not observed then the breeding
ground for doubts continues to ex-

and. Many Pakistanis believe that
Indmmestalkstobwhme and delays
the . Excuses of varied nature
are applied at appropriate stages. The
Pakistanis are of the view that dia-
logue is meant to seek a resolution of
the outstanding dispute that has be-
deviled the relations between India
and Pakistan and consumed an enor-
" their scarce re-

itk precondltwns
ns for any dialogue

alogue between

er] t and the leaders
freedom movement was
to be prevented by the

ly if conditions are set

e | before a dialogue is resumed between

| India and Pakistan and in consequence

| it affects the chances of dialogue-re-

sumption. the offer of a dia-

logue on April 18, Indian prime Minis-

: thevn?nweeday tha.tmm:l%gcl?ndmons on
- e could o

; be reamed if the cross border termnlr{{

| ism ‘and the camps of ter-

oyed. The Palqstam re-

p e Line of Control. For a
: wh:leuloohedthaxtheuumatwe would
| Dot be able to move ahead. However,

e for negotiations on

the Indian govern-:
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trived prevalent notions: There exist
many unduly promoted notions that
were popularised with a view to
strengthen Indian claim over Kashmir.
All these contrived notions need to be
subjected to realistic assessment.
Among these theories/notions few
need to be mentioned here. First, if
Kashmir leaves the Indian Union
India’s secular identity would be com-
pletely destroyed. This only implies
that Indian secularism is heavily de-

‘pendent upon the retention of Kashmir

and is so weak that it can only survive

-onasdbrignitie Kashiiir-stays' within the
gthenithe re-si!/Indian/Unionii Thisappears tobeé an
m@hrevk innieéessarilylovérProjected mivtion

+ Tony o At

Admittedly Kastimiris the ohly Muslim
majority state within the Indian Union
but the concept of secularism was not
really evolved for the retention of a
Muslim state within the Indiart Union.
The Second popular notion, which is
often, projected stresses that if Kash-
mir were allowed to go its own way, it
would establish a dangerous prece-
dent, which could cause trouble for
the Indian Union. While theoretically
there seems to be some truth in it and
Kashmir's departure from the Indian
Union can establish a dangerous
precedent, but one must make a dis-
tinction here between Kashmir dispute
and other movements in India. Indeed
Kashmir is not just the product of mis-
handling of the partition processes by
the departing British but it is consid-
ered to be part of the unfinished
agenda of the partition whereas all
other similar movements grew out of
Indian mal-governance. Third, India
wants to use the conflict in order to
maintain a consistent economic pres-

c dda

burden upon India than on Pakistan.
Fourth, some interest groups enor-
mously benefit from the conflict. This
can be argued on the basis interplay of
the vested groups. This could be true
of both countries. Fifth notion re-
volves around the notion that Kashmir
is not the cause of conflict between
India and Pakistan but merely a symp-
tom of their irreconcilable difference.
The answer the Pakistanis often ad-
vance is that resolve the Kashmir dis-
pute and you will see how quickly all
other issues are resolved.
rin@ Rectignising thie ground veslitiest
i1To ereate conducive environment an

I enabling the two parties to'ifiitiate a
dialogue and keep thé hardliners at
bay, it is imperative to recognise and
acknowledge the ground realities. As
far as Kashmir is concerned both India
and Pakistan must take cognisance of
existing realities.

4. Establishing a framework for ne-
gotiation: For any successful negotia-
tions some form of framework needs
to be established. As far as the Kash-
mir dispute is concerned two sets of
frameworks already exist. The United
Nations Resolutions not only reflect a
multilateral approach to resolve the
dispute buf also represent the existing
UN framework for negotiations. The
second principled framework had
been established by the Simla agree-
ment. While Simla agreement offered
a bilateral framework, it did not spec-
ified how long would be the time lag
towards the initiation of the bilateral
negotiations. The underlying spirit of
the last clause of the Simla agreement
clearly refers to the start of the future
negotiations soon. No one ever imag-

g 7 lluted the good sense prevailed and the In- | ] . ined that India would take 22 years in
y Imusphmo;gomgem diani began to send feelers that dia- Pervaiz |I||Ia| Cheema order to start negotiations on the
 ronment is not an east task. It logue could be resumed even without The writer works for Islamabad ~ Kashmir dispute. Either one of the ex-
“decisions to the often-repeated conditions. While Policy Research Institute isting frameworks could be employed

d for better under- Vajpayee appears to be keen and sin- icheema@ipri-pak.org or a new one can be worked out
- which is to be fol- cere towards the holding of talks, P 2D 4. Accommodating Sensitivities:
gmungcertmn number of many of his colleagues seem to be sure on Pakistan. Many Pakistanis ad- For a pragmatic solution both sides
reqmsm If the pre-requisites are ~ somewhat unsure and unenthusiastic.  here to this notion. But the current re-  need to take into consideration each
i 2. Realistic assessments of con- ality seems to indicate more economic  other’s sensitivities. Pakistanis are un-

likely to accept the existing partition.
In other words making the LoC as the
permanent border appears to be to-
tally unacceptable to the Pakistanis.

Similarly the Indians are unlikely to

give up the entire Kashmir either
through plebiscite or negotiations es-
pecially districts like Jammu, Kathua,
Udhampur, and Leh, which are over-
whelmingly non-Muslim. No negotia-
tion is likely to reach its logical con-
clusion if the two parties are unwilling
to accommodate each other over cer-
tain sensitive aspects of the issue or

digpute. The negotiating' parties need
Uto'recognise that they may have to
'step down to their ardently held posi- -

tions.

5. Recognising the dictates of the
time: The ultimate goals of both India
and Pakistan should be complete nor-
malisation of relationship and the
peace of the region. Indeed both must
realise that their persistent antago-
nism has cost them massive peace
dividends. Instead of engaging in pro-
cess of destabilisation both need to
learn to cooperate and strengthen the
existing regional organisation. Judi-
cious approaches towards the out-
standing disputes are likely to pro-
duce much more desired avenues
towards peace. The significance of the
emerging realities of global politics
needs to be adhered to. The need of
the time is to help each other and opt
for policies of reconciliation and ac-
commodation. Instead of exploiting
the situation in Pakistan it would be
more befitting to make efforts to-
wards normalisation. Prime Minister
Vajpayee’'s offer and Prime Minister
Jamali's quick positive response ap-

;eatm conducive environment
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pears to be reflective of this desire.

6. Injecting more confidence build-
ing measures: Despite the fact that
deeply entrenched suspicious and per-
petual antagonism continue to bedevil
Indo-Pak relations, the importance of
CBMs cannot be brushed aside. The
primary goal of the CBMs is to con-
tribute or to reduce or in some in-
stanees to eliminate the causes of mis-
trust, fears, tensions and hostilities.
Simultaneously CBMs are meant to
create climate in which even the most
complicated issues are subjected to
concerted analysis and discussion
aimed to secure their resolutions.
CBMs like agreement on not striking
each others nuclear installations, pre-
venting air space violations, permit-
ting over flights and landings of mili-
tary crafts in each others country,
advance notice of military exercises
and troop movements along their mu-
‘tual borders, the-prior intimation of
missile tests ete:havéeall ¢é¥‘talnly
made substantive cofitributions'in
moving some doubts and facmtanng
the peace processes.

7. Cross-border infiltrations: India
has been insisting that Pakistan should
do more what they call cross-border
terrorism implying that Pakistan has
not really checked the alleged infiltra-
tions. It also insists that Pakistan must
eradicate the terrorist camps alleged to
be inside Azad Kashmir. India does not
agree to the presence of international
monitors and instead it puts forward
somewhat impracticable proposals of
, joint patrolling and intelligence infor-

mation sharing. While it has been gen-
erally acknowledged that Pakistan has
taken effective measures to check the
infiltrations but some infiltration still
goes on. Some mechanism needs to be
devised to check infiltration more ef-
fectively if it is still taking place. Pak-
istan should unilaterally allow anyone
who wants to visit and inspect the LoC
at any point. In addition it should con-
tinue promoting the presence of in-
ternational monitors.
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s Kashmir our core issue? Cam-
mdgeAdvnnoedLemerlecuo-
nary defines ‘core’ as “the basic
and most important part of some-
thing”. If that something is Pakistan
then is Kashmir Pakistan's “most im-
portant part” (or was East Pakistan our
most important part)? In a more com-
mercial sense ‘core business’ is defined
as “the most important or the largest
part of a company's business activities
which it depends on in order to con-
tinue trading”. If that business is the
good governance of Pakistan then is
Kashmir our ‘most important or the
largest part’ and is Pakistan’s good gov-
ernance dependent on Kashmir?
Memam Webster Dictionary de-
fines ‘core’ as “a central and often
foundational part; a basic, essential, or
enduring part.” How does that defini-
mmwmwmmle did
Kalhmﬂsplaymu\e creation of
Pakistan and what role did the East
MWh&emanon of Pak-

Hﬂhﬁﬁhmhm's “Our forgotten
commitment® really stimulated
x ”WUGMD on our ‘core 1ssul::qu
. ] e Wwrites, “We talk of Kashmir end-
: B » Ot ountain peaks that must be
m“‘ might that we must
hm"&!‘Imbesetnmalbutwefa:pr—
“‘_

Whagl 0l

get the ‘core’ of our freedom struggle,
the reason Pakistan became first a
possibility, then a fact.” She insists
that “in all our arguments for peace
and for all our justifications for going
to war” we always forget 125.5 million
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Muslims living in India (The World
Fact Book; est July 2002).

How did Pakistan become a reality?
Our history books don’t stop storming
us with the idea that Pakistan was the
demand of all Muslims living in India
but the same books become shy in ad-
mitting that Pakistan's most e1thusias-
tic supporters were Muslims 'ho now
live in Bombay, Delhi, Kolkata, Bhopal,
Kanpur, Ahmedabad, Allahabad, Hyder-
abad-Deccan, Agra, Nagpur, Lucknow,
Dhaka, Chittagong, Khulna, Sylhet, Je-
sore and Mongla. In the initial more
crucial years of the struggle for Pak-
istan Muslims living in Muslim ma)l:ﬁr
areas had remained more or less
ferent. The real moving force was the
Muslims living in Muslim minority
areas.

For the Quaid, the core issue behind
the creation of Pakistan was to safe-
guard the interests of all Muslims living
in the sub-continent. The Quaid knew
full well that almost as many Muslims
would be left behind in India as would
inhabit Pakistan. The Quaid, therefore,

did not want Pakistan to become India’s
enemy. Right after partition, Miss Fa-
tima Jinnah went on record insisting
that she and her brother shall continue
visiting the Quaid's favourite home at
Malabar Hills in Bombay (Band Stand
area of Bombay was also on their
favourite list).

In 1948-49, India was Pakistan’s
most important trading partner. That
year, 56% of Pakistan's exports went to
India and 32% of all our imports came
from India. Some university exam pa-
pers came from Indian teachers and
some of our papers went back to India
for checking. We shared movies and

sang the same tunes.

Jawaharal Nehru and Lah Bahadur
Shastri remained steadfastly tied to the
vision 'of a multi-religious and a multi-
ethnic democracy. Indira Ghandhi,
Morarji Desai, Charan Singh, VP Singh
and Chandra Shekar did not deviate
from the original vision either.

The core issue for the Quaid was to
make Pakistan a multi-religious, multi-

thmc hbera.l progrmgve and a pros-

perousdemoaaqr On 9 August 1947,

it is the scamddutyoftheSoverelgn
State of Pakistan to solve the problem
of poverty of the people.” As far as our
founding father is concerned it is clear
that the eradication of poverty was the

core issue.

hulam Mohammad, Iskander
Mirza, Field Marshal Moham-
mad Ayub Khan, General Mo-
hammad Yahya Khan and General
Mohammad Ziaul Haq all deviated
from the Quaid's core issue. Those
who followed the Quaid as our lead-
ers have been persistently ignoring
poverty as the core issue and poverty,
as a consequence, has doubled over
the past couple of decades (the World
Bank had estimated urban poverty in
1993-94 at 17% of the population.
Estimates for 2003 are around 34%
of the population). In India, poverty
over the last decade has declined
from 38% of the population to 22%
and is projected to go down to 15%
by 2005.
Empirical evidence suggests a defi-
nite correlation between peace and
prosperity. Border disputes and poverty

ur core issue?

are also closely related. Ethiopia, Sierra
Leone, Afghanistan, Cambodia, Soma-
lia, Nigeria, Haiti, Mozambique, Mali
and Angola are pathetically poor and
are all engaged either in an active bor-
der dispute, extreme civil strife or civil
war.

Yugoslavia, the Soviet Union,
Afghanistan, Iraq, Syria, Mozambique,
Somalia and Yemen all spend a dispro-
portionately large percentage of their
GDP on defence. Yugoslavia is no more.
The Soviet Union had 10,000 atom
bombs but the country is no méere. Split
into at least 15 pieces; Russian Federa-
tion, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Arme-
nia, Belarus, Georgia, Moldova,
Ukraine, Azerba.i,}a.n Kazakhstan, Kyr-
gyzstan, Tajikistan, ‘Ihrkmemstan and
Uzbekistan. Lessons of history are
clear: Countries that spend a dispro-
portionately large percentage of their
GDP on defence either split up or be-
come economically insolvent or have
an active civil war.

Kashmir lacks a military solution.
Even if there were a violent solution it
would amount to lending a hand to 10
million Kashmiri Muslims and cutting
off the legs of 125.5 million Muslims
living in India. Would a brutal Kashmir
solution conform to the core reason be-
hind the creation of Pakistan?
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