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The India-Pakistan Peace Process: Overcoming the ‘Trust Deficit’ 
  

Dr. Christopher Snedden1 
 

The India-Pakistan relationship in 2007 
In 2007, the India-Pakistan relationship is not as inimical as it has been at times 
during its 60-year history, but nor it is close.  The serious ‘composite dialogue’ that 
India and Pakistan have been engaging in since January 2004 in order to try and 
resolve all of their outstanding and contentious issues ‘to the satisfaction of both 
sides’ is a welcome development.2   However, while this dialogue is now into its 
fourth round of discussions, progress still appears to be slow, particularly on the really 
‘hard’ issues such as J&K.  A significant portion of this sluggishness is due to the 
huge difficulty of surmounting the insidious and clearly persistent ‘trust deficit’ in 
relation to each other that saturates the psyches and perceptions of many Indians and 
Pakistanis.  While this syndrome is discussed in detail later, there are many 
consequences of it, chief of which are limited contacts between Indians and Pakistanis 
and a significant mistrust of the ‘other’. 3   Hence, while leaders, diplomats and 
bureaucrats talk with each other, the people of India and Pakistan have little or no 
direct contact with each other—and, consequently, they have an impaired 
understanding of each other. 
 

Current hiatus somewhat superficial 
The current hiatus in overt hostility of India and Pakistan for each other is somewhat 
superficial.  As recently as 2002, their armies mobilised for war.  This was initiated by 
India’s angry response to the attack on its parliament in December 2001, chiefly 
because India believed that this outrage was undertaken by terrorists armed, trained, 

                                                 
1 Christopher Snedden works for Deakin University, Melbourne, but outposted in Canberra, where he 
runs a Master of Arts (Strategic Studies) Program and teaches South Asian subjects.  The views 
expressed are entirely those of Dr. Snedden and should not be construed as reflecting the views of the 
PSRU, Department of Peace Studies or the University of Bradford.  The author thanks the anonymous 
PSRU reviewers for their very helpful comments. 
2 Institute of Strategic Studies, ‘India and Pakistan: Towards Greater Bilateral Stability’, Strategic 
Survey, Vol. 104, No.1, May 2004, p. 232.  The eight issues are: peace and security, including 
confidence building measures (CBMs); Jammu and Kashmir; Siachen Glacier; the Wullar 
Barrage/Tulbul Navigation project; Sir Creek; terrorism and drug-trafficking; economic and 
commercial cooperation; and, the promotion of friendly exchanges. 
3 There are limited people-to-people contacts that may contribute to overcoming the negative 
perceptions that many Indians and Pakistanis have for each other.  Most contacts other than family 
reunion are restricted to members of a small, middle-to-upper class elite prepared to endure the 
demanding visa and entry regimes.  Indians and Pakistanis also have limited and difficult ways of 
accessing one another, with few flights each week between the two nations and even fewer border 
crossing points along their long border: there is one road crossing (Wagah-Attari) and two rail 
crossings (Wagah-Attari and Munabao-Khokrapar).  Their nations also have very little direct trade, 
with Pakistan still refusing to grant India ‘Most Favoured Nation’ status, partly because, as Islamabad 
sees it, the balance of trade is ‘heavily tilted in India’s favour’, the trade ‘playing field’ is not level and 
because ‘[s]ome progress in the Composite Dialogue would also be helpful in this regard’.  See 
Spokesperson Briefings, 27/03/2006, ‘Transcript of the Press Conference Addressed by the Foreign 
Office Spokesperson on 27 March 2006’, Pakistan Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 
http://www.mofa.gov.pk/Spokesperson/March_06/Spokes_27_03_06.htm  [accessed 5 September 
2007]. 
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motivated and/or controlled by Pakistan’s Inter-Services Intelligence agency.4  The 
rapid mobilisation of the two armies in early 2002 followed the limited—but very 
serious and hard fought—battle between Indian and Pakistan forces in the Kargil area 
of J&K in May 1999.  That such a limited conventional battle took place at all was 
surprising, given that such an event seemed unthinkable following the 1998 nuclear 
tests by India and Pakistan that confirmed their respective nuclear capabilities.  The 
fear was that any future military engagement between them could escalate to the point 
where nuclear weapons might be used.  Twelve months after the tests, the serious 
Kargil conflict, in which more than 1,000 men died,5 took place across the Line of 
Control (LOC) that divides most of J&K—but not all of it (see Siachen Glacier 
below)—into Indian-controlled and Pakistan-administered areas.  India claims that its 
forces returned to the LOC in spring to find that pro-Pakistani ‘elements’ already had 
occupied the traditional Indian positions that Indian forces had vacated for the 
winter.6  India fought to regain this territory.  Conversely, Pakistan claims that, in the 
period before the Kargil conflict began, Indian forces pursued an aggressive policy of 
probing and creeping expansion along parts of the LOC, including around Kargil.  
Pakistan took defensive action to deter any Indian attempt to alter the LOC. 7   
Regardless of which nation started the Kargil war, it ended with India regaining its 
positions on the LOC.  This was achieved through fighting and after the United 
States’ president, Bill Clinton, put significant pressure on Nawaz Sharif to withdraw 
Pakistani forces back to the Pakistan side of the LOC. 
 
The Kargil clash was not totally surprising.  It built on the long tradition of the Indian 
and Pakistan armies engaging in regular small arms and artillery exchanges across the 
LOC (and the ceasefire line before it).  More importantly, it reflected a policy that 
India and Pakistan both share and pursue but rarely openly enunciate: the policy either 
of seeking to obtain a tactical or strategic advantage in J&K by probing the enemy’s 
defences or of ‘not giving an inch of territory’ to the enemy in J&K.  The highest 
profile, and perhaps most serious, example of this seemingly contradictory—but 
actually complementary—policy has been played out since the early 1980s on 
Siachen Glacier.  This desolate region 22,000 feet above sea level is located in a 
remote area of north-east J&K beyond map point NJ980420 where the demarcated 
LOC ends.  (The LOC ends at this point because previous Indian and Pakistani 
decision makers believed that no one would fight on the high and inhospitable 
glaciers beyond this point.)  Since the early 1980s, Indian and Pakistani soldiers have 
occupied this ‘battlefield’ in which soldiers usually die from exposure, altitude-related 
diseases and avalanche, rather than from actual fighting.  India currently appears to be 
in the superior position.  However, maintaining its position on Siachen Glacier 
requires a massive military and financial effort—as do Pakistani attempts to alter the 

                                                 
4 ‘Attack aimed at wiping out top leadership: Advani’, The Hindu, Chennai, 19 December 2001, 
http://www.hinduonnet.com/thehindu/2001/12/19/stories/2001121901180100.htm  [accessed 4 
September 2007]. 
5 As a result of which some call this conflict a ‘war’. 
6 According to Brian Cloughley, A History of the Pakistan Army, Karachi, Oxford University Press, 
second edition, 2000, pp. 376-377, these pro-Pakistan ‘elements’ that Pakistan called ‘militants’ 
actually either were members of the Pakistan-armed and -trained Baltistan Light Infantry or were 
heavily supported by this force. 
7 For a discussion about this and Pakistan’s point of view on Kargil, see Shireen M. Mazari, The Kargil 
Conflict: Separating Fact form Fiction, The Institute of Strategic Studies, Islamabad, 2003, pp. 26-32. 
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situation.8  The desire of India and Pakistan to engage in such a diabolical struggle 
reflects the attempt of each nation to secure a strategic advantage in case the LOC is 
ever extended northwards to the J&K-China border.  Kargil was another aspect of this 
strategic struggle. 
 
Both nations’ policy of seeking a tactical or strategic advantage over the other nation 
is not just restricted to J&K.  India’s Research and Analysis Wing (RAW) and 
Pakistan’s Inter-Services Intelligence (ISI) agency operate throughout the 
subcontinent.  Their actions comprise the insidious ‘foreign hand’: the nefarious and 
negative actions of the enemy’s intelligence agency in and/or against one’s own 
nation.  Hence, India accuses Pakistan of supporting anti-Indian insurgents—
‘terrorists’ since the 11 September 2001 (‘9/11’) attacks in the United States—in the 
Kashmir Valley and in the north-eastern states of India.  Equally, Pakistan, which 
‘sees India in everything’,9 accuses India of supporting restive Baluchis and anti-
Pakistan elements living near the Afghanistan-Pakistan-border.  While this concept of 
the ‘foreign hand’ causing internal problems may sometimes have some truth to it, it 
also serves as a convenient device for clever, or desperate, leaders and politicians to 
deflect attention away from the real cause of their nation’s problems.  Taken to the 
extreme, these leaders have appeared to suggest, on occasions, that the ‘foreign hand’ 
is responsible for almost of all India and Pakistan’s major internal uprisings.  This is 
palpably false. 
 

The ‘trust deficit’ 
Kargil, Siachen Glacier and the work of RAW and ISI mentioned above are all 
examples of how the deep and enduring ‘trust deficit’ that bedevils India-Pakistan 
relations plays out.  This trust deficit is actually a deep and abiding mutual mistrust of 
each other based on a strong and residual sense of having been aggrieved by actions 
perpetrated by the other nation.  It is not a new phenomenon in India-Pakistan 
relations.  Virtually since India and Pakistan came into existence on 15 August 1947, 
each nation has had a serious and enduring mistrust of each other.  This initially 
resulted from the same reasons that caused the partition in the first place: unbending 
egos; entrenched political rivalry; opportunistic, suspicious or closed dealings with 
the British, in particular with the final viceroy, Lord Mountbatten; differing and 
irreconcilable ideas of nationhood; and, the violence of the partition process itself. 
 
India and Pakistan’s mutual mistrust was entrenched by a number of subsequent 
events.  One of the first was the issue of Jammu and Kashmir.  Pakistanis believed 
that India obtained Maharaja Hari Singh’s accession on 26 October 1947 by means of 
‘fraud and violence’.10  Conversely, Indians believed that the Pakistan Government 
instigated, or at least supported, the Puhktoon tribesmen’s invasion of Kashmir 
                                                 
8 According to Hafizullah Shiekh [sic], ‘The Battle over Siachen’, All about the Siachen Glacier: the 
conflict, perspectives of India and Pakistan, geography, history and the possible resolutions website,  
http://www.siachenglacier.com/perspectives.html   [accessed 5 September 2007], the costs each year 
for India are Rs. 1000 crores (approximately USD 244 million) and for Pakistan are Rs 5.4 billion 
(approximately USD 89 million).  These costs may be understated.  Every year, India and Pakistan 
each lose some 100-180 soldiers killed. 
9 Ijaz Khan, ‘Politics in the Shadow of “War against Terrorism” ’, Pakistan Security Research Unit, 
Brief Number 19, September 2007, p. 15, available at 
http://spaces.brad.ac.uk:8080/display/ssispsru/Publications  [accessed 30 September 2007]. 
10 Keesing’s Contemporary Archives, London, Longman, Vol. VI, 1947, p. 8931. 
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Province on 22 October 1947, as a result of which the maharaja (finally) acceded to 
India.11  Adding to Indians’ suspicions was the formal admission by Pakistan between 
7-9 July 1948 to United Nations (UN) officials serving in the UN Commission for 
India and Pakistan (UNCIP), which was investigating India and Pakistan’s dispute 
over J&K, that the Pakistan Army actually had been fighting in J&K since May 
1948.12  To India’s chagrin, Pakistan later joined various US-led security alliances, 
chiefly because Pakistan felt insecure in relation to India.  In 1965, India was 
surprised and displeased by two Pakistani activities: skirmishing with Indian forces in 
the Rann of Kutch in April and the infiltration of saboteurs into J&K in September via 
‘Operation Gibraltar’, as a result of which India and Pakistan fought their second war. 
 
Mutual mistrust did not diminish after the second India-Pakistan war.  In 1971, 
Pakistanis believed that India played a substantial part in the Bengali insurgency, then 
the third India-Pakistan war, the result of which was the dismemberment of Pakistan 
and the creation of Bangladesh.  Thereafter, both nations became suspicious of the 
other’s attempts to develop a nuclear capability and to acquire modern, force-
multiplier weaponry from their respective allies: the USSR for India; China and, on 
occasions, the US, for Pakistan.  Both nations also continued to regularly blame the 
‘foreign hand’ for national problems, shortcomings and insurgencies, with India 
particularly vitriolic about Pakistan’s alleged support for disenchanted Sikhs in Indian 
Punjab in the 1980s and for anti-Indian militants in the Kashmir Valley from 1989.  
Conversely, Pakistan was highly suspicious of India’s ‘Operation Brasstacks’ in 
1986-1987, when a large segment of the Indian military engaged in a massive 
mobilisation exercise near the Pakistan border.  Feeling threatened by a possible 
invasion, Pakistan mobilised its own forces.  Fortunately, war did not eventuate.  
Nevertheless, such a provocative and belligerent Indian exercise did little to lessen the 
belief held by many Pakistanis that India does not accept Pakistan’s existence and that 
it wants to re-integrate Pakistan.  The fact that many Pakistanis continue to hold this 
(unrealistic) belief is the most telling aspect of the India-Pakistan ‘trust deficit’ 
regime.  Their belief may be fostered by an education system that teaches a ‘distorted 
narration of history, factual inaccuracies, inclusion of hate material, a disproportionate 
inclusion of Islamic studies in other disciplines, glorification of war and the military, 
gender bias, etc.’.13 
 
The ‘trust deficit’ is therefore the most serious ongoing problem that confronts India-
Pakistan relations.  Until the instigation of the current composite dialogue, both 
nations have had differing views on how to approach and overcome their significant 
differences and difficulties.  For Pakistan, the name of which is an acronym in which 
the ‘k’ stands for ‘Kashmir’, the approach has long been to resolve the ‘unfinished 
business of partition’: the Kashmir dispute.  Islamabad first wants to resolve this 
dispute, after which trade and all other aspects of Pakistan’s relationship with India 
can be normalised, and thereafter (hopefully) flourish.  For India, the preferred 
                                                 
11 See, for example, White Paper on Jammu & Kashmir, [Delhi], Government of India, [1948], various 
pages. 
12 Part D, ‘Proceedings on the sub-continent’, First Interim Report of the United Nations 
Commission on India and Pakistan, in M.S. Deora and R. Grover, Editors, Documents on 
Kashmir Problem, Volume X, New Delhi, Discovery Publishing House, 1991, p. 28. 
13 A. H. Nayyar and Ahmad Salim, editors, The Subtle Subversion: The State of Curricula and 
Textbooks in Pakistan, Sustainable Development Policy Institute, [2003?], p. i, 
http://www.sdpi.org/whats_new/reporton/State%20of%20Curr&TextBooks.pdf  [accessed 30 
September 2007].  I thank the PSRU reviewer for drawing my attention to this document. 
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approach is to follow the process that it and China have engaged in over their border 
and territorial disputes.  This involves lessening the importance of these issues by, 
instead, engaging in ‘confidence building measures’ (CBMs) that allow the 
relationship to develop in other, non-contentious, ways.  This includes via trade, 
sports and cultural exchanges, and people-to-people contacts.  This approach has 
worked well for both nations, with China now one of India’s major trading partners.  
Nevertheless, there is still significant suspicion between them over their respective 
strategic ambitions, economic rivalry and their relationships with other states.  For 
example, China is concerned about improving India-US relations, while India is 
highly mistrustful of the strong, enduring and strategic China-Pakistan relationship.  
India is also concerned about the increasing imbalance in China-India trade.  This 
trade was worth USD 17.20 billion in the first half of this year, which was a 48 per 
cent growth over the same period in 2006.  The balance of trade, however, strongly 
favours China, with India being in deficit by over USD 3 billion.14 
 

A different and conciliatory approach: the composite dialogue 
Since their nuclear tests, since the Kargil conflict and since ‘9/11’, and partly inspired 
by international pressure, particularly by the US, India and Pakistan have taken a 
different and rather conciliatory approach to their difficult relationship.  This change 
in approach resulted from an important meeting between Indian prime minister, Atal 
Behari Vajpayee, and Pakistan president, General Pervez Musharraf, on the sidelines 
of the South Asian Association for Regional Cooperation (SAARC) summit meeting 
in January 2004.  They agreed that an unconditional bilateral dialogue should 
commence in February 2004.  Of the eight issues in the composite dialogue, three 
directly involve the Kashmir dispute: J&K; Siachen Glacier; the Wullar 
Barrage/Tulbul Navigation project.  Two issues also indirectly involve this dispute: 
peace and security, including CBMs; terrorism and drug-trafficking.  This is 
problematic as anything to do with the Kashmir dispute provokes the greatest amount 
of emotion and mistrust in India-Pakistan relations.  Nevertheless, the tone and tenor 
of India-Pakistan relations have certainly improved as a result of the composite 
dialogue.  Furthermore, this dialogue has continued despite the change of government 
in India in May 2004, despite a number of terrorist incidents in India since 2004, 
including ones that New Delhi believes Pakistan may have been involved with,15 and 
despite Pakistan’s current serious political problems.  The continuation of the 
composite dialogue in the face of these matters is a substantial achievement in itself.16 
 

                                                 
14 ‘India, China trade imbalance growing’, Islamic Republic News Agency, Tehran, 13 August 2007, 
http://www1.irna.com/en/news/view/menu-237/0708138148163837.htm  [accessed 28 August 2007]. 
15 Ram Janmabhoomi (Ayodhya) and Delhi, 2005; Varanasi, Mumbai and Malegaon (Maharashtra), 
2006; and, Hyderabad in May 2007 and again on 25 August 2007. 
16 At the time of writing (30 September 2007), the last issue discussed as part of the India-Pakistan (as 
India sees it)/Pakistan-India (as Pakistan sees it) composite dialogue was the ‘Tulbu1 Navigation 
Project/Wullar Barrage’ (as India calls it)/‘Wullar Barrage/Tulbul Navigation Project’ (as Pakistan 
calls it) in New Delhi on 29-30 August 2007.  See India’s Joint Statement on this issue at 
http://meaindia.nic.in/ , ‘Joint Statements’, ‘Aug 31’ and Pakistan’s Joint Statement at 
http://www.mofa.gov.pk/Press_Releases/2007/Aug/PR_236_07.htm  [both statements accessed 5 
September 2007]. 
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The Kashmir dispute: inconclusive 
Apart from officials’ discussions as part of the composite dialogue, the leaders of 
India and Pakistan also have been actively involved discussing the Kashmir dispute.  
India’s desired solution appears to be that the Line of Control should be made into the 
international border.  However, the Indian prime minister, Dr. Manmohan Singh, has 
not been rushing into seeking a solution to this dispute.  This presumably is because, 
as the status quo power, India already has what it wants in the former princely state: 
the Kashmir Valley.  Given that Pakistan also wants this area, the Kashmir Valley is 
the primary area of contestation.  Nevertheless, in March 2006, Singh suggested that 
the LOC should be made ‘irrelevant’ and that a ‘joint mechanism’ be set up to 
advance cooperation and development between the two parts of J&K.17  This was a 
significant departure from India’s position on J&K, although Singh may not be able to 
deliver on his suggestion. 
 
Conversely, in Pakistan, General Musharraf, particularly, has been very keen to 
resolve this dispute.  To try and advance the issue, Musharraf has proactively offered 
a number of suggestions.  On 17 December 2003, Musharraf told a journalist that 
Pakistan had ‘left aside’ the UN Security Council (UNSC) resolutions that deal with 
his nation’s dispute with India over J&K.18  This included no longer seeking a UN-
supervised plebiscite to allow the people of J&K to decide whether J&K, in its 
entirety, should join India or Pakistan.19  While Pakistan was still in favour of the UN 
resolutions, Musharraf conceded that ‘both sides need to talk to each other with 
flexibility, coming beyond stated positions, meeting halfway somewhere’. 20   In 
January 2006, Musharraf called for Indian and Pakistani leaders to think ‘out of the 
box’ to reach a solution to the Kashmir dispute.21  In December 2006, he became even 
more specific.  In an interview on NDTV on 5 December,22 Musharraf proposed a 
four point solution to end the Kashmir dispute: no change to the current boundaries; to 
make the borders and the LOC irrelevant; a staggered demilitarisation; and, autonomy 
or self-governance with a joint supervision mechanism.  If India was prepared to 
accept this four-point solution, then ‘Pakistan is prepared to give up its claim to 
Kashmir’.  On 17 December 2006, in response to a question about Musharraf’s plan, 
Manmohan Singh stated that he: 
 

...welcome[d] the efforts whosoever puts in to normalise relations between 
India and Pakistan…If anytime new ideas come, we welcome them and I 

                                                 
17 ‘Backgrounder: India and Pakistan Poised to Make Progress on Kashmir’, The Heritage Foundation, 
12 January 2007, www.heritage.org/research/AsiaandthePacific/bg1997.cfm  [accessed 20 May 2007]. 
18 ‘Pakistan, India need to be bold on Kashmir: UN resolutions can be “set aside”: Musharraf’, Dawn, 
Karachi, 19 December 2003, http://www.dawn.com/2003/12/19/top1.htm  [accessed 19 December 
2003]. 
19 For a discussion of the UN plebiscite, see Christopher Snedden, ‘Would a Plebiscite Have Resolved 
the Kashmir Dispute?’, South Asia: Journal of South Asian Studies, Vol. XXVIII, no. 1, April 2005. 
20 ‘Pakistan, India need to be bold on Kashmir: UN resolutions…’, Dawn, Karachi, 19 December 2003. 
21 ‘Musharraf thinks out-of-box to resolve Kashmir’, The Financial Express, Mumbai, 26 January 
2006. 
22 Prannoy Roy, ‘Pak ready to give up claim on Kashmir: Musharraf’, NDTV.com, 5 December 2007, 
http://www.ndtv.com/convergence/ndtv/story.aspx?id=NEWEN20060000499# [accessed 20 May 
2007]. 
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would like to say that in the last two and half years we have had [a] very 
intensive dialogue with Pakistan.”23 

 
Singh’s use of the term ‘[a] very intensive dialogue with Pakistan’ was interesting.  
He may have been hinting that the Pakistan president has a strong desire to have a 
quick settlement on his terms, something that India continues to refuse to do. 
 
General’s Musharraf’s four point plan is not without its problems, a factor that may 
explain why little concrete has happened since he aired his proposal in December 
2006.  First and foremost, there is a problem with what actually comprises ‘Kashmir’.  
What the general means by the term ‘Kashmir’ is not clearly identified.  Furthermore, 
this term means different things on either side of the border.  In India, unless referring 
specifically to the Kashmir dispute (which concerns all of the disputed former 
princely state of J&K), the term ‘Kashmir’ generally refers to the Kashmir Valley.  
Similarly, using the term ‘Kashmiri’ refers to a member of the Kashmiri ethnic group 
that populates the Kashmir Valley.  In Pakistan, when the term ‘Kashmir’ is used, it 
invariably refers to all of the former princely state of J&K.  Similarly, the term 
‘Kashmiri’ refers to any person who inhabits, or whose forebears have inhabited, this 
princely state, regardless of their ethnicity.24  In international negotiations, the use of 
precise language is vital in order to avoid confusion and misunderstandings.  
However, did Musharraf’s four points relate specifically to the Kashmir Valley, which 
would maximise Pakistan’s position should his plan be implemented, or did they refer 
to all of J&K, which would surely weaken Pakistan’s position in J&K?  It is not clear, 
which is what General Musharraf may have intended. 
 
On reflection, in offering to give up Pakistan’s claim to ‘Kashmir’, it seems that 
Musharraf was actually talking about the Kashmir Valley.  Hence, the first two points 
of the general’s four point solution to end the Kashmir dispute suggested some 
possible areas of agreement between India and Pakistan on the issues of the border 
and the LOC.  However, it is most unlikely that India could agree to Musharraf’s third 
and fourth points of demilitarisation and a joint supervision mechanism for an 
autonomous or self-governing region.  India will not be prepared to militarily vacate 
the Kashmir Valley until the anti-Indian militancy there has been fully defeated.  To 
depart would both neutralise India’s efforts there since 1989 and allow further 
instability to arise.  With the number of attempts to infiltrate militants across the LOC 
apparently ‘unprecedented’ this year,25 an Indian victory in the Kashmir Valley will 
take some time to occur.  Similarly, it is most unlikely that India would want—let 
alone allow—Pakistan to be involved in any direct and specific supervision 
arrangement for the Kashmir Valley.  India may countenance some sort of joint 
management of cross-LOC issues such as water, the environment and heritage 
                                                 
23 K. Venugopal, ‘Musharraf’s plan welcome: Manmohan’, The Hindu, Chennai, 17 December 2006, 
http://www.hindu.com/2006/12/17/stories/2006121707200100.htm  [accessed 21 August 2007]. 
24 Both India and Pakistan refer to the other’s part of J&K as ‘held’ or ‘occupied’ Kashmir: India calls 
the area of J&K that Pakistan administers (i.e. Azad Jammu and Kashmir (or Azad Kashmir, as it is 
popularly called) and the Northern Areas), ‘Pakistan-Occupied Kashmir’ (POK); Pakistan calls the area 
under Indian control (i.e. Jammu, the Kashmir Valley and Ladakh), ‘Indian-held Kashmir’ (IHK).  On 
occasions, New Delhi also (incorrectly) uses the term ‘Pakistan-Occupied Kashmir’ when it is actually 
only referring to Azad Kashmir. 
25 B.S. Sachar, ‘Surge in Infiltration Attempts Across the Line of Control in J&K’, 7 June 2007, 
Institute for Defence Studies & Analyses website, 
http://www.idsa.in/publications/stratcomments/BSSachar070607.htm [accessed 4 September 2007]. 
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matters.  But, given Article 370 of the Indian Constitution, any change on how this 
Indian state is governed by New Delhi would surely require a constitutional 
amendment.  In addition, having denied Pakistan the Kashmir Valley for 60 years, it 
is most unlikely that the Indian Government would allow Islamabad any entrée to this 
prize for which both nations have fought—and continue to fight, albeit currently 
indirectly via the militancy there and through their ongoing diplomacy. 
 

Challenges for Singh and Musharraf 
The leaders of India and Pakistan both also have a major weakness.  Neither Singh 
nor Musharraf has sufficient political and/or popular domestic support and/or is in a 
sufficiently strong political position to agree, and then impose, a solution to the 
Kashmir dispute on their respective populations.  General Musharraf currently faces 
the greater number of challenges.  These include: mass unpopularity, including over 
him holding the two positions of president of Pakistan and chief of the Pakistan 
Army;26 the inclusivity and genuineness of the forthcoming presidential and national 
elections; the return to Pakistan of one of Musharraf’s political rivals, Benazir 
Bhutto;27 and, dealing with anti-social religious elements, particularly the Taliban.  
However, in India, Singh also has had problems.  His political position is weak 
because he leads a minority coalition government that is supported from outside the 
coalition by the Left Front.  Singh and his political allies have struggled to convince 
the Left Front, which has a strong anti-American bent, that the India-US civilian 
nuclear cooperation agreement is good for India.  A resolution to the Kashmir dispute 
would be equally as contentious—if not more so—for any Indian prime minister, 
including Manmohan Singh, to deliver.  His opponents could politically exploit any 
solution that appears to ‘short change’ or weaken India, or that they could 
opportunistically argue does so. 
 
In terms of the Kashmir dispute, another shortcoming for both men is that they need 
to prepare their respective populations for a possible change to their long-held and 
often vitriolic positions on J&K.  While J&K is a Muslim-majority state, the issue of 
whether India or Pakistan should possess it is far more complex than most Indians and 
Pakistanis have been led to believe.  Furthermore, the Kashmir dispute has now 
changed.  No longer is it a ‘zero sum game’ in which either India or Pakistan will 
obtain J&K in its entirety.  Instead, the dispute is now about India and Pakistan 
determining which parts of J&K each should possess.  This is a subtle—but 
important—change.  That said, there is little evidence to show that the bulk of Indians 
and Pakistanis are yet prepared to accept any solution in which their nation may ‘lose’ 
ground in J&K. 
 

                                                 
26 On 28 September 2007, the Pakistan Supreme Court dismissed petitions against General Musharraf 
holding the two positions of president and chief of the Pakistan Army.  Judges made the majority 6:3 
decision on ‘technical grounds’.  It has not been well received by non-government supporters.  See 
Nasir Iqbal, ‘The day of the General: Musharraf to run for president in uniform Petitioners, lawyers’ 
leaders livid’, Dawn, Karachi, http://www.dawn.com/2007/09/29/top1.htm  [accessed 29 September 
2007]. 
27 Another political rival, Nawaz Sharif, was deported from Pakistan on 10 September 2007 after trying 
to re-enter Pakistan.  See ‘Sharif fights Pakistan expulsion’, BBC News, 21 September 2007, 11 
September 2007, http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/south_asia/6988472.stm  [accessed 21 September 2007]. 
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The people of Jammu and Kashmir 
It is pleasing that the Indian prime minister respects others’ efforts to normalise India-
Pakistan relations and welcomes new ideas on this process.  It is also interesting to see 
the Pakistan president suggest that people should think ‘out of the box’ in relation to 
resolving the Kashmir dispute.  Both men would appear to be in agreement about the 
need for different, perhaps even radical, ways of looking at their problems.  However, 
General Musharraf’s image of a box, which is a three dimensional object, would seem 
to be inaccurate in relation to resolving the Kashmir dispute.  Since about 1953, the 
Kashmir dispute has been two dimensional in the sense that it has only involved two 
parties: India and Pakistan.  The third party, or dimension, to the dispute is the people 
of Jammu and Kashmir.  However, India and Pakistan have effectively, efficiently 
and consistently sidelined them from participating in all meaningful and direct 
attempts to resolve the dispute.  This includes either by not enabling the people of 
J&K to vote in a plebiscite on the future of their state or by excluding them from 
bilateral negotiations to try and find a solution to the dispute.28  The people of J&K’s 
desires and reality are therefore represented by others’ perceptions and opinions. 
 
It is difficult to determine how the people of J&K feel about the Kashmir dispute, 
about what international status they want for their state, or about how they relate to 
their metropolitan powers.  They have never been asked such specific questions by 
either nation.  However, in 2007, ethnic Kashmiris are disenchanted with both India 
and Pakistan.  Probably they favour ‘azadi’ (independence) for their region.  Indeed, 
in a recent survey, when asked about Kashmir’s status, 87 per cent of ethnic 
Kashmiris in Srinagar stated that it ‘should be an independent country’.29   (It is 
unclear whether ‘Kashmir’ referred to all of J&K or just to the Kashmir Valley.)  
While Kashmiris are clearly disgruntled, they are ‘out of luck’: the sole factor in the 
Kashmir dispute about which both India and Pakistan agree is that neither J&K, nor 
any part of it, can ever become independent. 
 
Despite—or perhaps because of—India and Pakistan’s sidelining of the people of 
J&K, both nations have failed in their various attempts to try and resolve the Kashmir 
dispute.  No solution, ‘out of the box’ or otherwise, has ever appeared that has 
appealed to all parties to the dispute.  No party, such as the US, has ever been inclined 
to offer its good offices to mediate on the dispute or to offer inducements and/or 
imperatives to have it resolved.  Similarly, the UN has not been able to broker, 
encourage or cajole a solution to the vexed issue of J&K’s international status.  Since 
1972, the Kashmir dispute also has been hindered by the Simla Accord, under which 
all India-Pakistan differences should be resolved bilaterally.  This has enabled India to 
equivocate on this debilitating dispute—to the detriment of all people involved in it.  
Furthermore, until fairly recently, some Indian politicians still took hardline positions 
on the Kashmir dispute.  For them, the issue was not if—but when—Pakistan would 
                                                 
28 Since 2004, India has been having a ‘dialogue’ with some (ethnic) Kashmiris whose parties are 
members of the All Parties Hurriyat Conference (APHC).  However this dialogue has only been with 
some of the ‘moderate elements’ in the APHC.  It has not included other moderates, non-moderates, 
militants, pro-Pakistan elements, or people in Jammu and/or Ladakh.  The talks also have not been 
directly about how to resolve the Kashmir dispute.  See Sheikh Mushtaq, ‘Kashmiri separatist says 
India talks break down’, Reuters, 30 August 2007, 
http://www.alertnet.org/thenews/newsdesk/SP272127.htm  [accessed 7 September 2007]. 
29 ‘60 years on, Kashmir core issue[;] Srinagar, Jammu poles apart’, Dawn, Karachi, 14 August 2007, 
www.dawn.com/2007/08/14/top1.htm  [accessed 14 August 2007].  Forty-seven per cent of Pakistani 
respondents and 15 per cent of Indian respondents also favoured independence for ‘Kashmir’. 
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vacate J&K and return the territory that it holds to India.30  Conversely, until recently, 
Pakistani leaders, in total denial of the ineffectiveness of the UN Security Council, of 
its outdated resolutions and of India’s total disinclination to have a plebiscite held, 
have unrealistically still wanted this poll conducted.  Pakistan’s stance also has 
overlooked an important requirement of various UNSC resolutions that all Pakistan 
forces must first withdraw from J&K, after which minimal Indian forces will 
administer these areas and conduct the plebiscite.31  Not surprisingly, the Kashmir 
dispute remains unresolved and seemingly intractable.  Another way to resolve this 
dispute is needed. 
 
Many years ago, Sheikh Abdullah spoke poignantly about the Kashmir dispute: 
 

Kashmir is like a beautiful woman who has two suitors, each a neighbour 
and each anxious to marry her.  Both are so love-stricken that they are 
willing to battle for her and, as a result, tension mounts in the 
neighbourhood and the woman herself is deeply affected.  Her suitors seem 
to have no regard for her pitiful condition, even though they themselves 
suffer tremendously for her sake.32 

 
It is time for the people of J&K to put both suitors on hold and to decide the issue of 
the fate of the ‘beautiful woman’ within the family itself. 
 

A foreigner’s suggestion 
I have intensely studied and thought about the Kashmir dispute and a possible 
resolution process since at least 1996. 33   Manmohan Singh has ‘welcome[d] the 
efforts whosoever puts in to normalise relations between India and Pakistan’. 34   
Pervez Musharraf wants ‘out of the box’ thinking.  This ‘whosoever’ submits that it is 
time that the people of Jammu and Kashmir themselves were allowed to become an 
integral dimension in deciding the future of what, after all, is their state.  It is not up to 
me to determine how this should be done or what international status or statuses the 
people might desire, or choose, for J&K.  However, I offer the following loose steps 
and/or rudimentary framework as the basis of a possible process: 
 

1. The people of J&K could choose or elect, as they see fit, representatives or 
delegates to a body that I have called the ‘Council to Resolve the International 

                                                 
30 On 20 February 2000, the Indian prime minister, Atal Behari Vajpayee, repeated India’s claim to 
ownership of all of J&K by stating ‘that India would talk to Islamabad only if the latter vacated 
Pakistan occupied Kashmir’.  See ‘Pak. must reveal its true intentions’, The Hindu, Chennai, 
http://www.hinduonnet.com/thehindu/2000/02/21/stories/01210005.htm  [accessed 21 February 2000]. 
31 This requirement was first stated in the United Nations Security Council’s ‘47 (1948).  Resolution of 
21 April 1948 [S/726]’, available at 
http://daccessdds.un.org/doc/RESOLUTION/GEN/NR0/047/72/IMG/NR004772.pdf?OpenElement 
[accessed 5 September 2007].  It was further mentioned in ‘Resolution of [UNCIP], August 13, 1948’, 
in Josef Korbel, Danger in Kashmir, Princeton, Princeton University Press, revised edition, 1966, pp. 
364–5, and ‘Resolution of [UNCIP], January 5, 1949’, in Korbel, Danger in Kashmir, p. 367. 
32 The Testament of Sheikh Abdullah, New Delhi, Palit and Palit, 1974, p. 84. 
33 I have been looking at the Kashmir dispute since 1984 when I began working on South Asia as an 
intelligence officer in the Joint Intelligence Organization, Canberra. 
34 K. Venugopal, ‘Musharraf’s plan welcome: Manmohan’, The Hindu, Chennai, 17 December 2006, 
http://www.hindu.com/2006/12/17/stories/2006121707200100.htm [accessed 21 August 2007]. 
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Status of J&K’.35  Depending on how long this process takes, the people may, 
from time to time, like to elect new representatives and/or to re-elect old 
representatives. 

 
2. The ‘Council to Resolve the International Status of J&K’ should be tasked 

with determining what international status, or statuses, the people of J&K 
want for the former princely state.  This task could be achieved via a series of 
ongoing discussions between delegates.  These could be held on a regular and 
rotational basis in various cities in J&K’s five regions: Azad Jammu and 
Kashmir; Jammu; the Kashmir Valley; Ladakh; the Northern Areas.36  The 
discussions could—and should—go on for as long as it takes delegates to 
come up with an agreed status, or statuses, for J&K. 

 
3. India and Pakistan could establish unbiased, non-partisan support mechanisms 

that allow, encourage and support all delegates in their efforts to form and 
operate the Council and to engage in discussions on a continuing basis.  This 
support could include matters such as: facilitating delegates’ meetings, travel 
and accommodation; facilitating delegates’ free and easy crossing of the LOC; 
and, allowing delegates to conduct open meetings in which free, frank and 
unfettered discussions could take place and to which both nations can send 
observers. 

 
4. A higher-level body that I have called the ‘India-Pakistan-J&K Committee’ 

could be formed that brings a selected group of representatives from the 
‘Council to Resolve the International Status of J&K’ together with senior 
Indian and Pakistani leaders and officials.  This body also could meet on a 
regular basis in India, Pakistan or in J&K.  Meetings could inform and update 
the Indian and Pakistani leaders and officials about the Council’s 
deliberations, discuss various possible solutions with them and/or seek their 
input, feedback and ideas. 

 
5. Once Council delegates have agreed on an international status or statuses for 

J&K, the people of J&K could then vote, possibly on a regional basis, in free 
and fair polls on the Council’s proposed solution/s.  More than one poll may 
be required to determine the will of the people.  These polls possibly could be 
supervised and/or monitored by neutral, outside electoral monitors. 

 
6. Depending on the outcome of the various votes on the future of the state 

and/or the various regions, Council meetings may need to continue and further 
meetings with the ‘India-Pakistan-J&K Committee’ may need to take place in 
order to formulate or discuss further options/solutions/statuses. 

 

                                                 
35  One easy—but not necessarily the best—way to do this would be to select from their representatives 
already elected to the (Indian) J&K Legislative Assembly or Legislative Council, to the Azad Jammu 
and Kashmir Legislative Assembly, or to the Northern Areas Legislative Council. 
36 For example in (but not only restricted to): Muzaffarabad, Mirpur and Rawalakot in Azad Kashmir; 
Jammu City, Kathua and Poonch City in the Jammu region; Anantnag, Baramula and Srinagar in the 
Kashmir Valley; Kargil and Leh in Ladakh; Gilgit and Skardu in the Northern Areas. 

 13



7. This process should be inclusive of all parties, should not be limited by time 
and should continue until the people of J&K, India and Pakistan have agreed 
an international status or statuses for J&K. 

 
My idea is that the discussions at meetings of the Council to Resolve the International 
Status of J&K could be: (a) inclusive of all possible ideas, political stances, options 
and scenarios; (b) democratic in that all views will be welcomed, heard and 
considered; and, (c) exhaustive, in that discussions will continue until a solution is 
reached to the issue of J&K’s international status.  Equally, delegates should be 
encouraged to try and relinquish any pre-determined stances, long-held inflexible 
positions, or desired outcomes.  Rather, they should be encouraged to retain an open 
mind until all delegates have been involved in the process for sufficient time that they 
understand all major points of view and options.  Out of these meetings may come 
familiarity.  Out of this familiarity may come understanding.  Out of this 
understanding may come a solution. 
 
Depending on how successfully this process is set up and conducted, three possible 
challenges confront it.  First, India and/or Pakistan may need to be encouraged to 
allow the process to proceed.  Second, delegates to the Council may prove unable to 
formulate an international status or statuses for J&K that satisfy sufficient delegates—
and those people of J&K who elected them.  Third, India and/or Pakistan may not 
accept the possible international status or statuses for J&K that the Council proposes, 
particularly should this, say, involve independence for J&K or any part of it.  To 
possibly counter the first and third of these challenges, the international community 
could encourage both India and Pakistan to engage with the process.  The 
international community could also encourage both nations to accept the status/es that 
the Council proposes, especially if the people of J&K also have accepted these via 
their various votes.  This acceptance could be done in the name of ensuring peace, 
harmony and development for all parties—and their people—concerned in the long-
running and debilitating Kashmir dispute.  In relation to the second issue, should the 
delegates to the Council prove unable to formulate an accepted international status or 
statuses for J&K, the international community could offer appropriately-trained 
facilitators to help with this process.  Otherwise, if the people of J&K prove unable to 
resolve the issue of their state’s international status, the process should revert to being 
a bilateral issue for India and Pakistan alone to resolve. 
 
Ultimately, given India and Pakistan’s inability to resolve the Kashmir dispute, large 
and generous doses of Indian and Pakistani acceptance, goodwill and assistance will 
be required for ‘my’ process to succeed.  Nevertheless, this process and its possible 
results may actually fulfil Pervez Musharraf’s desire to think ‘out of the box’ and 
Manmohan Singh’s welcoming ‘the efforts whosoever puts in to normalise relations 
between India and Pakistan’.  In 1952, Jawaharlal Nehru made an important speech in 
the Indian parliament about the Kashmir dispute in which he stated that ‘…it is only 
the people of Kashmir who can decide the future of Kashmir’.37  With the current 
India-Pakistan peace process still seemingly ‘alive’ but with progress also seemingly 
stalled, it may well be worth letting the people of J&K themselves determine what 
their state’s international status should be.  Not only might this lead to a resolution of 
                                                 
37 Jawaharlal Nehru, Our Pledge To Kashmir, Speech in Parliament, New Delhi, 7 August, 1952, in 
Jawaharlal Nehru’s Speeches 1949-1953, The Publications Division, Ministry of Information and 
Broadcasting, Government of India, Delhi, 1954, p. 338. 
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the contentious Kashmir dispute, but also it would help advance the other seven items 
in the India-Pakistan composite dialogue. 
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