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One of the cardinal princi-
ple of presiding is that the
chair remains neutral or at

least pretends to be so. Unfortu-
nately, our worthy president gives
his opinion first and conducts dis-
cussion afterwards.

Nevertheless, it is kind of him to
allow the nation to discuss the Kash-

mir problem under his guidance.
The first point to be discussed then
is the legitimacy of the president
and the COAS to negotiate the
solution of the Kashmir knot.

President Musharraf took over
the country to become its self ap-
pointed Chief Executive, then he
became the un-elected President
by holding the notorious referen-
dum. Now he is genuinely an
elected president after the 17th
amendment to the constitution. But
he seems to be on the path of ne-
gating his own presidency. He was
elected President only by promis-
ing to leave the position of COAS
by 31 December 2004.

Ifhe does not do so, then he shall
cancel his own legitimacy as Presi-
dent. The MMA support for elect-
ing General Musharraf as presi-
dent was conditional and this
condition was accepted by the
president. So without fulfilling
that condition his election be-
comes null and void. In order
to legitimize his position as the
President, General Musharrafmust
leave the office of the COAS.

Only then will he become the
legitimate President in accordance
with the constitution of Pakistan.
The ARD stand against the presi-
dency will not hold any,ground
and Musharraf can legitimately
proceed to negotiate the settlement
of the Kashmir problem with In-
dia.

Secondly, President Musharraf
wants the nation to think of a solu-
tion to the Kashmir knot away
from the resolutions of the UN
Security Council. It is appreciable
that he has kept the discussion
open, therefore it is expected that
he will not try to make it alone.

He must listen to what the inde-
pendent section of the nation tells
him; not what the ruling party, the
serving bureau-
crats or the serv-

, ingmilitarybrass
tell him. He
should also be
careful of the so
called intellectu-
als who had re-
joiced about his

"'~ar1ierutterances
on these lirles'
when he made a
statement to the

;?~ct that he""'f>,. ..In.

international agreements cannot
be overruled by internallegisla-
tion.

An argument goes that our stand
has not been given support by the
world community. This isno doubt
true, but the cause is our consist-
ently poor government and defec-
tive foreign policy. In1962, when
our Chinese friends asked us to
make use of the then prevailing.
opportunity and grab Kashmir I
from India, we slept over it. In
fact, we approached the US to pre-
vail upon India to hold a plebiscite
in Kashmir. Now, if there is such
an opportunity, would the Chi-
nese again suggest such a course
of action?

Suppose India goes to the United
Nations now and says that in view
of the Tashkent and Simla agree-
ments, the Kashmir question
should be ousted from the UN
agenda. Do we think anybody will
support Pakistan? Even our friends
will argue that our president him-
self says that we can talk on Kash-
mir without UN resolutions - how
can they say anything against the
Indian move?

Let us be consistent on our prin-
cipled stand, and there will notbe
any dearth of support. After all,
the leading nations of the world
did pass the two Security Council
Resolutions in 1948-49.

Unfortunately India thinks that
one day it will become so power-
ful that it will be able to force its
decision upon Pakistan as well as
upon the population of Kashmir.
Maybe they can achieve that
hegemonic stature in the distant
future, but in that case it will be
like a forced marriage. Whenever
the people will gain power, they
will divorce India. SoPakistan must
not become impatient to give up a I

just and fair provision in the form
of the United Nations resolutions.

We can wait for a few more years
or many more decades but a just
cause must never be abandoned.
Sometimes even a weaker country
can acquire strength to force a just
solution. If the Kashmiris want to
join Pakistan, they will join us
sooner or later. Giving in to the

Indian obstinacy
iscertainlynotac- j
ceptable for a just
cause and for uni-
versally recog-
nized resolutions.

The Indians
also say that they I
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gious grounds.
Surely it should
not be so. The
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the entire state of
Jammu andKash-
mir should decide
the fate of the en-
tire state. That is
what theUNreso-
lutions say.

Musharraf
seems to be in a

hurry to achieve solutions to all
problems. We pray he can do so,
but he should know as a com-
mando that a lot of hard work is
required before undertaking op-
erations. If we just go without
preparations then we can meet the
fate of our disastrous commando
operations in 1965. Working on
such problems with consistency is
a laudable effort, but solution for
the sake of solution is undesirable.

Anybody could have gone to In-
dia and solved all issues and prob-
lems between us in a few hours by
giving in to the Indian demands.
We have had all types of rulers in
the past, but none changed our
principled Kashmir policy.
Musharraf is also inclined to take
unilateral decisions.

He went to Agra and was about
to sign an agreement without the
nation knowing anytru'rfg"abolltit.
At that time even the elections.had.
not been held and the Chief Ex-
ecutive could not have taken a de-
cisionof such vital magnitude. Now
we have a parliament in place,
whatever its quality. The Presi-
dent should get endorsement of
his proposed line of thinking from
a two-thirds majority in the parlia-
ment. Or else a national referen-
dum should be held to endorse the
changes.

Some Indian intellectuals have
expressed the view that they will
prefer to deal withMusharrafrather
than any elected politician. They
too know that here is a man who
can take any decision and thedumb
Pakistani nation will keep gazing
at the sky fordivine guidance. Presi-
dent Musharraf is. sincere, patri-
otic and capable, but leaving eve-
rything to one person is not advis-
able. During the last couple of days
a new development has eroded
the confidence of the nation in a
political party, which is a coalition
partner of the PML (Q).

The supreme leaderofMQMhas
given a statement in India that if
he was around before partition he
would not have voted for the crea-
tion of Pakistan, or words to that
effect. Mr Altaf Hussain's visit to
India had the approval of the gOVe
ernment of Pakistan. Shall we then

, conclude that thegovernment holds
the same views"'asMr Hussain?

If not; then the MQM-PML(Q)
coalition has no legitimacy. Their
ministers will be more loyal totheir
party boss than President
Musharraf. However if the Gov-
ernment agrees with what its part-
ner's boss has said, then a national
discussion should be initiated on
this issue, which affects the very
foundations of Pakistan.
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I Council resolu-

tions.
TheUnitedNa-

tions Security
Council Resolu-
tions are the ba-
sis of solving the
Kashmir knot due
to many reasons, some of which
are mentioned below.

Firstly, the two resolutions were
accepted by both Pakistan and In-
dia. It is especially important be-
cause these resolutions were ac-
cepted when the two great founder
statesmen of the sub-continent,
Jawaharlal Nehru of India and
Quaid-I-Azam Mohammad Ali
Jinnah, were governing the two
newly born states.

Secondly the fact that the con-
tents of the resolutions call for a
free and fair plebiscite to deter-
mine whether the state of Jammu
and Kashmir should join India or
Pakistan, is more current today
than it was in 1948.The will of the
people is being sought even in
those places in the world where
previously there was no dispute.
West Irian has become an inde-
pendent state after ascertaining the
wishes of the population there.
Scores of countries that were part
of the USSRwere liberated in Cen-
tral Asia and Eastern Europe on
this very basis.

Even the USA is trying to ascer-
tain the wishes of the people of
Iraq and Afghanistan. Hence this
provision of a plebiscite cannot be
said to be outdated. Thirdly the
Indians often quote the reason that
if a plebiscite is held in the State of
Jammu and Kashmir, then many
other Indian States shall demand
a plebiscite and they fear that a
Pandoril's box will be opened up.

Some Indians even advance the
argument that Pakistan also hold
plebiscites in the provinces ofSindh
and Baluchistan. The answer to
both these arguments is simple -
that the cases of the other states of
India and Pakistan have not been
submitted to the UN, so there is no
question of holding a plebiscite in
such states or provinces.

Fourthly, the Indians are not ac-
cepting Kashmir as a dispute. Even
when they accept it, they say that
the dispute is about Azad Kash-
mir and the Northern Areas, not
for those areas held by India. They
claim that the Maharaja of Kash-
mir opted to join India in 1947.
The answer is that the UN resolu-
tions passed afterwards negate all
previous claims. Hence the entire
state of Jammu and Kashmir is a
disputed territory by international
standards.

Fifthly there is an argument that
the state ofJammu and Kashmir is
part of India by virtue of constitu-
tional amendment by the Indian
parliament, and that without a con-
stitutional amendment passed by
two-thirds majority, this status can-
not be changed. The answer is that
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