anril 29 1 he 

stated that he was unable to report any concrete nronosals 

likely to contribute towards a settlement. Although insisting 

on the notion of ~lebiscite, Mr Jarring felt that enormous 

difficulties woul~ come to the surface in the course of its 

imnlementation. In order to circumvent the same, he suggested 

the ~osaibility of appeal to the International Court of 

Justice or to arbitration. (34) The debate on Jarring •a 

report in the Security Council gave the opportunity to show 

how hard and irreconcilable were the ~os1t1ons assumed by 

the parties. 

The question continued to nlague tho UN. Once again, 

through a resolution passed on 2 December 1957, Dr Frank P. 

Graham was nsked to visit the subcontinent and to report on 

the progress made on the UNCIP resolutions of 13 August 1948 

and 5 January 1949, which was accented by both the parties. 

Dr P. Graham,presenting his renort on 18 March 1957 (35), 

exnressed his doubts about the T'loseibility of reconstituting 

"the status quo11 which existed some ten years ago in the 

dispute" region, and suggested that negotiations be conducted 

between India an~ Pakistan regarding the administration of 

-----··-
({33) 

(34) 

{35) 

S/3798. 

S/3821. 

S/3984. 
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territories once demilitarization had taken ~lace. For 

this nurpose he submitted on 15 February 1957 a set.of 

recommendations to create a proper framework for the 

negotiations. No progress was made on the proposals. (36) 

The political ecenary of the subcontinent was dominated in 

the next few months by internal developments in Pakistan, 

leading to the installation of the military rule. Before 

19o2, wben the Security Council met again to consider the 

Kashmir question, relations between India and Pakistan had 

~rogressed to a certain extent. The two countries had 

concluded an agreement on the waters of the "Indue basin." 

Unhappily, this "honeymoon" between the parties lasted only 

for a short period and by the end of 1961 the old pattern 

of tension had come back. 

Between February and Jun:3 1962 the dispute was brought 

once again to the Security Co~loil tor consideration. The 

meetings of February and APril 1962 concluded ·vithout Passing 

any resolutions. On the contrary, during its session in 

June the Security Council considered a draft resolution 

submitted by Irish aenublic. Following the trends prevailing 

in the speeches of the western powers the Irish draft intended 

to stress the responsibility of the Security Council in asso• 

ciating itself with the parties in the search tor a peace• 

ful solution of the Kashmir question. (37) By this time 

(36) 
f \1 

Sisir Gupta, Kashmir - A Study in India-Pakistan 
Relations: p~. 335. 

(37) Ibid. 
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it had become clear to the Security Council that India would 

not be in a nosition to accept.any resolution that would not 

ratify the "statue quo" in Kashmir. The Irish draft gave 

the opportunity for broad discussions within the Security 

Council by.representatives of Chile, Cbtna, France, Ireland, 

UK, USSR and USA. When this·resolution was submitted to vote 

it waa vetoed by the Russian delegate. 

Once again in late 1962 and early 1963 this problem 

became the obJect or' "directtt negotiation be'tween the inter­

ested parties. The Chinese aggression on India had created 

an opportunity for the UK and USA governments to influence 

the Indian government to reopen negotiation.s with Pakistan 

concerning Kashmir and other outstanding problems. (38) 

. Between February and May 1964 the question of Kashmir 

was corisidere.d by the Security Council after hearing a 

representation or Pakistan. (39) The long and unconclus1ve 

debates that tqok ~lace ended on 18 May 1964, when the President 

of the Council made a summation of the views that emerged from 

these debates. The President in conclue1o~ put forward two 

different set of views that prevailed: !'irst, he summarized 

the points on which the members of the Security Council had 

expressed identical views; in the second part he considered 

the views on which there was no unanimity. (40) There was 

an unanimity among the members that everything possible should 

be done to consolidate favourable elements and avoid jeopardi• 

zing advantages. ·What was required· was conciliation and 

(38) 

(39) 
(40) 

II 

Sisir Gupta, Kashmir - A Study in India-Pakistan 
Relations;1 p. 352. 
S/5437. 
U.N. Monthly Chronicle June 1964 pp. 10-11. 
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moderation on the 'Part of India and ·Pakistani and prudent, 

care.rui an.d vig1l~t att<:mtion on the pa~t o( the United 

Nations. The 'mem~rs ~''u..rther expreQse~. their·· Cl~sire that 

the parties would abstain from any actthat ~1ght aggravate 
·, 

the situation and. that they woul'd take measures to re-establish 

.. an atmosp~ere of moderation, peace. and ;harmony between the 
·.;:; .. . 

two count·r:ies. · Finally they expressed the. hope that the 
' . . ' . ' . ·, 

two· countries 'would resume conta~ts -~s early as nossible to 
, ~ ·. 

resolve their differences by negot~a~ions. (41) 

The yea.r 1965 started w1 th a. growin'g deterioration in 

Indo-Pakistan relations~ The 1ncidents1n the region of Rann 
!: 

of Kutch \vere followed subsequently by a large num-ber ot .. 
• violation of the Kashmir ceasefire line •. (42) The Security 

Cou1lcil met on 4 September 1965, a·<~oment nhen the ·1949 

ceasefire agreement-showed all the s~gns of collaneing. . . ' 

At tbis meeting the se·curity Council requested the 

parties to order cessation of f1gh~1ng _and respect the cease• 

'. . 

On 6 September, the Security (;ouncil once again 

considered the developments .in . the· .. su'bcf6nt1nent and called 

upon the parties to cease .fighting and to. w1 tbdraw all armed 

·1lersonnel to the nosi tion the'~/ held before Aug~st 5, 1965. 
. ' . ~ 

At the same time, it conf1rmed·the mission entrusted to the 

Sec;retary-Ge:rieral to exert every possible effort to give effect 
. . 

.to this resolution. (44) . 

(41} This view was exnressed by Czekslovakian and U.s.s.R. 
delegate in tbe Security Council s.c.o~R. 1091 meeting 
1964.; . 

(42) Secre·tary-General •s report· .S/6651, 3 Sept. 1965 •. 

(43) S/6657 • 
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The Secretary-General, accordingly, visited India and 

Pakistan between September 7 and 15, and on his return renorted 

to the Security Council. The Security Council on 20 Sentember 

1965 adopted a resolution that "demanded" that the ceaaefire 

should take effect from 22 September 1965 and called unon 

both the governments to issue orners for a ceasefire to be 

followed by the withdrawal of all armed forces prior to the 

nosition held on 5 August 1965. (44.) In the same resolution 

reference was made to the earlier resolution or 6 September, 

including Article 33 of the UN Charter m·ging the parties to 

strive towards the settlement of the nroblem. 

The story ended \·11 tll tb.e conclusion or an agreement 

at Tashkent by both the narties. Thus the conflict which 

persisted between these two countries and nlagued the Organi• 

zation was .. at least, tem1'}orar1ly • resolved bringing peace 

to the neonle of the subcontinent. 

{44) S/R3S/1G65 •. 
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CHAPTER I I 

CEASEFIRE 

Historically, it. has been established that the infil tra­

tion of armed raiaere·into_Jammu and Kashmir ha:d commenced as 

early as September 1947. The. exchange of ·messages between 
' . 

the heads of governments of India and Pakistan show that the 

former wanted·to settle the problem amicably.• When the bila• 

teral attemnt faili'i!d India.was· left with no choice than to 
. . 

make a complaint to the·securi~y .Council on let January 1948, 

invoking Article 35 of the u·.N • Charter. The Indian govern­

ment requested the Security Council: 

1.· "To- prevent .Pakistan gove:rnment officials military 

and civil from ·participating or assisting in the 

invasion of the Jammu and Kashmir state." 

2. uTo cal\1 upon the other Pakistani nationals, to 

desist from taking any part in the fi.ghting in the 

Jammu and Kashmir state." 

3. "To deny to .the invaders; (a) access to and use of 

its territory for operation against Kashmir. (b) 

Military and other sunplies. (c) All other kinds of 

aid that might tend to nrolong the present struggle.{!) 

Since India had lodged its complaint under article 35 

of chanter 6 of the U.N. Charter it might be useful to note 

the language' of' the Article. It statess "Any member of the 

U.N. may.l:!ring.any dispute or·any situation of the nature 
.. 

referred· to 'in artiqle 34 to the attention of the Security 

Council or or:the General Assembly.n Though the terminology 

• 
(1) 

.~bite Pauer .on Jammu and Kashmir, pp. 68-71. 
S/628,_ ~·January 19~8. Also see S/PV. 227, 15 January 

'1948. 
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of Article 35.envieages dispute-settlement, ·the Indian 

complaint liD1iteditself toasking for a ceasefire and not 
,· . ·• ·,. . 

. . :,. . . '. 

for a settlement .. e>f th~··.problem. India did riot-invoke the 

.·mandatory provisions· C?f. Chaptat VII of the Charter. probably 
' -~ 'i 

because .it. was :~ra.:f.d that. the .u.K. and u.s.-A.; which were· 

largely instrUmerita1·1n evolving solutions to.the Kashmir 
·' '...... . . 

nroblem;' ~oul.d;. :thr~t .. a ·bitter sweet portion th1:ough India •s 
:.-. f, .. ,· 'J' • • r 

throat,·ahd that In~1a would be bound by euch·solutions if 
. ·. . - ' \ 

dictate·~ under chapter VII. (2).' Chapter 'vri -wouid bring the 
'o .I 

securityCouncil into the Kashmir arrairwith.adeciding·power 
~ .. . 

as ~t~ .what measures are to:. be taken to sto'P' the breach or peace • . · 
.The Security Council in· t,he, circ~stancee could have 

. invoked ~rt_icle 2, paragraph 4, and condemned. the organizing, 

supporting or' e:1(en allowing armed ·raids ~cross international 

boundaries· by -.~Pakistan as being clearly· contrary to inter­

national iaw and the law o£ U.N. Charter. (3) 

·The Indian expectatiO.n$ \vere clearly explained by 1 ts 

represent-ative; Mr. Gopalewainy Ayangar, on 15 January 1948 in 

the security Council.': lie said that India had brought the issue 

to the 0 .N. with "deepes~ regret11 and that it wanted the 

-issue to be· settled "between oursel vee" but then Pakistan 

~d evaded a settlement of this problem. (4) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

. . . '" . ij 
Dr~ Rahmatullah ·10lan, luishmir and U.N., pp. 15. 

Ibid PP 134 •.. 

S/628. 
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Pakistan denying these allegations, presented the case 

in three main documents. (5) In the first document the Indian 

comnlaint was contested, in the second a counter comnlaint 

was lodged and in the third the historical background ot the 

situation was presented. Pakistan refuted the charges ot 

following a policy conducive to war an.d the allegation that 

it had indulged in any aggressive acts. SimUltaneously it 

accused India of following a well•Pianned campaign against 

Pakistan. 
\ ' 

As the parties presented their case it became apparent 

to the members of the Security Council that sharn differences 

or views persisted between them. To India the cause of 

the Qonflict was the tribal invasion and Pakistan's partici­

nation in 1t. India therefore limited its nresentation to 

these facts. ~o Pakistan, the hostilities in Kashmir were a 

part of a unba~py legacy of Indo-Pakistan relations and 

communal hatred existing between them. 

The initial resnonse or the Security Council began with 

a telegram sent by the Secretary-General on 6 January 1948 on 

behalf of the President ot the Security Council to both the 

governments asking them to "refrain from any ate, incom~atible 

with the Charter and liable to result in aggravation of the 

situation." (6) It was follo.wed by a draft resolution presen­

ted by the Belgian delegate, who was then the President of the 

Security Council. fhis resolution o£ 17 January 1948a {7) 

(5) S/646 and Corrl. 

(6} S/636. 

(7) S/651. 
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1. Called unon both the governments to take 

immediately all measures within their nower 

(including nublic anneals to their neople) 

calculated to imnrove the situation and refrain 

from making any statements and from doing any 

acts which might aggravate the 'situation. It 

also requested the respective governments to 

inform the Council immediately of any material 

change which occurs or appears to either of 

·them to be about to occur. 

The attitude of the Latin American members of the 

Council to this initial moves is interesting. The Colombian 

delegate Mr.'Gonzailes Fernandes, welcomed the Belgium resolu­

tion but expressed the views that the resolution required 

"more concrete references to the replies of the two governments." 

(8) But the Argentinian delegate· while sutroorting tre Belgium 

resolution clearly felt that "nothing ·more could be done at 

the moment". (9) 

Recalling Article 9 o£ Inter-American treaty of Recipro­

cal Assistance that binds the nations of the Western Hemisnhere 

the Argentinian delegate wanted a proper definition of term 

naggression" 1 According to Article 9 of this treaty 11 aggression" 

is identified as: 

(A) "Unnrovoked armed attack by a State against the 

territory, the ~eople, or the land, sea or air forces of 

another ·state. 

(8) s.c.o.R. 229 meeting 1.948. 
(9) Ibid. 
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(B) Invasion by the armed forces of a state, of the 
'-: 

territory of an American State, through the t~espass±gg~of 

boundaries demarcated in accordance with a treaty, judicial 
/ 

decision or arbitral award, 6'r in the absence of frontiers 

thus demarcated, invasion affecting a region which is unoer 
)) 

the effective jurisdiction of another state. (10) 

The Colombia delegate wanted that the Belgian resolu• 

tion should add the words "in which (India and .Pakistan) 

confirmed their intention to conform the Charter", (11) in 

the preambular clause. 

Thus it is interesting to note that ·the Latin American 

representatives had shown some concern to the situation that 

persisted in the sub-continent. 

The next step taken by the Security Council was based 

on the talks that its President conducted with representatives 

of India and Pakistan. The conversation thu• conducted 

resulted in the formulation. of the draft resolution of 20 Janu-

ary 1948. 

The resolution set up a three member commission : one 

member to be selected by India, the second by Pakistan and 

third to be "designated by the two so selected". It also 

entrusted the Commission with a task to proceed to the snot 

as quickly as possible, {13) in order to investigate the 

facts relevant to the complaints made by t~e two governments 

and exercise any mediatory influence likely to smooth away 

(lOl 

(ll) 

(12) 
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any di:f.ficulties. ·The resolution ~-~d not contain any 
. . . 

reference to the wi thdra\val· of either the t-ribesmen or the . . 
... ·. ','" 

Indian army. (14) 

The Colombian .~elegat~ Mr'\to~ez n~t. only supported the 
~~· ~ ... 

resolution but also ·axprf!saed l.l1e app~ciation-. for the 
: . ~.. . ; 

.Pres1tlent of. t.he_ se-curity: coUn.cil 'for l1andl1ng the matter with 
~- ' 

success •- He- ·further tel t that .the. Co~ission "wo"Uld first 

address 1 tsel£ .·to the general questions and then to other 
.· :• . . 

matters mentioned in· th~-- lette~s from. tbe Foreign Minister of 
. ·~ -

Pakista~ .· ($!o~um?nt· $/646) whe11 the< Security Council so directs~" 
... ":. ! ~ . 

(15) t"t '18 also interesting to n6te the eagerness of the 

-_-delegate to .. strengtben· the· u;w_: Organisation. In the course 
. . 

ot his spee<?h •. the delegate- rematked, _uAe it stan<ls today, this 
.. '.. . .• . . 

. ' . .. t • ·. 

bel'!) it· to 'imp.xiove its PoSition ver.y much in the eyes of public 

opinion. I·-~lieve, <further, that it· 1:118.rks very decided. 
·,_ jl 

impro'vement 'in relat10~. to the ~wo previous _questions .... ; those 
~ . 

· ., or·.areece and tndo_ne.sia." ·(*) ·Prpbably, the.· failure or the 

League had <:~at~~ ~-deter~nation.in the lnin.ds 1 o~ the delegates 
- . . 

to strengthe~ the._naw world organisation •. 

. . . on· 2~ . J~~ry , 1948, the Argentinian del~·ga~c;t exnreseing 
•· 

his disagree_~~t ·With the representative or ~:~K.,. who wanted 

to.- give nr1cSrity·· .to:,the Kashrnir·iasue, took a stand w~ch 

sounded" closer to -~he_. view of the Pakistani dele·gation as · 

(13) 

(14) 

(15) 

(•) 

t ·' ., ,';!· 

S/654 •.. · 
. ,._ ' 

Korbel, "Danser· in Kashinir" p.104. 

s .c .o .R • • 230 meeting .,. . 20 _January 1948. 

Ibid. 
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I' 
/ exnressed in the letter of Sir Zafrullah Khan (document S/646) 

to the President of .the Security Council on 20 January 1948. 

Brineing into context, the issue of Junagad, the Argentinian 
Itt• delegate ,free emnhasized that "the India-Pakistan question" 

should not be looked at from the ~ersnective of Jammu and 

Kashmir situation alone. Elaborating at length the disagree­

ment that existed between India and Pakistan regarding the 

situation in Jammu and Kashmir and relating them with the 

development that took place in Junagad, Area declared that 

according to the Pakistani representative's statement "India 

had sent an army and took control of territory though it is 

not known whether the Prince of Junagad was expelled." In . 
conclusion Area said ~If that is not aggression, if that is 

not war, if anyone thinks that. we shoulo close our eyes on 

these things, I for my part cannot assent for such procedures." 

{16) 

The st&tement of the Argentinian f!elegation not only 

reflected sympathy for Pakistan•e ~osition but also created 

obstacles to the consideration of the matter within the 

nerspective framed by India. No wonder that the renresentative 

or India stated that ttis this not an illustration or our trying 

to fiddle here while Kashmir is burning?" (17) . 
At the same meeting of the Security Council, the 

Colombian delegate showed a nerfect sense of unnerstanding of 

(lo) ::~.c.o .. R ... 23lst meeting- 22 Jan. 1948. 

(17) S/ .'v 237, 29 January 1968 PP 295-9o. 

{18) S.J.O.R. 23lst • 1948. 
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the issue. Stressing the .fact·that "the representative of 

India has made it clear that .he does not object to the 

discussion being broadeneq to include other situation which 

the representative of Pakistan may wish to bring before the 

Security Council", (18) the Colombian delegate stated that 

"I therefore believe once we have made it clear that Security 

Council is going to consider the situation - Jammu and Kashmir 

first, and other situation afterwards - there should be no 

further disagreement in the way in which they are included 

in the agenda''. (19) 

The clear position of the Colombian delegate concerning 

the priority of the Kashmir affair is evident when we look 

back into the attitude assumed by the Argentinian delegates 

referred previously. At the session of 23 January 1948, the 

Argentinian delegate once again took the floor to speak on 

the validity of the rebolution of 20 January. According to 

Mr Arce, the resolution failed to 11 obtain the concurrent 

votes of the five permanent members of the Security Council. 

(20) Again, interve~ning in the debates of 4 February 1948, 

he opened his statement with the Latin proverb "Sublata 

cause, tollitur effectus" (Remove the cause and the effect 

will disappear), and continued that "in this case the cause 

of all.these disturbances whether from India or Pakistan or 

(19) Ibid. 

(20) s.c.o.R. 232 meeting - 1948. 
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from the tribes lies in the rebellion of the neonle of Kashmir 

against the absolute Monarch who rules them as if he were running 

a farm and four million inhabitants were so many heads of cattle 

and not human beings". (21) . 

One car.hot but disanprove of this ill•informed conclu­

sions of the Argentinian delegate. First he had not given due 

consideration to Pakistani aggression on Indian territory. 

Secondly t he had no correct unde_rstanding of the issue. It 

will be relevant to recall. here that the Maharaja of Kashmir 

Hari Singh had clearly stated in his letter dated 2q October 

1947, that since the state ·or K·ashmir has a common boundary 

with U.s.s.R. an~ with China, he want~d to take some time to 

decide the accession in the best inter0st not only ~f his 

country but also in the interest of both India and Pakistan. (22) 

Apart from it, the Maharaja had already accepted the pronosal 

made by Lord Mountbatten, . the then Governor-General of India, 

that the "question of the stateis accession should be settled 

by a reference to the people". (23) Even after these facts 

have been placed before the members of the Securitr Council, 

it is distressing to note the attitude adopted by the Argentinian 

delegate. 

On 5 Febru~ry 1948 the Colombian delegate submitted a 

memorandum which showed greater anpreciation of the Indian view­

point • Colombia considered that it was necessary to end the 

(21) s.c .o .R. - 232 meeting - 23 Jan. 1948. 

(22) White paper on Jammu & Kashmir - P.P 46-48 - Combell• 
Jhonson PP-224. 

(23). Ibid. 
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hostilities immediately, so he urged the Security Council 

to state that "the cessation of fighting and oth~r acts of 

hostilities are of particularly urgent character." (24) 

India considered this memorandum as an improvement on the 

Belgian drafts of l 7 and of 20 January 1948. (25) The 

memorandum suggested that the number of members of the Comm1• 

ssion should be increased to five. The memorandum (26l went 

ahead of the Belgian draft in bringing out in clear terms a 

logical anproach to the nroblem. It stated in unequivocal 

terms that "the Commission shall seek to ensure cooneration 

between the military forces ot India and Pakistan with a 

view to bringing about immed.iate cessation of fighting in 

Jammu and Kashmir state and to maintaining order and security 

until and the question of accession shall have been determined 

by the plebisci te11 • (27) There can be no more precise words 

than these to express the Indian government's view regarding 

this question. On the basis of the memorandum six members of 

the Security Council (28) drafted a resolution which was 

introduced on 17 April 1948. The Resolution increased tho 

memborshi~ of the Commission to five (29) and requested 

(24) S .c .0 .R. • 241 - 1948. 

(25) Sisir Gupta "Kashmir • A Study on India-Pakistan 
Relations" PP 160. 

(26) S/671. , 

(27) Ibid. 

(28) Belgeim, Canada, China, Colombia, UK and USA. 

(29) S/Pv 237, 29 January 1948 PP 295·96. 
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Pakistan "to secure the withdrawal fromthe state of Jammu 

and Kashmir of tribesmen and Pakistani nationals not normally 

residents therein." (30) It also requested the Indian 

Government to plan in consultation With the Commission for 

withdrawing their own forces from Jammu and Kashmir" since 

arrangements are being made for the withdrawal of the 

tribesmen. (31) 

This was the first time that the members of the Security 

Council realized and recommended proper measures for the cessa­

tion of hostilities. One cannot but appreciate the efforts 

made by the Colombia delegate in this respect. The resolution 

adonted on 21 Anrul 1948 became the edifice for the future 

work of the commission. During the debate on this resolution, 

~Arce, the Argentinian renrenentative introduced an amendment 

to clause 1, Tlaragranh A, of the draft. The Argentinian amen0-

ment reads as follows: ttThe government of Pakistan may, if it 

considers necessary for the nurnose of fulfilling this obli­

gation (the withdrawal from the state of Jammu & Kashmir of 

tribesmen and Pakistani nationals) emuloy its armed forces in 

the state of Jammu and Kashmir". After submitting his memo­

randum he also expressed that "If however, the President or 

any other member of the Council thinks that my addition might 

obstruct the auproval of the resolution; I shall not press 

the matter". {32) Afterwards~Arce withdrew his amendments. 

(30) S/726. 

(31) Ibid. 

(32) S .c .o .R. -· 286 meeting 1948. 
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Once again we find the Argentinian delegate expressing his 

sym~athies towards Pakistan. Though~e Commission was not 

constituted on the lines suggested in this resolution - which 

was "tragic" (33 ), as one Member described it - it did have 

some effect. Even though the Commission was not able to 

sto., the fighting, in· all nrobability it could have nrevented 

through its mere nresence in Kashmir (34) the snring offensive 

and countenance of large scale onerations. Again, during 

the debate of the resolution th~ Argentinian delegation wanted. 

the Commission to look into the question raised earlier by 

Pakistan. (35) But, followiri.g the position ;of the Colombian . 
delegate, the Argentinian delegate accepted the proposal that 

the Commission should study and report about all the matters 

raised by the parties· in"the order in which they have been 

contemplated in this resolution11 • (36) 

When the Commission m~t Sir Zafrullah Khan at Karachi 

during the first week of July 1948, it was told that Pakistan 

had three brigades in Kashmir territory since May 1948. (37) 

It was really a "bombshell", as Korbel nut it, for the Commission 

members. After having met both the parties, the Commission 

found that they were eager to end the fight but on. conditions 
\ 

that ~ were not reconcilable. When Mr Korbel, at the time 

(33) Korbel "Danger in Kashmir" pp 104. 

(34) Ibid. 

(35) S .c .0 .R. • 372 meeting • 1948 

(3o) Ibid. 

(37) Korbel "Danger in Kashmir" PP 121. 
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·,. 

the Chairman or the Commission, met the .PriJDO Minister or 

India and asked him to conr;Jider ··the poesibili ty or an uncon­

ditional. ce~setire,. zie~u replied, "How can you ask tor 
. ' ~.. . . . 

something ·like that? · It "means that you ad-e · putting us on 
'•. . ' . "' : . .., . 

the 'same platform with the .other ,~ide' ~ ~he.'intruder and agg• 

ressor •. " '(38) ··on._the ot~~~. han~\.the ·Pakistan :government was 
~ '• ··- ~-., - . . 

tirw· on: ,·the. ppsition, .. , as explaine~ by the Governor General 

ot Pakiat~, th_at PakistEUt ·~,e~li· n~v~r- .give··u~ ~shm1r.n (39) 
.i • • :~}-_ :·:.? -. 

. '"1!.hlis it is no wonder that. the :initi$1 errorj;s or the 
--~-

Commission· had rat led. ·Bu-t ·,,thfi. commission t't id not ·lose it 8 
' • t ~ ' . . ·. . . -

- ' . ' ~ . . ·, ·.' . .' . -~ ' ; . • ·.. !. ·_ .... _· -..... . ---"'- ,. . '. . . . . . ~ • 

heart and ·worked relentlesslY: ·towards the. adoption ot the 

;resolution ot' ~3· August di94s-:··· ·(4o) Acco~ding to nart I of 
. ' . ·: ·. "' ;' : ">· ' '·- ' -d • . " _: ;:_: '~i-~ •. :1: • _· .·. .·_ 1.,4,.' . -~-

_Wh1Cljf th~ governments of India, and Pakistan would 1eaue a · 
~ • • • '· '. •• 1:"_ - • 

ceasefire order Wi:thin four'·'d.ars arter their acceptance ot the 
~ . . . 

resolution.-., .. The rea'olution ·was ·ln. 'pruciple accepted by India 
.. ,• . . . . \ . 

and .l>akistan. India ra~~ed. certain ol.ariticationa _and Pakistan, 
' • i• 

a number of "re~ervations, qu~_i!icatione and assumptions" which 

were ·:"tantamount to reje~tion,n. (41) Bitterly disappointed the 
' ~ , 

Commission returned ·to (}eneva' .on 21 September 1948 to prepare 
~ ' ~ . 

its first rel>Ort to the Sec~rity Council. During ~te stay in 

Ge11evat the Commission t(?ok_ two steps a· (l) to draft the 
• . ~ .' ' t • . -

resoiution in whicbware:entmciated the principles which suple-

mented the resolution 9f .'13 August; (2) to send one ot its 

(38) 
(39) 

(40). 

(41) 

Ib14., p. 134• 
Ib~d., ··P· 135. 

S/1100. 
. "' r. 

Ko~~.~l, 11 Danger .in Kt3.smni.r11 
'!). 144. 
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mebers, the Colombian delegate Dr. Lozano.and his alteraate 

Mr Hernaado Samnre Gomez along with special represemtative 
I 

of the Secretary-Geaeral, to the sub-coati•e•t to be at the 

disposal of the parties .for any expluation about the proposal. 

(42) The Parties ultimately agreed to a ceaaefire by the mid· 

night.of 1 Janu~ry 1949. Though the cease-fire agreeme•t was 

achieved, the situation in Jammu aDd Kashmir conti:aued to be 

the object of successive meetings of the Security Council 

throughout 1950s and 1960s. The ceasefire problem was to 

figure again in the Security Council in cmasequeace of the 

events of 1965. 

The violation of the ceasefire line took Place on 

5 August 1965. General Nimmo, the Chief Military observer had 

reported to the Secretary-General oa 9 August that there had 

been "a series of violations that bega:a Olil 5 August were to a 

considerable extent in subsequeat days in the form of armed mea, 

generally not in uniform, crossiag the ceasefire line from 

Pakistan side for the purpose of armed action oa the Iadiaa 

side ... ( .. ) 

On the basis of GeDeral Nimmo's findings, the Secretary:.. 

General in his report to the Security Council on 3 September 

1965 nronounced that the ceasefire agreeme:r:tt of 29 July 1949 

"had collaPsed, although I hone only temnorarily." (43) 

(42) Ibid. 

(*) Secretary-General's report • S/6651, 3 September, 1965. 

(43) Ibid. 
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The Security Council met on 4 September 1965 under 

the chairmanship of Mr • Arthur Goldberg (USA)_ to discuss 

the "India-Pakistan Question" at the initiative of the 

Secretary-General's report. Mr. Raman1, the Malaysian repre­

sen.tative, proposed a draft resolution on behalf of the 

six non-permanent members • Bloivia, Ivory Coast, Jordan, 

Malaysia, the Netherlands and Uruguay. (44) The resolution: 

1. called upon.the governments of India and Pakistan 

to take forthwith all steps for an immediate ceaeefire. 

2. called unon the two governments to respect cease• 

fire line and withdraw all armed personnel of each party 

to its own side of the ceasefire line, and 

3. to coo-oerate tUlly with :mifMOGIP fully in its 

task of supervising the observance of the ceasefire. 

4. Requested the Secretary-General to report to the 

Council within three days-on the implementation of this 

resolution. 'Thus the resolution made no reference to the 

Pakistani aggression, nor called upon Pakistan in particular 
' ' 

to refrain ~frc)m any violation of the eeasefire line. As 

Mr. Ra.mani emPhasized "The draft resolution makes no findings; 

· i't nroduces no judgement on the distressing and tragic situat1on.11 

(45) Though the Latin American delegates cosponsored the reso• 

lution they did not participate actively in the discussion. 

(44) S/RES/209 (1965) • 4 September 1965. 

(45) S/6657. 
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The Indio delegate, Mr. Parthasarath1, denlored. the 

fact that in Security Council had not evolved an acceptable 

guarantee that Pakistan \Vould ston infiltration across the 

ceasefire line. (46) The Pakistani delegate, Mr. Mohammed 

Ali, rejected the resolution as it ttdoes not even refer to 

the basis of the ceasefire which was established in Kashmir 

in 1949. 11 (47) Though the resolution was passed unanimously, 

it is no wonder that in such an atmosphere, it weat unheeded 

by the parties concerned. 

As the "grave" ·situation 1')ers~sted, the Security Couacil 

again Passed a resolution on 6 September 1965, s1')onsored by 

the same six non-permanent members.and adopted unanimously. 

(48) It called for the cessation ol" hootilities in the entire 

area of conflict and requested the withdrawal of all armed 

personnel back to the nositions held by them before 5 August 

1965, (49) and requested the Secretary-General to give effect 

to this resolution as well as the one of 4 Sentember l9o5. 

Further, the resolution also requested the Secretary-General 

to visit the subcontinent and to report to the Council the 

results of his talks. 

Mr. Velasquez, the Urugyan delegate, spoke thus: "My 

delegation would like to associate itself with the other 

(46) S/PV 1237 p. 77. 
(47) s.c.o.R. 1238 meeting - 1965. 

(48)~ Ibid. 

(49) S/RES/210(1965) - 6 September 1965. 
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delegations which have expressed their satisfaction at the 

statement made just now by the Secretary-General." (50) 

The Bolivian delegate welcoming the decision, said "In view 

of the fact that the grave situation brought about by the 

events in Kashmir has deteriorated and the fighting is spread• 

ing alarmingly, the Bolivian delegation unhesitatingly 

supports the Secretary-General*a decision to go to the area 

of conflict, congratulates him on his decision and wishes 

him all success in his difficult task~" (51) 

The statements of the two Latin American delegates 

have been quoted here to show that this time the Latia 

American attitude was one of concern for cease fire and \Vas 

free from value-judgements. 

The Secretary General's proposals were accented by 

India for unconditional ceasefire but Pakistan laid certaia 

impossible conditions for accepting the pronosal of the 

Secretary-General thereby stamning the efforts with failure. 

(52) When the Secretary-General submitted the report of his 

mediatory effort on 17 September 1965, excent for the repre­

sentative of Malaysia, none of the members condemned the 

aggressor, though it had been made very clear that Pakistan 

had violated the ceasefire and had refused to accept uaco:ndi-

(50) S/6661 •. 

(51) s.c.o.R.- 1238 meeting - 1965. 

(52) Ibid. 
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tional ceasefire. 

The Secretary-Genel:"al, .therefore, suggested· that the· 

Security Counci,l should orde;- for immediate ceaseflre under 
: . ., . ' . 

> • ~ • 

Article 39 as the parties dis~greed. to ac.~ept for voluntary' 

unconditional ceasefire • : ... ' 

. ~here are certain ~·~D;stanc~~ in wh~ch the Latin American 
' .. \ ~ 

delegates condemned .Pakistani aggression but in .a SU;bdued 
. . . . . 

tone. In 1962 the Venezual~ .. re"presentative Mr. Sosa Rod~uez 

gave out· his feeling when he st'ated "Pakistan coul.d not .law- · 

fully aid the reb~ls · • 'if r·ebels they· were Of invaders - far · 

less intervene· dir.ectly in Kashmir with, i~s r.egular forces ... 

(53) The representative or. Uruguay has· not 'in· his s~ech, ·in 
. . 

the Security Coun.cil during. 1965. made ·any reference· to the un-
. 

· conditional acceptance by India .. of the' ceasefire -prono·sal 

neither he referred to t}le failure of Pakistan to. conform 
.. 

1 tself to the terms of cease-fire, in· s."Pi te of having heard a 

clear statement o·.r the Secretary-General on the aggression 

committed by Pakistan. .· 

This exerirplifies. how suspicious· some of them usually.· 

were even about ·the facts'· pia:ced at their disposal by the 
,-:. 

parties. This suspic~oll. of tacts is well seen,·whenwe analyse 
' . 

the proposal made by ~,~he delegate from Uruguay. Though he · 
" . 

firmly supported uncon~'itioilal ceasefire and wanted the line of 

demarcation as. it existed on 5 August 1965 should be respected 

(53) S/6710. 
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yet he suggested that the Security Council should set up 

a special three member committee or urge its President, to 

gather·intormation "without the power to investigate", which 

would hel~ the Security Council in propounding a suitable 

solution to this problem. While voting for the resolution 

ot 5 November (215 (1965)) the Uruguayan delegate also 

admitted that "since we are anxious to maintain the pointe 

of view, common to the S() called great oowers which ae 

Raymond Cartier says, now ·seems to be breathing aniz•i t of 

yalta ••• we are going to vote for the draft resolution before 

the Council. It does not fulfil all our wishes, but at least 

it is one ster> forward ... (54) 

fhe Bol1 vian delegate Mr. Fernando ort1z Sanz who was 

the President or the Sec~urity Council on 5 November 1965 

recalled the services rftndered by the Secretary-General to 

bridge the differences ·that existed between the parties and 

also gave reasons for supporting the draft resolutions placed 

before the Council. He clearly brought out his view that 

"history is not nourished by isolated documents, however, 

important they may be. But when documents were objective, 

adequate, and practica:L, they also point the way to coherent 

and nermanent action. (55) 

Conclusion 

Thus, the brief survey or the attitudes of Latin 

American countries on the·ceasetire issue with regard to 

(54) s.c.o.R.- 1014 meeting • 1962. 

(55) Ibid. 
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Kashmir problem clearly brings out: 

(1) that the Colombia delegate showed a better 

understanding of the issue; than other delegates of the Latin 

American countries; 

(2) that the Argentinian delegate showed a partial 

attitude supporting Pakistan on this issue; and that there. 

were certain other coUl'ltries like Uruguay and Bolvia .which 

merely endorsed the views of the Security Council without 

involving themselves too much. 



CilA?TER Ill .· DEMILITARIZATION : .. · 



CHAPT&i III 

DE~ULITARIZAT .. ON 

. 
Once the cessation or hoFrt1~1 ties was achieved the 

attention of the Security Council was drawn towards the final 

settlement of the Kashmir ~roblem. The pre-requisite for 

such a settlement, according to the UNCIP resolutions, was the 

demilitarization of the troubled state ot Jammu and Kashmir. 

The resolution of 21 April 1948, had not only em~owered 

the UNCIP to investigate ano rePort to the Security Council on 
" 

the allegations levelled by both the parties, but had also 

dealt tho problem of demilitarization. It had urged Pakistan 

ttto use its best endeavoura· to secure the withdrawal of tribes~ 

men and Pakistani nationals, from the state or Jammu and 

Kashmir", (1) requested Pakistan to prevent further intrusions 1 · 

and had callod upon t>Qkistan. to desist from furnishing any 

aid to them. 

The schema was: aft..:r .Pelkistan had w-ithdrawn the 

tribesmen and tho nationals then India ahould, in consultation 

with the commission, put into effect a plan for nrogreasive 

reduction of their forces to a rainimum strength required for 

tha eu,nort of the civil author:L ties and maintenance of law 

and order. 

Nhen this resolution was adopted the Argentinia~ dele­

gate, Arce, pro~osed an amandrnant to clause 1, paragranh A 

(l} S/RES/47(1948). 
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of the draft. This amendment as ~?Te had seen earlier, allowed 

Pakistan to employ its armed forc.es for accomplishing its 

obligation. (2) This amendment u.s we had already seen, 

withdrawn by Argentina. 

When the UNCI.P began ito work it carefully adhered 

to the recommendations made by ·the resolution of 21 April 

1948, trying, at the same timet to take into consideration 

the realities of the situation as it existed in the sub• 

continent. This becomes evident if we look into the UNCIP 

resolutions of 13 August 1948 and 5 January 1949. Part II 

ot the UNCI? resolution of 13 August 1948 !ormula.ted ela.bora­

tea.y the nrollosals for the dflmilita.rization to be followed 

by both the oarties :. 

Section (A) of Part II stated& 

"1. As the presence of troops of Pakistan in the 

territory of the State of Jammu and Kashmir constitute a 

material change in the situation since it was represented 
. / 

by tho Government of Pakistan before the Security Council, 

the Government of Pakistan agrees to withdraw its trool)s 

from that state. 

2. The Government of Pakistan will use its b..:st 

endeavour to secure the withdrawal from the State or Jammu 

and Kashmir of tribesmen and Pakistan nationals not normally 

resident therein who have entered the State for the purpose 

or fighting. 

(2) Text of the amendment read as follows "The Pakistan 
Government may, if it considers necessary for the 
nurpose of fulfilling thia obligation (the with• 
drawal from the state ot Jammu and Kashmir of tribes­
men and Pakistan nationals) employ its armed forces 
in Jammu and Kashmir" - s.c.o.R. - 286 meeting - ~948. 
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3. Pending n final solution, the territory 

evacuated. by the Pakistan troops will be·· administered by 

the local authorities under the Stlrveillance of the· 

commission.'* (3) 

. 
The above nroposal of the Commission was largely 

based on the vie\v that Pakistan had to withdraw 1 ts troops 

as a nreparatory measure for ho.lding a free and 1mnart1al 

plebiscite. 

Section (B) of the resolution laid down instructions 

to be followed by Iniiia. This par·t nrovided s 

1. When the Commission shall have notifi~d the 

government of India that the tribemnen and Pakiatan nationals 

referred. to 1n Part II, A2, hereof have withdrawn, thereby 

terminating the situation which wae1 represented by the 

government of India to the Security· Council as having occa• 

sioned the ~reaence of Indian forcea in the State of·Jammu 

and Kashmir, and further, that Pakistan forces are being 

withdrawn from the State of Jammu and Kashmir, the Government 

of India agrees to begtn to withdraw the bulk of its forces 

from the State in st::-gea to be agre,ed U'Pon with the commission. 

2. .Pending the acceptance of the conditions for a 

final settlement of the situation il'l the State· or Jammu and 

Kashmir, the Indian Government will maintain within the lines 

existing at the moment of the ceaee••fire the minimum strength 

(3) S/995. 

(4) Ibid• 
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ot its forces which in agreemont w11;h the commission are 

considered necessary to assist local. authorities in the 

observance of law and order. The commission will have 

observers stationed where it deems necessary." (4) 

This cautious resolution not only (l) struck a balance 

between both the parties; but also (2) respected the sover­

eignty of the Jammu and Kashmir Government till a plebscite 

could settle the issue; and (3) took note of Pakistan's 

violation of the International boun<lary and 111hen called 

unon, the Pakistan Government would 'n thdra\.v all armed 

forces and tribesmen. 

Thus it is sur~rising to note the amendment nronosed 

by the Argentinian delegate to thie,eautious and orudent 

resolution. Instead of demilitarizing the area under 

conflict.the Argentinian amendment on.ly pronoaed to militarize 

the area and to nave the way for furth~r tension. 

Tho resolution was accepted by the Governmert .or 

India after clarifying certain points of differences. The 

main contention ot the lndian Government was expressed in a 

letter addressed to the Chairmen of the UNCIP by the Prime 

Minister of India dated 20 August 194~:S. It wante1d that 

paragra~h A3 of part II of the UNCIP resolution should not 

be interpreted 

(a} to bring into question the aovere1ignty of the Jammu and 

Kashmir Govdrnment ovar the portion of" their territory eva• 

cuated by Pakistan troops. 

(b) to afford any recognition or tha so-called "Azad Kashmir 

Government", or 
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(c) to enable this (Azad) territory to be consolidated in 

any way during the 'Oeriod of the truce to the disadvantage 

of this territory. ./' 

(d) and to maintain the strength ot.·Indian forces in Kashmir 

in a level sufficient to ensure se~urity against any form 

of exte.rnal aggression as ·•:ell as internal disorder. (5) 

The Prime Minister of India fu.rt~her desired that 

the ~'~administration of the cvacuatecl art!aa should revert 

to the Government of Jammu and Kashmir ~nd that for defence . 

to uect (The only excention that we would bo prepared. to 

accapt woUld be Gilgit)tt. (6) H:1 also :requested that "we 

must be free to maintain garrisons at sal!cted points in 

the area for the duel purnoae of preventing the incursions 

of tribesmen, who obey no authority, an<i ·to guard the main 

trade routes from th~ State to Cent~al Asia~" (7) 

Pakistan accented the resolution but ~ut forth some 

reeervations with n'hich the Commission could not agt>ee. 

Pa].-:.1.stan v;anted the recognition of Azad Kashmir Government 

as leaal Governm:.mt of thG occunicd nar1; of tho State. 

Secondly it wanted a balanced and synchJ•on1z1ng withdrawal 

of both India and Pakistani forcoq, rnd thirdly, it demanded 

that the Azad Kashmir forces ahould "remain intact", and .. 
treurvoillance or the 'commission ••• dot~s not imply the 

(5) 

(6J 
(7) 

Taxt of the letter of .Prime Minister of India dated 
20.8.48 .. Essen.tial Document and notes on Kashmir 
eiopute - 1958, p. 164. 
lb1d. 
Ibid., p. lo9 • 

• 
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exercise of control over or interference in the administration.:• 

of Azad Kaahmir territory. (8) 

.Then the parties disagreed on the uro!)o13ala made by 

the commission the commission sent its cember, the Colombian 

delegate, as rre had seen earlier, to the sub-continent. 

During hie conversations with the Prima Minister of India, 

Mr Loza11o, the Colombian member, was a!3ked whether the offer 

to hold a plabisci to would bo binding £Jven when the first 

and second ryarta of ~he resolution of Ji3 Avgust 1248 were 

not carried out, Mr Lozano renlied in the negative. {9) 

Later r.vhen Mr Korbel, Chairman c•f the iJNCIP submitted 

hie report to the Security Council duri.ng Janunry 1949, (10) 

ro.f'erred that "the repreqentative of Cc-lornbia Mr Lozano acco­

mnaniad by his a1 t~rnate Mr Samore Gomez ~;nd ~he personal 

re~reaentntive of the ~ecratary-General paid a short visit to 

both the canitels and held several conversations with offi­

cials ot I~dia and .Pakistan. I.n view of the clarifications 

which Mr Loza."lo offered to both governrn~nts, lfJ am highly 

~rivileged to anno,xnce that both the Governments ha~e 

accepted the -prooosals." (ll) 

The concilliatoryattitude shown by the Colombian 

delegate gained appreciation and also r~Aulted in the cessa-

tion of hostilities. 

{8) Pakistan letter to the Commissiot'l on 19•8-48 • Essential 
docurnent and notes on Kashmir di1:~-nute • np. 94. 

(9) s.c.o.R. 768 meeting - 1957. 
(10) S/1196, Annexa VI. ·,, 
(ll) ,. Korbel, ''Danger~ in Kas~m1r ( ) , 

p. 153. _. 



43 

After the cease-fire had been unplemented by the 

narties the Commission began to work for the settlement of 

the Problem. It should be remembered that the task of the 

Commission was not easy since differen.ce still persisted 

between the parties - Pakistan repeatedly stressing the right 

of Azad forces to be stationed in Kasl~ir while, according 

to India, nA force of 32 battalions ••• inspired by fanaticism 

would obviously be menace to the security of the territory 

which it covers." (12) 

It should be recalled that the plebiscite administra­

tor who had been appointed by the Secretary-General in con­

sultation with the parties on 22 Mar<::h 1949, was making pre-
.. 

paratory study for conducting the pl,,biscite in Kashmir, 
. 

although no agreement had been reached on the quantum of 

forces to be stationed in the State. 

In such a situation the Comm:tssion was inclined to 

recommend arbitration for settling 1;he differences and 

accordingly in a letter to both the Governments the Commission 

named Admiral Nimitz (13) - who had been already nominated 

as plebiscite administrator - as the arbitrator. India 

rejected the proposal as it would ·place both the parties on 

the same footing. (14) 

The Commission at this stage decided to report to the 

Security Council and accordingly on 5 December the Commission 

(12) S/ll96, Annexe 4, December 22, 1948. 

(13) Korbel,"Danger in Kashmir" pp. 157. 

(14) S/1430/ Addl 1, Arinexe 36. 
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submitted its thir(l interim report suggesting that a single 

mediator instead of a Commission with undivided authority 

would be in a bettor nosition to tackle the nroblem with 

more nrosnects of success. (15) 

The Security Council on 17 December 1949 requested 
,, 

its President,Gen. A.J. McNaughton,to hold informal talks 

with the nart1es for bridging the differences." (16) The 

delegates of Argentina and Cuba welcomed this nroposal. They 

also nraised the commission •a efforts. (17) Gen. A.J. 

HcNaugl,tou afttjr having consulted the parties, T>laced before 

them his pro~oaale for a gradual d~militarization and for 

reduction of forces on either side of the cease-fire line, 

to the extent that the remaining force "would not cause fear 

at any point of time to the people on either side of the 
1/ 

cease-fire line. This nroposal was favoure~ by ~ majority 

of the members of the Security Council. {18) 

The In~ian delegate Mr B.N. Rau rejected these nrono­

sals (on 7 February 1950) as it allowed Pakistan to control 

the nor1:hcrn areas and further it ignored "the legal and 

moral asnect of the question~" '(19) General Mc-Naughton. had 

stated while defending his anl)roach th.;'lt rtto a large artd 

(15) S/1430/Add. 3. 
/ 

(16) The nronosal was formally nut. forward by Norway and 
sunnorted by U.K. and France. s.c.o.H ..... 457 'N 1949 

(17) s.~.o.R,, 457 ·meeting, 1949. 

(18) S/1453 1 February 6• 1949. 

(19) s.c.o.R., 463 meeting, 1950. 
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im~ortant extent, this method of anproach does not require 

us to choose between conflicting interpretations of what\ 

has hapnened." (20} His proposals were favoured both by Cuba 

and ~cuador delegations. (21) This can be very well seen in 

the speeches made by these delegations. On 28 February 1950, 
(2B) 

introducing a Grat't resolution en behali of four powers • 

Cuba, Norway, U.K. and u.s. Xhe President of the Security 

Council Mr C. Blanco of Cuba said, "!rhe delegation of Cuba 

considers that in its broad lines, the pro~osals submitted 

by Gen. McNaug~ton constitutes an amnle, reasonable and 

nractieal basis tor the solution." (23) He also regretted 

the lnability of the narties to accent these nronosals, while 

the u.s. delegate round these t>ropovals ttfair and sound". 

Similarly the Ecuadorian delegate Mr Viteri Lafronte referring 

to the reports submitted by Gen. A.J. McNaughton (S/1430, 

S/1430, Andl. 1, S/1430 Addl. 2, S/1430, Addl. 3 and S/1453) 

said that these ret>orts were "aomvletely realistic and contain 

a number of recom:nendati.on to the parties to the dianute 

togethor with comments of both the parties with respect to 

~-GGn. McNaughton 1a propoaals." (24) 
< 

Referring to tre !our power draft resolution, the 

Ecuadorian delegate added "that the draft resolution showJs much 

(?.0) Ibid. 

(21) S/1461. 
(22) s.c.o.R.-469 Meeting 1gso. 
{23) Ibid. 
(24) Ibid. 
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.. 
undO.f"Stan41llg Of the problf:'m ·and ShOWS a desire to make 

i ·, 

concllation nossible bet~en;:the part1ea.~~,··(26) 
-;..· .) 

It is.· thus interesting·. to note the Latin. American •a 
' .. 

stand with 'reg~rd t~ the McNaug9ton•e nroposals which later 

l:)ecame the basis tor the tc;>tir.•power draft resolution~ ·Even 
.• 

',. f". 

though the ,Indian·re-presentativ~ had di~al)nroved.of these 

nro'PQe~a., the Cuban de.legate t;~aid tha~ :the principles set­

forth 1n parasrat>h II ~f the pro~sals submitted by General 
·.· ; . , .. 

Mc-IiaughtQn: could serve as. a basis tor th& ~stablishment ot a 
. . ~ ~ . •:' ·. . . 

plan to ··bring about "om1l1tar1zat1on as so~n as possible. (2o) . . . .. . "' : .· ' ' 

· .. 
fhe four-powe_r dratt rf)solution adopted on 14 March 

1'960,. ,urged_ .. t~e parties 
.·... . 

_; -t 
..... ~ i:.' 

· .(1)· ··to execute. within a period ot five months from 
~ . . ' 

th~. d~t·E.,· or. this_ .. resolution, tlu! dem111 tarizat1on 

"Programme ·on th~ basis ot.paragrai;>h II :of Gen • 
• • '":' ' •1 ' •• • 

McNaughton's pr6J)oeBl or' of 'such modifications 
... '. . . .·· 

o.t those principles as may be mutu9.lly agree~. 
.... . .__, . . ~ . 

· (2) · · !fMe 'resolution also trallsf~rre~ the "Po•·1er and 

resnonsib1lit1ee to a U.N. represe~tat1~e, who 

rtould assist in the preparation and' ~uperv1sion 

o!.the program.'Ile or demtii.tariz~tJ.on • 

. Accor.d1ngly an agreement Wat) reache.d·. by the parties on 
,-· . .:·. ,. . 

the :selection ot Sir 0\ven ·Dixon, an A'uatral.ian jur1st1 as the 
" •.• ~ • • ·-< 

(25) . !bid. 

(26) s.c.o • .a. - 4<:>8 meeting - 1~50• 



U.N~ renreaentative. 1'he Security Council anproved his 

a~poiatment oa 12 An~il 1950 by eight votes to none with two 

abstentions (India and Yugoslavia). Both Cuba and Scuador 

voted 1n favour ot the a.npointment. (27) 

'.fb.lt· representative of Scuador, Viteri La.fronte, refe· 

rring t.o the a""'poiatmt)ut of Sir Owen Dixon, stated that ••the 

problem or demilitarization wlll undoubtedly present many . 

technical complexities or purely military character. Oa that 

account however, ·1t would not be anrropr1~te to •eglect the 

importance of having named a judge to the difficult functions 

ot: the U.N. Renresentativen. {28) Th~ m~41a.t1on effort or 

Sir 0\ven Dixon began on 20 July a11d even from the beginning 

the parties diaagr~ed on proposals regarding demilitarization. 

(29) 

Sir Owen began by giving altern;1tive suggeetion to the 

nart1es. He· did. not fail ·to '·recoguize the violation or 

intl)rnational law indulged by Pakistan and with this vital 

·a!1nroach he began to· recoctnend his first sten for dem111tar1• 

zation. Be wanted Pakistan to withdraw its forces; only 

thoa subsequent ouerations ot'' dem111 t~J.~ization were to begin. 

He also asked for the w1thdraw.J.l of Illdian troops as ·: .. ell as 

tor d1sarm1.ng ua d1sband1ag of the Jammu and Kashmir state 

.forces and the state militia. subject to the need for (a.) assist• 

. (27) 

(28) .. · 

(29) 

S .c .o_.R. - 471 meeting - 1950 • 

Ibid.· 

S/1791. 
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1ng civil ~owor and maintaining order, (b) guarding the 

northsrn annroachea to the valley against possible 

incursions. (30} 

India could not acee~t these nroPosale on the grounds 

that disbanding the state militia which was actutg as the 

police force would a!·tect the law and order situation in the 

state, a~d such withdrawal enhanced the ~ssibility of aa 

attack by Pakistan. fh~ attempt to obtain demilitarization 

thus broke down. {31) 

Sir Owen Dixon thereupon submitted other alternative 

proposals, which \~r~ equally unacce~table to the parties. 

Submitting his first renort· to the Security Couucil on 15 

September 1950 he mentioned the parties• failure to accept 

the pronoeals resulting 1n .a deadlock. (32) He also outlined 

the difficulties that arose 1n tbe way of nartitionlng the 

valley, as an alterno.tive to nlebiscite. In partitioning 
I 

the state, the t)roblem basically arose over the Kashmir 

valley • an area claimed by .Pakistan, because or its.Muelim 

majority and the waters or Jhelum. Mr. Dixon SUfigested that 

since tigbting had stonnelt "the initiative should now pass 

back to the parties". 

This 1~H3Ue was thus back in the Security Council llurift8 

early 1951. ~he discussions ~~re then initiated by Renresen• 

tati'W ot Britain, Galdwyn Jebb. fie submitted a draft 

(30) Ibid. 

(31) Ibid. 

(32) S/1?91 ... Heno:rt of Sir Owen Dixon - l5 :Jeptember 1950. 
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resolution, (33) su~ported by the Renresentative or u.s. 
The resolution dealt broadly on the ~roblem of demilitari• 

zation and plebiscite. It accepted Dixon's resignation 

and agreed to appoint his successor. It also want!ld due 

consideration to be given to Dixonts suggestions. Finally 

it called u~on parties, in the event of their failure to 

agree t to accept arbitration on all outstanding points, of 

difference by one arbitrator or a panel of arbitrators 

appointed by the International Court of Justice in consul­

tation ~1th the parties. 

fhe Brazilian delegate Hr. Mlmiz praised the Anglo• 

American draft resolution. He recognized it as an 

"expression of the asaudity and devotion" with which U.K. 

and u.s. have sought to reconcile the two oppressing sides • 

.Further he felt that the dra.ft resolution provided "a 

annropriate basis for a definite settlecent of the Kashmir 
II 

ttroblem.(34) Like other vrestern po\vers., Brazil su-pported 

arbitration as a meaaa of settli'ng rt1fferencea arising out of 

the 1nter~retation of UNCIP resolution and the formulae 

put forward by the U.N .. Renresentative. The Brazilid 

delegate, on this oecasion, referred to the fact that "Ia 

course of our conversation, I submitted to the representative 

of India and Pakistan a formUla, which to my mind, would 

otter the best safeguard of imuartiality and f~ir~ess for 

(33) S/2017/Rov 1. 

(34) s .c .o .a • - 538 mee·ting ... 1951. 
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the adjudication of the PQints of- dispu'te. i'he ·formula 

read as t"ollowaa 
. . 

In the event of their discussion with U.N. 
:-. •• ' • ' > •• 

Representative,. lailing in h1s opinion to result in 

_ full agreement, thS ~parties agree to accept arbi• 

tration on ~1·· outstanding ··ditterencea arising rrom 

the interpretation of :-UNCIP and as formulat~d by 

U.N. Renresentative, such arbitration to be carried 

out by a panel ot .. arb1trators consisting U.N. 

· Renresentative end one arbitrator nominated by India 

anc1 Pakistan each. (35) · 

fo this suggestion tha representative or ·Pakistan 

grve tul_l support. But the ltld1an delogate did not accept 
u 

this proposal. (36) 

· Naturaily a question arises in our mind, why tben 

the Brazilian. representative so entbusiasticBlly suryported. 

the method of arbitration in sol v1ng the problem. The 
·.• 

answer can.be very,well found in the speeches or· the Brazilian 

delegate itself. While su-p'J)Ort~ng t~e, joint draft•resolution, 

he said, "tha princi"Ple of ~.r_bitration is particularly· 

a.ri!)eal,inti to my government. The Brazilian C!onet1tution-· 

specifically 1'roVides for obligat.ory :-e.courae to arbitration. 
. . . o-

It was also by arbitration that Brazil was able to settle 

some of the meet -difficult • '·· 

(35) Ibid •. 
~7 

(36) Ibid. 
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d1snutea which arose during the delimitation nnd demarcation 

or the boundar1eatt • {37) 

Similarly sunporting the arbitration clause or the 

resolution, the Ecuadorian delegate, Mr Quevedo, won~ered 

"In view of Article$ 33 and 36 of the Charte~ and if there 

is no agreement between tt~ Parties, th~ recommendation 

for nrbitrnt:J.on in paragra:nh (6) or the draft resolution 

(U.K. • u.s.A.) is both relevant and wise; limited, as it 

ia 1n Pal"agranh 5 to the difference of opinion relating to 

the internretation and imT'lementa.tion of the resolutions of 

13 August 1948 and 5 January 1949 (S/1100, S/ll9b). My 

delegation seoa no reason why it should cause nrejudice 

to both the parties." (38) 

It is very interesting to note t~~t the Latin Americans 

not only supported the Weatern powers but also nronoaed the 

arbitration clause, with which they were familiar, as a means 

of sottltng the dianute. It should not be inter,reted that 

they have neglected Ind1nn view~oint but it should only be 

looked in a pronar 'Oersneetive of their nolitical system. 

Dr. Frank P. Grahnm, who nucceede~. Sir Owen Dixon, 

took un the rea,oneibility ft~r effect1r:g demilitar:t.zation. 

On 7 September 1951 he nut hie '!"1"0"'0Se1s tor the eonsidera• 

tion or the t~ n~rtiea and ougge~ted that the demilitarization 

should ttllte 'Place in n "single continuous r>rocees" t (39) and 

it should be completed within a period or ninety days. He 

also made proposals that nftor •?akistan had withdrawn its 

(3?) s.~.o.a. - 538 meeting - 1951. 
(38) ti .c .o .rt .... 539 meetinc: - 1951. 
(39) S/2375 ... Oct. 1950 ?aras 24-ZS. 
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tribesmen, and Pakistan nationals, then the actual nrogra!J'I.me 

of demilitarization would be framed in consultation with 

the t\VO governments and their military advisers under u .N. 

ausnices. The parties bald divergent views on the following 

nroposnls of Dr. Graham: 

(1} vith regard to period of demilitarization 

India considered that the period of ninety days -was· not ... 

adequate for the \7lthdra.wal of its troops while .Pakistan 

accepted this proposal. 

(2) With regard to withdrawal of troops, India made 

it clear that it would withdraw the bulk. ot its troops only 

when Pakistan-had withdrawn the tribesmen, and a large scale 

disbandment and disarmameat of the Azad forces had been 

effected. 

(3) The ~arties also differed •Nith regard to the 
\ 

quantum of forces to be left on either aide ~f CPL and on 

the annointment of -plebiscite administrator. (40) 

Though Pakistan agreed with the uropesal, in ita 

letter dated 12 Set>tember 1961, (41) it came up with some 

reservations on the strength of forces that were to be 

stationed along the cease-fire line.; India could not at')pre­

cia.te the suggestion of anpointing a plebiscite Administrator 

in such a situation. 

(40) Ibid. 

(41) Ibid. 
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The first report of Dr. Graham was considered by the 

security C9unc11 on 18 October end on 10 November 1951. {42) 

On 10 November, the Council adopted an Anglo-American 

draft resolution which noted qith annroval the basis of 

the nrogramme for demilitarization nut forward by·U.N. 

Representative in hie communication to the narties on 7 Sen­

tember 1951 and instructed Dr. Graham to continue his 

efforts. (43) 

o .·The Brazilian reuresentative who was then the President 

of the Security Council, speaking as the renreaentative or 
hia country said, uAlthough Dr. Graham was not in a noa1tion 

to report agreement between the ~arties, be received assurance 

or the.ir determinaticn to work. for a. peaceful settlement. 

This io why the Brazilian delegate favours the joint-draft 

resolution before the Council, which allows for further 

exploration. of all possible approach to the matter". (44) 

Further efforts of Dr. Graham at .Paris only reaffirmed 

the eXisting differences between the parties. 

The Security Council began to discuss the second report 

of Dr. Graham from 10 January 1952. The u.s.s.a. representa• 

tive Mr, Jacob Malik accused the U.K. and u.s.A. of nrolonging 
• 

the disnute and trying to convert Kashmir into a nrotectorate 

of the u.s.A. and U.K. under the nretext "of rendering 

assistance through U,N." (45) 

(42) Ibid. • 

(43) S/RES/96 (1951) 10 Novembor 1951. 

(44) s.c.o.R. - 564 meeting - 1951. 
(45) S/PV 571, 17 January 1952 - P2, 13·18. 
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\7hen the Security Council met again on 30 January 

1952, the Chilean delegate Mr. Santa Cruz supported the 

proposals ma.de by Dr. Graham on demilitarization. 

Referring to the attitude of the Soviet Union• he stated 

"This is one more demonstration of the fact that now•a•days 

there are no local diauutee. Every dianute past or future 

would be made use or in the cold war and the struggle for 

strategic nositions. Anyoneof these disputes may be the 

aterting point of the great conflagration which we all 

desire to f\Void.u (46) Thus it was well nointed out by 

the Chileo.n delegate that the race for no;-rer was growing 

among the Super Powers and tho.t they would not hesitate to 

exnloit other smaller TlO\'fers to achieve their ends. · 

As per the request of the Security Council Dr. Graham 

continued his mediation efforts aad submitted three more 

re~orts, the theme of which had been already discussed in 

the introductory chapter. 

The efforts or U.N. renreoentatives to bring about 

dem1l1tl~ization of the State of Jammu and Kashmir to pronoae 

a solution for the final d.isnosal of the Kashmir Sta·te 

remained unsettled due to the divergent interpretations and 

nronosals put forward by the parties. 

The question a.gain figured in the debates of the 

Security Council during 1957. Due to her allegiance to the 

western blocs during 1950s, .Pakistan now felt more contident 

(46) s.c.o.R. - 571 meeting - 1952. 
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of the eun~rt it could mobilize in the Security Council. 

With this attitude it again brought the Kashmir issue to 

the world body. (47) The Security Council by a resolution 

of 14 Februnry 1957 anpoillted Mr. Gunnar Jarring who was 

then the President or the Security Council, "to examine 

the nronoanls with Govern.rnent of India and Pakisto, which, 

in hie oninion, are likely to contribute to the achievement 

of demilitarization or.establishment ot.other conditione 

£or progressive settlement of the disnute." (48) .. . 
To thie resolution, the Soviet Union f'ronosed an 

amendment which sought to drop all references to the U.N. 

!orce, which was in fact suyported by Pakistan from the 

beginning. The amendment aleo eliminated demilitarization 

ns the goal to be'nursued by the President. {49) Cuba and 

?h111tJp1nee onnoaed the Soviet amendment. When the Security 

Council failed to uphold this amendment, the Soviet Union, 

exercised ito veto. In this instance o:-:e should also consider 

the amendment nroposed by Colombia (50), which a1m~d at 

a1ving to Mr. Jarring nll the necessary time and !attitude 

to accomplish hie mission. The· Colombian amendment also 

failed tc get any eunport from the members or the Security 

Council. The U.K., u.s.A. and Australia proposed a revised 

(47) 8/3767. 2 January 1957. 

(48) S/3787. 

(49) S/3789. 

(50) S/3791. Rev 1. 
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resolution, omittinG the portion which was o~noaed by the 

U.s .s •. a. and India. This resolution was adopted on 21 .Feb­

ruary 1957. In accordance with this resolution, (51) 

Mr. Jarring visited the sub-continent between 15 March and 

11 Anri.l. 1957 and held talks with both Governments. · This 

mission of Mr. Jarring 4Hl not bring about any chance ia 

the situation. ~t only highlighted the divergent attitudes 

adonted by the concerned nartiee. (52) 

Sneaking on Mr .. Jarring*s mission, the Cuban ronre-
I'V 

oentat1ve, Mr. Nun3z-Portuondo, said that "the Cuban Govern• 

c~nt qiahes to congratulate the repreoentative of Sweden, 

~w. Gunnar Jarring, on his skilful handling of the difficult 

mission entrusted to him by the Security Council." He further 

.said that "we have neither heard nor read that the Government 

of India refuses to fulfil.tbe undertaking voluntarily 

accepted." (53) The obligation referred here was the term 

or the UliClP resolutions of 13 August 1948 and 5 January 

1949. 

This statement of the Cuban delegate called upon only 

India to stand by the obligation "voluntarily accented", 

while there was no mention of the other narty •s (i •. e. Pakis• 

tan's) obligations. crhen one analyses the statemeat or 
other ~estern ~ower one fin~s a similar attitude being 

adopted. This comes out clearly when we glance at the 

(51) S/R3S/123 (1057} • 21 February 1957. 
(62} S/382 I- Renort or Gunnar Jarring, 29 Auril 1957. 

(53) s.c.o.a. 798 meeting - 1957. 
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statement ~~de by the Cuban delegation in the same meeting 
,, 

with reference- to Baghdad Pact. In our opinion." he said, 

"the .fnct that Pakistan belongs to a defensive military 

alliance such as is constituted by the Baghdad .Pact has no 

relation to the nroblem under discussion." (54) 

It_will be very interesting it one reads tbe Cubaa 

delegate's statement juxtaposed to the one made by Chaudhri 

Mohammad Ali, then Prime Minister of Pakistan, who said 

in the Security Council that ttthe hope of reeol1riug Kashmir 

tangle to Pakistan's satisfaction through acquisition of 

military strength by joining the Baghdad Pact, and SEATO 

io the very raison d 1etre for Pakistan to remain a member of 

thene pacts." (55) One cannot easily ignore this statement 

of the Prime Minister or Pakistan and one wonders how the 

Cubnn delegate ignored this statement. The statement of 

the Cuban delegate gives an opnortuni.ty for one to 1ntcr­

nret the attitude or the delegation as partial towards 

Pakiatan or or one subscribing to the views or the Western 

powers. 

During early 1958, the efforts of Mr. Gr.aham was 

again requisitioned by the Security Couucil in arriving nt 

a solution for thio problem. No tangible re··ul t, however, 

(54) Ibid. 

{55) S .c .0 .tt. - 795 moe t1ng • 1957. 
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was achieved. Th:.;.~ nnrtie& again resorted to direct nego• 

tiation. But, Pakistan came back to the Security Council on 

ll JanuaJ.·y 19o2 w1 th n complaint that the internal ai tuation 

in Kashmir had deteriorated and that direct negotiations 

had tailed. (56) 

The Security Council met on l February 19b2 to discuss 

Pakistan's requeat. The discussions that followed on this 

issue during this year did. not result in any settlement or 

the thorny nroblem of demilitarization. But duriug the 

debates the u.s.s.n. representative had clearly shown his 

sympathy towards India. (57) He stated that,the Security 

Council meeting thus convened at the request or ·Pakistan 

was "unnecessary and uncalled for." 

\l'hen the American representative recommended on 21 

June 19o2, u 1mnart1al ·third party mediation to ·settle · 

their dispute, the Soviet delegate criticised this suggestion 

nnd brnnded 1 t ae n 1nad.equate" t "inaccurate" od 

"Ullsuccess.f'ul" one. (58) 

In this context, the Venezuelan representative Mr. Sosa 

Rodriguez said that "my delegation reels that in such oircum• 

stances the best course would be for the t\vo parties to d~s­

cuss the questions betw~en themselves in dir~ct negotiations." 

In such circumstance he wanted Council to limit its action 

(56) S/50581 ll January 1262; alao see S/5068, 29 January 
1960. 

(57) S/PV 990. 

(58} S/PV • 1015 • 21 June 1962, P.2. 
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in recalling therrinciples contained in its previous 

resolution and invite the parties to unrtertak.e direct 

negotiation a:a soon as possible", and act on this direction 

eo that "in an atmosphere of understanding and harmony 

they may arrive at a. final solution of the problem of 

Kashmir." (59) 

The Chilean delegate Mr. Schweitzer, who anoke 

eubsequel\tly, e:xpre as~d a similar view. Hit said n In my 

government•s view, the solution would consist in a resum­

ption or direct talks between the two countries with a view 

to finding a formula upon which they can agree for settle• 

mont of the dianute." (60) Thus the Latin Americall countries 

took a stand in sunport of direct negotiations. This may 

bo due to their inclination to keep themselves away from 

the su~r power pelitice ~ith which the Security Council was 

full at that time. Moreover, the Soviet OUion h2.d vetoed 

the Irish draft resolution introduced o~ 22 June 19b2 

(S/5134). The basie contention or u.s .s .R. delegate being 

thnt pax·agranh 5 o£ the resolution requeated "the Secret;ary .. 

General to provide the two tovernments with such services 

as they may request for the nurpose of carrying out the 

term or this resolution•" (61) which according to the dele• 

gate contained the idea or "third narty mediation". He also 

(59) s.c.o.a. 1015 m.eeting- 1'362. 

(60) Ibid. 

(61) S/PV 1016 22 June 1962 P .2. 
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recalled the views or the Indian representative, who 

was never OPbeeed to the idea of bilateral negotiation 

without the interference ot a third party mediation. So 

when they '~re to exnress their opinion 1n this issue, 

the Latin Amar1cans followed a ~olicy of neutrality and 
• 

modoration. But it should be noted in this context, 

that though the Latin American delegation Withdrew from 

co-sponsoring the draft-resolution, they did not refrain 

from voting in favour of the resolution. 

The efforts of demilitarization was stamped down 

when fresh invasion took place on Indian territory by 

Pakistan during August 1965. So much so the members ot 

the Security Council in this period ~re seized with thB 

problem ot ending the conflict, that had arisen. 

Conclusion 

~his brief eurvey on the demilitarization pronosala 

has been made to a'Seeas the attitude of the Latin American 

delegates with regard to Kashmir question. There are certain 

1nterencea which we can draw from this analysis. Majority 

of tho Latin Amorica.n delegates subscribed to the views of 

the western bloc. But during tho debates in 1957, Colombia 

delegate expressedFh1s views frankly and brought out clearly 

to Member~ of tho Security Council the influence exurted by 

t'lestern PO\"lOra. The Cuban view or the relevance of the 

Baghdad Pact was one more example of pro•Weatern sympathies 

before 1960's. And when Cold War politics percolated into 

the Sec~ity Council most of the Latin Amarican countries 

adopted a neutral a·tt1 tude. 
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CHA.PTgR IV 

Plebiscite 

The attitude of the Latin American members to the 

issue or plebiscite makea a fascinating reading. 

ttNo settlement of any territorial question Will last 

if the will or the people who live and toil in these lands 

1'3 not fully respected". So said the Brazilian delegate 1n 

the Security Council on 15 .February 1964. (1) Other d.ele­

gatoa ot Latin America exnressed a similar view from time 

to time throughout the narion unner study. 

The question of holding a plebiscite 1n order to 

~ecide the accession of Jammu and Kashmir either to India 

or to Pakistan wae an early recor1rr.endation accepted by both 

the parties. As Mr. Z.A. Bhutto or Pakistan said 1n the 

Security Council ttThe issue involved is s1mnle and clear: 

right or a neople to self-determination and the obligation 

of tha states to honour international commitments". (2) As 

\~ had earlier seen, the plebiscite was the final step 

recommended by the UNClP resolution or 13 August 1948 and 

5 January 1949 which was to be taken nfter the two narts of 

the said reaoluticn had been implemented. Since a deadlock 

was reached on the 1mnlementat1on or nart II of the 

(l) s.c.o.R. 1115 meeting - 1964. 

(2) s.c.o.n. 1089 meeting - 1964. 
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Resolution, Part III (3)• remained ~implemented. The 

final disnosal or the state in accordance with the wishes 

of the neople, · was the main aim or. the Seeuri ty Council 

avor since the Kashmir issue was brought to ita attention. 

The resneot for the 1'r1nc1nle or self-determination waa 

affirmed in the Security ~ounc11 ?Y a majority.o£ the 

members. There were no divergent opinions regarding the 
- ,., ' I 

relevance o£ plebiscite to the·situ~tion, but differences 

nersieted only in the procen5 ot the accomplishment or 

-chnt aim. Since 1948, whet]. the queotion of Jammu and 

Kashmir .f1eured in the Security Council for the ·first time 

the contending ~arties viz., India and Pakistan, held 
,, 

diVclr..;ent views on t~ procedure to hold IIi plebiscite. 

:The basic differences rela~ed to. ,(a) the 1esue of accession 

(b) the role or the U .!:J. in the conduct of tho "le bisci te, 

(c) the ,.,ith<lrawal of troops, and. (d,) the relevance of the 

interim administration. (4) 

P.akiotan telt'that the issue of accession was an onen 

one, i.n t7hich Inti itt. an<\ Pakistan had equal rlghts. On the 
' 

o,thor hand, for the IndiAn government the a·eceesion was an 

issue oottroen India and. th~t neople of Kashmir. Pakistan 

favoure~ entructtine the U.N. \Vith u authority and resnonsi-

. · bility" for "holding, org~iaing and sunervislng the 

(3) .?;:tct Ili of the UNCil' Resolution of 13 August 1948 
and p January 1949 dealt .?1 th im~lementation of' 
the ~leb1scite nro~osals. 

-
(4) S/1100 - i1rst .Interim Report of UNCIP. 
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the ~lebiecite. {5) India wished to have the plebiscite 

conducted by ~he democratically constituted Government 

of Kashmir, although it did not rule out the acceptance of 

the u.n. authority to "observe and to advise•• on this 

matter (o) The parties had also held divergent views with 

regard to the internal administration of the State. Pakistan 

wished for "an 1mT)artial interim administration" arranged 

by the U.N. Coror<1iss1on 1 wbile India favoured an emergency 

administration with Sheikh Abdullah as ita head. (7) These 

basic d1aagreemante b«(:devilled the settlement or the 

nroblem from the beginning. (8) 

On 29 January 1948 the President of the Security 

Council (the Belgian Delegate) introducing a draft resolu­

tion emn~eiaed the neeil for "a. nlebiscite or a referendum 

to bo held under international auanioes" he made it clear 

"that such -oleb1ao1te must be organised, held. and supervised 

under the authority of the Security Council". (9) 

During_ the deb2.te of the Belgi;an draft, the Argente• 

nian d~legate wholeheartedly favoured the oroposaL (lO) 

But Mr. Lo"?ez, tha Colombian delegate, favoured an impartial 

(5) 

(u) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

(10} 

Ibid. 

_Ibid. 

Sieir Quota • ''Kashmir • A Study in India - Pakistan 
Relationa1' {Asia .Publishing House) fip 157. 

Ibid. 

S/661. 

s.c.o.R. 240 meeting; 4 February 1~48. 
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!)le blec1 te ort'an1sed by· the Govern~ent ~ or Jammu M.ci · Kashmir 
·" . .: ,· : 

· state (11). . Colombia reeogniaod :that the 'quf:lstion ot acce-~ 
. •. ~· . . . ''· ; . -

·' .'' . I·,, 

and further d.eclared that the :focus should be on a. ,·desirable 
• ·• •, t' '• •• 

. - . 

and demo.crati-e met.ho~ ()£ 'aeteruiin~g the fut'Ure eta~ue of . 
·. . - ~~ .. ', ·. ~- _,· ' . '···, . -~ . . 

Jammu an(i' Kashmir .s.tate :"provideCI that the will or the . . ' ' ~ 

people. was given tree, fair and untettered exnression." (12) 
. / ~ . 

Mr. Lopez went on to stress ·that ,the interim a4m1n1strat1on 

thus .formed should- ttcommand the· full confidence and resooct 
. . ' -~. . ' .. . . . . . 

or the <people or Jamm:u and- Kashmir.• He recommended that 

~he arrangement -for holding the r>lebiecite should be · 

organised Wider the "advice a.xtd supervision" of. ~he U.N. 

Commission._ .. -- .-.' 
- . 

-For India the que~tionot the accession and of. hold• 

ing the plebiscite ~re ma~ters that came withi~ the "ambit 

or internal sovereigti~y~n · (13) For Pakistan the United 

Nations sbo~d- take a more active part than being merely an 
- ·' 

observer, (14) and it should conduct the plebiseit$ und~r 

its auen1ces. On 17 Apr1ll948 Colombia,_ Belgium, Canada_, 

China •. u.~.' and u.s.. proposed a draft .Resolut~on Which was 
~ 0 ·~ ! . 

adopted on 21 April 194$, was baaed mainly upon· the recommen­

dations made by Colombia. (16) fh1a resolution wae ·t~ 

(U) · s.c.o.a. - 241 meeting - 1948. 

(12) . · s .c .o.a. - 242 meeting - 1948 • 

(13) Ibid. 

(14) S .c .o .R. • 2o5 meeting - '1948. 

(15) S/726. 
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scite and also laid down specific instructions to both the 

-parties about the obli~ations that they were to fulfill. 

It a1 so requested the Government of India. to extend its 

full support and cooperation to .the plebiscite Administra• 

tor who would be a "nominee of-the Secretary-General of 

the U.N.u 

The Commission as we have seen visited the sub­

continent and the efforts of the. Commission failed.to 

accomnlisb its objective. Further negotiations took place 

at Paris, the outcome of which was the resolution of 5 Jan­

uary 1949 which was to su-pf)lemont the resolution of 13 August 

1948. (16) The Resolution of 5 January 1949 became the 

basis for conducting the ~lebiscite. 

The resolution in its part 2 stated that "A nlebiecite 

will be held when it shall be found by the Commission that 

cease-fire and truce arrangements set forth in parts I and 

II of the Commission resolution or 13 August 1948 have 

been completed." 

The Secretary-General in accordance with the recommen-

dation of the Commission nominated Fleet Admiral Cheste~ 

Nimitz as the Plebiscite Administrator. (17) As it h:i.d been 

stated earlier, this resolution woul~ not bind the Parties 

unless part I and II of the resolution of 13 August 1948 

had been accomnlisherl. Tb1a noint was made clear \Vhen the 

(16) Josef Korbel "Danger in Kashmirn PP-151. 

(17) Admiral Nimitz \vas nominated on 22 March w1 th the 
resolution S/726 on 22 March 1948. 
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Colombian member of the Commission had a discussion w1 th 

the Prime H1nister of India, Mr Iiehru. (18) At this stage 

it is interesting to recnll tho statement made by the Colombia 

delegate in the Security Council during 1957 defending 

the nosit1on of the Commission-on the Kashmir issue. He 

said "~he Chairman of tho Commission, durins these discu• 

ssione (with India in narticular) 1 was the re~resentative 

of Colombia and therefore, I tel t it tvas my duty to examine 

the recorda. And of course .I found, first of all, that 

when the Commission was askod whether it wanted to enter 

into discussion on the legality or Indian sovereignty over 

Kashmir, the Commission said it would prefer not to do BOJ 

second, lVben Mr. Nehru asked Mr. Lozano whether the oft'er 

to hold nleb1sc1te would, in the Commission's view, entail 

an unconditional commitment, if 'the first and second parte 

of the resolution of 13 August 1948 were not carried out, 

Mr. Lozano reolied very definitely 'No'." (19) 

The Colombia delegate, at the time of the appoint­

ment or the plebiscite Administrator, remin~ed that the 

pereo:o to be nominated should be "neutral". "Onfortunately11 

said the Colombia delogate, ."the other delegations to the 

Security Council had exulicit instructions to urge that 

the plebiscite Administrator should be a u.s. citizen. My 
delegation suggested in nrivate conversations also, that 

we should accent the Indian government's suggestion that 

(18) A1d-Memoire 22 December 1948. 

(19) s.c.o • .d.- 768 meeting·- 1957. 
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the Prosident of the International Red Cross should be 

anpointed as the nlebiscite Administrator. If, at that 

time, we hnd accented the nlebiscite ~dministrator 

proposed by India, viz. the President of International 

Red Cross, the nlebiscite would already have been held, 

instead o£ that, Admiral fUmitz waited nine years in 

Ne~ York for an on~ortunity to organize the Plebiscite. 
! 

Bu~ those errors are delicate matters, because an armarent 
I 

~1nlomat1c victory 1 obt11ined at certain time, served 

nropaganda nurnosea, but undid all the work that the 

Commission had accom,lish:Jd". (20) 

~he speech of the Colombia delegate has been quoted 

at length as it clearly shows in retroa~ct that an imnar• 

tial attitude had been ndonted by Colombia. The friendly 

attitude of Colombia towards India was consistent through­

out the period. Not many countries, as we had seen earlier, 

took such an imnartial stand as Colombia. 

As no progres~ was made by the UNCIP (21) the 

Commias1on recommended on 5 December 1949 that the task of 

mediation be entrusted to a single !)erson with "undivided 

resnonsibility and broad authority." (22) At this instance, 

the Czekslovak member of the Commission nreaented a minority 

re~rt. (23) Criticising certain aspects or Commission's 

(20) Ibid. 

(21) S/1430. 

(22} Ibid. 

(:::!3) S/1430/Addl 3. 
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work for not being free.from outside influences, 

Czekslovak member streaRed that the ~ronosal for arbitration 

waa unauthorized and beyond the Commissioa'e terms ot 

reference. The arbitration nropoaal was placed at the 

dianosal oi' the UK and· USA governments even before it was 

T>laced for consideration of the parties. (24)'- After hearing 

the reports of the Commission, the members or the Security 

Council suggested that Gen. M.cllaughton of Canada could 

hold informal talks with t~ narties in order ·to speed up 

the conduct of plebiscite. H1s recommendation stated, as 

we had seen, that once the demilitarization proposals were 

11ut into effect, t~en "the nlebiacite Administrator should 

nroceed forthwith to exerc1~e the f¥netion ass1gned.to him 

under th~ terms of UNC.I.P resolution of 5 January 1949." (25) 

oa the baeis of Gin. McNaughton's proposals a draft resolu­

tion was submitted by Cuba, No~1ay, UK and USA on 24 Febru• 

ary 1952. (26) Both the Cuban and Ecuadorian delegates 

welcomed this draft resolution. The Ecuadorian delegate 

affirmed that the draft resolution showed much understanding 

of the Problem and showed a desire to make conciliation 

nossible between the parties and to develon the matter in 

such a way as to lead to "a a'PCedy solution ot the dianute". 

(27) He also affirmed that an impartial 'Plebiscite would 

lead ''to a final solution or the dispute". 

(24) 

(25) 

(26) 

"(27) 

S/1430/Add 3. 

A/1453. 

S/1461. 

s.c.o.a. - 468 maeting - 1950. 
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In consequence of this resolution ·s~r·owen Dixon 
. . ' . 

was anpointed as, the UN Renresentative. ··when Sir Owen 

Dixon subm1 tted his renorts to· the Security. Council, , he . 

mentioned the dee,., disagreement of parties vri th regard. to 

his pronosal for demilita~1-~at1on a·s a f~rat step for 

holt'ling a tree. and. 1m"a~t1~1 T"lebi.scite. A·s his mediatory 
il 

efforts failed, he concluded that the only POSSible m~ane 
. . '. . . \ ~ . . 

of settling the di~ou.te la.y,in the· partition or in some 

means ot allocating the .valley, .. rather than in overall 
~- ,, 

!'lebiacite." (28) · ... , . 

The question of the n~eb1acite figured once·again 

in the Security Council w~en it met· on 21 February 1.950 
' "'!'· :.. •.• . 

·at the request or Paki'atan. ·~he S~curity Council adonted 

a revised Anglo-American ·<ira.(t resolut1~n> (29) which urged 
' . 

the nart1es to Qettle tbeirdispute amicab~Y• It also 

took notice ot Paki"atan e:s compl~int that the CC)nstituent · 

Assembly of Jammu and Kashmir would be convened for deter­

mining the future sba~ and· :·a.rtilliation o:r ·the state • The 

resolution affi~d that any action that the ConstitUent 

Assembly might .at1;enrot. to· ;t~ke would not be in accordance 

with the earlier·'* resolution. The revised draft. resolution. 
.. . 

\Vaa unac'ceptable to India,, -in 'view of certain objectional 
. ' - . . 

feat.ur'es.; · The .resolution reaffirmed that .. tne final dis no• 

a'ition or the state would be made "in accordance With the 

will .oi' the people .through the democratic method or .. a free 

{28) S/1791. 

(29) S/2017/Rev. 
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and impartial nleb1ec1te" 1 conducted under UN.auspices. 

~he Brazilian delegate supported thie ref~n·enee to the ple­

bisei te ioeue and said 11 I think I am correct in saying that 

by •ndorsing the tvio -resolution~ (S/2017, S/201? Revl) the 
; 

Government of India and Pakistan definitely settled the 

most imnortant political question involved in the tinal 

die,.,osal of Jammu and Kashmir state with regard to nlebi• 

sc:tte". (30) 

The Ecuadorian re'Oret:tentative considering the convo­

cation or the ConAtituent Assembly or Jammu and Kashmir 

said, any decision taken by the Constituent Asnembly for 

tho future disnosal of the State .,could not be regarded ae 

valid and would not therefore be recognised as a settlement 

or the nroblem". (31) Be wanted the Security Council to 

intimate these thoughts categorically to the repreoentative 

of India. 

: Tho U.N. Ue-presentati.ve tor India o<l Pakistan Dr. Frank 

P. Graham, who was anpointed in succession to Sir Onen Dixon, 

submitted in his reports to the Security Council his recommen­

dation to the parties and their vieWT>01nts regat•ding demil1• 

tarization and nlebieci te. At this stage the parties also 

diaagrced on the anpointment of a ~lebiscite Administrator. (32) 

(30) s.c.o.n.-538·1951. At this noint we must noint out 
that the Bra.z1.11en delegate was not very accurate 
when he equated India and Pakistan regarding the 
endorsement or the resolution S/201.7 as we had seen 
earlierL that India had onnosed it, backed by the 
Soviet union. 

(31) s.c.o.R.- 548·1957. 

(32) S/2375, and corrl. 
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Dr. Graham's.:~fforts mainly rested on th~ .issu~ pf demili· 
. ' . 

tarization. :f.rhe question· o~. ac~ession Qf. the. state to 

India was againbrou,ght u-o.before the. Secu.ri~yCouncil 
• • 10 • ~..--.. ·. . 

during 195?. · By a letter of 2 :January .. 1957 Yakis.tan 
,-,_.-7_' •: . 

informed the Sec'tiri t·y C~uncil about the activities. of. the 
. ·~ - - . ~ . . . . ' .. . ' 

·il 

~ 

Constituent Assembly. Pakistan wanted India to honour its 
~ ' . .. , 

commitments to· the UNCIP~· .. The Indian re-pre~entative,'' pointed 
. ·.. '•:' ~ . .... -~- .· .. ~ . 

out that the pro-blem of 1\.ashmir was one of n aggression and . . 
invasion". 

. !jo . .· •. , ' ' 

He pleadea fop:. "action consistent with the crime 

of ·invasion." (33) · 'The .~dian delegate· also referred to the 

change in the situation sini:e ·the acceptande o·r UNCIP resolu-
... > • 

tion, and to the fact of. growing military potentialities . 
• • ~ " .,l'. • ' • 

brought about by the par:ticipation or Pakistan in regional . 
. . .... 

military Pacts. (34) . ' 

Even before the·. Indian delegate finished his speech· 

a.draft resolution, s-ponsored by Australia, Colombia, Cuba, 
. ! ~ • 

the UK and USA \YaB circul~ted to the members of ~he Security . 
' . . . . 

Council. Tne Indian representative wanted this action or 

the Security Council 'to be documented. in -the records of the 
. . 

Security Counc~l. -fhe, Cuban delegate Mr. Nunez .Portuondo, 

supporting such a position said, that 11 h1s delegation would 

have prererred this draft resolution to be present.ed ai'ter . . 

the representative of India had finished his statement," (35) 

(33) S .c .o .R. 762, 763, 769 meeting 1957 .• 

(34) 'Sis~r Gupta, ~Kashmir - A study in Indo-Pakistan. 
Relations~'. p. 315. . . 

(35) s .c .o .a·. 765 memo 24 January 1957. . 
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"however", the Cuban delegate telt that "the representative 

or India would have no reason to oppose it as the resolution 

referred to situations already agreed upon.• (36) ~be 

resolution reaffirmed the earlier one of 30 March 1951, that 

dealt ~ith the co~vocation or the Constituent Assembly and 

the final disposal of the state. (37) Cuba and Colombia 

supported this resolution as, according to them, it did not 

bring into consideration "any new element" that could not 

be accepted by India and Pakistan. (38) ~he Colombian dele• 

gate referring to the draft resolution reminded that •I might 

perhaps add that our interest in t:te India and Pakistan 

question to some extent reflects Latin American's unneretanding 

of this tyl'S or problem; "-e remember that_ when we gained our 

indePendence trom our respective mother eovntr1es, we aleo 

had similar :oroblems among ourselve·a. Experience has taught 

us that lasting solution ca.n only be obtained by peacefUl. 

means." (39) !rhe Colombian: delegate proposed an amendment 

(40) • as we l~d seen earlier, urging the inclusion of 

the letter addressed by the Prime Minister or India (S/1100 

para 8) to the Chairman o.f the UN'CIP on 20 January 1948" 

·as this is tho only basis• the only foundation in la.w 

whtcb the Counc~l has in this matter on either aida. ~hie 

letter n:rovides the only reason which entitles 

(36) Ibid. 

{37) s.c.o.a. • 765 mae~ing- 1957. 
{38) Ibid~ 

(39) Ibid. 

{40). S/3789/Rev •. 



us t~- 1n~1~t--~l'C~· a ~leb1sc1~~·~· · Hie J~unen6ment ~~· rejected. 

The ColombiBD: de~ega~e, retertng ~to·: the .earlier resolutions, 

said "What ·w~ ~~e .asking· I~d~~ ie. :~hat 1~ accordance with .the 
. ' ... ~·:,;:_~-~ ~. ·.<'· ·-. ..· _·. ~·> .. ·, -~----~-. -.,. ,...- ___ -_ - <... .. -~ . .;.'., . . . . 

. offer. it 'inade to us in 1948 (through· U1fQIP) .;., eyen if' it 
• • ' • ' • ·; • • • • -~ < 1 

. ' . ' ~ ,. 

(Kashmi~i was; legally a p~-t _ or India·~ 1 t ~hc)lild: ag~ee to 

a,plebisc'tt~, ... alid that 1f;i!the ~joritY:. oi'.the ·peop~e- of. 
. - • ·-: ... _ ·_ : .... . • ' ;, -· ... .. • . . c .. ~ ·_. • ... ~ . ' ·: :::_. ·. ..;_ . - • ' ' • / - ' 

Kashmir·\Vish to cea,ae· be~ng':Intlian an~ 'become ~rt of Pakistan, 
,· !';. • • '• ' • .,_. • 

.. Indi~ &houln a.gree~U (4i) ::He.' CQn'tii1U6d. Safulg ,t.~t 11 the nartiSS 

shoUld. e1thSr ,,'settle .the· iss-iie·~bt Kaeb.niir. by"· Stlbmittillg it 
. . . ~ ~ . . 

·to ~ Interriatie:nal Court ~;or Jupt1ce ... at &site .. or ahould respect 
-~ . ' ' ' 

self•datermina.·tion ·by ~low1n~ the ·people ot Kashmir to choose 
?; ' ·- ' : ' . - ' ' . . ~ ··: • . . . 

the ai ternat1 ve,, whether. to accede to India or· not. 11 (42) Both 
>, . ' • • 

the Latin Ameri~a.Ji· de.iegatee· reque.a'ted the President to endea• 
~ ~ '. ' ~ ':- ;\- . . . . 

vour towards the eettlem~nt ot this nroblenh - The ,Cuban dele• 

. gatio11, mad_e· ·11ic mo~e .clear .. ,by urgi~g- the ~esident .of the 

securit; .Council "to. b~i~g about t~. conditione which will 
'' . . . . ,:- '.;'• 

allow the. holding o.r7.the plebiscite." (43) .. 
': .. '), ... 

. irhe next move· relevant to tM diacussion ie the mission 
~ . ~ . . . . 

entrusted to· Mr:~. Jarring. Hie recommendations· we~e largely 

with regard to demilitarization and the plebiscite. The Cuban 
' ' ~ -

delegate qxoreeeing hi~· appreciation ror Mr. Jarring •a 

·.· .m1es1o~ sa.1d1 ·11we realise that the -

,_ . 

''! -
. ·:. 

(4:1·) s .• c .o ·.a. • 76Q ·~ meeting 1957. ·. 

. , (42) Ibid • 

. • (43) .· . S .c .0 .R.~ :;. '799 ... ,..~S5?•. 
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paeaage of time has made the fulfilment of the agraement 

more difficult, but we must add that it does not make it 

imnoasible". (44) The Council subsequently adonted a resolution 

on 2 December 1957, pro~sed by Australia, Colombia, Ph111• 

nT)ines, the tJK and USA \Vhich nrmealed to the parties to 

refrain from any statement which m1gnt aggravate the situation. 

It a.lno recommended the a,,-,nointme:rat of an UN Re-presentative 

in succession to Mr. Jarring. Both Colombia and Cuba voted 

tor this resolution that brought back Mr~ Frank ,. Graham 

as the UN Renreaentative. He nresented to the "Parties a 

five•point nro~osals regarding the withdrawal of troons, to 
., 

be followed by an agreement between the two governments ror 

holding· a Plebiscite. fhe parties did not agree to the 

nro '90 sal. 

The Security Council mot in February and June 1Uti2 at 

the request of Pakistan. Thoueh the Council members made 

several attem~ts to bring India and 2ak1stan cloaer, but no 

advance waa made. The Indian renresentative on the occasion 

categorically declared thnt «we w111 come here everytime you 

ask, but on no condition shall we trade on our sovereignty. 

On no condition shall we sell our heritage". (45) The Chinese 

(Formosa) delegate suggested the services of the Secretary 

General to bridge the differences. (46) The delegate of Ghaaa 

(44) s .c .o.a .... 1008 '*'1962. 

. (45) S .,; .o .R. • 1037 ~''1962 • 

(4b) S .; .o .R. • 1014 t:l1''1962 • 
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proposed. the assistance ot a third party. The Venezuelan 
' 

and Cuban delegates t_avoitred direct negotiation which was 
. . 

in agreement w1 th the Indian __ . viewpoint. The Venzuelan dele• 

gate Mr. Sbsa Roer~guez, observed that accession or Ka.ohm1r 

· to India could not be violat~d. ·. from the terms drawn up by 

Maharaja Hai"1 Singh on 2o October 1947 and the· Governor• . 
. . . .. ' 

· that the acc~ssion remained ·a. st;bject to a later act, namely 

1 te ;rat:ltica.tton through the. consultation ot the people 

of ·Kash1D1~-·" . (47}: .:,-~he. dub~·:·deiegate regretted that a final 
·,. .~ ... A .. : . ·~~~. 

solution had not ·ooan·re~ohqd by the l'arties ·due to the 
.-tn,.t~~~ .··-.-- -

'liivorgeni~ and 41screneneies that persiqte.d between them." . -,.,. -

The rt~:wa expressed b7 the Venetuelan delegate should be given 

due consideration, but f:lt the same time, we wonder, why these 
.. ... . ' ., 

· delegaiions have n_ot taken -iJlto account, the change in si tua- · 
•· . • J. . ~.::~: " : -~ .. 

tion ~ef~l"l"Cd to _eai-11er by the Indian re.,reaentative ~ 
. . . ~ :: 

. •.' '. .: 

.. fhe year 1964 ··witnes~ed iurprovem.ent in the political 
. ! • 

relations bet~'ISen· the -partie.a. It nrovided .a ray ot hope. 
: . . ' . 

Never~hele$~. ·an __ 1n'c1d~n~ to-ok place as referred earlier, 

which a8grayat·e.lf:the·_!Jituat1on. · fli~ lOse of the sacred relic 

."from. the Moeque (Hazl"atb,al in_ Kashmir) area~ed a. -pol:1.t1cal 
' 

· turbul.S]1ce.:·(49). ·!his; along. with the et'et>s taken by the 
' · .. ' 

Government.. of Ina1a regarding the future status of the state 
\' ·. . ,, 

(47) Ibid. 

(48) S1s1r Guptat "Kashmir - A Study in India-Pakistan .. 
Relations" - l')p. 355. , 

' (49) S/5517. 
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. of Jammu and l{a~hmir (sof~was ·quoted' bY. Pakistan as reasons. 

tor urging . the. Se_cUri-ty C~\incil _to meet once ~g~in to. discuss 
~ . .; . - "i. .. - . . ;;:.· ~~ • v. ~-· • : • • . • • • ' • -. • • 

this· nroblem. · T~e Indian representative speaking in the ' 
• ·_-~-~j:. ... '.··~:J.'· •. r'J._~_; ·:. _, . . -. _" ,_ . 

Security C.;>uncil· on 5- .F!Jbt~y~ l9b4 _.said that the communal 
. - ·- ~ . ~-

disturbailces re1'.rred·.t,9-~1lf:.r~i:stan were.l_ocal- in'~idents· and · 
~- - .. '· . . . . ,· · .. ·,. :.:'\ _"·_.::_. ~- '.; . ' . . . ' :.~< .. -~ .. • . . ., ' 

·he reaffirmed the determi.iiation 9£ India not ·to allow the 
. . : : ' _·. .-. - • -. t :"' •• -~- : ... . ~- .: ~. ' .. :; ' . ;; ·. ·. ,. - . • ' 

unity, ,integrity and _soltdarity -~r· ~he cot.int~y t~ be saori-
. . . ' .. ,· ... _. . . . .. ' ' .. 

. , ' ,\ .-· _, 
•.· ' ~ ' •• , rf ~ . . . ; . . . . . • • . . 

· ficed · and ma.~e 1 t clear; ·that Kaahtntr had, 'already become an 

int~gr~f\t>art. ~f:· the-.- I~di:iu,.' ~n~~~. ·(51) . . .. ; :_ - ' 
. ' . . • ':. ~ "'"I ' • • .. . "''" . ' • ' ..:. - r' 

·· The Bolivian-delagate Mr. Justiniano ho-oed that ·an 
early:. and adequate solution would be foU;n'd · to_r this "d~f£1qul t 

·- .. . 

and '-complex nroblem which; was compounQed by .every sort of . . - ' ~ 

element, down. to the m~:st~-·prim~tive one. slioh.as religious 

element_s" •. (~2) · The Brazilian delegate f.tr~ Carlos ·alfredo 

Benar,dee also. e~pressed ··a 's1inilar ·ree~ing. ·:_ These delegates 
. . ' ·~: ' . -·. ' . . . 

did-.not cpmm1t themse'ivaa to -any viewpoint~ ·!fhis m3kes one 
1 ' #; • •• ,.'); 

to conclude ·that the Latin Amer+<!an de_legate, \vith some exce­

ption, generally wa.tited to take a non-committal stand with .. ) : . . ,. ' . 

regard to the · ple·biaci te issue 1 or they :wan tea to subscribe 

to .. the majority or the· -vitiwe expressed in the :floor. of the. 

Security Council. · · 

N-v-.f"'-&1~~ 1. ~h& Br.az1118Jl del~~at~. said, ••According _ to our own 

trad1 tion ot setting our ·boun'dary question through neaceful 
~ . . ' . . . ' ~ ' 

meanS:, by 1.1egotiations; medj_at~on gQod ~ffices and arbitration; 

(50) 

(51) 

(52) 

I • ' ~· 

·' 
. S.c.o.R. • l08B_.'me~t1b.g in 1969. 

.. ".· ~. 

s .c .o .a. - ·1091. rneetina 1n 1964 ~ 

s .• c .o .R. - 1092 me~tirng· in .1964 .• 
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my own country, Brazil, will always be ready not only to 

sueeest but also encourage such ccau~e of aetion.u(53) He 

also assured that his country "would be ready to nartic1pate . ' 

in any action by the Council, that would take these nrinci'>lea 

into account which are conducive to promoting the necessary 

conditions or confidence for the reaumntion of direct nego­

tiapions between India and Pakistan". (54) S1m1lt,rly the 

Bofivian <lele.gate wanted that •rrom this high tribunal of 

world neace •.'Je should issue an apr>eal to the government of 

Inltia and Pakistan that in an atmo,H>here free from violence, 

they should analyse the responsibility, they have not only 

to oth3r nations, but to their own neople and find n ~aceful 

solution". (55) ~hue both the parties favoured direct nego• 

t1ationa as a way to reach a sneedy solution to this long stand• 

ing problem. The Brazilian delegate clearly noted that no 

settlement of any territorial question will l~st if the will 

of the people who live and toil in these lands were not fully 

justU'1ed. (5o) 

fhus we aee that.the aP~roach of the Latin American 

countries to the question of nlebiecite oscillnted from a firm 

adherence to the 'Orinciple to the recognition of realities. 

(53) Ibid. 

(54) Ibid. 

(55) S .C .o .,R.- 1091 m~et1ng - 1904. 

(5o) s .~ .o.a. - 1092 meeting - 1904. 
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Conclusion 

Though Latin American delegates favoured arbitration 

to aet.tle all outstanding poiut of differences that existed 

between the parties yet they did not fail to ex~ress their 

faith on self-determination and the right of the people. 

The views expresa~d by Colombian delegate during 

1957 show the deep concern that the delegate .had ia evolving 

a suitable solution forthe final settlement of the issue. 

__ .....,._. ___ _ 
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CONCLUSION 

The significance or the Latin American attitude to 

Kashmir nroblem cannot b~ neglected. The fact tM.t ncold 
. . 

'var" politics exiateLin international relationt:J an<f organi-

sat ions, makes this study mo.re 1mtx>rtant. As it' had already 
' . 

~ . 
been 'POinted out the Latin Ame,rican eountries, by virtue 

. ' '"' 

or their geographical situation, oc9upy a epeeia.l and in a , 

way different position-in its relations with,Super Powers. 
. . 

The · numerical strength ~t the Latin A~erican bloc, in the 

past, was skilfully employed .. by ~he ·US .for i te eu,.,port in . the 
• t4 • .•,'.="c :. -<' ' • ' ,; 

UN; the economic depen~ence o£, the Latin American countries 

on the US, being the main .1 .. actor·, 5!hus, on the question of 

Chinese repr~sentation 19 out· .. ()t' 20 Latin American countries 

voted with the United Sta.~~s .. ~·. (l) . Similarly on the· question 
' J:'.,. :,_ 

o£ Hungary and Korea the Latin American delegates voted with 

the western ~owere. (2) 

But on matters wl;lich.did not affect the East-West 

balance and which was not their ittnnediate concern·, they 

enjoyed certain latitude • the Kashmir question tell in this 
'• ,: . 

cata gory. In such cases ·their position. varied from nutral1 ty 

to committed concern. "Our po's1t1on in ·the matter (Kashmir 

question) is the same as that of the UN," {3) said .the Cuban 
L.o.f:l"'-

delegate. But that was not _the position of_all .t1)e/...Amer1can 

countries. From the beginning ot the issue, the Colombian 

(.l) 

(2) 

(3) 

"Latin America and l3alance of' Powern "" Current History, 
April 1961. · 

Ibid. 

• S .c .o .a. ~ 468 ·meeting • 1950. 
' ... ·; 
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dvlegatioh assumed a oosition of clear under$tanding on 

certain problems of the ~1e.nute. 

The·~olombian d,elegates, successively, tried to 

analyse t'he :~iunir ·tssue as a question to be 
. .~ 

settled through 

direct_ ~e.~otiation, .. the. UN tending its hel 'P only when tte 

same was requestod or accented by the interested J')arties. 

For the Colombian delega~e the UN was only a_ forum that 

would .facilitate India and Pakistan to come to the negotia• 

.t1on table. It is lett ~o the parties to tind solution. 
<" -

Even on such com'Olex. issues, .such _as demilitarization, 

the Colombians were very oareful in their statements. 

Regard'ing the rec~mmenda.tion or arbitration or Third Party 

mediation, the Colombian delegation was highly sceptical. 

Similar views were expressed by· tbe Bolivian delegate during 

19o4. He rightly.·observed that "the question of Jammu and 

Kashmir will not be settled simnly by re$olut1ons." (4) 

We find the Argentinian delegation-- which was active 
•, 

in the ·debates and negotiations that conducted the ceaaefire 

problem ~r 1~8 - showing sympathy to tm view points or 

the Pakistan: Government. At certain moments, Argentina assu­

med clearly a partisan Position against India. It even at 

one stage. recommended _that Pakistani armed forces to remain 

in the territory _a.t the time when the Council was engaged 

.in' demilitarizing the area •. 

· , On the other hand the nosition assumed by Brazil, 
o..ncl vcne~c.>.elco. · . 

Ch1lel ·Cuba, ~ Ecuado~~ were one or aubs~ribing and endorsing 

(4)- s.c.o.R. • _1~1~ meeting- 1964~ 
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the majority view or the Security Council. They had kept 

··a position ot non-involvement ond equidistance, between the 

concerned lX!rt1es. This does not mean that such a stand of 

these delegates was due to sunerticial knowledge of the 

facts of tho question or lack of' interest in the solution 

of the same. Most Probably the neutral stand of Brazil, 

Chile, Cuba and Ecuador should be evaluated within the 

framework ot the international s1tunt1on prevailing at that 

time. 

:1hen the Latin American countries like Brazil sup-oorted 

arbitration as a method .to resolve the differences, it should 

not be considered as their aunport to the stand taken by the 

·.~·estern Bloc, but it would be pro-per to internret it as a 

evi~ence of their faith in a tradition which they themselves 

resorted to when demarcating their own boundaries. So, the 

support for arbitration, could not be related to their denen­

dancy on the us. Aa the Brazilian delegate remarked, "~he 

orinciple of arbitration is particularly a"'peal1ng to my 

government. The Brazilian constitution anecifically ·orovides 

for obligatory recourse to arbitration. It was also by arbi· 

trntion that Brazil ~as able to settle some of the moat 

difficult dis~utes, which arose during deltmitation and demar­

cation of the boundar1es.u (5) 

The Chilean delegation which did not want to take active 

nart during 1952, changed ita attitude during 1962. The Cbllean 

(5) s.~.o.R. - 538 meeting • 1951. 
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delegate Mr. Santa Cruz said, 1n the Security Council on 

30 January 1952 tho.t "As a country \Ve are entirely dis­

interested in this matter and our attitude towa.rr'i it is 

baaed solely on our nreoecupnt1on for the future of the. 

peo~les, whose progress ~ fervently qesire ana our 

eonoorn ror maintenance or international neace." (6) But 

during 19621 Mr. Sohwitzor, the Chilean ~elegate, remarked 

in the Security Councif that "My Governme~nt which maintains 

harmonious and friendly relations with both the countries, 

(India and .Pakistan), affected by this question has therefore 

stnven to adopt an impartial o.nd 41spass1onate attitude 

doing all in ita vower to hel n to reduce the difficu.l ties 

and find a. solution compntible with interest at stake a:ad 

the nrinci~les enehrined in the UN Charter." (7) 

The Latin American delegates also did not foil to 

insist on the nrincinle or self-determination as the solution 

to this nroblem. The Colombian ~elegnte wanted a "free, 

fnir nnd unfettered \Vi shes Of the peonle," to be taken intO 

consideration,. and the Brazilian delegate in 1964 said "i1e 

firmly believe that the final and lasting solution to this 

fiftoen year old ~roblem can only be round by the ~ties 

themselves, taking into nceount the wi~hee of the neonle 

of tho area which is the ~bjoct of our attention." (8) 

(u) S .c .o .K. • 571 m.eeting • 1952. 

(7) d.c.o.n •• 1014 meeting- l9o2. 

(8) s.c.o.R. - 1115 meeting • 1964. 



Though the Latin American delegates were respected 

for their devotion to rule or law in international affairs, 

and for their rational faith on the future ~f UN, (9) yet 

they invariably voted with the United States on all the 

resolutions passed by the Security Council on Kashmir 

Problem.• 

(9) s.c.o.R. - 242 meeting - 1948. 

• Reference can be made to annexure for voting nattern 
of Latin· American countries on the resolution ado~ted. 
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APPENDIX - I. LATIN AMERICAN VOTING PATTERN IN KASHMIR PROBLEM IN 
THE SECURITY COUNCIL 

-.-.-.~.~.-.-.-... ~.-.- ... -.~.-.~.-.-.---.~.~.-.-.~.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.~.-.~.~.-.- ... -.-.-.-
Rl!!solutlon • Resolution • ARG.:5N- • BRA- •DoL- ' CHI- ' CUBA • COLtr- •ECU- t URU- • t t 

t LR r t MBIA 'ADOR t GUAY, USA , INDIA, USSR Number t Date ' TINA ' ZIL 1IVIA 
~.-.-.~.-.-.~.-.-.~.~.-.-.-.-.~.-.~.-.~.~.-.-.-.-.-.~.-.-.-.- ... -.-.~.-.-.~.-.-.-.-.-.~.-.-
S/651 

S/654 

S/726 

S/819 

S/1469 

S./2017/-
Rev •. 1 

S./2392 

s.;2asa 

s./3778 

17 January VF 
1948 

20 January VF' 
1948 

21 Anril 1948 VF 
(on all 
paragraphs) 

3 June 1948 VF 

14 March 1950 -
30 March 1951 -
10 Nov. 1961 -
23 Dec. 1952 -
24 Jan. 1957 . -

VF • Voted For 
VA • Voted. Against 
A • Abstention 

-
-
-
·-
-
VF 

VF· 

VF 

-

- - - VF - - VF - A 

- - - VF - - VF -
- - - VF - - VF - A 

- - - VF - - VF - A 

- - VF - VF - VF A A 

.. - - - VF - VF A A 

- - - - VF - VF A A 

- VF - - - - VF - A 

- - VF VF - - - - A 

I Source: s.c.o.R. - 1948, 1950; 1951 1 1952 1 
I 1957, 1965. 
I 
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Continued from prepage: 

APPENDIX • I. l.llTIN AMERICAN VOTING PATT11RN IN KASHMIR PROBLEM IN 
THE SECURITY COUNCIL 

-.-.-.-.~.-.- .. -.~.-.-.-.~.~.-.-.~.~.~.-.~.-.~.-.-.-.-.~.~.~.~.~.-.-.-.-.-.-.~.-.-.~.~.-.-
Resolution 1 Resolution 1 A.RGEN- ' BRA• 1 BOL- ' CHI- tUBA ' COLO- ' ECU 'URU- ' USA ' INDIA ' USSR 
Number f Date I '.riNt\ 'ZIL 1 IVIA' LE ' 'NBIA r ADOR U UAY 1 1 ' 

-.-.~--.-.~.-.-.-.~.-.-.-.-.~.~.-.-.-.-.~.-.-.-.~.-.-~-.-.~.~.-.-.-.-.-.-.- ... -.-.~.-.~.-
S/RES/209 4 Sept. 1965 -
S/RES/210 6 Sent. 1965 -
S/RES/2,11 20 Sept. 1965 -
S/RES/214 27 Sept. 1965 -
S/RES/215 5 Nov. 1965 -

Vi! • Voted For 

Source: 

- co-apo- - ... 
nsored 

- -do• - - -
- -do• .. - -
- -do- - - -
- •do- - - -

VA • Voted Against A 

s.c.o.R. 1948, 1950, 1951, 
1952, 1957, 1965. 

- CO•SPO- Passed -nsored Unani-
mously 

- -do: --do-- -
- -do- --do-- -

-do- --do-- -
- ·do- ·--do-- -

-- Absent 



(RESOLUTIONS).· 
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APPENDIX I 

.· RESOLUTION OF THE SECURITY COuNCIL 

.17 JANUARY 1948 

(S/651) 

The SecurityCounc11, 

Having heard'statements on the situation in Kashmir 

from representatives o!the Governments of India and 

Pakistan;.· 

Recognizing the urgency of the s~tuation; 

Taking note of the telegram addressed on 6 January 

by its President.to each of the parties and of their replies 

thereto; and in, Which they affirmed their intention to 

conform to the Chart~r; · 

Calls u:t?on. both the Government of. India and ·the 

Government of Pakistan to take immediately all measures 

within their= power. (including nublic atmeals to their people) 

cal~ulat~d to improve the. situation and to .refrain from 

making any,state~ents and. from doing or causing to be done 

or p~rmi tting any acts which might aggravat,e the situation; 

And further req~ests each of thosf;l 'Governments to 

inform the Council immediately or any.m~terial change in the 

situation which occurs or. appears to either of them to be 

about. to occur while th~.· ma~ter ·is unaer consideration by 
.,. ~ ., .. 

the Cotincil, and consult with tpe Council the reo~. 
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APP.!!:NDIX II 

RESOLU11ION OF Tllli SECURITY COUNCIL 

20 JANUARY 1948 
(S/654) 

The Security Council, 

Considering that it may investigate any disnute or 

any situation which might, by its continuance, endanger 

the maintenance of international peace and security; that, 

in the existing state of affairFI bet\"leen India. and Pakistan, 

such an investigation is a matter of urgency; 

Adonts the following Resolution: 

A. A Commission of the Security Council is hereby 

established comnosed of representatives of three Members of 

the United Nations, one to be selected by India, one to be 

selected by Pakistan, and the third to be designated by 

the two so selected. 

Each rt!p.t•esentative on the Commission shall be enti­

tled to select his alternates and assistants. 

B. The Commission shall ~roceed to the spot as 

quickly as nossibl:e. It shall act unner the authority of 

the Security Council and in accordance with the, directions 

it may receive from it. It shall keen the Security Council 

Cl.l.t"rently informed of its activities and of the development 

of' the situation. It shall renort to the Security Council 

regularly, submitting its conclusions and nroposals. 

C. The Commission is invested with a dueJ function: 

(l) to investigate the fa.cts nursuant to Article 34 of the 

Charter; (2) to exurcise, without interrupting the work of 

the Security Council any mediatory influence likely to smooth 
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away difficulties, to carry out· the directions given t'O 1 t 

by the Security Council, and to renort how far the advice 

and directions, if any, of the Security Council,.have been 

carried out. 

D. The Commission shall perform the functions 

described in clause C: (1) in regard to the situation in 

the JAMMU and KASHMIR State set out in the Letter of the 

Reuresentative of India addressed to the .President of the 

Security Council, d. a ted 1 ~ranuary 1948, and in the letter 

from the Minister of Foreign Affairs of Pakistan addressed 

to the Secretary-General, dated 15 January 1948; and (2) in 

regard to other situations set out. in the letter from the 

Minister of Foreign Affairs of Pakistan addressed to the 

Secretary-General, dated 15 January 1948, when the Security 

Councii so directs. 

E. The Commission shall take its decision by majo­

rity vote. It shall determine its own procedure. Iti may 

allocate among its members, alternate members, their assis­

tants, and its personnel such duties as may have to be ful­

filled for the realization of its mission and ·the reaching 

of its conslusions. 

F. The Commission, its members, alternate members, 

their assistants and its personnel, shall be entitled to 

journey senarately or together, wherever the necessities of 

their tasks may require and, in narticular, within those 

territories which are the theatre of the events of which 

the Security Council is seized. 
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G. The Secretary-General of the United Nations 

shall furnish the Commission with such nersonnel and 

assistance as it may consider necessary. 
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APPEND!..\ III 

RESOLUTION OF T~ SECURITY COUNCIL 

21 APRIL 1948 

(S/726) 

The security Council, 

Having considered the com~laint of the Government of 

Inoia concerning the disQute over the State of Jammu and 

· Kashmir, having heard the representative of Indian in sunnort 

of that com~laint and the renly and countercomnlaints of 

the representatives of Pakistan, 

Being strongly of oninion:that the early restoration 

of peace and order in Jammu and Kashmir is essential and 

that India and Pakistan should do their utmost to bring about 

a cessation of all fighting, 

Noting with satisfaction that both India and Pakistan 

desire that the question of the accession of Jammu and Kashmir 

to India or .Pakistan should be decided through the democratic 

method of a free and impartial plebiscite, 

Considering that the continuation of the dispute is 

likely to endanger international neace and security; 

Reaffirms the Council's Resolution of January 17th, 

Resolves that the membershin of the Commission esta• 

blished by the Resolution of the Council of January 20th, 

1948, shall be increased to five and shall include in addition 

to the membershin mentioned in that Resolution, renresentatives 

ot • and - and that that if the membershin of the Commission 

has not been completed within ten days from the adontion of 
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this Resolution, the President of the Council may designate 

such other Member or Members of tb.e United Nations as are 

required to comnlete the membershin of five, 

Instructs the Commission to nroceed at once to the 

Indian subcontinent and there nlace its good offices and 

mediation at the disposal of the Government of India and 

Pakistan with a view to facilitating the taking of the nece­

ssary measures; both with respect to the restoration of peace 

and order and to the holding of a plebiscite by the two 

Governments, acting in co-operation with one another and 

with the Commission and further instructs the Commission 

to keep the Council informed of the action taken under the 

Resolution and to this end, 

Recommends to the Governments of India and Pakistan 

the following measures as those which in the oninion of 

the Counci.l are arrpronriate to bring about a cessation of 

the fighting and to create nroner conditions for a free 

and impartial plebiscite to decioe whether the State of 

J'ammu and Kashmir is to accede to India or Pakistan. 

A. Restoration of Peace and Order 

.1. The Government of Pakistan should undertake 

to use its best endeavourss 

(a) To secure the withdrawal from the State of Jammu 

and Kashmir.of tribesmen and Pakistani nationals not normally 

resident therein who have entered the State for the uurpose 

of fighting and to prevent any intrusion into the State of 
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such elements and any furnishing of material• aid to t·hose 

fighting· .in the State. 

(b) To make known to all concerned that the measures 

indicated in this and the following ·paragranhs nrovide full' 

freedom·to all subjects of the-State, regardless of creed, 
' . . 

caste, or party, to e~press tnetr.views and to vote on the 

question of the accession of the State, and that therefore 

they should cooperate in th.e maintenance of neace and 

order. 

2. The Government of India should: 

(a) When it is established to the satisfaction of . 
the Commission set up in accordance with the Council's Reso­

lution of 20 January that the tribesmen are withdrawing and 

that arrangements for the cessation of the fighting have 

become effective, put into operation in consultation with 

the Commission a plan for withdrawing their own forces from 

Jammu and Kashnlir and reducing them Progressively to the 

minimum strength required for the ~u~port of the civil power 

in the maintenance of Law and Order, 

(b) Make known that the withdrawal is ta.king nlace in 

stages and announce the com~letion of each.stage, 

(c) When the Indian forces shall have been reduced 

to the minimum strength mentioned in (a) above, arrange in 

consultation with the Commission for the stationing ~f the 

remaining forces to be carried out in accordance with the 

following princi-ples:· 
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(i) · !hat the presence: o! t~oops should not afford 
'. ": -.:. .. 

any intiml.da~ion or appearance oi' intimidation to the , .. 
. ' 

inhabitant~··or ~the S.tate, · ·· · ,; 
·. :" 

.(ii) That as. small a nUmber as possible should be 

retained·. in tor.~ard ate as .· ·; ' ·. ' :. 
'. ,.· ' . . . . ' . ~ . . 

~ ~ .. 
(~i~l .Tll.at)ui~ reserve ;6f 1;~oops which may be included 

in the 'total strength ahou~·d· be located within their present 
.· ~ 

' .· •'\. _. -.· ':; f,:' ~: 

3. The· Govern~~nt· .. o:r .Inpia.: .should agree that until 
' . .·, ., 

such time as tbe: .. plebiscite administration referred to 
' ·, . . ' . . . ' . '· . . . ' 

below finds· it·~ fieceasa;ry :to: e~e·rcise the nower of direction 
\, .. 

and supervision over tha State ·.i'orcee and nolica nrovidsd 

for 1~ l'i>ragraPh· ~ they :WiK ~~ ~ld in a..;,as tq be agreed 

upon .wit.h the· i'lebisc1te ·Administrator~ 
. . ·c . L' 

Af-ter, the .-plan . i:-~ferred to in ·paragraph 2 (a) 
. ·.. '· ' . .. ·. :. . . .,. 

above· l'}aa baen put ·in·to operat'ion, personnel recruited locally 

in each district should sp far as possible .be util~eed for the 

re-estatlis~ent andl ~iri~~nan.ce of Law and Order with due 

regard to protection (Jf·minorities, SUbject tO· SUCh additional 
. ~ • • • -.~ . • ~-\. l . • ' •,_ ~ . . 

~.requfr~ments as may :be .s~egified by the Ple·b1scite Administra-

tic~ .referred to ln.· p~ragrap~ 7. 
' • r • ' 

., 

5. If these local forces should be found .to be 
"' ' 

im!dequate 1 the Commission, subject ·to.· the agreement of both 

the Go~ernme.nt of India· and the Government· of fakistan, 

should arrange fo1• the .use ,or such forces of either Dominion 

as .it seems ef!ective:for the purnose of pacification. 
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B. .Plebiscite 

6. The Government of India should undertake to 

ens~re that the Government of the State invite the major 

political group to designate responsible renresentatives 

to share equitably and fully in the conduct of the adminis­

tration at the Mini~terial level, while the plebiscite is 

being nreuared and carried out. 

7. The Government of Irtdia should unoertake that 

th~re will be established in Jammu and Kashmir a Plebiscite 
• 

Administration to hold a Plebiscite as soon as nossible on 

tho! question of the accession of the State to India or 

Pakistan. 

8. The Government of ·India should undertake that 

ther~ will be delegated by the State to the Plebiscite 

Administration such nowers as tho latter considers necessary . ·~ 

for holding a fair and lmpartial.plebiscite including, for 

that purpose onl~ .. , the direction and supervision of the State 

forces of police. 

9. The Government of India should at the request of 

the Plebiscite Administration make available from the Indian 

forces such assistance as the Plebiscite Administration may 

require for the performance of its functions. 

10. (a) The Government of India should agree that 

a nominee of the Secretary-General of the United Nations 

will be a~~ointed to be the Plebiscite Administrator. 

(b) The Plebiscite Administrator, acting as an 

off1.cer of the State of Jammu ano Kashmir, should have 
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authority to nominate his Assistants ano other subordinates 

and to draft regulations governing the Plebiscite. Such 

nominees should be formally .a~pointed and such draft regulations 

should be formally promulgated by the State of Jammu and 

Kashmir.~. 

(c) The Govert1ment of India should undertake that 

the Government of Jammu and Kashmir will a~point fully 

qualified persons nominated by the Plebiscite Administrator 

to act as special magistrates within the State judicial system 

to hear cases which in the oninion of the Plebiscite Admini­

strator have a serious bearing on the preparation for and 

the conduct of a free and imnartial ulebiscite. 

(d) The terms of service of the Administrator should 

form the subject of se:oarate negotiation between the Secretary­

General of the United Nations and the Government of India. 

The Administrator should fix the t~rms of service for his 

Assistant~ and subordinates. 

(e) The Administrator should have the right to 

communicate direct \:vith the Government of the State and 

with the Commission of the Security Council and, through 

the Commission with the Security Council, with the Govern­

ments. c;f India and Pakistan and with their Representatives 

with the Commission. 'lt would. be his du·ty to bring to the 

notice of any or all of the foregoing (as he in his discre­

tion may decirle) any circumstances arising which may tend, 

in his opinion, to interfere with the freedom of the 

Plebis~ite. 
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11. The Government of India should undertake to 

nrevent and to give full support to the Administrator and 

his staff in_preventing any threat, coercion or intimida­

tion, bribery or other undue influence on the votes in the 

nlebiscite, and ·the Government of Inoia should nublicly 

announce and should cause the Government of the State to 

announce this undertaking as an. international obligation 

binding on all public authorities and officials in Jammu and 

Kashmir. 

12. Tile Government of India should themselves and 

through the Government of the State declare and make known 

that all subjects of the State of Jammu and Kashmir, regard­

less of creed, caste or narty, will be safe and free in 

expressing their vie\vs and in voting on the question of the 

accession of the State and that there will be freedom of the 

Press, speech and assembly and freedom of travel in the 

State, including freedom of lawful entry and exit. 

13. The Government of India should use and should 

ensure that the Government of the State also use their b~st 

endeavours to effect the withdrawal from the State of all 

Indian nationals other than those who are n.ormally resinent 

therein or who on or sinc·e 15 August 1947 have entered it 

for a lawful nuruose. 

14. The Government of India should ensure that tho 
I 

Government of the State release all political nrisoners ~nd 

take all po~sible stens so that: 

(a) all citizens of the State who have left it on 
• 

account of disturbances are invited, and are free, to return ~ 
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to their homes and to exerqise t!loir rights as ouch citizens; 

(b) there is no victimizat~on; 

(c) minorities in all nart'a 'Of the State are accorded 

adequate protection. 

15. Th0 Commission of the Security Council should 

at the end of the nlebiscite certify to the Council whether 

the plebiscite has or bas not been really free and imnartial. 

c. General Provisions 

16. The Government of India and .l?alr.ista.n should each 

be invited to nominate a Representative to be attached to 

the C:ommiRsion for such assistance as it may require in the 

performance of its task. 

17. The Commission should establish in Jammu and 

Kashmir such observ~rs as it may require of any of the 

nroceedinge in nursuance of the measures indicated in the 

foregoine paragra~hs. 

18. The Security Council Commission shoulO. carry 

out the taeks assigned to it herein. 
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APPENDIX IV 

RESOLUTION OF THE SECURITY COtJNCIL 

3 JUNE 1948 

(S/819) 

The Security Council, 

Reaffirms its resolutions of 17th January l948,2Dth 

January 1948 and 21st A·pril 1948, 

Directs the Commission of Mediation to proceed 

·without delay to the areas of disnute with a view to accom-
' 

plishing in priority the duties assigned to it by the 

Resolution of 21st April 1948. 

And directs the Commission further to study and report 

to the Security Council when it considers anpropriate on the 

matters raised in the letter of Foreign. Minister of Pakistan, 

dated the 15th January 1948, in the order outlined in 

Paragraph D of the Resolution of the Council dated the 

20th January 1948. 
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APPENDIX V 

RESOLUTION OF THE UN COMMISSION FOR 

INDIA AND PAKISTAN, 13 AUGUST 1948 

The United Nations Commission for India and Pakistan, 

Having given careful consideration to the points of view 

expressed by the Renresentatives of India and Pakistan rega­

rding the situation in the State of Jammu and Kashmir, and 

Being of the opinion that the prompt cessation of 

hostilities and the correction of conditions the continua­

nce of which is likely to endanger international peace and 

security are essential to imnlementation of its endeavours 

to assist the Governments of India and Pakistan in effecting 

a final settlement of the situation, 

Resolves to submit simultaneously to the Governments 

of India and Pakistan the following proposal: 

PART I 

CEASE-FIRE ORDER 

A. The Govern.ments of India and Pakistan agree that 

their respective High Commands will issue seperately and 

simultaneously a cease-fire order to apply to all forces 

under their control in the State of Jammu and Kashmir as of 

the earliest practicable date or dates to be mutually agreed 

upon within four days after these proposals have been accepted 

by both Governments. 

B. The High Commands of the Indian and Pakistan 

forces agree to refrain from taking any measures that might 
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augment the military potential of the forces under their con­

trol in the Sta.te of Jammu and Kashmir. 

(For the nurpose of these nronosals "forces under 

their control" shall be considered to include all forces, 

organised and unorganised, fighting or particinating in 

hostilities on their resne.cti ve sides.) 

c. The Commanders-in-Chief of the forces of Inoia 

and Pakistan shall nromntly confer regarding any necessary 

local changes in present disPositions which may facilitate 

the cease-fire. 

D. In its discretion and as the Commission may find 

Practicable, the Commission will anpoint military observers 

who, under the authority of the Commission and with the 

cooperation of both Commands, will supervise the observance 

of the cease-fire order. 

E. The Government of India and the Government of 

.Pakistan agree to appeal to .their respective neo-ples to 

assist in creating and maintaining an atmosnhere favourable 

to the promotion of further negotiations. 

PART II 

TRU"~E AGREEMENT 

Simultaneously with the acceptance of the nronosal for the 

immediate cessation of hostilities as outlined in Part I, 

both Governments accent the following nrincinles as a basis 

for the formulation of a truce agreement, the details of 

which shall be worked out in discussion between their 

Representatives and the Commission. 
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A.l. As the nresence of troops of Pakistan in the 

territory of the State of Jammu and Kashmir constitutes a 

material change in the situation since it was reoresented 

by the Government of Pakistan before the Security Council, 

the Government of Pakistan agree to withdraw its troons from 

that State. 

2. The Government of Pakistan will use its best 

endeavour to secure the withdrawal from the State of Jammu 

and Kashmir of tribesmen and Pakistan nationals not normally 

resident therein who have entered the State for the purpose 

of fighting. 

3. Pending a final solution, the territory evacua• 

ted by the Pakistan troops will be administered by the 

local authorities under the surveillance of the Commission. 

B.l. When the Commission shall have notified the 

Government of India that the tr;i.besmen and Pakistani nationals 
. I. 

·referred to in PART II, A, 2 hereof have withdrawn, ·thereby 

terminating the situation which was represented by the Govern­

ment of India to the Security Council as having occasioned 

the nresence of Indian forces in the State of Jammu and Kashmir, 

and further, that the Pakistan forces are being withdrawn 

from the State of Jammu and Kashmir, the Government of India 

agrees to begin to withdraw the bulk of ita forces from that 

State in stages to be agreed upon with the Commission. 

2. Pending the acceptance of the conditions for a 

final settlement of the situation in the State of Jammu and 
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Kashmir, tJ~ Indian Government will maintain within the 

lines existing at ·the moment of the cease-fire the minimum 

strength of its forces which in agreement with the Commission 

are considered necessary to assist local authorities in the 

observance of law and order. The Commission will have obser­

vers stationed where it deems necessary. 

3. The Government of India will unrtertake to ensure 

that the Government of the State of Jammu and Kashmir will 

take all measures within its power to make it nublicly knO\Yn 

that neace, law and order will be safeguarded and that all 

human and nolitical rights will be guaranteed. 

C.l. Upon signature, the full text of the Truce 

Agreement or a communique containing· the ~rincinles thereof 

as agreed unon between the two Governments and the Comrnissio n, 

will be made public. 

PART III 

The Government of India and the Government of Pakistan 

reaffirm their wish that the future status of the State of 

J~~u and Kashmir shall be determined in accordance with the 

will of the people. and to that end, upon acceptance ol' the 

Truce Agreement, both Governments agree to enter into coneul• 

tations with the Commission to determine fair and equita.ble 

conditions whereby such free expression will be assured. 
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APPENDIX VI. 

rlE:-JOLU'.riON O.li' THE UN CO.MMISSION .ti'OR 

INDIA AND PAKISTAN, 5 JANUARY 1949 

The United Nations Commissio~ for India and Pakistan, having 

received from the Governments of Ind.ia. and Pakie~an, in co~u-
' . 

nications dated 23 December and 25 December 1948, respecti-

vely, their acceptance of the following princinles w'hich are 

supplementary to the Commission's Resolution of 13 August 

1948: 

1. The question of the access.ion of ttte State of Jammu 

and Kashmir to India or Pakistan will be decided through 

the democratic method of a free and impartial plebiscite; 

2. A plebiscite will be held when it shall be found 

by the Commission that the cease-fire and truce arrangements 

set forth 1n Parts I and II of. the Commission's Resolution 

of 13 August 1948 have been carried out and arrangements fo+ 

the plebiscite have been com~leted; 

3. (a) The Secretary-General of the United Nations,~Yill, 
. 

in agreement w~ith the Commission, nominate a Plebiscite 

Administrator who shall be a norsonality of high international 

standing and commanding general con.fidence. He will be formally 

apnointed to office by the Government of Jammu an~ Kashmir; 

(b) The Plebiscite Administrator shall derive from the 

State of Jammu and Kashmir the nowers he considers necessary 

for organising ·and conducting the nlebiAcite and for ensuring 

the freedom and imnartiality of the nlebiscite; 
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(c) The Plebiscite Administrator shall have the autho­

rity to a~noint such eta!! or Assistants and Observers 

as he may require; 

4. (a) After imnlementation of Parte I and II of the 

Commission's Resolutlon of 1.3 August 1948, and when the. 

Commission is satisfied that peaceful conditione have been 

restored in the State, the Commission and the Plebiscite 

Administrator will determine, in consultation with the 

Government oJ.' India, the final disposal of ;tndian and 

State armed forces, such dis no sal to be with due regard to 

the security of the State and the freedom of the Plebiscite; 

(b) As regards the territory referred to in A, 2 of 

.Part II of the Resolution of 13 August, final disnosal of 

the armed forces in. that territory will be determined by 

the Commission and the Plebiscite Administrator in consul-

tation with the local authorities; 

5. All civil and military authorities within the State 

and the princinal political elements of the State will be 

required to eo-operate \v.1th tne Plebiscite Administrator in 

the preparation for and the holding of the nlebiecite; 

6. (a) All citizens of the State \Vho have left it on 

account of the disturbances will be invited and be free to 

return and to exercise all their rights as such citizens. For 

the purpose of facilitating repatriation there shall be 

a~pointed two Commissions, one composed of nominees of In?ia 

and the other of no.minees of Pakistan. The Commission mall 

operate under the direction of the Plebiscite Administrator~ 

The Government of India and Pakistan and all authorities 
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within the State of Jammu and Kashmir will collaborate with 

the Plebiscite. Administrator in putting this provision into 

effect; 

(b) All persons (other than citizens of the State), who 

on or since 15 August 1947 have entered it for other than 

lawful ourposes, shall be required. to leave the Sta.te; 
' 

7. All authorities within the State of Jammu and 

Kashmir will tmdertake to ensure, in collaboration with the 

Plebiscite Administrator t that.: 

(a) There is no threat, coercion or ~ntimida.tion, 

bribory or other unr'll 1C influence on the vot.!rs in the 

plebiscite; 

(b) No restr1ction.s are pl~ced on legitimate political 

activity throughout the State.. All subjects of the State, 

regardless of creed, caste or party, shall be_ safe and free 

in exnressing their views and in voting on the question of 

the accession of the State ·to India or Pakist~. There shall 

be freedom of press, s-peech and assembly, freedom of travel 

in the State, including freedom of lawful entry and exit; 

(c) All nolitical nrisonerA are released; 

(d) Minorities in all narts of the State are accorded 

a~equate nrotection; and 

(e) There is no victimization. 

8. The Plebiscite Administrator may refer to the 

United Nations Coomisaion for India and Pakistan problems on 

which he may require assistance, and the Commission may in its 

discretion call upon the Plebiscite Administrator to carry 

out on its behalf any of the responsibilities with which it 

has been entrusted; 
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9. At the conclusion of the nlebiscite, the Plebiscite 

Administrator shall report the result thereof to the 

Commission and to the Government of Jammu and Kashmir. The 

Commission shall then certify to the Security Council whether 

the plebiscite has or has not been free and impartial. 

10. Upon the signature of the Truce Agreement, the 

details of the foregoing proposals will be elaborated in 

the consultations envisaged in Part III of the Commission•s 
.. 

Resolution of 13 August 1948. The Plebiscite Administrator 

will be full:r associated in these consultations; 

Commends the Govcrnmento of India. and Pakistan for 

their uromnt action in ordering a cease-fire to take effect 

from one minute before midnight of l January l949t pursuant 

to the agreement arrived ut as nrovi0ed for by the Commission's 

Resolution of 13 August 1948; and 

Resolven to r~turn in the immediate future to the Sub-

continent to discharge the responsibilities imPosed. upon it 

by the Resolution of 13 August 1948 and by the foregoing 

principles. 
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APPENDIX VII 

I 

RESOLUTION OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL 

14 MARCH 1950 
(S/1469) 

Having received and noted the ·reports o.f the United Nations 

Commission for India and Pakistan, established by the 

Resolutions of 20 January a.nd 21 April 1948; 

Having also received and noted the reoort of General 

A.G.L. McNaughton on the outcome of his discussions with 

the re-oresentatives of India and Pakistan which were initia-

ted in nursuance of the dec.ioion taken by the Security 

Council on 17th December 1949; 

Commending the Governments of India and Pakistan for 

their statesmenlike action in reaching the agreements 

embodied in the United Nations Commission's Resolutions of 

13 August 1948 and 5 January 1949 for a cease-fire, for the 

demilitarization of the State of Jammu and Kashmir and for 

for the determination of its final disnosition in accordance 

with the will of the people through the democratic method 

of a free and impartial ~lebiscite and commending the 

parties in particular for their action in ~artially imple­

menting these resolutions by, 

(l) The cessation of he stili ti.e8 effected on l January 

1949, . 
(2) The establishment of a ceaae-fire line on 27. July 

1949, and 
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(3) The agreement that Fleet Admiral Cheater w. Nimitz 

shall be Plebiscite Administrator; 

Considering that the resolution of the outstanding 

difficulties should be based unon the suhstantial measure of 

agreement on fundamental princinles already reached, and that 

steps should be taken forthwith for the demilit•rization of 

the State and for the exneditious determination of its future 

in accordance with the freely expressed will of the inhabi­

tants; 

The Security Council, 

1. Calls upon the Governments of India and .Pakistan to 

make immediate arrangements, without prejudice to their 

rights or claims and with due regard to the r·equirementa of 

law and order, to prepare and execute within a period of five 

months from the date of this Resolution a programme of demi• 

litarization o~ the basis of the principles of paragranh 2 

of General McNaugbton's ~ronosal or of such modifications 

of those principles as may be mutually agreed; 

2. Decides to anpoint a United Nations R~presentative 

for the following nurnosea who shall have authority to perform 

his functions in such nlaco or places as he may deem aPnro-

nriate: 

(a) to assist in the pre-paration and to su~rviae the 

implementation of the progr~me of demilitarization referred 

to above and to interpret the agreements reached by the narties 

for demilit~u·ization, 
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(b) to place himself at the disposal of the Governments 

of India and Pakistan and to place before those Governments 

or the Security Council any suggestions which, in his opinion, 

are likely·tn contribute to tbe expeditious and enduring 

solution of the dispute whieh.has arisen between the two 

Governments in regard to the.State of Jammu and Kashmir. 

(c) To exorcise all of the nowera and responsibilities . 

devolvtng unon the United Nations Commission by reason of 

existing Resolutions of the Security Council and by reason of 

the agreement of the parties embodied in the Resolution of 

the United nations Commission of 13 AuguAt 1948 and 5 January 

1949, 

(d) to arrange at the appropria.te stage of demilitari• 

zation for the as~umntion by the Plebiscite Administrator 

of the functions assigned to the latter under agreements 

made bct,veon the parties, 

(e) to report to the Security Council as he may consider 

necess~ry submitting his conclusions and a.ny recommendations 

which he may desire to make; 

3. Requests tho two Governments to take all necessary 

nrecautions to ensure that their agreements regarding the 

cease-tire shall continue to be faithfully observed, and 

calls upon them to take all possible measures to ensure the 

creation and maintenance of an atmosnhere favourable to the 

nromotion of further negotiations; 

4. Extends ita best thanks to the members of the United 

Nations Commission for India and Pakistan and to General A.G.L. 
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McNaughton for their arduous and fruitful labours; 

s. Agrees that the United Nations Commission for 

India and Pakistan shall be terminated, and decides that 

this shall take place one month after both nartiea have 

informed the United. Nations Representative of their accept­

ance of the transfer to him of the powers and resnonsibilities 

of the United Nations Commission referred to in paragranh 

2(c) above. 
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APPENDIX VIII 

RESOLUTION OE THE SECURITY COUNCIL 

30 MARCH 1951 
(S/2017 /Rev 1 • 1 ) 

Having received and. noted the report of Sir Owen Dixon, 

the United Nations Representative for India and Pakistan, on 

his mission initiated by the Security Council Resolution of 

14 March 1950; 

Observing that the Governments of India and Pakistan 

have accepted the provisions of the United Nations Commission 

for India and Pakistan Resolution of 13 August 1948 and 

5 January 1949; and have reaffirmed their desire that the 

future of the State of Jammu and Kashmir shall be decided 

through the democratic method of a free and impartial plebi­

scite conducted under the ausnicee of the United Nations; 

Observing that on 27 October 1950 the General Council 

of the "All Jammu and Kashmir National Conference" adopted 
I., 

a reoolution recommending the convening of a Constituent 

Assembly for the purpose of determining the "Future shape 

and affiliations of the State of Jammu and Kashmir11 ; obser­

ving further from the statements of responsible authorities 

'that action is proposed to convene such a Constituent Assembly 

and that the area from which such a Constituent Assembly 

would be elected is only a part of the whole territory of 

Jammu and Kashmir; 

Reminding the Governments and Authorities concerned 

of the princinle embodied in the Security Council Resolutions 
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of 21 April 1948., 3 June .1948 and 14 March 1950 and the 

United Nations Commission for India and Pakistan Resolutions 

of 13 August 1948 and 5 January 1949, that the final disno­

·sition of the State of Jammu and Kashmir will be made in 

accordance with the will of the neople exnressed through 

the democratic method of a free and 1mnart1al nlebiacite 

conducted under the aus,.,ices of the United Nations; 

Affirming that the convening of a Constituent Assembly 

as recommen.ded by the General Council of the nAll Jammu and 

Kashmir National Conference,n and any action that Assembly 

might attempt to take to determine the future shape and 

affiliations of the entire State or any part thereof would 

not constitute a disposition of the State in accordance with 

th~ above principle; 

Declaring its belief that it is the duty of the Security 

Council 1n carrying out its primary resnonsibility for the 

maintenance of international peace and security to aid the 
• 

narties to reach an amicable solution of the Kashmir disnute 

and that a ptompt settlement of this disnute is of vital 

imnortance to the maintenance of international neace and 

security; 

Observing from Sir Owen Dixon's report that the main 

noints of difference preventing agreement between the parties 

were: 

(a) the procedure for and the extent of demilitari• 

zation or the State preparatory to the holding of a plebiscite; 

and 
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,, 

{b) the degree of control over the exercise of the 

functions of Government in the State necessary to ensure a 

free and fair pl3biscite; 

The Security Council, 

1. Accepts, in compliance with his ·request, Sir Owen 

Dixon's resignation and expresses its gratitude to Sir Owen 

for the great ability and devotion \'lith which be carri~d out 

his mission; 

2. Decides to anpoint ·a United Nations Representative 

for India and .Pakistan in succession to Sir Owen Dixon; 

3. Instructs the United .Nations Representative to 

nroceed to the Sub-continent'and; after consultation with 

the Government of India and Pakistan, to effect the demili• 

tarization of the State of Jammu .and Kashmir on the basis 

of the Unitod Nations Commission for India and Pakistan 

Resolutions of 13 August 1948 and 5 January 1949; 

4. Calls upon the parties to co-operate with the United 

Nations Representative to the fullest degree in effecting .. 
the demilitarization ot the State of Jammu and Kashmir; 

s. Instructs the United Nations Representative to 

report to the Security Council wi~hin three months from the 

date of his arrival on the Sub-continent·. If, at the time 

of this report, he has not effected demilitarization in 

accordance with paragraph 3 above, or obtained the agreement 

of the parties to a plan for effecting such demilitarization, 

the Uni~ed Nations Representative shall report to the Security 

Council those ~oints of difference between the parties in 
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regard to the interpretation and execution of the agreed 

Resolution of 13 August 1948 and 5 January 1949 which he 

considers must be resolved to enable such demili tarizatio~~· c 

to be carried out; 

6. 
l ~ 

Calls upon the parties, in the event of t.!!eir { 

discussions with the United Nations Representative faili 

in his o~inion to result in full agreement, to accept arbi­

tration upon all outstanding.noints of difference renorte 

by the United Nations Representative in accordance with 

paragraph 5 above; such arbitration to be carried out by an 

Arbitrator, or a panel of Arbitrators, to be aPpointed by 

the President of the International Court of Justice after 

consultation with the parties; 

7. Decides that the Military Observer Groun shall 

continue to supervise the cease-fire in the State; 

~. 

8. Requests the Governments of India and Pakistan to 

ensure that their agreement regarding the cease-fire shall 

continue to be faithfully observed and calls upon them to 

take all possible measures to ensure the creation and main­

tenance of an atmosnhere favourable to the promotion of 

further negotiations and to refrain from any action likely 

to,prejudice a just and peaceful settlement; 

9. Requests the Secretary-General to provide the United 

Nations Representative for India and Pakistan with such 

services and facilities as may be necessary in carrying out 

the terms of this Resolution. 
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APPENDIX IX 

RESOLUTION OF THB SECURITY COUNCIL 

lO(~J~~)~R 1951. 

The Security Council, 

Havlng received and noted the report of Dr. Frank 

Graham, the United Nations Representative for India and Pakistan, 

on his mission initiated by the Security Council Resolution of 

30 March 1951, and having heard Dr. Graham's address to tle 

Council on 18 October, 

Noting with approva.l the basis for a nrogramme of demili· 

tarization which could be ca.rried out in conformity with the 

previous undertakings of the parties, nut forward. by the United 

Nations Representative in his communication of 7 September 1951 

to the Prime Ministers of India and Pakistan: 

1. ·Notes with gratification the declared agr~~~~ent .. ·, ~· 

of the two parties to those parts of Dr. Graham's proposals 

which reaffirm their determination to work for a peaceful 

settlement, their will. to observe the ce~ase-fire agreement and 

their acceptance of the principle ·that the accession of the 

State of Jammu and Kashmir should be determined by a free .and 

impartial plebiscite under the ausnices of the United Nations; 

2. Instructs the United Nations Representative to conti­

nue his efforts to obtain agreement of the parties on a plan 

for effecting the demilitarization of the State of Jammu and 

Kashmir; 

3. Calls uDon the parties to co-onerate with the United 

Nations Representative to· the fullest degree in his efforts to 

resolve the outstanding noints of difference between them; 
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4. Instructs the United Nations Representative to 

renort to the Security Council on his efforts, together with 

his views concerning the nroblema confided to him, not later 

than six weeks after this Resolution comes into effect. 
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APPENDIX X 

RESOLUTION OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL 

23- DECEHB·m 1952 

(S/2883) 

The Security Council, 

Recalling ita Resolutions of 30 March 1951, 30 Anril 

1951 and 10 November 1951; 

Furth~r recalling the provisions of the United Nations 

Commission for India and Pakistan.Resolutions of 13 August 

1948 and 5 January 1949 ~hich were accepted by the Govern• 

menta of India and .Pakistan and which urovided that the 
~ 

question of the accession of the State of Jammu and Kashmir 

to India or Pakistan will be decided through the democratic 

method of a free and impartial plebiscite conducted under 

the ausuices of the United Nationet 

Having received the Third Renort dated 22 Anril 1952 

and the Fourth Re~ort dated 16 September 1952 of the United 

Nations Representative for India and Pakistan; 

Endorses the general ~rincinles on which the United 

Nations Reprenentative has sought to bring about agreement 

between the Governmonto of In~ia and Pakistan; 

Noteo with gratification that the United Nations Repre• 

sentative has reported that the Governments of India and 

Pakistan have accepted all but two of the naragranha ot his 

twelve-noint proposals; 

Notes that agreement on a plan of demilitarization of 

the State of Jammu and Kashmir has not been reached because 

the Governments of India and Pakistan have not agreed on the 
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whole of paragranh 7 of the twelve-noint proposals; 

Urges the Governments of India and Pakistan to enter into 

_,_ immediate negotiations under the auspices of the United Nations 

Representative for India and Pakistan in order to reach agree­

ment on the specific number of forces to remain on each side 

of the cease-fire line at the end of the period of demilitari­

zation, this number to be between a,ooo and 6,ooo armed forces 

remaining on the Pakistan side of the cease-fire limand 

between 12,000 and 18 7 000 armed ·forces remaining on the Inoia 

side of the cease-fire line, as suggested by the United Nations 

Representative in his proposals of 16 July 1952 (Anne.x III 

of S/2783) such specific number to be arrived at bearing in 

mind the principles of critaria contained in paragranh 7 of 

the United Nations Representative's proposal of 4 September 

1952 (Annex VIII of S/2783); 

Records its gratitude to the United Nationa Representative 

for India and Pakistan for the great efforts which he has made 

to achieve a settlement and 

Requests him to continue to make his service available 

to the Governments of India and Pakistan to this end; 

.Requests the Governments of India and Pakistan to report 

to the Security Council not later than. thirty days from the 

date of the adoption of this Resolution; and further requests 

the United Nations Representative for India and Pakistan to 

keen the Security Council informed of any progress. 
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A.PPENDIX XI 

RESOLUTION OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL 

24 JANUARY 1957 
(S/3778) 

The Security Council, 

Having heard statements from representatives of the 

Governments of India. and Pakistan concerning the dispute over 

the State of Jammu and Kashmir, 

Reminding the Governments and Authorities concerned of 

the Principle embodied 1n ita Resolutions or 21 April 1948, 

3 June 1948, 14 March 1950 and 30 March 1951, and the United 

Nations Commission for India and Pakistan resolutions of 

13 August 1948 and 5 January 1949, that the final disnosition 

of the State of Jammu and Kashmir will be made in accordance 

with the will of the people expreoaed through tbe democratic 

method of a free and imnartial plebiscite conducted under 

the ausrices of the United Nations. 

Raaffirma the affirmation 1n its resolution of 30 March 

1951 and declares that ~e convening of a Constituent Assembly 

as recommended by the General Council or the "All Jammu and 

Kashmir National Conference" and any action that Assembly may 

have taken or might attempt to take to determine the future 

shaoe Gl.nd affiliation of the entire State or any nart thereof, 

or action by the parties concerned in suunort of any euch 

action by the Assembly, would not constitute a disnosition of 

the State in accordance with the above principle; 

Decides to continue its consideration of the disnute. 
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APPENDIX XII 

RESOLUTION OF T~ SECURITY COUNCIL 

21 !i'~BRU14RY 1957 
(S/3778 and Corr.,l) 

The Security Council, 

Recalling its Resolution of January 24, 1957, its pre­

vious resolutions and the resolutions of the United Nations 

Commission for India and Pakistan on the India-Pakistan 

Question, 

Requests the President of the S~curity Council, the 

renreRentative of Sweden, to examine with the Governments of 

India and Pakistan any pronosals which, in his on1n1on, are 

likely to .contribute towards the settlement of the disnute, 

having regard to the previous Resolutions of the Security 

Council and of thf! United Nations Commission for India and 

Pakistan to visit the subcontinent for this purpose; and 

to repOrt to the Security Council not later than April 15, 

1957; 

Invites the Governments of India and Pakistan to co• 

onerate with him :i.n the performance of these functionsJ 

Requests the Secretary-General and the United Nations 

repreP.entative for India and Pakistan to render such assistance 

ao he may request. 
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A.!?PENl>IX XIII 

RESOLUTION {)F THE SECURITY COUNCIL 

2 DECSl'IB~ 1957 
(S/:3922) 

The Security Council, 

Having received and noted with an~reciation the report 
I 

of 1>1r. Gunnar. V. Jarring, the representative of Sweden·, on 

the mission undertaken by him pursuant to the Security 

Council.Reeolution ot 21st February, 1957; 
' 

Expressing its thanks to Mr. Jarring for the care and 

ability with which he has carried out hie mission;. 

Observing with a~preciation the expressions made by 

both ~arties of sincere willingness to co•operate \v.ith the 

UN in finding a peaceful solution; 

Observing furthor that the Governments of India and 

Pakistan recognize and accent the provisions of its ResolU• 

tion dated 17 Janunry·l948 and of the Resolutions of the UN 

Commission for India and Pakiotan dated 13 August 1948 and 

5th January 1949, which envisage in accordance with their 

terms the determination of the future status of the State 

of Jammu and Kashmir in accordance with the Will of the 

?eople through ·the democratic method of a free and impartial 

nlJbiacite, nnd that Mr. Jarring felt it annronriate to 

cxnlore tvhat was impe -iing their full 1mnlementation; 

Concclrned ovur the lack of progress toward a settlement 

of th~ dionute which his report manifests; 

Considering tht:J im?ortance \Vhich it has attached to d~­

militarisation of the State of Jammu and Kashmir as one of 

the steps towards a settlement. 
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Recalling its previous Resolutions and the Resolutions 

of UNCIP on the India-Pakistan question; 

1. Requests the Government of India and the Government 

of P~ristan to refrain from making any statements and from 

doing or causing to be done or permitting any acts which might 

aggravate the situation and to appeal to their respective 

peoples·to assist ln creating and maintaining an atmosphere 

favourable to the promotion of further negotiations; 

2. Requests the United Nations Renresentative for India 

anQ Pakistan to mak~ any r6comrnendations to the parties for 

further annronriate action w.ith a view to making progress 

toward: the implementation of the Resolutions of the United 

Nations Commission for India and Pakistan of !3 August 1948 

and 5 January 1949 an.d toward a peaceful settlement; 

3. Authorises the UN Representative to visit the Sub­

continent for these purposes; and 

4. Instructs the UN Representative to report to the 

Security Council on his efforts as soon as possible. 
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APPENDIX XIV 

RESOLUTION Oli' THE SECURITY COUNCIL· ' 

4 SEPTEt.ffi~R 1965 

(S/RES/209) 

The security Council, 

Noting the Report of the Secretar~-General (S/66til) 

dated September 3, l966t 

Having heard the statements of the r epresenta.tives of 

India and Pakistan; 

Concerned at the deteriorating situation along the 

cease-fire line ·in Kashmir; . 

1. Calls unon the Governments of India and Pakistan 

to take forthwith all stens 'for an immediate cease-fire; 

2. Calls unon the two·Governments to respect the 

cease-fire line and have all armed personnel of each party 

withdrawn to its own side of ,the line; 

3. Calls upon the two Go'vernments to cooperate fully· 

with the United Nations Military Observer Group in India and 

Pakistan in 1 ts task of supervising ·the observance of the 

cease-fire; 

4. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the 

Council within .three days on the implementation of this 

Resolution. 
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APPENDIX XV 

RESOLUTION OF THE SECU.dl'l'Y COUNCIL 

6 SEPTEMBER 1965 

(S/RES/210) 

The Security Council, 

Noting the Report by the Secretary General on develop­

ments in the situation in Kashmir since the adoption of the 

Security Council Cease-fire Resolution on 4 September 1965 

(S/RES/209/1965) being document S/6661 dated 6 September, 

1965; 

Noting with deen concern the extension of the fighting 

which adds immeasurably to the seriousness of the situation, , 

1. Calls upon the Parties to cease hostilities in the 

entire area of conflict immediately, and promptly withdraw 

all armed personnel back to the positions held by them before 

5 August, 1965; 

2. Requests the Secretary General to exert every 

possible effort to give effect to this Resolution and the 

Resolution of 4 September 1965, to take all measures possible 

to strengthen the UNMOGIP, and to keen the Council promptly 

and currently informed on the implementation of the Resolutions 

and on the situation in the area; 

3. Decides to keen this issue under urgent and conti• 

nuous review so that the Council may determine what further 

steps may be necessary to secure peace and security in the 

area. 
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APPENDIX XVI 

.tiESOLUTI0!1 OF THE S~CURITY COUNCIL 

20 S3PTi:NB.1R 1965 

(S/RES/211) 

The Security Council, 

f~ving considered the Reports of the Secretary-General 

on his consultations \nth the Govern~ents of India and 

Pakistan, commending the Secretary-General for his unrelenting 

efforts in furtherance of the objectives of the Security 

Council's Resolutions of 4 and 6 September; 

laving heard the statements of the RePresentatives of 

India and Pakistan; 

Noting the differing replies by the parties to an anpeal 

for a cease-fire as set out in the Report of the Secretary­

General (S/6683), but noting further with concern that no 

cease-fire has yet come into being; 

Convinced thnt an early cessation of hostilities is 

essential as a first aten towards a peaceful settlement of 

the outstanding differences between the two countries on 

Kashmir and other related matters; 

1. Demands that a cease-fire should take effect on 

Wednesday, 22 September 1965, at 0700 hours GMT and calla 

upon both Governments to issue orders for a cease-fire at 

that moment and a subsequent withdrawal of all armed personnel 

back to the Positions held by them before 5 August 1965; 

2. Requests the Secretary-General to nrovide the 

necessary assistance to ensure supervision of the cease-fire 

and withdrawal of all armed ~rsonnelJ 

3. Calls on all States to refrain from any action which 
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might aggravate the situation in the area; 

4. Decides to consider as soon as operative paragranh 1 

of the Council's resolution 210 of 6 Se~tember has been 

implemented, what steps could be taken to assist towards a 

settlement of the political problem underlying the present 

conflict, and in the meantime calls on the two Governments 

to utilize all peaceful means, including those listed in 

Article 33 of the Charter, to this end; 

s. Requests the Secretary-General to exert every 

'Possible effort to give effect to this Resolution, to seek 

a. "Peaceful solution, and. to report to the Security Council 

thereon. 
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APPENDIX XVII 

RESOLUTION OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL 

27 SEPTEMBER 1965 

(S/RES/214) 

The Security Council, 

Noting Reports of the Secretary-General (S/6710, add. 1 

and 2); 

Reaffirming its Resolutions of 4, 6 and 20 September 

l966 (S/Res/209, S/Res/210, S/Res/211); 

Expressing the grave concern of the Council that the 

cease-fire agreed to unconditionally by the Government or 
India and Pakistan is not holding; 

Recalling that the cease-fire demand in the Council's 

Resolution was unanimously endorsed by the Council and 

agreed to by the Governments of both India and Pakistan; 

Demands that the parties urgently honour their commit• 

ments to the Council to observe the cease-fire; and further 

calls upon ~he parties promptly to withdraw all armed 

personnel as necessary steps in the full implementation of 

the Resolution of September 20. 
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1\?J?.SIIDIX .XVIII 

RESOLUTION Oi TH& dECUrliTY COUNCIL 

5 NOV}.!t-lBdR 1965 

(S/R&S/215) 

The Security Council, 

Regretting the delay in the full achievement of a 

comnlcte and effective cease-fire and a nromnt withdrawal of 

armed uoroonnel to the nositione held by them be:f'ore 5 August 

1965 1 as called for in its Resolutions 209 (1965) of 4 Sept­

emb~r, 210 (1965) of 6 September, 211 (1965) of 20 September 

and 214 (1965) of 27 SeT>tember 1965; 

1. Reaffirms its Resolution 211 (1965) of 20 September 

1965 in all ita ~arta; 

2. Requests tho Governments of India and .Pak1.stan to 

cooperate towards ~full 1mplem~ntation of paragranh 1 of 

Reoolution 211 (1965); calla upon them to instruct their 

armed personnel to eo-operate with the United Nations and 

cease 9.11 military activity; and insists that there be an 

end to violntions of the cease-fire; 

3. Demands the prompt and unconditional execution of 

the proposal already agreed to tn principle by the Governments 

of India and Pakistan that their representatives meet with 

a suitable representative o£ the Secretary General, to be 

annointed without delay after consultation with both na.rt1es, 

tor the ~uruose of formulating an agreed ~lan and schedule 

for the ~-;ithdra.\vala by both 1'\9.rt1es; urges that sueh a 

moet:ing shall take T>l1.ce as soon ao 'Dossible and that such 

a nlan contain a time•limit on ita im~lementation; and 
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and requests._ th(;t .. Sec::retary-Oener~d. to· report on the progress 

achieved in _:this respect withiri three we·ek.s of the adoption 

of the pr~esent resolution; - ' . 

"- ." ·, 

Reque·ats the Secretary•Ge_nera~ to submit for its. 

consideration as soon· as· possible a·· report on compliance with 

the pre~ent resolution. 
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