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period of the dispute, a selection of the available bibliography, as well as regular 

consultation of the press from Jammu and Kashmir, India and Pakistan. Retracing in this way 

the history of the conflict from 1947 up to today, the author sheds light on a number of 

episodes that have fed the conspiracy theories that still prevail in the sub-continent. The 

second draws on the regular field trips the author has undertaken in these three areas; rather 

than contenting oneself with the somewhat stale discourse of political leaders, the author has 

listened to the voices of ordinary people, who are generally only too ready to recount the 

different chapters of the history of the sub-continent to a foreigner. In this manner, the author 

is in a position to look at the issue of the re-writing of the history of the Jammu and Kashmir 

conflict. This dimension is central to a conflict that is both strategic and ideological. 

In their efforts to elaborate a convincing discourse, India and Pakistan have inadvertently 

nurtured an ethno-nationalism that took root in a number of the regions of the princely state 

ruled from the time by Maharajah Hari Singh. At the end of the 1980s, Indian-administered 

Kashmir (or Indian-Occupied Kashmir) rose up in arms to defend the ‘azaadi’ 

(independence) of the former princely state.  The inflexibility of the Indian and Pakistani 

positions rooted in particular readings of history serve as obstacles to the political 

pragmatism needed to take Kashmir forward.  
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1. Introduction 
 

1.1 The argument of this paper 
At the end of the 1980s, the Kashmiri people

2
 took the path of insurrection. The Indian 

Union sought to stifle this through repression deemed by the majority of observers to be 

severe. Kashmiris, for the most part farmers and small businessmen unfamiliar with 

international politics, had long believed in the myth of a Pakistani ally devoted to their cause, 

even as Rawalpindi
3
 and, especially, the Inter-Services Intelligence (ISI) decided to dispatch 

militants (according to the terminology used in the sub-continent) across the line of control 

separating the Indian and Pakistani zones of the former princely state of Jammu and Kashmir. 

Long nourished by a separatism with which a strictly Muslim (following the exile of the 

Pandit
4

 minority at the start of 1990) Kashmiriyat
5

 became synonymous, a Kashmiri 

population that had supported a struggle which aimed to right what it saw as political, 

economic and social inequalities long refused to admit that it was as much the hostage of the 

pro-Pakistan militancy as of the hated Indian security forces
6
. 

It is but recently, notably following the intifada-style ‘stone-throwers’ movement
7
 of June-

October 2010, that civil society is cautiously seeking to express itself, encroaching on public 

space long the preserve of separatist political movements. Indeed, one may wonder whether, 

without acknowledging it publicly, the Valley
8
 might not be ready, in a sense, to support – 

this time voluntarily, albeit more out of exhaustion than enthusiasm – the Indian state
9
. In 

effect, Kashmir, including all political groupings, is by now conscious of the regional and 

international setting. In addition, it has witnessed the worrying changes in Pakistan. Lastly, 

certain opinion-makers, if only a minority, have taken the risk of expressing their doubts as to 

the viability of an independent state
10

. To start afresh, however, would require an examination 

of the repression imposed by the Indian federation on the Valley. Such a ‘truth and 

                                                           
2
This, at least, is how it considers itself, even if both India and Pakistan would challenge this. 

3
Islamabad’s political class – when it is in power –- generally simply rubber stamps the decisions of the military regarding 

foreign policy, especially in relation to Indian and Afghan matters. 
4
The Pandits belong to the first jati of the Brahmins in the Hindu caste system. 

5
Gul Mohammed Wani (1995: 3-4) notes that the Kashmir movement was based on an identity linked to a “historic unity” 

and “isolation” which was a corollary of its particular geographical circumstances: a fertile plain, surrounded by a range of 
mountains, “a valley large enough to form a kingdom for itself and capable of supporting a highly developed civilization”.

 

“But the passes also became routes of foreign domination and subjugation, leaving a deep impress on folk memory. This in 
turn promoted a sense of Kashmiriyat: of a distinct, common politico-cultural identity, which continues to dominate the 
people’s vision of their future”. 
 Nonetheless the term Kashmiriyat, probably a recent coinage, remains something of a mystery. As eyes were 
focused on Jammu and Kashmir, Kashmiri civil society, the legalist and secessionist Kashmiri political parties, and the first 
armed groups apparently tried to claim the tradition of tolerance which had until then been a key feature of life in the 
Valley. The positions of these various actors were however uncomfortable. Although they all proclaimed themselves the 
promoters of yesteryear’s harmony between religious communities, they continued, albeit in a different form, since the 
concerns of the moment had been determined by the beginning of the insurrection in the Valley, to extol the pre-eminence 
of Muslim majority. 
6
From the first days of the insurrection, the population had welcomed the Jammu and Kashmir Liberation Front (JKLF), 

which represented the aspirations for independence of the majority. Many Kashmiris, it is true, still today remain unaware 

that Pakistan, like India, sought to eradicate the movement, at the time armed, that promoted ambitions both states saw as 

dangerous. 
7
On June 11

th
 2010, a young medical student, Tufail Ahmad Mattoo, was killed, accidently hit by a tear-gas canister as the 

police was attempting to contain demonstrators. When the population demanded justice, the central and Jammu and 
Kashmir state governments simply underlined that they had been trying to re-establish order. A commission of inquiry was 
set up, but Kashmiris had long experience of such efforts to win time. While most older people seemed to accept the 
unavoidable Indian presence and its accompanying exactions, many youth, armed only with stones, defied the security 
forces. 
8
The cases of Ladakh and Jammu – to which we will briefly return in this working paper – merit separate treatment. 

9
We will look at the accession of the princely state to India in October 1947 later on in this article. 

10
Others argue that an independent state would control significant water resources, and thus an electricity generation 

capacity, while its strategic position might attract a protective attention from powers such as the United States. 
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reconciliation’ exercise might lead the rest of the Indian Union to acknowledge that Kashmiris 

are, still today, subjected to a status of second-class citizens; the Valley has been the stage for 

many  acts worthy of condemnation, and responsibility for these is shared between militants 

and security forces. The Indian security forces, benefitting from the terms of the Armed 

Forces Special Powers Act (AFSPA) – an issue which will be examined later in this article, 

remain sheltered from legal recourse. 

The political powers that be, both in India as a whole and in Jammu and Kashmir, scarcely 

consider the advantages of a genuine reconciliation; they believe that the population of this 

state of the federation, like their counterparts in other Indian states (from Telangana after 

independence to Naxalites today), should simply forget the past and pocket the few Indian 

financial benefits that trickle down after ‘filtering’ through the political class of Jammu and 

Kashmir. As for the separatist leaders, they have no intention of giving up the elevated 

position in society that they enjoy. They thus continue to chant outdated slogans, considering, 

for example, that they represent the whole of Indian Jammu and Kashmir. The Valley no 

longer falls for this: it questions the privileges (such as medical care in New Delhi or police 

protection) that a number of them enjoy. Moreover, the mini-boom in construction in Srinagar 

and the – late and limited to a minority of the population – blossoming of a consumer society 

in the Valley attest to the accumulation of wealth by a few who now dare display their means. 

Paradoxically, Indian decision-makers, as well as the political class of Jammu and Kashmir 

and even the media in the state, do not seem to have grasped the degree of disillusionment of 

a civil society looking for credible political leaders. Those currently in power are hardly in 

position to understand and articulate the discourse of a population with which it has scarcely 

any interaction
11

. Moreover, they have no intention of questioning the tried and tested method 

of crushing any movement that does not respect the terms of the legalist republican paradigm, 

the key to maintaining the unity of India’s immense territory. The vision of policy-makers at 

both the national and state levels, officially at least, continues to be marked by the Indo-

Pakistani ideological antagonism born out of the partition of British India of which the 

movement of the late 1980s was in one sense an illustration. And the intrigues allegedly or 

actually undertaken by Pakistan, in particular the attacks that the latter state is accused of 

having fomented on Indian territory, enable them to stick to this interpretation. In addition, 

Islamabad, having been unable to resolve the dispute along the lines it defined at the end of 

the 1940s, is, like New Delhi, content for things to stay as they are. 

The two states continue to give weight to the strategic position of Jammu and Kashmir; 

each endeavours to assert its primacy across the region. However, in looking at the failed 

efforts to weaken the Kashmiri identity, we will examine this dimension only briefly. I have 

perhaps spent ‘too’ long in the subcontinent (six years in India and almost four in Pakistan). 

Like many in Indian and Pakistani society, as well as their respective political representatives, 

I am of the view that the Jammu and Kashmir conflict is not simply a territorial one. Above 

all, it exemplifies an ideological antagonism from which the two opponents struggle to free 

themselves, even though it entails an arms race which consumes resources that might 

otherwise reduce poverty. 

                                                           
11

On the eve of the Jammu and Kashmir state assembly elections in autumn 2002, observers wondered about the steps 
taken by the Vice-President of the Jammu and Kashmir People’s Democratic Party (PDP), Mehbooba Mufti. She is the 
daughter of a long-standing Congress leader, Mufti Mohammed Sayeed, who had founded the PDP a couple of years earlier, 
in 1999. She took on the eminently feminine role of consoler, beginning what commentators referred to as a ‘policy of 
condolence’; she visited families of victims of violence perpetrated by both militants and the security forces. While 
conscious of Mehbooba Mufti’s demagogic approach, the population nonetheless appreciated the unusual nature of her 
efforts. People were used to meetings and other political gatherings, but had generally played only a non-speaking part in 
such events. 
 The PDP, like other political forces – legal and separatist – in Jammu and Kashmir, did not seek to allow the people 
to express themselves through its voice. It preferred, like others before it, to instrumentalise a democratic model that 
stifled – as we will argue later in this article – the social mobility to which many in the Valley aspired. 
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1.2 Plan of this article 
With both the Indian Union and the Islamic Republic of Pakistan enjoying the status of 

being regional military powers, it is worth looking at the strategies to which the two states, 

both of which are nuclear powers and continue to strengthen their respective armed forces, 

remain attached and at the barren dialogue that they have repeatedly undertaken, from the end 

of October 1947 up to today. 

We will begin our reflections with the issue of the survival of Kashmiri particularism. We 

will then examine the invasion of Jammu and Kashmir by tribals coming from neighbouring 

Pakistan, the circumstances of the Indian military intervention, the internationalisation of the 

dispute, and then India’s efforts to force through the integration of the part of Jammu and 

Kashmir it administers. A brief look at the Indo-Pakistani conflict of 1965 and the creation of 

Bangladesh will lead us to look at the choice of a Pakistani ‘proxy war’ that matched the 

Kashmiris’ desire to launch an armed struggle. Did India, which had carried out its first 

nuclear weapon test on May 18
th

 1974, count on Pakistan making progress in this field, 

notably since Islamabad (and Rawalpindi) had benefitted from American largesse following 

the Soviet intervention
12

 in Afghanistan? Despite a number of scares, there was to be no full-

scale conflict. 

 Following a brief attempt initiated by President General Pervez Musharraf who declared 

himself ready to drop insistence on the implementation of the UN resolutions as being key to 

resolving the conflict, a Pakistan rendered fragile by the Taliban issue, but also the situation in 

Balochistan, has returned to the leitmotif of the necessity of their implementation. It 

continues, indeed, to preach the cause of human rights in Kashmir, even as little information 

filters out regarding Azad Jammu and Kashmir [Free Jammu and Kashmir, AJK] and Gilgit-

Baltistan
13

.  

The questions raised in this article will also lead us to examine the position of the new 

Pakistani government formed after the elections of May 2013. The Indian electorate, for its 

part, voted in general elections between April 7
th

 and May 12
th 

2014. The outcome was a 

landslide victory for the Bharatiya Janata Party (BJP, Indian People’s Party), which for the 

first time won an overall majority in the lower house (Lok Sabha, Chamber of the People). 

The controversial former Chief Minister of Gujarat, Narendra Modi, was sworn in as Prime 

Minister. It remains to be seen whether his stated aim of abrogating Article 370 of the Indian 

Constitution proves to be anything more that an electoral slogan addressed essentially to 

credulous voters. Moreover, his party makes frequent use of this call during election 

campaigns. Yet during the rule of the government led by Hindu nationalist
14

 Prime Minister 

Atal Behari Vajpayee from March 1998 to May 2004, neither the central government nor the 

national assembly made any mention of revoking this controversial article. Article 370 is 

ultimately a symbol of the autonomy that was challenged by the integrative efforts which 

New Delhi gradually imposed on Srinagar. 

                                                           
12

The term ‘intervention’, compared to that of ‘invasion’, carries a sense of neutrality, but it does not fully capture a 
complex situation. It is also that which we will use in referring to Operation Enduring Freedom that the United States 
undertook in Afghanistan in the aftermath of the attacks of September 11

th
 2001. 

13
The Indian state of Jammu and Kashmir has a population of around 10 million people, while residents of Azad Jammu and 

Kashmir number some 4.5 million and Gilgit-Baltistan 1.8 million [BBC, 31 January 2014]. 
14

Note that the media and researchers have preferred the term ‘Hindu nationalism’, while they use ‘fundamentalism’ to 
describe Islamist political currents thought which defend what are or were ultimately comparable positions. It is true that 
Hindu nationalists have tended to progressively moderate their discourse to include in their definition of the nation citizens 
of other religions, notably Muslims, without a priori questioning their loyalty. They give the impression, at the very least, of 
wishing to cleanse themselves of suspicion towards communities they had earlier declared to be ‘foreigners’. The journey 
taken by Narendra Modi is revealing in this regard. Having seemingly supported, at least by acts of omission, the anti-
Muslim pogroms that hit Gujarat at the start of 2002, he has recently chosen to portray himself as an advocate of 
secularism. Incidentally, he seems to have slipped away from any possible legal action that might have allowed a proper 
examination of his role during that episode. 
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2. The assertion of identity politics in the former princely state of Jammu and Kashmir 
In dealing with the Jammu and Kashmir conflict, researchers have often tended to recall 

that it began after the invasion, at the end of the month of October 1947, by warlike tribals 

coming from a dominion still in its infancy – Pakistan. They underline the particular context 

of the Sub-continent at that date. However, the majority are split into two schools of thought 

when they come to judge its impact on the princely state, adhering to either the Indian or 

Pakistani version of events. British imperial India had given way to two dominions that 

celebrated their independence in mid-August 1947. In parallel, dramatic population 

movements were taking place, accompanied by terrible ‘communalist’
15

 confrontations that 

left lasting scars
16

. Was Jammu and Kashmir a haven of peace, as India argued, when the 

princely state acceded at the end of October 1947 to the federation? Had it miraculously been 

spared from the troubles that had spread through India and Pakistan? Or were those in 

Karachi, seat of the new Pakistani political authorities
17

, right in asserting that the 

communalist fighting was not limited to the zone of Jammu bordering Punjab? The truth 

probably lay between these two depictions: Kashmir was largely peaceful, but Jammu saw 

significant violence. The dispute that followed the events of the second half of 1947 wiped 

out one significant element: the artificial assembly of territories over which the Dogra 

dynasty, of Rajput
18

 extraction, had presided. 

 

2.1 The instrumentalisation of the issue of religion 
In an effort to erase any ethnic or regional particularism, both Pakistan and India, anxious 

to integrate the 562 former princely states, instrumentalised the religious issue. It should be 

recalled here that the princely state, which spread across 220,000 square kilometres and 

included peaks of more than 6,000 metres above sea-level, was made up of five parts – 

Jammu, Kashmir, Baltistan, Ladakh and Gilgit. In the first of these, Muslims were estimated 

on the eve of independence as making up 53% of the population. The districts of Poonch, with 

the exception of the town of Poonch itself, and Mirpur were almost entirely Muslim. The 

Valley was 93% Muslim. In the northern part of the state, Gilgit and Baltistan, the population 

was almost exclusively Muslim, while Ladakh was populated with Buddhists and Shia 

Muslims, the district of Kargil being home to most of the latter. 

In the aftermath of the flare-up of the Jammu and Kashmir dispute, Karachi once again 

emphasized the validity of the ‘Two-Nation Theory’ that had justified the creation of 

Pakistan: only a homeland dedicated to the Muslims of the Sub-continent
19

 could ensure the 

                                                           
15

The term ‘communalism’ pertains, in the Sub-continent, to confrontations between Hindu, Muslim, Sikh and, more 
recently, Christian communities. Considering global events, notably the Rwandan genocide, the Twentieth Anniversary of 
which is being marked in 2014, one might ask whether the use of the term ‘communalism’ (a temporary break-down of 
inter-community harmony) is appropriate when referring to the Partition of the Sub-continent; victims probably numbered 
something like one million. 

Another dimension that generally only attracts attention from researchers with a marked interest in gender issues is 
that of rape. The era of mediatisation, especially since the Kosovo conflict (1996-99), puts an accent on a dimension that 
wars such of that in Bangladesh had already illustrated: the systematic rape constitutes a weapon of ‘ethnic cleansing’. It 
was only on June 20

th
 2008 that the Security Council adopted a resolution that qualified rape as “a tactic of war to 

humiliate, dominate, instil fear in, disperse and/or forcibly relocate civilian members of a community or ethnic group” 
[United Nations, 2008]. 
16

Political leaders in India and Pakistan rarely refer to the sad circumstances surrounding the independence of their 
respective states. However we can gauge their lasting impact to this day, not least through the continuing references that 
both Islamabad and New Delhi make to the threat from ‘the other side of the border’. 
17

In 1958, President Ayub Khan decided to create a new capital city; Islamabad officially replaced Karachi on October 26
th

 
1966. The construction of Islamabad had started in 1961, with government bodies being temporarily transferred to 
Rawalpindi. 
18

Rajputs, to simplify, are part of the second – warrior – group in the hierarchy of Hindu castes. 
19

As early as 1951, the Pakistani dominion asked its neighbour to hold back any further exodus of Muslims; its capacity to 
welcome incomers having already been absorbed. 
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protection and safe-guarding of their interests. The accession of Jammu and Kashmir would 

represent the consecration of this principle. It would also demonstrate the viability of 

Pakistan, a riposte to those who questioned the durability of the new state, predicting the 

collapse of an artificial construction. Finally, one current of opinion asserted that the ‘k’ of 

Pakistan [Pak-i-stan, ‘country of the pure’] stood for the former princely state. 

New Delhi boasted of its attachment to secularism
20

, for which Jammu and Kashmir, a 

Muslim majority state that, moreover, bordered Pakistan
21

, become the example par 

excellence. Maharajah Hari Singh and Sheikh
22

 Mohammed Abdullah, leader of the National 

Conference and, according to New Delhi’s arguments, representative of the wishes of the 

people of the territory, had opted, following the tribal invasion, to join the Indian Union. 

Congress leaders, in particular Jawaharlal Nehru, had nurtured close links with the National 

Conference, which in 1941 had re-joined the All-India States’ Peoples’ Conference. This was 

an organisation that brought together political parties of the princely states which were in 

favour of progressive reforms or joining a future independent Indian state. It was through 

Nehru’s influence as the organisation’s president that Abdullah had become its vice-president 

in 1946. The future Indian Prime Minister, from then on, hoped for either a full accession or 

at least the development of privileged links which would ensure Indian hegemony
23

. His 

trump card was doubtless the stated policy of both the Indian Congress Party, as leader of the 

independence movement, and the National Conference to put an end to all forms of 

feudalism
24

. 

A despotic prince, himself Hindu, continued to keep his subjects, especially the Muslims 

amongst them, in a state of subjugation. Prakash Chandra [June 1985: 39] considers that  

 

"The absolute backwardness of the Muslims was the product of the communal policy of the 

Maharaja to keep them out of power and patronage. Even the Kashmiri Pandits were victims 

of Dogra racism and casteism in the initial period because more than 60 per cent of gazetted 

                                                           
20

India employs the term ‘secularism’. It has similarities to the term ‘lay’ as used in Europe. In practice, the administration 
has generally sought to demonstrate an equitable treatment of different religious communities, rather than, in the French 
republican sense, seeking a firm separation between the state and religion. 
21

Two Muslim princes, the Nawab of the small state of Junagadh and the Nizam of the principality of Hyderabad, with an 
area of 215,399 square kilometres, tried in vain to avoid accession to the Union, notwithstanding the fact that the majority 
of their subjects were of the Hindu faith. 

The founding father of Pakistan, Mohammed Ali Jinnah, initially sought to embarrass the neighbouring country that was 
integrating a large number of princely states, by declaring that only the princes – whose representativeness was disputed 
by India – were free to determine the destiny of their subjects. Such an argument could be turned against him when he – 
and his successors – denied the validity of the decision by the (Hindu) Maharaja of Jammu and Kashmir to accede to India; 
from that moment onwards, Pakistan was to plead for the right to self-determination of the Muslim majority population of 
Jammu and Kashmir. 
22

According to some Kashmiri Pandit historians, the honorific titre ‘Sheikh’ was used by important Hindu families in the 
Valley. They retained it after their conversion to Islam, from the 14

th
 Century onwards. As for Sheikh Abdullah’s socially 

modest ancestors, they assumed the title only subsequent to becoming Muslims. 
23

The Indian Dominion received, it is true, three (Batala, Gurdaspur and Pathankot) of the four tehsils (sub-districts) of the 

Gurdaspur District of Punjab. Batala and Gurdaspur – like Shakargarh that would go to Pakistan – had a slight Muslim 

majority. They provided New Delhi with much easier access to Jammu and Kashmir, feeding conspiracy theories in Pakistan 

of a British-Indian plot. It fell to Sir Cyril Radcliffe, President of the Boundary Commissions of Bengal and Punjab, to resolve, 

in conformity with the power vested in him by the India Independence Act, disputed border issues. He had no particular 

knowledge of the Sub-continent, travelling there for the first time after being nominated to the post.  

This, at least, is the generally perceived version of events. The question is more complicated than that. A similar line had 
been envisaged when Lord Wavell had been Viceroy. In a document dated February 7

th
 1946, Wavell stated that:  

“In the Punjab the only Moslem majority district that would not go into Pakistan under this demarcation is Gurdaspur (51 
per cent Moslem). Gurdaspur must be go with Amritsar for geographical reasons and Amritsar being sacred city of Sikhs 
must stay out of Pakistan. But for this case for [of] importance of Amritsar, demarcation in the Punjab could have been on 
divisional boundaries. Fact that much of Lahore district is irrigated from upper Bari Doab canal with headworks in Gurdaspur 
district is awkward but there is no solution that avoids all such difficulties” [Mansergh, 1977: 912]. 
24

This term, borrowed from the European Middle Ages, is widely employed in the Sub-continent. 
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posts went to Dogras, especially Rajputs, despite their (the Dogras') inferior educational 

qualifications.  

“The Maharaja regarded the Kashmiris as a race of slaves. He did not provide them with 

equal opportunities in trade, industry, education, jobs, agriculture and above all for their 

upliftment as a community of culture. In fact, he discouraged the evolution of a regionalized 

community of culture in Kashmir. The Muslims of the state, thus, became the worst sufferers 

from the triple dictum of racism, communalism and casteism. This was inherent in the legal 

philosophy of juridical structure under the Maharaja”.  

 

Moreover, the Dogra dynasty, supported by the Punjabis, used religious and ethnic ties to 

bolster its support
25

.  

 

2.2 The strategic position of Jammu and Kashmir 
The ideological antagonism between India and Pakistan allowed the adversaries to stifle 

debate about something that was equally important to their quest to project themselves 

regionally or even further afield: the strategic position enjoyed by Jammu and Kashmir. 

Pakistan, for its part, as shown by archives held in the Quai d’Orsay
26

, aspired to a position of 

leadership of the Islamic world, at a time when several Muslim majority states were still 

under colonial rule.  

Apart from a border with India and Pakistan, the princely state formed a natural border, 

neighboured Tibet, the Chinese province of Xinjiang, and – almost – the Union of Soviet 

Socialist Republics, from which it was separated only by the narrow band of the Afghan 

Wakhan corridor and a small area of Xinjiang in the Taghdumbash Pamir. In addition, the 

Partition had ‘deprived’ India – which regarded itself the heir to British India – of a part of its 

water resources, as well as wheat-producing territories, such as Pakistani Punjab. These 

‘losses’ reinforced the importance of the rivers of Jammu and Kashmir that ensured the 

agricultural prosperity of the princely state, in particular the Kashmir Valley. 

 

2.3 On the perennity of particularism 
A part of the Muslim population on both sides of the Indo-Pakistani cease-fire line defined 

in July 1949 entertained the idea – some would say the myth – of a particularism which, 

contrary to those which had been or continued to be expressed elsewhere in the Sub-continent, 

was handled very carefully. Ironically, such a sentiment was an unintended consequence of 

Indo-Pakistani rivalry and the ideological confrontation that nourished it. 

Karachi and New Delhi, anxious to demonstrate their good faith with the Security Council 

examining the dispute that opposed them, made a show of granting autonomous status to the 

                                                           
25

This is but a highly schematised presentation of the situation of the state. The reader seeking to learn more may consult 
two articles: Gautam Navlakha, Bharat's Kashmir War, Economic and Political Weekly (EPW), volume 26, N°51, 21 
December 1991, Mumbai, pp. 2951-2955; Prakash Chandra, The National Question in Kashmir, The Social Scientist, volume 
13, N°6, June 1985, New Delhi, pp. 35-56. 

There remains the issue of the popularity of the National Conference in Jammu Division and the province of Ladakh. 
Transport links with the latter were inexistent for part of the year due to the extreme climate. The region of Jammu, 
including all religious groups, seems to have supported Sheikh Abdullah’s party since it called not only for political 
emancipation, but also genuine economic and social reforms, as outlined in a memorandum entitled Naya Kashmir (New 
Kashmir) that was presented to the British colonial administration in 1944.  
26

French Foreign Ministry, so named after its location on the bank of the River Seine in Paris. 
One comment is necessary here: the reader may be surprised to see the references made in the first part of this work to 

the French national archives held at the Quai d’Orsay. The perspective of France, long-standing rival of the United Kingdom 
in the scramble for colonies that often turned out to the advantage of the latter, appears to be of interest. In addition, 
when I was working on a master’s thesis on the history of international relations pertaining to the Kashmir conflict (1947-
56), French diplomatic documents were a useful source. Those drafting them tend to employ a relatively straight-forward 
approach with a clear chronology of events that is often difficult to grasp from the equivalent British archives. Besides, 
consulting two sets of archives is worthwhile. Unsurprisingly, given the link with national security, Pakistan and India are yet 
to make public documents dealing with the issue.  
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areas of the former princely state which they administered. The part of Kashmir administered 

by India, which Pakistan called Indian-Occupied Kashmir, covered two-thirds of Hari Singh’s 

state (Jammu, the Kashmir Valley and Ladakh
27

); Article 370 of the Indian Constitution 

guaranteed the autonomy of what would become the state of Jammu and Kashmir. The part 

administered by Pakistan (termed Pakistan-Occupied Kashmir by India) was, as early as 1949, 

split into two: Azad Jammu and Kashmir and the Northern Areas, which comprised Gilgit and 

Baltistan
28

. Perhaps, Karachi was worried that a single unit of Azad Jammu and Kashmir 

might be capable of making its voice heard. One might also speculate that Pakistan listened to 

wishes of the population of the Northern Areas – over whom the princely state under British 

India had exercised little influence – and who had expressed but modest interest in joining a 

greater Kashmir
29

.  

India and Pakistan quickly came to forget a crucial dimension that they had 

instrumentalised, notably after the tribal invasion: the antagonism between the Jammu and 

Kashmir Muslim Conference and the Jammu and Kashmir National Conference
30

. The space 

available in this article precludes serious examination of this. We will thus simply emphasize 

that the Muslim Conference, favourable to the ‘Two-Nation Theory’, sought support in 

Pakistan, while its opponent did the same in India. Both groups, however, were in favour of 

the independence of the former princely state; they were tardy to realise the consequence of 

their rivalry, and may have tried, as we will see below, to reunify in 1953. 

The aim of a ‘Greater Kashmir’
31

, to use the name of one of the Kashmir Valley’s daily 

newspapers, is ambiguous when one thinks of the multi-ethnic
32

 make-up of Jammu and 

Kashmir as a whole, itself part of a wider social structure with considerable tensions. The 

Indian political scientist Navnita Chadha Behera [2006: 104] comments that: 

 

”Each [particularism] is struggling to nurture its sociocultural identity, find avenues of 

social and economic development, and create its own political space. In other words, each 

community interprets the political rights inherent in the right of self-determination 

differently”. 

This is perhaps an analysis that tends to understate the importance of nationalism in a Jammu 

and Kashmir whose populations, unlike Indian or Pakistani citizens, were unaware of the 

sense. Any people fighting for its independence tends to become divided when it comes to 

determining how the dividends will be split, with each social class counting on a significant 

improvement in its lot. One should rather underline the durability - in at least part of the 

former princely state - of a sense of ‘nationalism’ or a ‘particularism’ that is nurtured by the 

antagonism between India and Pakistan. 

                                                           
27

Since the brief Sino-Indian border war of October 1962, the region of Aksai Chin, with an area of 37,244 square 
kilometres, uninhabited since at an altitude of 4,300 metres, has been controlled by China. 
28

The small principalities of Hunza and Nagar were merged with the Northern Areas in 1970. 
29

Arguing as to the need to first resolve the dispute that pitted it against India, Pakistan did not extend the democratic 
process to the Northern Areas until August 2009, the area taking on the name of Gilgit-Baltistan. 
30

Numerous members of the National Conference had been members of the original party from which they split in 1938. 
Sheikh Abdullah, for his part, declared that the Muslim Conference had been transformed into the National Conference, 
which, thereafter, would speak for all communities, thus advocating for a ‘secular’ approach. 
31

The history of the former princely state does not figure in the history curriculum followed by school-children in the area’s 
three parts. There is, on both sides of the Line of Control, a kind of parallel history that has come to fill this vacuum. It is 
worth mentioning an interesting paradox: supporters of a unified Jammu and Kashmir do not hold back in castigating the 
British colonial power (in fact, at the time, the East India Company) for having, under the terms of the Treaty of Amritsar of 
March 16

th
 1846, sold the Kashmir Valley for the sum of 750,000 pounds sterling; in reality this step was what brought 

about the princely state of Jammu and Kashmir. 
32

This is a complex question that we will not try to answer here. The reader desirous of examining the issue may consult 

two works: Sir Walter Roper Lawrence, The Valley of Kashmir, Oxford University Press, London, 1895; Aparna Rao (ed.), The 

Valley of Kashmir. The Making and Unmaking of a Composite Culture?, Manohar, New Delhi, 2008. 

http://www.google.co.in/search?tbo=p&tbm=bks&q=inauthor:%22Sir+Walter+Roper+Lawrence%22
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3. The Indian Union, master of the fate of Jammu and Kashmir
33

 

Britain revoking paramountcy
34

 left, in theory, the princely states – at least those of 

sufficient size to aspire to the status of a modern independent state – free to control their own 

destiny. However the Indian and Pakistani dominions had every intention of persuading them, 

if necessary by force, of the necessity of their joining the construction of the nation in which 

they were themselves engaged. The vast majority of princely states wisely chose to join one 

or other of two states. On the eve of independence, a few cases remained unresolved, such as 

Jammu and Kashmir whose Maharajah, in spite of pressure from both Pakistan and India, was 

playing a waiting game, wondering whether independence might be an option.  

It is worth looking at two episodes that took place against the back-drop of partition: the 

revolt in August 1947 of Poonch, a district of Jammu today split into two parts controlled by 

India and Pakistan respectively; and the tribal invasion that appears to have begun around 

October 22
nd

 of the same year. In effect, the events from the independence of the Sub-

continent up to the end of the year unexpectedly returned to public consciousness at the end of 

the 1980s when the Kashmir Valley rejected the Indian presence. In this way, a process of re-

writing history began, and Kashmiri leaders, then in favour of independence (azaadi), 

promoted the Pakistani line of argument. Roles were thus reversed: in October 1947, the 

Indian Union had not flown troops in to ‘relieve’ Jammu and Kashmir, but had invaded. As 

for the tribes living under Pakistan’s jurisdiction, they had tried to bring their support to 

Muslims suffering under the yoke of Dogra rule. 

 

3.1 Tribes ready to come to help their oppressed ‘brothers’ in Poonch 
Reading some documents of the British diplomatic archives of the India Office Records 

and Private Papers, and the Public Record Office (now known as the National Archives), one 

comes away with the impression that neither Mohammed Ali Jinnah, founding father of 

Pakistan, nor Prime Minister Liaqat Ali Khan, were in favour of an invasion, because they 

were of the view that India would exploit it as a pretext to justify an intervention in a territory 

it coveted. A document from the Foreign Office emphasized, for example, that the Pakistani 

authorities, notably through the government of North-West Frontier Province (NWFP), had 

tried to cool the ‘enthusiasm’ of the tribal groups through exerting “political pressure on their 

leaders”, but could not oppose them with force without risking major trouble, or even a 

“conflagration of incalculable consequences” [The National Archives, 1947d: 115]. Such 

reasoning might today appear naïve; it is reflection of a period when it seemed scarcely 

imaginable that a state (moreover a new state) would task tribes with at best an ambiguous 

reputation with conquering a territory. Yet it is true that the diplomats in post in Pakistan and 

India, no doubt lacking reliable sources, tended to show respect for the positions of the 

countries in which they were based. Continuing in this line, the document mentioned above 

opines that Pakistan’s political authorities were compelled to continue to provide to the 

insurgents of Poonch and the tribals after the Indian intervention.  

Jinnah noted that the Kashmir movement was the inevitable “natural result” of the cruel 

“repressive action taken against the Muslims of Poonch by Jammu and Kashmir State Forces, 

as punishment for their attitude favouring the State’s accession to Pakistan”
 
[The National 

Archives, 1947d: 115]. In this interpretation, Mohammed Ali Jinnah and Liaqat Ali Khan thus 

appealed to the tribes for calm, adding that they would be advised should their help be 

                                                           
33

In the interest of transparency, it should be noted that much of this section is based on our work on the Jammu and 
Kashmir conflict [Reynolds, 2005: 21-35]. 
34

Thus the British Empire, on the eve of its withdrawal from the Sub-continent, broke off the ties that linked it to the 
princely states, but at the same time refused to transfer what was a modern form of suzerainty to one or other of the two 
dominions. Official histories of Pakistan and India criticise the resistance of a few princes to accession, forgetting that 
certain of them, ruling over significant territory, might have asserted a reasonable claim to independent statehood. 
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required in the cause of the defence of Islam. According to theory widely believed in Pakistan 

and more recently alluded to by the Karachi daily, The Dawn, it was the Muslim League 

leader Abdul Qayyum Khan, who organised the launch of the tribal invasion [Asghar Khan, 8 

October 2003].  

The tribals had relatively modern equipment, as well as means of transport such as trucks 

which could not have been acquired without, at the very least, acts of omission on the part of 

Pakistanis holding official positions – probably members of the Muslim League acting, 

therefore, against the instructions emanating from the country’s leaders. Mohammed Ali 

Jinnah and Liaqat Ali Khan seem to have pursued a two-pronged strategy, allowing the tribals 

to conquer Jammu and Kashmir, but being ready to denounce this ‘spontaneous’ action in the 

event of it failing. 

In a letter dated November 1st 1947 which Nehru addressed to his British counterpart, the 

Indian Prime Minister wrote:  

 

”well armed and well equipped raiders in large numbers provided with motor transport, 

automatic weapons, artillery and even flame-throwers entered Kashmir territory from a large 

number of points through Pakistan territoiry. They are under highly competent leadership. At 

first they entered Jammu province and gradually drove the State troops back over a wide area 

which they hold to-day […]. Then this major and well-planned raid took place along Jhelum 

valley road which has ? (taken) these  raiders to the accompaniment of massacre arson and 

loot to the very gates of Srinagar. It is hardly possible to ? (say) that tribal people can 

possess modern weapons or motor transport or leadership unless they are provided to them 

by others. All raiders in Jhelum Valley had to cross one or two bridges and it was exceedingly 

easy for Pakistan authorities to stop them at these bridges if not earlier. We are reliably 

informed that large numbers of regular Pakistan troops were concentrated near border at 

Kohale as also on Jammu border ”  [The National Archives, 1947c: 2]
35

. 

 

Dominique Lapierre and Larry Collins [1983: 409] suggest a plausible explanation for the 

behaviour of the Pakistani tribes which was one of the hypotheses put forward by French 

diplomats. While retaining a few garrisons in place to keep an eye on the tribes, the British 

also used to provide sufficient money to purchase their peacefulness: traditionally, part of the 

tribes’ income derived from banditry. Pakistan lacked the necessary resources and, according 

to the Quai d’Orsay materials, was worried about the possible presence of agents of the King 

of Afghanistan tasked with convincing the tribes to join the territories they were living on to 

those under the control of Kabul
36

. Rather than putting internal stability at risk and thus the 

security of its inhabitants, Karachi may have chosen to task its tribal groups with seizing 

Jammu and Kashmir. These ‘troops’ were seemingly led by Brigadier Akbar Khan – who had 

taken the nom de guerre of General Tariq (after the Muslim general who had crossed the 

Straits of Gibraltar in the Eighth Century) – and other officers of the Pakistan Army. 

 The tribes, which of course had no ‘official’ instructions, were, or said that they were, 

acting in support of the struggle of their Muslim ‘brothers’ in Jammu and Kashmir, especially 

those in the district of Poonch. Balraj Puri [1993: 7-10], who was at one time a member of the 

National Conference, refers to the movement launched by the 60,000 soldiers from Poonch 

who, after fighting in the British Army during the Second World War, had been demobilised, 

and were then refused integration in the armed forces of the principality. The state attempted 

                                                           
35

This extract is reproduced as it appears in the archives: the question marks are in the original. 
36

In effect, the Kingdom of Afghanistan had never recognised the 2640-kilometre long border (the Durand Line) traced by 

the British on November 12
th

 1853. The Raj was in this way meeting a strategic challenge: ensuring a buffer zone that 

would protect it from Tsarist influence. It was such a western border that the Dominion of Pakistan would inherit, 

separating populations that belonged to the same Pashtun ethnic group and had every intention of maintaining their 

links.  
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in vain to re-establish order, but the “traditional loyalty of the majority of Muslim troops” was 

no longer assured: the latter refused to fire on Muslims and then deserted, the agitation taking 

on the form of an armed revolt
37

. 

 Was the revolt begun in Poonch a riposte to the policies of the Maharaja, or was it 

rather to be seen as part of the partition of British India? Alastair Lamb [1992: 123] makes the 

point that the situation in the region of Jammu “had deteriorated rapidly with bands of armed 

Hindus and Sikhs (including members of the Rashtriya Swayamsevak Sangh (RSS, National 

Volunteer Organisation), Hindu extremists, [the Sikh] Shiromani Akali Dal (Supreme 

Immortal Party) and others) attacking Muslims villages and setting in train a mass exodus”, 

pushing the community into exile. According to Lamb, many survivors, after arriving in 

Pakistani Punjab, recounted that “the atrocities” were “perpetrated not only by uncontrolled 

bands of hooligans but also by organised units of the Maharaja’s Army and Police”. He 

argues that these events inevitably changed public opinion in Poonch, already (along with 

Gilgit) the focus of opposition to Hari Singh, as well as in Pakistan. For his part, Sardar 

Mohammed Ibrahim Khan [1965: 41], the first President of Azad Jammu and Kashmir, the 

independence of which was apparently proclaimed on October 24
th

 1947, judges that it was 

the coercive methods of the Maharaja’s troops employed against the Muslim population
38

, and 

the exactions of the RSS – trained in Jammu by Dogra officers – that pushed Poonch into 

revolt. He argues that this organisation terrorised Muslims of the districts of Kathua, Jammu 

and Udhampur (all three in Jammu Province) in which they were a minority. For Khan, 

another RSS target was the Muslim refugees crossing the province on their way to Pakistan. 

 

3.2 A tribal invasion 
The tribal groups, moving in trucks, were advancing quite quickly across the territory of 

Jammu and Kashmir. The state’s army, originally made up of 30,000 men from the Dogra 

community and – according to Sheikh Abdullah [1993: 92
39

] – Muslims from Poonch and 

Mirpur, put up very little resistance, as it was itself falling apart. British diplomatic sources 

indicate that the Muslim soldiers of the Maharaja had joined the tribal groups; they arrived at 

the outskirts of Srinagar together [The National Archives, 1947b: 116]. 

Pakistani radio applauded the exploits of the tribal groups, which were talked of in terms 

approaching that of a national army. That, at least, is the Indian analysis which aims to 

demonstrate that the tribal invaders enjoyed official support. At the end of October, the 

British High Commission in Pakistan wrote, however, that it was aware of “disorder in the 

Jhelum Valley, along the main road from Srinagar to Kohala”, although it attributed this to 

incursions of Mohmandis, Waziris and Afridis [The National Archives, 1947a: 1]. 

Pakistani discourse was embarrassed. Liaqat Ali Khan denied there were any Pakistani 

citizens into the territory of Jammu and Kashmir, acknowledging merely the presence of 

travellers crossing the princely state. He also refuted stories that arms had been distributed to 

the ‘raiders’ of Poonch or the tribals. It was a rather odd force: the notion of discipline was 

quite foreign to it; Kashmir’s wealth had become a thing of myth, so the principality 

represented above all an unexpected opportunity for booty. But were the tribal groups 

‘assisted’ by Pakistani soldiers the only ones responsible for the troubles, as what one might 

term the ‘official’ Indian version of events proclaims? A British diplomat noted that on 

                                                           
37

Tribal incursions probably started well before this, but it is difficult to be certain of it, since the Sub-continent was – 
literally and metaphorically – burning.  
38

The Poonchis were rebelling, in particular against the taxes levied on them. 
39

The Sheikh did not write his memoirs, Flames of the Chinar, himself, but dictated them to Mohammed Yusuf Taing, whom 
he also authorised to consult his personal papers. The English text is an abridged version of a very long Urdu original. 
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October 21
st
 he had seen “bands of armed Sikhs walking along the road” recruited by the 

princely government [The National Archives, 1947a: 1]. Other reports drew attention to the 

role of Hari Singh’s Hindu troops, aided by armed Sikhs, in pillaging and burning Muslim 

villages in the region of Jammu. It is more than likely that the passage of the tribal groups left 

a trail of exactions and other crimes in its wake. The towns of Muzaffarabad and Baramulla 

were thus ransacked and set on fire. Lamb, in his work, emphasizes the difficulty of assessing 

the damage done by the tribal groups. He acknowledges that the commercial centres of these 

two towns, in which the majority of stalls belonged to Hindus or Sikhs, were targeted, along 

with the Christian convent of Baramulla, as the tribes saw themselves as engaged in a holy 

war [Lamb, 1992: 143]. A British document emphasized that without the intervention of the 

forces of the Indian Union, the risk that the town of Srinagar would have been sacked was 

very high [The National Archives, 1947b: 116]. One may also wonder as to the significant 

support the tribal groups received in the district of Poonch in particular. It is possible that their 

behaviour there was more of a character to attract local backing. 

On the verge of taking Srinagar, the tribal groups appear to have lost all discipline. 

Thereafter they apparently made no distinction between Muslims, Hindus and Sikhs 

(members of the two latter communities were rather numerous, as – according to India – 

many were fleeing western Punjab as a result of the communal violence [India Office Records 

and Private Papers, 1947d: 2]. British diplomatic sources indicated on the basis of interviews 

with Mahsud chiefs that the influence of and support for Khurshid Anwar
40

, one of the 

supposed organisers of the tribal invasion, had crumbled [The National Archives, 1947e: 1]. 

In effect, after taking Baramulla and with the tribal groups not far from Srinagar, Anwar 

apparently asked all the tribal chiefs to sign an assurance that they and their men would 

refrain from pillage, respect state property and protect the state treasury. Anwar may have 

been planning to rally the Kashmiris by representing the tribal groups as liberators, and 

putting in place a civilian government presided over by the Muslim Conference after freeing 

its leaders. The tribal chiefs – following the account of the well-known war correspondent and 

journalist Alan Moorehead – objected that it was scarcely the right moment to make such a 

commitment. Their ‘troops’ would reject any such imposition, since they had come to believe 

that they could keep for themselves whatever they managed to lay their hands on. Two 

precious days were thus lost in discussions, which gave the Indian army time to intervene. 

Asghar Khan [8 October 2003] argues differently: the ‘work’ they had contracted to undertake 

done, the tribesmen set off homewards, and only officers of the regular Pakistani army headed 

on towards Srinagar. 

 

3.3 The inevitable accession to the Indian Union 
Moorehead writes that the Maharaja and his Prime Minister had gone from Srinagar to 

Jammu after a visit by V.P. Menon which had left them quite distraught; the Secretary of the 

Department for States had declared that “the only hope of salvation” lies in accession to the 

Indian Union [The National Archives, 1947a: 3]. Hari Singh, pushed into a corner, had thus 

solicited the help of the Indian Union. Today, many Indian writers declare that both the prince 

and Sheikh Abdullah wanted the unconditional attachment of the State of Jammu and 

Kashmir to India. According to the ‘official’ version of events then and thereafter adhered to 

by India, the decision-makers in New Delhi placed a condition on India’s armed intervention 

in a territory not under its authority: the signing of an instrument of accession. The Indian 

authorities insisted not only on the consent of Hari Singh, but also on that of Sheikh Abdullah. 

They felt they were in this way demonstrating their respect for the principle of self-

determination.  

                                                           
40

Some say Anwar was a retired Indian Army major, while others suggest he was a commander of the Muslim League 
National Guard.  
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On the morning of October 27
th

, New Delhi sent troops by air to the princely state. Even 

though the British officers serving in India denied any foreknowledge, the Pakistanis believed 

that such a mobilisation could not have been improvised, but must have been the fruit of 

several weeks of preparation. On learning of the Indian intervention on All-India Radio, the 

national radio of the Union, Jinnah ordered Sir Douglas Gracey, Deputy Chief of Staff of the 

Pakistan Army posted in Rawalpindi, to send his forces into battle in Jammu and Kashmir. 

Gracey referred the question up to his superior officer, Marshal Claude Auchinleck, Supreme 

Commander of Indian and Pakistani forces, who went immediately to Lahore in order to 

‘convince’ Jinnah to rescind his order: an ultimatum to which the Governor-General yielded 

on October 28
th

. Besides, already on the 26
th

, Great Britain had appealed to India not to 

envisage a military option, as Pakistan would respond in kind [The National Archives, 1947b: 

116]. London pushed the two dominions to negotiate.  

Karachi acknowledged the presence of ‘volunteers’ in Jammu and Kashmir at the time. It 

maintained that they had rushed on their own initiative to the aid of the Muslims of Jammu 

and Kashmir, a position from which Pakistan has never withdrawn and which seems to have 

become the conviction in the late 1980s and early 1990s of the overwhelming majority of 

Kashmiris. At least one point goes against this theory: the unlikelihood of spontaneous united 

action in the name of Islam undertaken by different tribes more or less opposed to one 

another
41

.  

The date of Jammu and Kashmir’s accession to India is a matter of dispute. New Delhi, 

making a show of its attachment to legal principles, had conditioned any military aid on prior 

accession. It thus forcefully asserted that such a treaty had been signed the day before troops 

were sent to the princely states, and not simultaneously or even subsequent to the transport by 

air of the Indian forces. 

The accession of Jammu and Kashmir to India appeared in the form of two documents: the 

first, identical to the treaties which the princes had contracted, was an official declaration by 

Mountbatten that he accepted in his quality of Governor-General the request for the 

incorporation of the principality. The second document was a letter from the Governor-

General to the Maharaja in which he expressed the wish that the question of Jammu and 

Kashmir be definitively determined as soon as law and order was re-established through a 

‘reference to the people’. The English terms are ambiguous; the nature of popular consultation 

proposed was not made explicit. On November 2
nd

, however, Nehru declared himself ready to 

organise a referendum under the auspices of an international body, once peace was restored. 

According to Balraj Puri [1993: 14, 23], a referendum constituted the only way of overcoming 

the “Maharaja’s reluctance”. The author adds that India was looking to achieve two further 

objectives: to demonstrate that, unlike Pakistan, it had full confidence in the people of the 

former princely state; and to annex two other states, Hyderabad which had declared its 

independence and Junagadh whose Muslim prince had officially acceded to Pakistan. 

Incidentally, the practical arrangements for holding a plebiscite make one wonder
42

 [The 

National Archives, 1947a: 3].  

By virtue of the instrument of accession signed by the Maharaja, Jammu and Kashmir was 

part of the Indian Union that, succeeding to the British Crown, was responsible for defence, 

foreign policy and external communication. It was in the name of these engagements that 

                                                           
41

Many Kashmiris today acknowledge that their land was invaded and pillaged by tribals, but assert that the princely state 
could have dealt with them without outside help. 
42

Questioned by Moorehead, the Sheikh finally admitted that Jammu and Kashmir possessed neither an electoral list nor 
any structures within society that might enable the population to receive sufficient information to make an informed 
judgment on the issue at stake. Mohammed Abdullah acknowledged “with a somewhat embarrassed laugh” that “a 
plebiscite would represent the opinion of his own party which was the only sufficiently organised and coherent body to 
express one” [The National Archives, 1947a: 3]. The Sheikh did not mention that the National Conference had scarcely any 
competitors on the political scene: freed belatedly in March 1948, the leader of the Muslim Conference, Chaudhri Ghulam 
Abbas, preferred to go to Pakistan, turning down Abdullah’s offer to participate in the government. 
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India – at least in its construction of events – came to the rescue of the Maharaja. It 

considered that part of its territory had fallen victim to aggression. Pakistan denied the Indian 

position, recalling that the former principality had been bound to Pakistan by a ‘standstill’ 

agreement
43

 which prevented it from acceding to India
44

. Karachi denounced an accession that 

had taken place in what were at the very least unusual circumstances. Moreover, it had 

already gone too far to back out comfortably. It sought to give the question of Jammu and 

Kashmir and its accession to India an ideological and religious connotation, mixing these two 

dimensions. Prime Minister Liaqat Ali Khan noted that it was the arrival of numerous Sikh 

‘refugees’ who had carried out many attacks against the Muslim population. He thus tried to 

show that the Muslims of Jammu and Kashmir had no choice but to fight for their survival. In 

a sense, he was paying homage to the efforts of the tribal groups, which had helped shake the 

authority of the Maharaja. The Pakistani accusations were perhaps not without foundation, 

but, those who fell victim to the human drama included Hindus, Sikhs and Muslims. As the 

Hindus of Azad Jammu and Kashmir were going into exile, many Muslims from Jammu were 

seeking refuge in territory under Pakistan’s control
45

. 

 

                                                           
43

While waiting for a decision as to the future of his state, Maharajah Hari Singh, following the recommendations of Lord 
Mountbatten, proposed signing a ‘standstill agreement’ with each of his two neighbours, under the terms of which his state 
would have the same relations with the two successor states to British India that it had enjoyed with the latter. With 
Karachi, this was finalised on August 15

th
 1947 itself: the new dominion was to continue supplying the princely state, 

notably in foodstuffs, salt and petrol. India, which had little commercial business with Jammu and Kashmir, did not reply as 
the Maharajah had hoped. 
44

Karachi, incidentally, argued as to the complementarity of, on the one hand, the economy of Jammu and Kashmir, and on 
the other, that of Pakistan. In 1947, the only two all-weather routes, one going to Rawalpindi and the other to Sialkot, 
linked the area with Pakistani Punjab. There was also a railway track that broadly followed the line of the Sialkot road. India, 
meanwhile, had only limited access to the princely state, via a single route that was blocked by snow in winter. 
45

On the military front, Indian troops quickly managed to put a stop to the advance of the tribal groups towards Srinagar 
and, at the end of the first week of November 1947, opened the road giving access to Baramulla. The town was retaken on 
the 8

th
 of the month, and Uri on the 17

th
. The tribal groups were thus pushed back out of the Valley, but the two Indian 

battalions in action had their work cut out. The Muslim population had taken control of its majority areas of Poonch and 
Mirpur. In Gilgit, Muslim forces of the former princely state had chased away Hindu units. On November 3

rd
, a provisional 

government that had been formed there declared its accession to Pakistan. 
In the zone around Jammu, notably the south-east (Mirpur, but also Poonch), the conduct of the forces of the princely 

state, but also of the Indian Army, was to say the least problematic. The Union did not deny – in its correspondence, 

although not publicly – that it was engaged in a war of reconquest, a term it hardly used. In a letter addressed to 

Mountbatten, dated December 28
th

, 1947, Nehru noted that he would never consent to the presence of the tribal groups in 

the former princely state
 
[India Office Records and Private Papers, 1947b: 2]. The issue of those residents of Poonch who 

had allied themselves with the ‘raiders’ was different, and there was no question of them being forced to leave. Jawaharlal 

Nehru added: “As we had offered a plebiscite on the restoration of order and as we were committed to popular democratic 

Government in Kashmir, there was no reason whatever for any people in Poonch to carry on revolt against the state. I felt 

quite sure that this situation could be dealt with easily when the raiders had been pushed out. No one thought to my 

knowledge of crushing the inhabitants of Poonch by brute force […]. In any event there is no desire to coerce a large section 

of inhabitants against their will and by force of arms. At the same time, if any people carry on a war against a state, even 

when it is on a popular basis, then they have to be opposed ”. 

And the Prime Minister concluded: “We have not started the fighting. We have come into the picture to oppose a well-

planned invasion and I do not see how we can submit to this kind of aggression. To do so would be to encourage wild 

elements in Pakistan and to invite continuing trouble not only in Kashmir but elsewhere in India […]. I am convinced that any 

surrender on our part to this kind of aggression would lead to continuing aggression elsewhere and… war would become 

inevitable between India and Pakistan”. 

The government of Jammu and Kashmir, apparently with the aid of India, had opted for a ‘scorched earth policy’. This 

strategy seems to have been put into practice more and more violently. Villages on the edges of the district of Pathankot (in 

Indian Punjab) had been emptied of their inhabitants and burnt; the Hindus had been sent to other areas while the Muslims 

were killed or expelled towards Pakistani Punjab. Karachi put forward the figure of 500,000 persons who had been expelled 

by the Maharaja’s forces and the Indian Army
 
[Archives of Quai d’Orsay, 1957a: 2]. 
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4. The internationalisation of the Jammu and Kashmir dispute 
Much has been written of the Jammu and Kashmir dispute, but important facts have tended 

to be omitted in simplified accounts, particularly those aimed at a wider audience. Thus one 

recalls that India, with the two adversaries unable to engage in any meaningful dialogue, 

decided on January 1
st
 1948 to refer the matter to the Security Council. And Lord 

Mountbatten, Governor-General of India and former Viceroy of British India, was responsible 

for a decision, the implications of which Jawaharlal Nehru seems to have underestimated. 

Such is the account of events that has gained in popularity amongst Indian public opinion, 

which, marked by the discourse of political leaders, laments the internationalisation of the 

Jammu and Kashmir dispute. It also blames Pakistan, arguing that the latter should have stuck 

to the terms of the treaty signed in the aftermath of the creation of Bangladesh (previously 

East Pakistan) on December 16
th

 1971. The Simla Declaration of July 2
nd

 1972, according to 

the Indian interpretation of it, had the effect of nullifying the resolutions adopted by the 

Security Council. 

 

4.1 Another British conspiracy 
 On the eve of the Indian referral to the Security Council, Pakistan was also 

considering the merits of international mediation. At one point, for example, it wanted to 

request the United Nations Organisation to nominate representatives who would be mandated 

to put an end to the fighting and repression of which – it argued – the Muslims of the former 

principality were the target, and to define a programme for the withdrawal of forces foreign to 

the state, enabling the establishment of an impartial administration until the organisation of a 

free and fair plebiscite. The former colonial power, for its part, was concerned by the outbreak 

of a conflict opposing the forces of the two dominions, and pressed both of them, in the 

absence of any constructive bilateral dialogue, to consent to make joint recourse to an 

international body. Considering itself under pressure from the 19,000 ‘raiders’ (10,000 tribals 

and 9,000 other citizens of Pakistan)
46

 along the whole of the Punjab border, India, according 

to the alarmist analysis of British diplomats, was signalling that it might be forced to enter 

Pakistani territory, all the more so since it judged, with the approach of winter, that this would 

be the best way of settling the dispute both quickly and to its advantage. 

 This is an exchange of correspondence to which it is useful to refer here. The Indian 

Prime Minister, in a letter dated December 26
th

 1947 to the Governor-General, questioned the 

usefulness of a referral to the United Nations [India Office Records and Private Papers, 

1947c]. Employing a firm tone, he recalled that Pakistan denied any participation in the 

conflict, while those whom New Delhi persisted in describing as ‘raiders’ intervening on the 

territory of Jammu and Kashmir were not the representatives of any state. Should, therefore, 

India consent to a settlement with one party to the dispute, that had caused, moreover, 

considerable damage, by calling jointly with the government of Pakistan (not named by 

Nehru), for United Nations mediation? The Prime Minister agreed to the Mountbatten’s 

proposal to seek mediation, but considered himself morally obliged to a unilateral referral of 

which Liaqat Ali Khan would be informed. He added that the former Viceroy, then in 

Gwalior, would be kept abreast of developments in due course
47

. 

                                                           
46

In January 1948, Sir Laurence Grafftey-Smith had investigated the Indian accusations as to the number of foreign ‘troops’ 
present in the former princely state, coming up with maximum figure of 15,000. He emphasized that Nehru had doubtless 
included in his calculations the considerable number of Poonchis fighting in Jammu and whom New Delhi was keen to 
portray as amongst those pillaging. The British High Commission in Pakistan signalled that the Indian troops, if they wished 
to “restore order” (the inverted commas were in the original), would in reality have to “repress a popular movement of 
revolt against a hated and alien régime”: that of Hari Singh [The National Archives, 1948a: 129; 1948c: 111]. 
47

Certain documents of the India Office Records and Private Papers and of the National Archives have only been accessible 
since 1999 and not thirty years after the events they describe as is the rule for most diplomatic archives. The United 



19 
 

 Relations between the two men, once strong, appeared to have changed. This may 

have been due to the reserves that the Governor-General had expressed regarding the 

continuation in the Jammu region of what the Indian Union was qualifying as a ‘police 

operation’
48

. During the Defence Council meeting of November 4
th

 1947, the Governor-

General had underlined the risk for Indian troops entering a Muslim majority area, as they 

would be confronted by as many hostile elements as friendly ones, and the former might also 

belong to the National Conference [India Office Records and Private Papers, 1947a]. 

Mountbatten advocated for the nomination of Indian and Pakistani representatives who would 

try to bring an end to hostilities. As he reiterated in a letter dated December 25
th

 1947, he was 

not in favour of the deployment of forces in the western reaches of the former princely state. 

In these areas, it was difficult to determine the number of foreigners amongst those who 

opposed the Indian presence, although no-one doubted that they were a minority. The 

Governor-General, seeking to finesse the Prime Minister’s sensitivity, nonetheless added: 

 

“I agree with you that it would be morally unjustifiable to try by force of arms to inflict our 

will on a predominantly Muslim population and I know that you feel that the plebiscite will 

ultimately settle the issue. But in the meantime how can we escape the charge of using 

military force against people who do not want to link their fortune with India?” [India Office 

Records and Private Papers, 1947a: 2]. 

 

4.2 India’s referral to the Security Council 
Faced by India’s refusal to associate its neighbour to the step it intended taking, the United 

Kingdom pressed for a very general reference to the conflict in Jammu and Kashmir, with 

India soliciting in this way UN mediation. Strangely, Pakistan, informed of the imminent 

referral to the Security Council, approved it, even if it appeared in “the invidious role of an 

alleged aggressor” [The National Archives, 1948a]. Perhaps it hoped in this way to portray 

itself as a victim that had not given up defending the Muslims of the Sub-continent. It would 

anyway benefit from a significant advantage with regard to the ambitions it harboured: the 

internationalisation of the dispute.  

 On January 1
st
 1948, the Indian Representative, P.P. Pillai, handed over a letter to the 

President of the Security Council. Basing its arguments on Article 36 of the San Francisco 

Charter, the Union emphasized that the situation prevailing in Jammu and Kashmir 

constituted a threat to international peace and security
49

. Indian diplomacy employed a leger-

de-main that could only irritate its opponent: it accused Pakistan of aggression against part of 

India’s territory. In addition, it underlined that the ‘raiders’, comprising tribals but also 

citizens from other parts of Pakistan, were still receiving assistance from their government, 

which constituted further proof of aggression. New Delhi thus called on the Security Council 

to bring Pakistan to order, otherwise India would be compelled to exercise its legitimate right 

to self-defence, entering Pakistani territory. 

                                                                                                                                                                                     
Kingdom was probably keen to avoid upsetting India and Pakistan, leaving the public and researchers from the two former 
dominions to speculate as to Britain’s legendary ‘bad faith’ and elaborate conspiracy theories. 
48

This was the term used to describe the strategy generally employed by the Indian Union, when bringing other princely 
states that were resisting accession round to a more ‘receptive’ position. 
49

Puri [1993: 15-16, 18] examines an intriguing question: India, instead of referring the issue under Chapter VII of the United 

Nations Charter that dealt with acts of aggression, invoked Chapter VI according to the terms of which “1. The parties to any 

dispute, the continuance of which is likely to endanger the maintenance of international peace and security, shall, first of all, 

seek a solution by negotiation, enquiry, mediation, conciliation, arbitration, judicial settlement, resort to regional agencies 

or arrangements, or other peaceful means of their own choice. 2. The Security Council shall, when it deems necessary, call 

upon the parties to settle their dispute by such means” [Charter of the United Nations]. Chapter VI provides for no measures 

against a possible aggressor, the reason, according to Puri, why the Security Council turned down the request to condemn 

Pakistani aggression. 
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 India’s motivations for the referral to a body that, it is true, enjoyed great prestige 

following the Second World War, are difficult to gauge. It was doubtless a matter of 

damaging the credibility of a newly founded state that New Delhi deemed to have been solely 

responsible for the partition. The Nehru government was also  trying to force, through the 

Security Council, the withdrawal of ‘foreign troops’ still operating in the division of Jammu: 

India’s military position in the zone may have been vulnerable. The British High Commission 

in Karachi believed that Indian leaders sought to bring an end to the high financial cost of the 

conflict. In any case, India was not counting on there being any re-examination of the 

accession of Jammu and Kashmir, which it considered to be definitive. It would perhaps have 

consented – before it became aware of the attitude, biased in its eyes, of the Security Council, 

to consider the organisation by the UN of a plebiscite, in order to demonstrate its good faith. 

However, it did not give in to the pressure (which it saw as an ultimatum) to which it was 

subjected, all the less so since the majority of members of the Security Council did not 

question Pakistan’s arguments
50

. 

Karachi picked up India’s commitment to a plebiscite and insisted on it not only that it 

should be held, but on the prior demilitarisation of the former princely state through the 

departure of foreign forces. With the world of international affairs already marked by the 

imperatives of the Cold War, a delicately balanced Security Council doubtless deemed that a 

plebiscite – to be preceded by a return of those who had been displaced and demilitarisation – 

would represent an adequate settlement. It was probably the only measure that would allow a 

resolution to a dispute that was already alarming.  

 There is unfortunately not space here to examine the Security Council debates in 

detail. It may simply be noted that both dominions initially sought to gain British support. 

London
51

, which was seeking greater American involvement, reckoned that Pakistan’s 

vulnerability would ensure the latter’s loyalty. Besides, the Western powers
52

  were already 

worried by the foreign policy of non-alignment towards which India was moving. 

 Two resolutions of the Security Council merit mention here: Resolution 47 of April 

21
st
 1948 [United Nations, 1948b] that called for the organisation of a plebiscite; and United 

Nations Commission for India and Pakistan (UNCIP) Resolution of August 13
th

 1948 [United 

Nations, 1948c], which recommended a cease-fire that would apply to forces under Indian and 

Pakistani control. The British historian Alastair Lamb considered that the first phase of UN 

effort at resolution came to an end when India rejected the proposal President Harry S. 

Truman and Prime Minister Clement Atlee had put forward on August 31
st 

1949. The two 

men called on the two parties – New Delhi and Karachi – to accept the principle of an 

arbitration regarding the differing interpretations of the mandate of the UNCIP
53

. 

 The Security Council made a number of other efforts at mediation. Mention should be 

made of one amongst these, led by the eminent Australian lawyer, Sir Owen Dixon, which 

foresaw the establishment of a coalition government uniting representatives of the National 
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In reply to the Indian complaint, Pakistan’s Minister of Foreign Affairs, Sir Zafarullah Khan, addressed three documents to 

the Security Council on January 15
th

 1948. Liaqat Ali Khan’s government, in this way, placed the Jammu and Kashmir dispute 

in the context of an unfinished decolonisation and the antagonism between the Hindu and Muslim communities. Amongst 

ten points, he highlighted that of genocide, while accusing India of seeking to destroy the newly created Muslim state. He 

also tried to demonstrate his good faith and support for the United Nations Charter by underlining his efforts to convince 

the tribals still in Jammu and Kashmir to withdraw. 
51

The United Kingdom itself judged it necessary to avoid appearing to take the side of India at a time when the situation in 
Palestine was critical; it was a matter of not alienating the whole Muslim world [The National Archives, 1948b: 116]. 
52

It is perhaps worth noting that the term ‘the West’ – with a capital ‘W’ – refers to a geopolitical reality born of the 
alliance, after the start of the Cold War, between North American and West European states that opposed the influence 
that the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR) was seeking to exercise. 
53

The mission of the UNCIP was laid out in three resolutions, those passed on January 20
th 

[United Nations, 1948a], April 
21

st
 [United Nations, 1948b], and June 3

rd
 [United Nations, 1948d]. The primary task of this body was to put an end to 

hostilities between the two states, and to facilitate the organisation of a plebiscite.
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Conference and the Muslim Conference. But New Delhi and Karachi once again refused such 

a scheme. The UN mediator then thought of the putting in place of a temporary united 

government. Its president would be nominated by the United Nations; the key posts, both in 

the administration and judiciary, would be held by neutral persons representative of the make-

up of the former princely state, but belonging to no political group. Faced by the impossibility 

of gaining the agreement of the two adversaries, Dixon formulated a proposal that provoked 

stern opposition: wherever there was no doubt as to the preference of the local inhabitants, a 

division between the two states would be established. Geographical, economic and 

demographic factors would, however, be taken into account. In the districts where the wishes 

of the population were difficult to ascertain, a plebiscite would be organised. 

  

4.3 The full-scale integration of Jammu and Kashmir 
 As the Security Council continued its efforts, India and Jammu and Kashmir decided 

to set up a constituent assembly. Prime Minister Mohammed Abdullah
54

 was seeking 

legitimacy. This was a matter that did not leave India indifferent: it seized the opportunity to 

demonstrate its respect for the principle of self-determination, without, however, agreeing to 

the terms of the international mediation. In the eyes of foreign opinion, the Sheikh had come 

to power following the tribal invasion, and relied on the support of an army of occupation. 

The Nehru administration probably feigned support for Abdullah’s action to establish, similar 

to those set up by the two dominions, a constituent assembly, implicitly asserting the status of 

a state for the whole territory of the former principality
55

. Hari Singh and the National 

Conference, for their part, considered “innocently” that the terms of the treaty were 

“sacrosanct and would always continue to have the same meaning” [Puri, 1993: 24]. 

 When it met in October 1951, the Constituent Assembly
56

 was mandated to draft the 

state constitution (and thus to determine the future status of the ruling dynasty
57

), but also to 

examine the issue of the relations that the state it would create would have with India
58

. The 

Indian Constitution, promulgated on January 26
th

 1950, devoted one article (370) in Part XXI 

(Temporary, Transitional and Special Provisions) to Temporary Provisions with Respect to 
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Desirous of consolidating his own popularity while promoting the economic growth of Jammu and Kashmir, Abdullah 
initiated a courageous agrarian reform policy. The government’s aim was two-fold: to favour a more equitable division of 
wealth, at the same time as promoting modern agriculture. The radical agrarian reform, the planning of which began in 
1948, and that was implemented in 1950, foresaw the redistribution of land to 70,000 landless peasants (Muslims and 
Hindus). The 10,000 large estates affected by this measure were not to be compensated. A moratorium on peasant debts of 
a non-commercial nature was declared. Last but not least, bonded labour – fairly widespread in the princely states – was 
declared illegal. 
55

25 were reserved for the part of Jammu and Kashmir under Pakistani control. 
56

A coincidence or Indian desire to move towards the gradual integration of Jammu and Kashmir? The Jammu and Kashmir 
elections took place in September 1951, slightly before the first Indian general elections (under universal suffrage). The 
Conference won a majority of seats in the assembly. A number of observers questioned the fairness of a campaign that, in 
Jammu Division, had seen the Praja Parishad (People’s Council), part of the broader Hindu Parishad, withdraw. As a 
consequence, Hindu voters who supported this group – and they may have been significant in number – were 
unrepresented in the assembly. 

The National Conference’s move was not dissimilar to what the Congress had adopted in India in the aftermath of 
independence. The two groups were keen to rally public opinion behind them, the ultimate aim of the former being 
independence, and for the latter an end to Dogra autocracy and moving towards, if not independence, then at least 
autonomy. Despite its declarations, the National Conference – like the Congress – had difficulties to bow to the verdict of 
the ballot box.  
57

The reign of the Maharajah had been marred by various discreditable episodes, the most recent of which had been his 
rushed departure as the tribals advanced towards Srinagar. India, for its part, said rather unconvincingly that it had advised 
him to take refuge in Jammu, his security being of the utmost importance since he alone was competent to determine the 
future of the princely state. The Maharajah was – despite his resistance – forced to abdicate in April 1949, giving way to his 
son, Karan Singh. In 1952, the hereditary dynasty was abolished. Singh, of whom observers emphasized his loyalty to New 
Delhi, became head of state (Sardar-e-Riyasat).  
58

The Indian Constitution guaranteed property rights. Jammu and Kashmir’s constituent assembly was nonetheless free to 
ratify the agrarian reform programme. 
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the State of Jammu and Kashmir [Government of India, 2007]. The Union counted on its 

President, in response to a recommendation of the Constituent Assembly, declaring that the 

article no longer served any purpose, or that it would only apply in exceptional cases that 

would be defined. Such, at least, is the analysis of Balraj Puri [1993: 25]. He is nonetheless of 

the opinion that the status of Jammu and Kashmir was determined not by Indian magnanimity 

but by the following texts: the Indian Independence Act of 1947, and the Indian (Provisional) 

Constitution Order adopted the same year, as well as the Instrument of Accession itself. It was 

for the Constituent Assembly alone to amend or abrogate Article 370. Eminent jurists, such as 

A.G. Noorani [16-29 September 2000], add, moreover, that the legislative assemblies which 

succeeded to the Constituent Assembly were not granted any powers authorising them to 

agree to the amendment of Article 370, even as Jammu and Kashmir was taking the path of 

integration
59

.  

While managing the sensitivities of the National Conference – whose support was 

indispensable
60

 vis-à-vis the world powers, the Indian authorities sought to put informal limits 

on the work being started by the Jammu and Kashmir Constituent Assembly, with a view to 

ensuring the permanence of the ties binding the region to India. The November 1952 

agreement was only made public several weeks later, while it was promulgated on June 19
th

 

1953. 

This agreement, better known as the Delhi Agreement, stressed that Jammu and Kashmir 

belonged to India. It was thereafter the President of the Republic who appointed (albeit upon 

the recommendation of the assembly) the Prime Minister
61

, who had a five-year mandate. The 

President also enjoyed two other prerogatives: presidential pardon, and, subject to the 

agreement of the local government, declaration of a state of emergency. As for the jurisdiction 

of the Supreme Court, it was limited to issues opposing Jammu and Kashmir and elements 

outside the state (the centre, or other states of the Union), those relating to the respect of 

fundamental rights protected by the Indian Constitution, and lastly to matters of defence, 

foreign policy and external communications of the state.  

 Indian secularism was strengthened by the existence of a Muslim-majority Jammu and 

Kashmir that had voluntarily acceded to the Union. New Delhi, as early as August 1953, came 

to place an increasingly recalcitrant Mohammed Abdullah in preventive detention. To 

simplify, it implied the Prime Minister was guilty of treason, said to be seeking to declare the 

independence of Jammu and Kashmir. In fact, at the very least, he had endeavoured to revive 

the alliance with the Muslim Conference that was also in favour of the reunification of the 

former princely state. For his part, the Sheikh declared that in view of the decidedly flaky 

character of Indian secularism, he would not tie the fate of the state he represented
62

 to the 

Union; he was concerned, he argued, about the security of the Muslims of Jammu and 

Kashmir. 

At the beginning of February 1954, the Constituent Assembly ratified the agreements made 

with the New Delhi authorities; from then on, Jammu and Kashmir was an integral part of the 

Union. On May 15
th

, the President of the Union published an ordinance in which he detailed 
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Abdullah tried to oppose gradual changes to the status of Indian-administered Kashmir. He thus suggested that the 
expression “Government of the State” used in Article 370, referred solely to the cabinet of ministers named by the 
Maharaja on March 5

th
 1948 [Puri, 1993: 26]. The Centre, however, chose to consider the phrase to cover all the 

governments of J&K (an abbreviation for Jammu and Kashmir in wide usage in India).  
60

Abdullah underlined the necessity of the presence of Indian troops tasked with the security of Jammu and Kashmir. New 
Delhi did not wish to take the risk that the latter appear to be an occupying force. 
61

Toward the end of 1963, Prime Minister Bakshi Ghulam Mohammed, who had succeeded to Abdullah and was a faithful 
ally of India, proposed to replace the title of Sardar-e-Riyasat (Head of State) with that of ‘Governor’ and that of Wazir-e-
Azam (Prime Minister) by ‘Chief Minister’. 
62

Jammu Division, divided into two zones, was no longer the largest province in demographic terms. The cease-fire line 
allowed Mohammed Abdullah to play a dominating role, while the National Conference and the Valley more generally could 
boast of having ended Dogra oppression. The party, gradually taking on the position of spokesperson for the Valley, 
increasingly structured a strong particularism that would reach the level of outright nationalism by the start of 1990. 
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which articles of the Indian Constitution applied to Jammu and Kashmir, and noted the 

changes made to certain clauses in these articles (by virtue of Article 370 and in agreement 

with the state government). The decree also granted the Centre extended powers that made for 

the further integration of Jammu and Kashmir into the administrative, judicial and financial 

spheres. The state constitution, finally promulgated on January 26
th

 1957, was similar to that 

of India.  

Pakistan watched these events impotently. On January 26
th

 1957, as India celebrated the 

anniversary of the promulgation of its constitution (Republic Day), the Jammu and Kashmir 

Constituent Assembly dissolved itself. One should note here the analysis of the Quai d’Orsay, 

which, when looking back with the benefit of hindsight, seems positively oracular. Regretting 

India’s fait accompli, French diplomats indicated that all the south-eastern part of Hari 

Singh’s former principality, that is to say the whole of the important provinces of Srinagar 

and Jammu and the province of Ladakh were from then on part of the Union [Archives of 

Quai d’Orsay, 1957b: 1-2]. They add that: 

 

“The events of the month of January 1957 made permanent the situation – which was 

supposedly only provisional – resulting from the cease-fire of January 1
st
 1949 […]. Pakistan 

gained no more than a purely symbolic victory through the Security Council. No firm 

measure, such as the deployment of UN troops to ensure the withdrawal of Pakistani and 

Indian troops from the zones they each occupied, was foreseen. Other than in the event of a 

new appeal by Karachi to the UN being followed by positive steps, the populations of 

Kashmir are left in the position of having no peaceful means to ensure they have a say in 

determining their fate”. 

 

5. The necessity of a Pakistani ‘proxy war’? 
Unable to establish harmonious diplomatic relations, Pakistan and India sought to 

instrumentalise the Cold War to their advantage, engaging in a game of alliances; both thus 

worked to strengthen the armed forces they had inherited from the British colonisers. Karachi 

turned to the West which had initially courted India.   

 

5.1 The intrusion of the Cold War into South Asia  
 The Union of Soviet Socialist Republics decided – belatedly – to respond positively to 

the wishes of the Nehru administration following the death on March 5
th

 1953 of the all-

powerful Secretary-General of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, Joseph Stalin. The 

People’s Republic of China took a similar stance. On April 29
th

 1954, New Delhi and Peking 

signed a treaty dealing with Tibet in which, for the first time, the Panch Shila
63

 – the five 

principles – were announced. And Zhou Enlai, Prime Minister of the People’s Republic of 

China, then travelled to the Sub-continent at the end of June of the same year. The Soviet 

Union and China looked on with interest at the third way advocated by India in search of an 

independent foreign policy. The first summit of the Non-Aligned Movement, of which New 

Delhi was one of the initiators
64

, took place in Bandung in Indonesia between April 18
th

 and 

24
th

, 1955. The following month, the new leaders of the Kremlin welcomed the Indian Prime 

Minister, and they were to pay him greater tribute at the end of that year. Marshal Nikolai 

Bulganin, Soviet Prime Minister, and Nikita Khrushchev, Secretary-General of the 

Communist Party, in effect spent a lengthy period in the Sub-continent (November 18
th

-

December 14
th

 1955). In a significant gesture, the Soviet delegation travelled to Jammu and 
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The Five Principals advocated mutual respect of territorial integrity and sovereignty; mutual non-aggression; non-
interference in the internal affairs of the other party; equality and mutual assistance; and lastly peaceful co-existence.   
64

India ensured that internal conflicts dividing member states of the Non-Aligned Movement were not on the Bandung 
agenda. It had Jammu and Kashmir in mind, an issue that Pakistan, also a member of the forum, did not miss the 
opportunity to raise. 
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Kashmir. It declared its support for the ‘just’ Indian claim to the region [The National 

Archives, 1955: 1]. A little later, the two Soviet leaders vouched that the Kashmiris, who 

considered themselves Indian citizens, would resolve their difficulties without external 

intervention
65

. A policy of ‘friendship’ began in this way which, in the short-term, allowed 

New Delhi to ignore the pressure exerted by the Security Council and the Western powers. 

Washington and London, dismayed at this, nonetheless treated the Union with consideration, 

much to Pakistan’s annoyance at what it judged to be a smokescreen to seduce a West that 

was choosing to be naïve.  

 Karachi attacked India’s double game in vain. It believed (not without reason) that 

New Delhi, thanks to a foreign policy of nominal non-alignment, was benefitting from aid 

from both blocs. American aid for the first Indian Five-Year Plan had been 538 million 

dollars, which amounted to three times the sum allocated to Pakistan over the same period. 

The latter felt it was getting a raw deal: the Indian Union was thus in a position to put more of 

its own resources into arms. Furthermore, the Muslim state had sought American support 

from its very creation. It now reckoned on the dividends of a rapprochement with the West; 

would the latter, over and above military support, lean towards commitment in the Security 

Council? 

On May 19
th

 1954, Karachi and Washington signed a Mutual Defence Assistance 

Agreement. In September of the same year, Australia, Great Britain, New Zealand, Pakistan, 

the Philippines, Thailand and the USA signed the Manila Treaty which brought into being the 

South-East Asia Treaty Organisation (SEATO) – the objective of which was to contain the 

‘Red Threat’. On September 23
rd

 1955, Pakistan also acceded to the Baghdad Pact that had 

come into force on February 24
th

 of the same year
66

. Jawaharlal Nehru, whose moralising tone 

irritated Pakistani leaders, did not fail to react to what was probably an unexpected event: 

fragile Pakistan, its reputation already stained by the tribal invasion, had been raised to the 

rank of a privileged ally of the Western bloc. The Prime Minister who, since 1956, wanted the 

transformation of the cease-fire line into an international border took advantage of the strategy 

thought up by his neighbour
67

. He argued that it was impossible to demilitarise Jammu and 
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A first sign of a new approach, this time welcoming: on January 28
th

 1952, the Soviet Union, which had until then 

remained silent on the matter, had taken up a position on Jammu and Kashmir. Its delegate, Malik, had made a lengthy 

speech in which he opined that the plebiscite was nothing but a pretext. Washington, through the American Frank Porter 

Graham, one of the mediators (April 1951-January 1953) nominated by the Security Council, wanted to install military bases 

in Jammu and Kashmir, as evidenced by Graham’s proposal to deploy United Nations troops there. In Malik’s words, the 

dispute would not be settled other than by letting the people of Jammu and Kashmir decide their fate democratically 

through the election of a constituent assembly. Moscow in this manner flagged to India its desire for stronger relations.  
66

This pact, which also included Great Britain, Iran and Turkey, came to be known as the Central Treaty Organisation 
(CENTO) after Iraq withdrew in 1959. 
67

This was probably a tardy realisation in New Delhi of the extent of popular resentment. During the night of December 26
th

 

1963, a religious relic (the Moi-e-Muqqadas, a hair from the beard of the Prophet Mohammed) disappeared from Hazratbal 

shrine. Sheikh Abdullah [1993: 146, 153-154] wrote that Jawaharlal Nehru was not unaware of the significance of the unrest 

that followed; religious feeling was doubtless a part of this, but unfulfilled political hopes were still more important. On 

April 8
th

 1964, Abdullah was released. An envoy of Nehru invited him to visit the capital. The Indian Prime Minister had 

decided to send the Sheikh to Rawalpindi, with the objective of starting a dialogue with President (and Field Marshall) Ayub 

Khan, who, having learnt of the Kashmiri leader’s release, had invited him to visit. 

Shortly before his departure Mohammed Abdullah informed the press of the message he would take to Pakistan. He 
emphasized two points: the dangerous deterioration in Indo-Pakistani relations, and the need to remedy this immediately; 
the definition of an acceptable solution to the Jammu and Kashmir dispute that would draw the consent of India and 
Pakistan, but would not jeopardise the “foundations of India’s secularism” and would allow “the people of the state” (he 
did not mention the original borders of Jammu and Kashmir) to enjoy a ‘respectable status’.  

Such a scheme had little attraction to a Pakistan that had no intention of abandoning ‘its’ part of the former princely 
state. Similarly, India could not accept that Jammu and Kashmir assert itself in this way by projecting itself as the guarantor 
of the national secular project. In the event, Nehru passed away on May 27

th
 1964, leaving the Sheikh, who had remained 

resolutely optimistic in spite of the reserves expressed by both countries, with no alternative but to place his hopes in the 
new Prime Minister, Lal Bahadur Shastri.  
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Kashmir, since Pakistan was itself building up militarily. The latter retorted in vain that its 

joining various military pacts had no impact on the dispute
68

. It deplored the new time-

wasting efforts of India. And it added that the United States had strictly defined the situations 

(internal security and legitimate self-defence) in which Pakistan was authorised to use the 

weapons with which it had been supplied. Washington committed itself to intervening in the 

event of Karachi launching an attack on its neighbour. With a view to reassuring India, but 

perhaps also of encouraging it to join the Western camp, President Dwight Eisenhower 

declared himself ready to supply arms to India. This provoked an almost indignant response. 

Jawaharlal Nehru declared that it would be opportunism for India to accept such an offer 

having criticised the granting of military aid to its neighbour. In parallel, the integration of 

Jammu and Kashmir into the Indian Union, as we have already indicated, continued apace. 

The slogan of Hindi-Chini Bhai Bhai (‘Indians and Chinese are brothers’) fizzled out. By 

1959, border incidents began along the McMahon Line separating the two countries, pulling 

them into a short conflict at the end of October 1962. From its foundation (October 1
st
 1949), 

the People’s Republic had claimed the territory of the Manchu Empire, provoking fear 

amongst its neighbours that it would seek to ‘rectify’ the border defined by the British in 

1914. This assertion at the end of the 1950s, it is true, was made in particular circumstances: 

on March 31
st
 1959, the Dalai Lama had taken refuge in India, as China had decided the use 

of force was necessary to suppress the revolt of the Tibetan Khampa tribes
69

. Another 

dimension, this one ideological, to the rivalry that pitted Beijing against Moscow and New 

Delhi was the issue of the ‘peaceful transition to socialism’, of which the Union, for the 

Kremlin, was the example par excellence. The Twentieth Congress of the Communist Party of 

the Soviet Union (February 14
th

-25
th

 1956) had adopted this policy, provoking the opposition 

of the People’s Republic. Beijing, itself not without hegemonic designs, had challenged the 

denunciation of Stalin’s crimes; perhaps it was already thinking of inaugurating the Great 

Leap Forward policy that, it believed, would permit the quick establishment of communism.  

India, vulnerable after the outbreak of the border conflict, solicited western assistance, then 

played on its weakness against China to continue to benefit from this. London and 

Washington, for their part, took advantage to push India towards the negotiating table. New 

Delhi, confronted with the Chinese military operations, had asked for their help: it feared that 

Rawalpindi might seize the opportunity to launch an offensive. A series of six bilateral 

meetings, in the presence of American and British representatives, thus took place between 

December 26
th

, 1962 and May 16
th

, 1963.  

This fresh ‘dialogue of the deaf’ hurt India’s national pride: on March 2
nd

 1963, shortly 

before the meeting later in that month, China and Pakistan concluded a border agreement. 

This – officially only temporarily
70

 – recognised the Chinese interpretation of the traditional 

frontier between Xinjiang and Pakistan-administered Kashmir (an area running from their 

common western border with Afghanistan to the Karakoram Pass further east). India had up to 

then congratulated itself on the relations it had developed with the two capitals of the 

Communist bloc. In its eyes, Pakistan had ‘servilely’ aligned itself to Western positions, 

abandoning the independence surely of inestimably importance to those peoples which had 

recently freed themselves from the colonial yoke. In addition, New Delhi, by virtue of the 
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The Islamic Republic of Pakistan came into being in 1956 (on February 21
st

 of that year, the Constituent Assembly voted 
for the country to become the ‘Islamic Republic of Pakistan’; on March 23

rd
, the Constitution was promulgated). Note that 

the young state faced its first coup d’état as early as October 27
th

 1958. The army then developed a discourse that has 
prevailed up to today: only the military was capable of rising above damaging political intrigues to construct the nation that 
Mohammed Ali Jinnah (about whose Ismaeli Khoja origins less and less was said) had wished for.  
69

India, which had succeeded to the rights and obligations of the British Empire vis-à-vis Tibet, lost this position in signing 
the Panch Shila. In effect, this text made reference to the ‘Tibetan region of China’: New Delhi had recognised China’s 
sovereignty rather than its suzerainty over Tibet. 
70

This agreement was to be the object of renegotiation as and when a durable settlement to the Jammu and Kashmir 
conflict would have been found. 
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instrument of accession, considered that the whole of former princely state was legally part of 

its territory, even if it was no longer actively claiming the two areas under the control of 

Pakistan. Peking’s willingness to accept Rawalpindi as a partner represented an implicit 

recognition of the existence of Azad Jammu and Kashmir and the Northern areas, of Pakistani 

sovereignty over these regions, and thus of the division of the former princely state. 

Following the failure of the bilateral dialogue mentioned above, the Minister of Foreign 

Affairs Zulfikar Ali Bhutto, back in Rawalpindi, declared that “the page of direct negotiations 

with India has been turned” [Archives of Quai d’Orsay, 1963: 1]. The talks had, however, 

helped demonstrate that “the Kashmir question existed and that it was one of the most 

important problems facing the Sub-continent, Asia and the whole world”. Pakistan also 

insisted that there was a third party to the dispute: the population of Jammu and Kashmir, an 

argument that re-emerged at the end of the 1980s. 

 

5.2 The 1965 conflicts and Soviet mediation
71

 

We lack the space to look in detail at the first Indo-Pakistan war of April 1965
72

. We 

should note that the second conflict did not bring the hoped results; decision-makers in 

Pakistan were nonetheless convinced that the Kashmiris were ripe for revolt. Alastair Lamb 

[1992: 259], who tends to be receptive to Pakistani positions, argues that the name given to 

the operation – Gibraltar – was evidently a reference to General Tariq, thus demonstrating the 

link with the events of October 1947. It is possible that the plan was conceived following the 

incidents at Hazratbal in 1964. Training camps had been set up in Azad Jammu and Kashmir, 

and perhaps also in western Punjab. The ‘volunteers’ came from various regions of Pakistan, 

especially Azad Jammu and Kashmir, and many had served in the army. The first groups 

entered Indian Jammu and Kashmir during the winter of 1964-65, and the ‘infiltrations’ (the 

term that remains common currency in the Sub-continent) accelerated in the first half of 1965. 

From August 1965 on, guerrilla operations, acts of sabotage and ambushes – to follow the 

analysis of the Pakistani political scientist, Mushtaqur Rahman [1996: 110] – took place on a 

daily basis in Indian-administered Jammu and Kashmir. With the intervention of regular 

Pakistani troops at the start of that month, incidents became so frequent in the Indian part that 

Lamb judges the use of the term “rebellion” or “civil war” to be appropriate [1992: 260].  

Sati Sahni [1999: 20-21] offers a detailed account: he suggests that the second armed 

conflict of 1965 between India and Pakistan started with the penetration by a pro-Pakistani 

guerrilla of Indian Jammu and Kashmir. The stakes of this undeclared war increased when 

Indian forces crossed the international border not far from Lahore on September 6
th

 1965. 

Under this second operation, code-named ‘Gibraltar’, Pakistan had raised a force of 15,000 

mujahideen who received two weeks of training that included religious and political classes. 

Once on the other side of the cease-fire line, these men contacted supporters of Pakistan based 

in different districts, and called on the population to rise up in revolt. They had been told that 

the ‘agents of Pakistan’ had prepared the ground for their operation; upon their reaching 

Srinagar, the Pakistan Army would cross the cease-fire line to come and support them. Before 
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In the interest of transparency, it should be noted that this section draws heavily on extracts of my work on the Jammu 
and Kashmir conflict [Reynolds, 2005: 83-95]. 
72

It is, once again, difficult to determine responsibilities in the triggering of the conflict of which the desert of the Rann of 
Kutch was the backdrop. The Commission presided over by Radcliffe had not clearly defined the border between Indian 
Kutch and Pakistani Sindh. An area of 9065 square kilometres was thus the object of a territorial dispute. Rawalpindi 
accused New Delhi of having started hostilities. India observers, meanwhile, blamed Ayub Khan’s government of having 
tried to take advantage of the Union’s temporary vulnerability. The latter was endeavouring to get back up on its feet after 
the beating it had taken from China, while Lal Bahadur Shastri had succeeded to Nehru, symbol of independent India from 
August 15

th
 1947 right up until his death. 

 The armed conflict, which began on April 4
th

 1965, lasted three weeks. The mediation of the British Prime Minister 
Harold Wilson led to a cease-fire being declared on June 30

th
, with the two parties agreeing to respect the dividing line as it 

had stood on January 1
st

 1965. 
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the ‘infiltrated agents’ could converge on Srinagar, they were spotted near Gulmarg on 

August 5
th

. Pakistanis blamed the Kashmiris for not having organised an uprising as the 

events following the disappearance of the Hazratbal relic had given them to hope. Pro-

Pakistani Kashmiris, meanwhile, blamed Rawalpindi for having failed to lead an attack 

against the Indian forces. 

It is also worth citing the analysis of three Indian authors; retired Lieutenant General K.K. 

Nanda [1994: 155] writes: 

 

"The patriotic instinct of the locals and the prompt reaction of the Indian Army led to the 

early discovery of the Raiders […]". 

 

The reader may well pause over the term ‘patriotic instinct’ which underlines the difficulty, 

since the end of the 1980s, that many Indian political scientists, journalists and commentators, 

sensitive to the issue of the country’s territorial integrity, have to acknowledge the loyalty 

long shown by Kashmiris towards the Union. This is understandable, as such a recognition 

would force them to reject, at least in part, the official explanation (vengeful ‘proxy war’ 

initiated by Pakistan) of the 1980s armed movement. Aditya Sinha’s position is doubtless 

closer to reality. The author writes that: 

 

"Ironically, Pakistan's strategy was undermined by the Kashmiris themselves […] the local 

leadership, comprising persons like Mirwaiz
73

Moulvi Farooq, did not give Pakistan any 

support, and when the first batch of infiltrators were spotted by Kashmiri villagers, they 

informed the Indian Army, which captured the intruders and was thus alerted to a possible 

invasion" [Sinha, 1999: 186]. 

 

Sumantra Bose [1997: 35] provides similar arguments, which he concludes by noting that the 

population of the Valley was “indifferent if not outrightly hostile” to the Pakistani move. 

They simply sought to gain recognition of their basic democratic rights, see the establishment 

of a representative government and finally enjoy the right to determine the future of their 

‘nation’. 

Rahman notes that the Union, having bombarded the village of Awan in Pakistani territory 

the previous day, crossed the ceasefire line on August 24
th

. On September 1
st
, Azad Jammu 

and Kashmir forces backed up by Pakistani troops crossed this line. They moved into the area 

of Bhimber, taking over the localities of Chhamb and Dewa. According to the Pakistani 

political scientist, their objective was to cut the Indian line of communication along the road 

running from Pathankot to Jammu and Srinagar through the Banihal Pass. 

On this same September 1
st
 1965, the United Nations called the two opponents to order. 

Washington and London were worried about possible use of the arms the former had supplied 

to Pakistan, and the latter to India. They declared an embargo on further deliveries. Another 

concern was that the increasing Sino-Pakistani rapprochement might put Islamabad’s 

membership of western pacts into question. Peking might also have aimed to campaign 

against the ‘imperialist policy’ pursued by Washington in Asia
74

.  

On September 17
th

, UN Secretary General U Thant proposed referring to Article 40 of the 

UN Charter that authorises the Security Council to call upon belligerents to bring an end to 
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To simplify, this is a hereditary religious function. 
74

The Kremlin stressed two factors favouring the normalisation of relations on the Sub-continent: the “long-standing 
traditional friendship” between India and the Soviet Union, and the willingness of Moscow and Rawalpindi to develop 
“good neighbourly relations” [Archives of Quai d’Orsay, 1965a: 1]. The Secretary General of the Communist Party of the 
Soviet Union, Leonid Brezhnev, called on the two belligerents to demonstrate “realism, restraint and wisdom”, to bring 
about a cease-fire and then the withdrawal of their troops

 
” [Archives of Quai d’Orsay, 1965b: 1]. China – after adopting a 

wait-and-see attitude – condemned India’s ‘reactionary expansionism’, also taking the opportunity to attack ‘American 
imperialism’ and – for good measure – ‘Khruschevist revisionists’. 
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hostilities and in the event of them not so doing, to use force. On the 20
th

, the Council adopted 

a resolution that was more strongly worded than any of those previously passed. It called on 

India and Pakistan to respect a cease-fire, and to withdraw their armed forces back to the 

positions they held on August 5
th

. The deadline was extended by almost twenty-four hours 

and on September 23
rd

 the two countries put an end to the fighting
75

. 

The members of the Security Council were united in their belief that only a genuine 

settlement of the Jammu and Kashmir dispute would remove the risk of renewed hostilities, 

which would probably be in the interest of China. India and Pakistan were not in favour of 

either British or American mediation. London would scarcely have wanted to act as umpire, 

with both India and Pakistan members of the Commonwealth. Washington looked to keep 

both New Delhi and Rawalpindi on board, seemingly refusing to take on a risky reconciliation 

process, the failure of which might have harmed its international standing. Moscow, 

meanwhile, wanted to avoid a Sino-Pakistani rapprochement without upsetting India; thus the 

idea of offering its good offices. The Soviet Union “hid its refusal to publicly declare its 

position on the substance of the dispute behind the necessity to do everything possible to 

bring the parties to an understanding” [Archives of Quai d’Orsay, 1965c: 3]. 

The border zones remained tense, and each army occupied enemy territory. Pakistan had 

invaded some areas of India, notably in Rajasthan. The Union’s army was holding territory 

close to Lahore and Sialkot. Neither side had started any withdrawal, so there was a need for 

dialogue. Moreover, on September 17
th

, Kosygin had invited Shastri and Ayub Khan to come 

to the USSR, a move which attracted the tacit approval of Washington.  

The conflict lasted two weeks
76

. The status quo ante was recognised by the two 

belligerents during their meeting in Tashkent, the capital of the Soviet Socialist Republic of 

Uzbekistan, which got underway on January 3
rd

, 1966. In bringing the two adversaries 

together, the Kremlin also had the objective of improving its own status, notably vis-à-vis 

China, and of limiting the influence of the United States in the region. The prevailing 

atmosphere augured poorly for the chances of success in Tashkent. On November 23
rd

, Bhutto 

announced from Moscow the willingness of Ayub Khan to discuss with Shastri. On December 

14
th

, the President of Pakistan went to the United States. The Rawalpindi government was 

attempting to shore up its support, probably trying to play on the rivalry between the two 

superpowers. Elsewhere, he was describing the genocide of which the Muslims of Kashmir 

were the victims, in order to bring about the unity of Pakistan’s population and to mask the 

military defeat. 

Under the terms of the Tashkent Declaration of January 10
th

 1966, the two belligerents 

reaffirmed their obligations as member states of the United Nations: they would thus 

endeavour to resolve the issues dividing them through peaceful means (Article 1) [Rahman, 

1996: 115]. The two countries would withdraw their armed personnel, by February 25
th

 at the 

latest, back to the positions they held on August 5
th

 1965 (Article 2). They would adhere to 
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The Pakistani decision, according to the Quai d’Orsay, had been taken in consultation with Washington. It went against 
the wishes of Peking which had been hoping to see the fighting continue, at a time when the Chinese condemnation of 
India’s attitude represented a new element in the Sino-Soviet ideological conflict [Archives of Quai d’Orsay, 1965b: 2]. 
76

Nanda [1994: 196-198], despite his evident and fulsome patriotism, makes an effort at impartiality. He acknowledges that 

the Indian victory was modest. Furthermore, he reminds us of the other issues at stake. Nehru had clearly indicated to 

Pakistan on various occasions that his country would defend Jammu and Kashmir as an integral part of the Union. At the 

start of 1965, Shastri had reaffirmed the state’s position, indicating that if “unacceptable pressure” were exerted on Jammu 

and Kashmir, his government would consider itself free to conduct war on other fronts. Pakistan had not taken these 

warnings seriously. The second conflict of 1965 cleared any doubts as to the Indian position. In the capital of the Valley and 

in some towns, the ‘infiltrated agents’ – to use the expression commonly employed within India – enjoyed some support. 

And Nanda underlines the point that Pakistan took one major lesson from its failure: if it wished, in the future, to stir up a 

revolt and sustain a guerrilla movement, it had to limit itself to Kashmir, aiming at a long-term effort until the region broke 

down on its own.  



29 
 

the principle of non-interference in the internal affairs of the other party (Article 3), 

discourage any propaganda directed against the other party (Article 4), and re-establish 

normal functioning of their respective diplomatic missions (Article 5). They would consider 

the steps necessary to restore their “economic, trade and cultural relations”, as well as the 

resumption of their “communications” (Article 6). Finally, the two enemies committed 

themselves to facilitating the repatriation of prisoners of war (Article 7).  

  Shastri passed away in the night of January 10
th

, Indira Gandhi succeeding him shortly 

afterwards. The disengagement of Indian and Pakistani forces took place from January 30
th

 to 

February 25
th

. The foreign ministers of the two countries met in Rawalpindi in March 1966, 

feigning willingness to reach a common interpretation of the Tashkent Declaration. Nanda 

[1994: 211] regrets the brevity of the “spirit of Tashkent”, adding that the Kremlin never took 

the task of ensuring its application seriously. The Indians were convinced that only a superior 

military force could block Pakistan’s designs. The latter, after the invasion of its western 

territory, was persuaded as to New Delhi’s goal of absorbing it. A new arms race was thus 

predictable. Back in Pakistan, Ayub Khan presented the agreement reached to his population 

in the following terms:  

 

"We […] impressed on the Indian prime minister that peace could not be lasting unless the 

Kashmir dispute was amicably settled […]. Pakistan was not prepared to accept Jammu and 

Kashmir as a part of India […]. The Indian prime minister wanted us to sign a no-war pact, 

but we made it clear to him that we would never be a signatory to such a pact unless the 

Jammu and Kashmir dispute was settled honourably and equitably” [Rahman, 1996: 116]. 

 

5.3 The Simla Declaration 
 The wars of 1965 had a profound influence on Pakistani political and military circles. 

Moreover, in the absence of sufficient American support, Pakistan relied on China. In 1964, 

indeed, Islamabad and Peking had decided to extend the Gilgit road through the Karakoram 

via the Mintaka Col in Xinjiang. This route was completed in 1968 and opened the following 

year, provoking Indian protests. New Delhi declared that Islamabad could not be unaware that 

the road contributed to the Chinese network in the “Tibet-Xinjiang areas into northern 

Kashmir” [Rahman, 1996: 120-121]. This new road would allow Chinese troops easier access 

to zones which they had “illegally occupied”, running from the north of Jammu and Kashmir 

(Ladakh) and from Tibet to the area of Gilgit under Pakistan’s control. 

With Pakistan facing difficulties to replace the weaponry lost during the war, India 

continued its military development. Since 1967, the Soviet Union and its ‘satellite states’ were 

supplying India with significant military equipment – worth some US$730 million [Rahman, 

1996: 121]. On August 9
th

 1971, the two states signed a treaty of friendship and cooperation 

along the lines of the much criticised model that united the countries of the Soviet bloc. New 

Delhi aimed to inflict a crushing blow on its neighbour, forcing it to abandon all ambitions on 

Jammu and Kashmir. It thus obtained military and above all diplomatic support from the 

Soviet Union, which enjoyed the right of veto in the Security Council 

West Pakistan, following the first general elections with universal suffrage in December 

1970, refused to accept the electoral verdict and allow East Pakistan and thus the Awami 

League (People’s League) of Sheikh Mujibur Rahman to form the central government. What 

seemed at first sight to be merely a political quarrel masked the strong resentment felt by the 

eastern part of the country at what it considered to be a quasi-colonial status, a source of raw 

materials  the lion’s share of the central government’s budget went to the western zone. The 

Union, meanwhile, welcomed the Bengali liberation army (Mukti Bahini) and, to quote 

Mushtaqur Rahman [1996: 128], “mounted its own “Operation Gibraltar”, training and 

arming guerrillas, giving them sanctuary”. The Prime Minister Indira Gandhi argued that the 

arrival en masse of refugees in the Indian state of West Bengal justified intervention, while 
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President Yahya Khan’s regime had begun a military operation (indeed, repression that the 

newly independent state of Bangladesh would later qualify as genocide) against the eastern 

half of the country
77

. 

In the available space, we will not look in detail at the circumstances surrounding the birth 

of Bangladesh, since this is only indirectly related to Jammu and Kashmir. However it does 

lead us to make brief reference to the Declaration of Simla of July 2
nd

 1972. From then on, the 

world powers abstained from any mediation. Under the terms of the text, the two belligerents 

emphasized their determination to resolve their differences through peaceful means, notably 

bilateral negotiations. The two parties committed themselves to respect “national unity, 

territorial integrity, political independence and sovereignty” of the other [Rahman, 1996: 

132]. Prior to the final settlement of all the differences between them, they would abstain 

from encouraging “any act detrimental to the maintenance of harmonious relations”. 

Whatever “legal interpretations” they might have, they would also respect the Line of Control 

which, in Jammu and Kashmir, had resulted from the cease-fire of December 17
th

 1971. The 

two parties did not pronounce themselves as to the status of Jammu and Kashmir.  

However Bhutto had scarcely arrived back in Lahore on July 3
rd

 when he declared: 

 

“On the vital question of Kashmir […] we have made no compromises. We told the Indians 

categorically that the people of Kashmir must exercise their right to self-determination. That 

was a question which can be decided only by the people of Kashmir. Neither India nor 

Pakistan had any say in the matter” [Rahman, 1996: 132]. 

 

New Delhi did not succeed in transforming the Line of Control into an international border. It 

could not thus get the United Nations to recall its observers, even if India considered their 

presence as without purpose once the two parties had recognised the ‘border’. Arie Marcelo 

Kacowicz [1994: 96] comments: 

 

“the Simla Agreement of July 1972 stabilized the cease-fire line of 1949 in Kashmir. The new 

political “line of actual control” was more than a cease-fire line (as Pakistan insisted), but 

less than a recognized international border (as India demanded)”
78

. 

 

Finally, the Pakistani political scientist Mushtaqur Rahman reminds us that the Union was 

from then on convinced that the dispute was no longer a question for the United Nations or 

any other international forum. However, Article 4(ii) made reference to a “line of control” and 

not to an ‘international border’
79

, while Article 1(iv) described Jammu and Kashmir as one of 

“the basic issues and causes of conflict which have bedevilled the relations between the two 

                                                           
77

Under the terms of the plan for partition in 1947, the two parts of Pakistan were separated by some 2000 kilometres. On 
February 3

rd
 1970, India suspended flights to and from its neighbour and banned overflights by Pakistani aircraft, thus 

making direct air links between the two halves of the state impossible. 
 On January 30

th
 of the same year, an Indian Folker with 25 passengers on board had been diverted to Lahore. The 

pirates of the air were from the Kashmir Valley; amongst their demands were political asylum in Pakistan and the liberation 
of 36 political prisoners from the Jammu and Kashmir Liberation Front detained in India. This episode gave rise to a fresh 
conspiracy theory: had New Delhi, in tasking the two men to carry out this ‘operation’, sought a pretext for blocking air links 
between the two parts of the Islamic Republic? 
78

742 kilometres in length, this de facto border was slightly modified by the conflicts of 1965 and 1971. It “meanders 
through mostly mountainous terrain before terminating short of the Siachen glacier, situated in the inaccessible and 
uninhabited northern reaches of the disputed territory, where Indian and Pakistani soldiers have been locked in a standoff 
since the mid-1980s in what has come to be known as the world’s highest-altitude battlefield, located at frozen heights of 
eighteen to twenty-one thousand feet above sea level” [Bose, 2007: 133]. 
79

The agreement stated: “In Jammu and Kashmir, the line of control resulting from the cease-fire of December 17, 1971 shall 
be respected by both sides without prejudice to the recognized position of either side. Neither side shall seek to alter it 
unilaterally, irrespective of mutual differences and legal interpretations. Both sides further undertake to refrain from the 
threat or the use of force in violation of this Line” [Khalid Saleem, 31 October 2013]. 
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countries for the last 25 years" [Khalid Saleem, 31 October 2013]. Rahman [1996: 132-133] 

also notes that the Indian position claiming that “the Kashmir issue must be kept within the 

bilateral framework is not supported by the Simla Accord”. Indeed, Article 1(i) stipulated that 

relations between the two opponents would be based on the United Nations Charter, while 

Article 1(ii) read that: 

 

“the two countries are resolved to settle their differences by peaceful means through 

bilateral negotiations or by any other peaceful means mutually agreed upon between them. 

Pending the final settlement of any of the problems between the two countries, neither side 

shall unilaterally alter the situation and both shall prevent the organization, assistance or 

encouragement of any acts detrimental to the maintenance of peaceful and harmonious 

relations” [Khalid Saleem, 31 October 2013]. 

 

6. The consequences of the collapse of the ‘Two-Nation Theory’ 
It was in such circumstances that Indira Gandhi thought of the return to power of 

Mohammed Abdullah, who had spent much of the time since August 1953 alternating 

between preventive detention and house arrest. The Sheikh could not, reckoned the Prime 

Minister, nourish the same ambitions: it was no longer possible to play on Indo-Pakistani 

rivalry; the great powers were disengaging from any efforts at arbitration
80

. 

 

6.1 The conclusion of two accords on Jammu and Kashmir 
In November 1974, Abdullah agreed to an accord that was announced publicly on February 

25
th

 the following year. New Delhi seemed initially ready to allow free rein to expression of a 

particularism that, reasoned in tone, remained within the boundaries of republican legality. In 

seeking to resolve the Kashmir issue once and for all, the Union ended up opening a 

Pandora’s Box that it would try in vain to close. It is true that the Valley was grumbling with 

discontent: elections had been systematically rigged; governments in Srinagar, even if they 

continued to be formed of a strong majority of Kashmiris, were spokespersons of the Centre. 

As a result of the democratisation of the education system following accession to the Union
81

, 

a large number of individuals had acquired a diploma that, often, offered them scarcely any 

useful qualification. They nonetheless aspired to break with the past, getting a white collar 

job, still today a sign of respectability. The political elite, for its part, pocketed the 

development funds transferred from the Centre, even as they castigated New Delhi (and the 

Congress party), accusing it of keeping Jammu and Kashmir in a position of economic and 

social subjugation
82

. From his return to power until his death on September 8
th

 1962
83

, 
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At the start of 1970, Sheikh Abdullah – according to Mushtaqur Rahman’s account [1996: 123-124] – proposed that the 
Valley, the province of Jammu, Ladakh, Gilgit and Azad Jammu and Kashmir come together in a federation which could 
either become part of Pakistan or opt for independence. He did not hesitate to state that the accession in 1947 had been an 
error: he had been wrong to place his confidence in Nehru. 
81

As it fixed the political system to ensure Jammu and Kashmir’s pliability, the Centre worked, considerably more there than 
in many other parts of the Union, to facilitate access to education. It was not unaware that under the Maharajah’s rule 
Kashmiri Muslims had been deprived in this regard. No political leader, however, took the trouble to explain the dividends 
of accession to the population at large.  

This is not a matter of defending the policies of the Union, but rather of drawing attention to the double game played 
by the Kashmiri political elite. When militancy spread, it pointed an accusatory finger at India, refusing to examine a 
sclerotic political, economic and social system that could not absorb youth born outside of privilege. As for Delhi, it avoided 
the problem of corruption that had allowed it to gain the loyalty of successive Srinagar governments. Incidentally, with the 
exception of parts of the Left and extreme Right, this phenomenon tainted more or less the whole of the Indian political 
class that, as a consequence, had no intention of promoting public scrutiny, for fear of inciting the anger of other parts of 
the population. 
82

Following his removal from the post of Governor of Jammu and Kashmir (May 26
th

 1991), Jagmohan underlined the point 
that Kashmiri leaders had in “the recent past” been “false guides”, concerned only by their quest for power, glory and 
wealth. They had manipulated people, never allowing them to be realistic in their expectations. In similar vein, he recalled 
that the Kashmiri political elite was only too willing to refer to an idealised image of Pakistan, a Muslim land. He writes: “As 
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Mohammed Abdullah and then his son Farooq Abdullah made use of a consistent discourse 

that included reference to the issue of political subjugation. They continued to keep alive the 

dream (some might say myth) of a specifically Kashmiri path
84

, which would lead credulous 

youth at the end of the 1980s towards militancy
85

. As for the provinces of Jammu and Ladakh, 

they rightly deplored the political domination of Kashmiris who, systematically holding the 

majority of government portfolios, showed favouritism to their own community. 

The wear and tear of years of struggle may have the Sheikh – who had insisted on a return 

to the original text of Article 370 – to accept an agreement. The latter authorised the 

Government of Jammu and Kashmir to revise, amend or abrogate the laws coming under the 

Concurrent List
86

 which had been extended to Jammu and Kashmir after 1953. Abdullah 

publicly backed the irreversible character of the accession. The Kashmiris, aware of the 

change in the balance of power following the birth of Bangladesh, were nonetheless 

convinced that the Sheikh would prove capable of safeguarding their identity. Some, however, 

were critical: Mirwaiz Maulvi Mohammed Farooq condemned Abdullah for having ‘sold’ 

himself to India. Moreover, the Kashmiri press regretted that a “lady [Indira Gandhi]” had 

“tamed” a now “toothless lion of Kashmir” (Sher-e-Kashmir, as Abdullah liked to be known) 

[Rahman, 1996: 138-139]. Indira Gandhi hoped in vain that Abdullah would be satisfied by 

leading a Congress government. Nevertheless, the new Chief Minister dared to propose that 

Congress members
87

 of the Assembly join the Plebiscite Front
88

 – which would be renamed 

the National Conference on July 5
th

 of that year.  

The Congress would not give up its hegemony, waiting instead for the death of the Sheikh. 

Farooq Abdullah, after a first refusal that would cost him the position of Chief Minister on 

July 3
rd

 1984, would in turn contract an agreement on November 2
nd

 1986. He recovered the 

seat of Chief Minister four days later. Many Kashmiris judged the term ‘agreement’ scarcely 

appropriate for what was in essence a marriage of convenience contracted in order to seal an 

electoral alliance and the formation of a coalition government, following the legislative 

elections of March 23
rd

 of the following year. The Prime Minister also signed agreements 

with the leaders of Punjab, Assam and Mizoram, the objective of which was to resolve 

questions as to the status of those states. The Rajiv-Farooq Agreement did not deal with that 

kind of issue, but given the circumstances and the use of the term ‘agreement’, the Kashmiris 

considered that implicitly it would usher in a new relationship between their state and the 

Centre. Abdullah justified these moves by insisting on the cost of the politics of confrontation 

                                                                                                                                                                                     
long as they remained at the helm of affairs, accession was final and India was a haven of secularism, but as soon as power 
slipped out of their hands, they brought out green handkerchiefs from their pockets, with the salt of Pakistani brothers 
wrapped in between, and India became an imperial power out to destroy the identity of Kashmir […]”. 
83

The Sheikh himself was silent as to his achievements; his memoirs close with his investiture on July 9
th

 1977 following 
legislative elections in which Jammu and Kashmir could for the first time express its wishes freely. One wavers between the 
image of a man who succumbed to the seductions of power, and that of a leader who lost his way strategically.  
84

Jagmohan [1991: 204] talks of a booklet known as the Lal Kitab (the Red Book), which was clandestinely circulated, that 
listed the misappropriation of funds in which Sheikh Abdullah and his family were implicated. The author emphasizes that 
the booklet – whatever were the political motivations of those behind it – presented accusations of such precision that only 
the stature of the Sheikh prevented “the people” from believing them. Abdullah, even weakened by illness, could not be 
unaware of the scale of corruption afflicting Jammu and Kashmir, in the form, for example, of improper allocation of land 
for hotel construction or of concessions to industrialists. 
85

Kashmiri youth was disappointed by the outcome of the negotiations with India. As noted by Aditya Sinha [1999: 93], 
young people had been born after the tribal invasion of October 1947 and had no reason to be thankful towards a country 
that, in their experience, had tried to erase the Kashmiri identity by absorbing the former princely state. 
86

This refers to subjects for which the legislative prerogative is shared between the central and state (i.e. Jammu and 
Kashmir in this case) governments.  
87

On January 25
th

 1967, the National Conference had transformed itself into a Provincial Congress Committee of the 
Congress party. The latter hoped for national hegemony. 
88

At the beginning of August 1955, two long-standing colleagues of the Sheikh (Mirza Afzal Beg and Ghulam Mohammed 

Shah, the latter also Abdullah’s son-in-law) had founded the Jammu and Kashmir Plebiscite Front. The Front did not accept 

the accession to India, calling for the holding of a plebiscite [Abdullah, 1993: 132]. 



33 
 

he had hitherto pursued, implying that Jammu and Kashmir would not receive serious 

financial assistance from the Indian federation unless it bowed to the wishes of the party in 

power at the Centre. This clumsy line of argument wounded the pride of the Valley. 

Delhi’s subsidies to Jammu and Kashmir were declining, an issue which Rajiv Gandhi and 

Farooq Abdullah wished to address. The two men declared that their alliance would allow the 

former princely state to benefit from genuine development aid. Abdullah seemed convinced 

he could rally the Valley through economic arguments: the economy was fragile, and the 

problems the state faced would contribute in no small part some years later to encouraging 

Kashmiri youth to support the movement for azaadi (liberty, or independence)
89

.  

The Kashmiri Muslims judged their Chief Minister to have entered an alliance with their 

worst enemy and that he was no longer even able to preserve their identity. The other actors 

on the legal political stage were able to instrumentalise the discontent of the young 

generation. Bus accidents gave rise to demonstrations with the crowd chanting slogans like 

‘mard-e-momin, mard-e-haq’ [a believer, a man of truth], referring to General Mohammed 

Zia ul-Haq (July 1997-August 1988) [Sinha, 1999: 180]. The population celebrated the 

anniversary of the birth of Pakistan, August 14
th

, lighting up the banks of the Jhelum, while 

groups like the People’s League called for a ‘black day’ to be observed on August 15
th

. 

6.2 On the necessity of taking up arms? 

The electoral alliance to which the National Conference had reluctantly agreed represented 

a return to rule by political monolith. Furthermore, the National Conference had once again 

abandoned its role of embodying Kashmiri identity. Nevertheless, circumstances were very 

different this time round: Farooq Abdullah had hoped to personify the political heritage of the 

Sheikh, even if dynastic politics provoked significant opposition. Then, anxious to retain the 

seat of Chief Minister, he had renounced the legalist, anti-Congress tradition of which the 

return to power of Mohammed Abdullah had in a sense been the public expression. The name 

of the Congress party, which had presided over India more or less uninterrupted from 

independence up to the middle of the 1990s, was intimately associated with the corruption of 

political institutions. In an effort to convince, Abdullah employed a clumsy argument that 

upset Kashmiri sensitivities: he underlined the need for Congress support, as a factor that 

would lead to a significant growth in the financial contributions from the Centre
90

. In 

addition, many argued that the Centre had practised a form of “internal colonialism” with 

respect to Kashmir whose population had more and more difficulty accepting that their 

survival depended on the National Highway: everything “came via the road on Banihal pass, 

which was subject to closure by avalanches during the winters” [Sinha, 1999: 178]. There was 

no real industrialisation to allow the natural resources of the Valley to be exploited. As for 
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In his memoirs, Jagmohan [1991: 115] includes an excerpt from the diary he kept in 1988. Remarking on the inequality in 
the distribution of wealth, he wrote that: “about 90% of the urban and urbanisable lands are owned by the new elite. Large-
scale speculation, racketeering and profiteering go on, filling the coffers of those who are already rich and influential”. The 
limits of agrarian reform were, moreover, there to be seen: the owners of orchards – who had already benefitted from an 
exemption – were apparently authorised to extend their holding, following an amendment introduced in 1979. 
90

Unfortunately we lack the space that would be required to unpack a contradiction: hoping for the coming of azaadi, the 
Kashmiri population sought – and still seeks – the continual creation of minor civil service jobs – however inefficient or 
unnecessary many of these may be – with a view to reducing unemployment.  

It is true that it long refused to bow to a form of compensation that India and the Jammu and Kashmir government paid 
following the repression. In the words of the Kashmiri author Basharat Peer [2009: 156]: “Most families accepted the 
killings of their kin with resignation and struggled to continue with their lives. Under the Kashmir government rules, a family 
member of any innocent person killed in the conflict in Kashmir was given a low-level government job and the family was 
paid a hundred thousand rupees as compensation. In the early years of the conflict, most people refused to accept such 
compensation, deeming it unethical. But life was harsher and more complex that ideas of resistance. With time, people 
opened old files and began thinking of making their lives a little easier, even if that had to be done by accepting the official 
price of life”. 



34 
 

tourism, according to Sinha, it was considered to be “a ‘prostitute’ economy”, not least 

because the revenue it raised was subject to fluctuations
91

. 

Although fully 75% of electorally registered Kashmiris turned out to cast their vote on 

March 23
rd

 1987, the vast majority of independent commentators believed that the results 

were rigged
92

. Farooq Abdullah may have been afraid of a victory, seemingly unlikely, of the 

unwieldy coalition of the Muslim United Front
93

. This episode sapped Kashmir’ belief in 

elections; they seemed incapable of producing representative government. In the night that 

followed the election, the police raided the offices of the MUF, arresting sixty of its leaders 

and activists, including one who would later become prominent in the Jammu and Kashmir 

Liberation Front: Yasin Malik. These men, experiencing Indian jails for the first time, came to 

think more about the support that Pakistan was only too eager to provide: they would need to 

cross the Line of Control to acquire training and arms. 

Discredited, the National Conference, which until then had also enjoyed a near-monopoly 

of power, had to give way to other leaders of lesser political standing who now took their turn 

in seeking to speak for the Valley, no longer basing their discourse around the faded ideal of 

secularism, but around Islam, and they looked for allies on Pakistani soil. Kashmiri

 society was undergoing a significant change? The militant movement, which seemed 

to be composed of only two groups – the dominant JKLF and a Hizbul Mujahideen (HM, 

Party of Holy Warriors) still in its infancy – profited from the disrepute into which the 

National Conference and Congress had fallen and seized upon the incapacity of the traditional 

parties – notably those of a religious orientation – to canalise the discontent prevalent 

amongst the young. In order to ensure its hegemony and the primacy of its message, the 

militant movement determined upon a strategy that, still today, weighs heavily on the political 

future of the Valley.  

It is thus worth taking a quick detour here via an important episode in the political history 

of Kashmir, that of the negation of the legacy of Sheikh Abdullah. His body was laid to rest in 

a mausoleum near the religiously significant site of Hazratbal on the banks of Dal Lake. His 

life was celebrated at an annual commemorative event. If one bases oneself on the accounts of 

two unabashedly partisan Indian writers, retired Lieutenant-General K.K. Nanda and the 

former governor Jagmohan
94

, militants (probably the Liberation Front) opposed the ceremony 

of September 8
th

 1989, which was observed in the presence of a large contingent of security 

forces, as the Valley witnessed a general strike – the day was declared a ‘day of deliverance’ 
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The ‘submission’ of Farooq Abdullah had taken place against a very particular backdrop: Sikhs had ‘taken revenge’ for the 
storming of the Golden Temple in Amritsar through the assassination of Indira Gandhi, after which the whole of that 
community had become the target of the dramatic communalist attacks that had shocked Indian society – notably another 
important minority, the Muslim community. 
92

The official results gave 39 seats to the National Conference, 25 to Congress, two to the BJP, and just one to the MUF. 
Four independent candidates were also elected. 
93

On April 21
st

 1986, what Sinha [1999: 179] called the “alternative political mainstream” formed the Muslim United Front 

(MUF), under the leadership of the Shia notable Maulvi Abbas Ansari. The Front initially grouped fourteen parties or 

movements, including Jamaat-e-Islam (Party of Islam), Jamaat-e-Tulba (the militant youth wing of the Jamaat-i-Islami), 

Jamaat-e-Ahl-e-Hadis (Party of the Disciples Faithful to the Prophet), the Anjuman Tahafuz-ul Islami (Union for the 

Safeguard of Islam), the Muslim Employees Front and the World Muslim Organisation, which sought to defend the ‘Muslim 

cause’.  

As a result of differences, the People’s Conference and the National Conference (K) left the alliance shortly after its 

creation, which removed its secular hue and gave the grouping the image of a set of smaller parties, albeit including a 

number of prominent personalities. According to Sinha [1999: 179], the Front expressed no clear position with regard to the 

accession, but based its programme around the discrimination Muslims of the Valley considered themselves the victims. 

Schofield [1997: 231]
 
draws attention to the Front’s election manifesto which “stressed the need for a solution to all 

outstanding issues according to the Simla agreement”, committing itself to work for Islamic unity and to struggle against all 

interference by the Centre in Kashmiri affairs. 
94

Note that Jagmohan Malhotra uses only his first name. 
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(yome-e-nijat) – and an effigy of the Sheikh was burned in public. Of yesterday’s hero who 

had marked the first period of Kashmir’s modern history, only his ‘treachery’ (symbolised by 

the signature of the Accord with Indira Gandhi) was remembered, and then that of his son, 

whose ascension his father was considered to have brazenly promoted. The armed opposition 

no longer adhered to the argument of the Sheikh that, in view of the unenviable fate of Azad 

Jammu and Kashmir, belonging to the Union was a ‘necessary evil’. While it certainly meant 

to put an end, politically speaking, to Farooq Abdullah, above all it aimed to remove all 

legitimacy from the struggle that the Sheikh had led, thus reducing to nothing the Kashmiris’ 

legalist political tradition and leaving them with little choice thereafter but to give their 

unconditional support to the armed struggle. A new period in the history of J&K opened 

towards the end of 1989 for a Kashmiri people that cleaned the slate of its earlier strategy, 

adopting a new one that it deemed better adapted to a necessity that remained unchanged: the 

defence of kashmiriyat.  

This is not the place for a detailed examination of twenty-five years of militancy and 

repression. One should emphasize that in targeting Pandits, of whom only a small number 

held prominent positions, most often in the offices of the central administration in Jammu and 

Kashmir, the Liberation Front forced the majority of this community into exile
95

. Kashmiri 

identity was thus truncated; a Kashmiri Muslim identity was created in this way, hegemonic 

in character, since it expressed itself in the name of Jammu and Kashmir as a whole. Even the 

Muslims of Jammu or Ladakh were not consulted as to their aspirations. The movements 

which came about after the JKLF, for the most part Islamist, picked up this religious 

orientation to call for the attachment of Kashmir to the state of Pakistan, thus erasing the 

original sense of azaadi. Such an exercise would be rendered all the easier since the Valley 

was, in parallel, the scene of a process of re-writing history, this with the complicity of 

Kashmiri leaders whose age would have allowed them to relate key episodes in the history of 

the region. 

A further dimension was the probable Indian and Pakistani collaboration to eradicate the 

Jammu and Kashmir Liberation Front that had awoken old hopes that the two states had 

thought to be definitively extinguished. But before looking at this episode, we will treat the 

issue of the insurrection, a qualification that India, to this day, denies. The term is no doubt 

applicable to the beginning of 1990, a significant and dramatic set of events provoking 

popular emotion. The first of these took place during the night preceding the investiture of 

Jagmohan, who was starting a second term of office as Governor. The police launched an 

operation it considered necessary, since, it underlined, ‘terrorist’ organisations intended to 

declare independence [Panagariya, 1994: 89]. The next day, 

  

“a large demonstration assembled in the streets of Srinagar to protest against the search the 

night before. In response, paramilitary troops gathered on either side of the Gawakadal 

bridge over the Jhelum river. When the unarmed crowd reached the bridge it was fired on 

from both sides of the river. The shooting has been called the worst massacre in Kashmiri 

history. Over a hundred people died, some from gunshot wounds, other because, in fear, they 

jumped into the river and drowned” [Schofield, 1997: 242]. 

  

The population had not reckoned with such a riposte; people chanted slogans like "Indian 

dogs go home," "We want freedom" and "Long live Islam" [Schofield, 1997: 242]. The loud-

speakers in the minarets of the mosques broadcast slogans demanding liberty. For a while, the 

Valley believed that victory was close. Enthusiasm quickly gave way to daily life marked by a 

struggle pitting militant groups (fighting separately from one another) against the Indian 
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Did Jagmohan organise the rapid exodus of about 100,000 members of a community numbering some 140,000 persons? 
We will not deal with these events, nor the circumstances which could have led Jagmohan to make such a choice. 
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security forces. The Valley’s faith in an azaadi synonymous with independence remained 

intact, but it came to condemn – sotto voce – the errors of the armed men who claimed to be 

speaking in its name. It would learn to survive under various laws of exception that made the 

Indian security forces all-powerful. 

The Public Safety Act (PSA), enacted after the return to power of the Sheikh (November 

6
th

 1977), allowed for the preventive detention for a period of six months (extendable up to 

two years) of any person deemed to be a threat to the security of the state. Other laws, such as 

the Prevention of Terrorism Act (POTA), which made the act of providing any support 

whatsoever to militants, whether deliberately or not, a criminal one, would be of much shorter 

duration (June 2002 to September 2004). In 1992, the state enacted a law that was intended to 

respond to the troubled situation throughout the Valley: the Jammu and Kashmir Disturbed 

Areas Act
96

. It was determined that the deployment of troops was necessary to restore law and 

order; the actions of these units was governed by the Armed Forces Special Powers Act 

(AFSPA) that the Union had enacted in 1958. Thus the armed forces, if they judged public 

order to be threatened in areas designated as disturbed, were authorised to use force, or open 

fire after giving due warning. They could temporarily prevent the holding of meetings of five 

or more persons, arrest without a warrant any individual guilty or suspected of being guilty of 

a crime, as well as carry out searches. Nonetheless, any arrested person had – at least in 

theory – to be rapidly handed over to the nearest police station. Moreover, the legislation 

granted very strong legal protection against prosecution to security force personnel acting 

under the provisions of the act. The Jammu and Kashmir Disturbed Areas Act gave 

magistrates and police officers, of the rank of sub-inspector or above, similar powers to those 

enjoyed by the armed forces. 

The Valley denounced the array of measures that permitted systematic Indian repression 

and were intended to create fear. Apart from the laws of exception mentioned above, there 

were the ‘extra-judicial killings’
97

, which often served to mask torture to which the victim had 

succumbed. One may, in passing, wonder about the existence of a strategy that sought to 

detain on a massive scale very young men
98

, in an effort to discourage them from the 

attraction of militancy. This is a subject of which Kashmiris speak only with difficulty, given 

the humiliating treatment that was inflicted on them
99

. 
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Shortly after the Indo-Pakistan summit held in Agra from July 14
th

 to 16
th

 2001, Jammu Division was the scene of an 
upsurge in violence. India decided, on August 11

th
, to extend the application of the Jammu and Kashmir Disturbed Areas Act 

to the whole zone. Doda was a special case, since the law had already been brought into operation in the district since mid-
1998. 
97

At the start of 2009, the International People’s Tribunal on Human Rights and Justice [Chatterjin, Navlakha, Imroz, Parvez, 

Zahir-Ud-Din, 2 December 2009: 14], a human rights group based in Srinagar, announced in a preliminary report entitled 

‘Buried Evidence. Unknown, Unmarked and Mass Graves in Indian-Administered Kashmir’, the discovery of 2,700 graves 

containing a total of some 2,900 bodies. The inquiry was based in large part on the complaints collected by the Association 

of Parents of Disappeared People (APDP), during field work in 55 villages of the districts of Bandipora, Baramulla and 

Kupwara in the North of Kashmir. 
98

The study directed by Urvashi Butalia [2002] covers the issue of Kashmiri civil society that rapidly became the hostage of 
the Indian security forces as much as of the militant groups. Butalia, as she told me during an interview in November 2003, 
tasked a team of female researchers – which travelled widely across the Valley – with the collection of witness accounts. 
The interviews thus carried out described, amongst other things, the tactics adopted by mothers of adolescents whose 
beards were growing in order to reduce the risk of arrest. 
99

The village of Kunan Poshpura, situated in the district of Kupwara, on the night of February 21
st

 1991, became the stage 

for a mass rape in which 800 soldiers of the Rajputana Rifles of the Indian Army attacked young girls and women between 

the ages of 15 and 85 years. In a 300-page report, the commission of inquiry commissioned by India concluded that the 

security forces were innocent. Husbands avoided their wives, some villagers went so far as to ask the victims whether they 

had enjoyed the ‘experience’, and no-one asks the young girls spared during the attack for their hand in marriage. 

In the above-mentioned report, the International People’s Tribunal on Human Rights and Justice [2009: 36-37] wrote: 

“Indian security forces have occupied 10,54,721 kanals [approximately 53,300 hectares] of land in Indian-held Jammu and 

Kashmir. On this land, 671 security camps have been established in Kashmir. The structure and placement of the camps 
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Long nurtured on a myth of a Pakistani ally dedicated to its cause, Kashmir was slow to 

give up this faith. In one sense, it focused on the most pressing matter; that of being hit by an 

unimagined Indian repression, and it wanted to believe the stories recounted by the men – 

Kashmiris but also those of Pakistani nationality – coming from training camps in Azad 

Jammu and Kashmir. Doubtless it was largely unaware of the circumstances surrounding the 

elimination of the JKLF from the cast of militant groups. Any collaboration between Pakistani 

and Indian secret services, both of which wanted to get rid of the risk represented by the 

Front, remains the object of speculation, but with the obliteration of those who had become 

the “new protectors of the Kashmir Muslim political identity”, the movement for azaadi 

floundered and lost direction [Sinha, 1999: 232-233]. What was the ISI’s objective? It may 

have realised too late the level of importance that the JKLF had attained. Or perhaps it 

instrumentalised a movement that remained faithful to the cause of azaadi
100

 in order to 

provide a focus to popular discontent. The second possibility seems the more likely, Pakistani 

decision-makers envisaging a strategy of erosion that would wear down Indian power and its 

founding theory of secularism. In addition, this would give a new connotation to azaadi of 

unification with Pakistan. 

Islamabad was moving towards two complementary objectives: decimating the 

‘recalcitrant’ leadership of the JKLF, while ‘recovering’ those who would accept to be cadres 

in the new militant organisations. The first contributed to realising the second. The 

strengthening of the anti-Indian movement, which drew succour from the repressive activities 

conducted by the security forces deployed by the Union, coupled with the ‘neutralisation’ of 

the Liberation Front, left Islamabad free to spread disorder by backing rival groups. From 

1993, the Pakistani ‘proxy war’ was extended to the Division of Jammu, the Muslim section 

of whose population had for the most part remained unmoved by the Kashmiri militant 

struggle.  

 

7. An unsolvable ‘proxy war’: an obstacle to Indo-Pakistan relations 
Changes in the balance of world power, especially the collapse of the Soviet bloc and the 

gradual warming of Indo-American relations, appeared to scarcely affect Jammu and 

Kashmir. Islamabad and New Delhi continued to stick to their respective positions. The 

Islamic Republic, at least officially, was a mere spectator of the insurrection in the Valley. It 

hoped that Jammu and Kashmir under Indian control would rapidly disintegrate: behind the 

scenes, it was the instigator of what was an enigmatic strategy. It relied on ‘hit and run’ tactics 

which, if they imposed a significant military and financial burden on the ‘enemy’, ended up as 

a war of attrition, with the population of the Valley paying the highest price. As for the Union, 

it seemingly wanted, despite recurrent calls to bombard training camps it said were located in 

                                                                                                                                                                                     
enforce contact between women, children, and security forces and create contexts in which gendered violence is regularized. 

The widespread use of torture in detention camps and interrogation centres, in particular against men and male youth, has 

impacted 60,000+. As many as 1,00,000 have been orphaned. 

“Mental health professionals note that incalculable numbers have experienced gendered and sexualized violence, 

including the use of rape as a means of torture. Gendered violence has been utilized to shame and punish the culture. Male 

youth and men refusing to participate in the sexual servitude of women have been sodomized and men have been forced to 

witness rapes of women and girl family members. Women whose male partners are missing, half-widows and widows have 

been victimized”. 
100

The Liberation Front tried belatedly to respond. In a press conference in Islamabad in December 1991, Amanullah Khan 

regretted that ‘the pro-Pakistani Hizb’ (Hizbul Mujahideen) had killed JKLF members, and accused Pakistan of having 

provided India with information helping it to find the hide-outs of his movement. Yet the Front did not resign itself to 

considering Pakistan to be a hostile party until May 1993. Javed Mir, who at the time led the JKLF in the Valley, stated in an 

interview given to weekly India Today that he was not unaware that “Pakistan has floated its own groups in the Valley”. He 

declared himself ready to fight Pakistan if necessary. But he made it clear that the Union remained enemy number one, 

since the Islamic Republic, at least, did not rape women or torch Kashmiri homes [Bose, 1997: 65-66; Schofield, 1997: 251]. 
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Azad Jammu and Kashmir, to avoid an escalation of the conflict that would multiply the risk 

of ‘infiltrations’ and allow Pakistan to increase its contacts with the militants. It also did not 

wish to take the initiative of triggering hostilities. It could no doubt argue that Pakistan’s 

‘proxy war’ would justify such an operation, but the Islamic Republic would accuse it of 

aggression, showing that Pakistan and the Kashmiris were the victims of Indian machinations, 

and once again draw international attention to the unresolved dispute. Above all, New Delhi 

was perhaps afraid of the reaction of a Pakistani government which might already have its 

finger on a nuclear button.  

 

7.1 The Lahore Declaration 
Following the Red Army’s intervention in Afghanistan, Islamabad had put a condition on 

helping the response that the United States wanted to make: free use of the considerable funds 

that would be made available. President-General Zia ul-Haq, until then in the bad books of 

what was yet to be referred to as the ‘international community’
101

, had in a sense managed to 

kill three birds with one stone. He was already planning to impose a rigorous Islamisation of 

Pakistani society – the impact of which is felt heavily to this day; he also aimed at preventing 

any blossoming of a true civil society, a goal, following successive military regimes, that 

many hoped for. Furthermore, the President-General had chosen to support mujahideen, who 

adhered to a very strict vision of Islam, most of whom were from Afghanistan or Pakistan
102

, 

but others of whom hailed from other regions of the world. He intended to influence the future 

of an already socially conservative Afghan society in pushing it to adopt an unbending rigour. 

Islamabad and its Kabuli quasi-vassal, thus united in a ‘single faith’, would be in a position to 

adopt a strategy that the former had conceived, that of ‘strategic depth’. Pakistan, ever fearful 

of a fresh Indian invasion, planned a backyard on Afghan territory. The last strand of the 

strategy thought out by Zia ul-Haq was the implicit acceptance of the Durand Line dividing 

the essentially Pashtun populations of the two countries. The seizure of power by the Taliban, 

on September 27
th

 1996, would be the consecration of this policy. 

As soon as the Soviet forces withdrew from Afghanistan (May 1988-February 1989), 

Washington, conscious of the dangerous game that Pakistan – with its support – had been 

playing, rushed some would see hypocritically – to disengage from the region. With Pakistan 

trying to take the moral high ground by raising the issue of human rights violations in 

Kashmir at every international forum
103

, India was unhappy at the US for scaling back in 
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This phrase, which appeared shortly after the collapse of the bloc led by the Soviet Union, is – at last – the object of 
debate in the West itself. 
102

The flourishing of various networks of madrasas of a new type constituted (and continue to constitute) a recruitment and 
training ground for mujahideen that the West initially feted but came to condemn after the attacks of September 11

th
 2001. 

Moreover, from 2006 onwards, mujahideen began another form of struggle in Pakistan: suicide attacks carried out, for the 
most part, by relatively uneducated individuals from poor backgrounds. 

Note that the Pakistani families, in the absence of a decent health system in rural areas that can progressively instil 
notions of family planning, frequently have difficulties bringing up large numbers of children. Often naïve, they willingly 
hand over their children to madrasas that offer, apart from food and lodging, the possibility of a modest but nonetheless 
precious – given the disinterest generally shown by the state in this regard – education. 
103

Basharat Peer refers to a place whose name continues to send shivers down the spine of Kashmiris: ‘Papa 2’, closed in 
1998. Ironically, this ‘interrogation centre’ (the term then used in the Valley) was a large mansion built for Hari Singh that 
was later converted into a guest house attracting a well-to-do clientele. Peer [2009: 136] relates the terrible experience 
undergone by a militant named Shafi. Upon arrival, he: “was thrown into a room crowded with twenty men. The floor was 
bare. Smears of blood blemished the whitewashed wall. Every man had a coarse black blanket for bedding. The blankets 
were full of lice […]. A corner of the room was their toilet. The prisoners defecated and urinated into polythene bags in that 
corner, they then threw the bags into a dustbin" […]. Some managed to sleep, through the lights were never switched off”. 
He goes on to quote Shafi in his own words: “During the interrogation, I was made to stare at very bright bulbs. Even in our 
room the light burned my eyes. I craved darkness. Darkness came. I began losing my eyesight there”.  

Speaking of what some euphemistically called ‘ill-treatment’, Shafi said that: “They made you sit on a chair, tied you 
with ropes. One soldier held your neck, two other pulled your legs in different directions, and three more rolled a heavy 
concrete roller over your legs. They asked questions and if you didn’t answer, they burned you with cigarettes… The worst 
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South Asia; Washington was to a significant extent indirectly responsible for the deterioration 

in the security situation in the region, since part of the transfers intended to finance the war in 

Afghanistan were funding the ‘proxy war’. 

New Delhi, meanwhile, with its South Asian neighbours put out by its ‘big brother’ 

attitude, briefly pursued a diplomacy based on trust with relations with near neighbours at the 

centre of attention. However the periods of rule of most fervent promoters of this approach – 

Prime Minister H.D. Deve Gowda (June 1
st
 1996-April 21

st
 1997) and above all his successor 

Inder Kumar Gujral (April 21
st
 1997-March 18

th
 1998) – were short-lived. Gujral declared 

himself in favour of a policy of “compromise with our neighbours”, indicating that “all 

negociations” did not “necessarily depend on the hope of reciprocity”; India, the more 

powerful state, should be ready to make significant concessions [Sénat français, 1997]. Under 

the leadership of Prime Minister Atal Behari Vajpayee, New Delhi crossed the nuclear 

Rubicon (an expression used all too often by Indian observers), going ahead with weapons 

tests (on May 11
th

 and 13
th

 1998). These provoked a similar Pakistani response, on May 28
th

 

and 30
th

. Delhi – like Islamabad – faced strong criticism and sanctions
104

, but the objective 

was achieved
105

: the Union which, according to one commonly used argument, had suffered 

from not enjoying recognition as a world power, was asserting its membership of the ‘nuclear 

club’, in the hope that this would also get it entry into the even more exclusive group of 

holders of a permanent seat on the Security Council, and with it the right to veto
106

. Similarly, 

the country intended to re-affirm its status on the Asian continent (in particular vis-a-vis 

China). Home Minister Lal Krishna Advani declared that, in becoming a nuclear power, his 

country had made room for a ”qualitative” change in its relations with Pakistan [Swami, 15-

28 August 1998]. He implied that it would be possible in the future to look for “a lasting 

                                                                                                                                                                                     
part was the psychological torture. They would make us say ‘Jai Hind’ [Victory to India] every morning and every evening 
[…]. You were asked to remove all your clothes, even your underwear. They tied you to a long wooden ladder and placed it 
near a ditch filled with kerosene and red chili powder. They raised the ladder like a seesaw and pushed your head into the 
ditch” [Peer, 2009: 137-138]. And doubtless the worst – in a traditional society that laid great weight on honour and male 
dignity and was reluctant to accept sexual impotency – was the application of electric shocks to the genitals. Peer [2009: 
141] records simply that Shafi, wounded in this way, “was bleeding when he urinated, his penis had swollen”.  
104

Under a law introduced in 1994, Washington was required to impose sanctions against any state carrying nuclear tests. 

On November 19
th

 1998, the Bureau of Export Administration of US Department of Commerce published a notification 

prohibiting the export of products deemed sensitive to a number of Indian public and private agencies, institutions and 

companies that were considered to be involved in nuclear research. From mid-December, however, Bill Clinton, who, 

hoping for Indian, or at the very least, Pakistani signature of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, dropped certain of the 

sanctions. He considered that “substantial progress” had been made, India and Pakistani each having declared a 

moratorium on nuclear testing. New Delhi argued that Islamabad was the principal beneficiary of Washington’s decision. 

The US was, it is true, preparing to support a request for urgent financial assistance that the Islamic Republic was about to 

present to the International Monetary Fund. The White House nevertheless maintained its opposition to the approval of a 

major loan India was seeking from the World Bank [Ghosh, 6-19 June 1998; Muralidharan, 21 November-4 December 1998; 

Ramachandran, 30 January-12 February 1999]. 
105

The Indian nuclear tests were first and foremost a response to internal political pressure; a number of observers such as 
the political scientist Achin Vanaik [December 2002] argued that the explosions, like the destruction of the Babri Mosque in 
Ayodhya (December 6

th
 1992) were the expression of an aggressive and bellicous nationalism.  

 Perhaps one should recall here that the destruction of this mosque was to be followed by the ‘re-construction’ of 
the temple that, according to Hindu nationalists, had existed on the site of the mosque in the very place where Lord Ram 
had been born. 
106

It appears that Pakistan did not wish India to take this path. At the start of October 2004, Pervez Musharraf, after 

discussion with the German Chancellor Gerhard Schröder, said that the growth of “the number of permanent members of 

the UN Security Council” ran counter to “the democratic considerations of the sovereign equality of nations” [The Dawn, 11 

October 2004]. Taking advantage of the publicity surrounding a speech in front of the United Nations General Assembly, the 

Pakistani President emphasized that an “iron curtain“ was beginning to separate the “Islamic world from the West”; in his 

eyes a serious threat was the creation of “new centres of privileges”. He declared the necessity of improving the 

representation of ‘forgotten’ actors: small- or medium-sized states [The Dawn, 23 September 2004]. 
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solution to the Kashmir problem”. Islamabad, Advani emphasized, had to take into account 

the scale of changes brought about in the geopolitics of the region and the world. Some Indian 

observers, incidentally, held the Vajpayee government responsible for internationalising the 

Jammu and Kashmir dispute at a time when the internal situation in the state under Indian 

administration was hardly reassuring. 

Following the Simla Declaration, India and Pakistan had for a time tried to engage in 

dialogue, and after the nuclear tests conducted in May 1998, they came under pressure from 

the ‘international community’, all the more so since the Line of Control was witnessing fresh 

tensions. The West’s objective was to get both states, or at the very least a Pakistan reassured 

as to Indian intentions, to sign the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty (CTBT). 

 On February 21
st
 1999, Prime Minister Nawaz Sharif declared that an era of peace had 

opened. The two adversaries indeed reached agreement. The ‘bus diplomacy’ that led to the 

Lahore Declaration was redolent of freedom fighters like Mahatma Gandhi who had criss-

crossed the enormous territory using the means of transport employed by the ordinary people. 

Covering a modest 51 kilometres, Atal Behari Vajpayee, travelled from Amritsar to Lahore by 

coach, no doubt itself a symbol of the proximity of the two countries that had once been part 

of the same state. The two prime ministers underlined their desire to arrive at the settlement of 

the disputes dividing them. Vajpayee
107

 made a commitment that the Jammu and Kashmir 

issue would be resolved through peaceful means; Pakistanis argued this was equivalent to 

acknowledging the existence of a dispute. The Union went to great lengths to emphasize that 

it was a multi-ethnic society. It could not agree to keep Jammu and grant the Valley to 

Pakistan, since such a step would be a communal division of the former princely state, 

threatening the secularism India was at pains to promote.  

The United Nations welcomed the Indo-Pakistan rapprochement that it qualified as “very 

encouraging” [Guha, 4 March 1999]. The initiative was probably more American than 

Pakistani. The Lahore Declaration may also have been the final outcome of diplomatic efforts 

begun in June 1997 by Prime Minister Gujral. Analysts wondered about New Delhi’s good-

will gesture when the BJP had incessantly warned that opening dialogue on the Jammu and 

Kashmir issue would be “would be akin to pronouncing the death of the Indian nation” 

[Muralidharan, 13-26 March 1999]. It is true that India and the USA were engaged in a 

‘strategic dialogue’. 

The upturn proved short-lived. On February 22
nd

, Nawaz Sharif implied that India had 

declared itself ready to debate the rights to self-determination of Jammu and Kashmir. The 

Union retorted that its position remained unchanged: for it, there was no disputed area; India’s 

concern was with regard to ‘Pakistan-occupied Kashmir’, “infiltration” across the Line of 

Control and “support to terrorism"
 
[Muralidharan, 13-26 March 1999]. The Vajpayee 

government made clear that any dialogue would deal with putting an end to terrorism and 

determining the status of the territory on the other side of the LoC
108

. Its Minister of External 

Affairs and Defence, Jaswant Singh, implicitly called on Islamabad to acknowledge the 

reality of the partition that had taken place fifty years earlier, and to consent to the need to 

transform the Line of Control into an international border. This seemed to be the position 
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In a symbolic gesture, the Indian Prime Minister visited the Minar-e-Pakistan, a monument commemorating the 
important resolution adopted by the Muslim League on March 23

rd
 1940 that called for the creation of Pakistan. 

108
In 1994, the Indian parliament, in a unanimous vote, had affirmed the objective of the Union to extend its government to 

the part of Jammu and Kashmir under Pakistan’s control [The New York Times, 4 June 1998]. New Delhi in this way 

demonstrated that it still considered itself to hold sovereignty over the whole of the former principality. However, it was 

above all a ploy to distract attention - of the nation, and perhaps also of the ‘international community’ - from Indian Jammu 

and Kashmir. 
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towards which the United States was also moving. The Islamic Republic retorted forcefully 

that the normalisation of relations with its neighbour depended on the resolution of the Jammu 

and Kashmir dispute. It declared its concern at India’s willingness to see the process that had 

started being ‘derailed’.  

Some – resolutely optimistic – observers note that the Lahore Declaration and the 

Memorandum of Understanding that India and Pakistan had signed authorised them to take 

measures to ensure their respective security, notably since they committed to take measures to 

avoid accidental nuclear confrontation. No progress had been made on a key question, 

recurrent since the creation of the two states: the pledge not to have recourse to war. 

Commentators nonetheless stressed that Vajpayee had declared in Lahore that his country 

wished to contribute to the promotion of a stable and prosperous Pakistan, which was 

tantamount to admitting that the Union had no intention of triggering any further conflict. 

Besides, New Delhi and Islamabad had agreed not to attack each other’s nuclear installations. 

 

7.2 The Kargil conflict 

Did Pakistan consider it necessary to provoke a new low-intensity conflict since this would 

be likely to ignite concern in the West, the two states being by then nuclear powers? 

Observers of the brief Kargil conflict have not managed to explain the strategy employed by 

Rawalpindi, the civilian government in Islamabad having apparently been kept out of the 

loop. This, at least, is what Nawaz Sharif declared once Pakistan’s plan was unveiled and 

international condemnation rained down. Perhaps the Prime Minister judged that it was 

simply another minor incursion along the Line of Control. His margin for manoeuvre was 

limited in the face of the all-powerful army. India, for its part, reckoned that the operation – in 

a mountainous area, much of which at altitudes of around 5,000 metres above sea-level and 

that had seen little or no military activity since 1965 – would have required six to eight 

months of preparation. 

On May 8
th

 1999, Washington received, from their intelligence services, alarming 

information about the presence in the area of Ladakh of ‘infiltrated agents’ who, benefiting 

from Pakistani support, held positions that allowed them to bombard Highway 1A, the road 

leading from Srinagar to Leh that played a major role in supplying Indian troops stationed on 

the Siachen Glacier. New Delhi concurred with the assessment, although it sought to avoid 

using the term ‘conflict’, preferring to speak of ‘local counter-insurrectionary’ measures. 

Indian government sources nonetheless highlighted the presence of a “heavy concentration of 

armed Afghans and Pakistani troops in Gilgit and Baltistan areas of PoK [Pakistan occupied 

Kashmir] across the Kargil sector” [The Daily Excelsior, 18
 
May 1999]. Did the Islamic 

Republic aim to give new impetus to the ‘proxy war’? This was the analysis of a number of 

Indian observers: they stressed that in barring the route from Zojila to Kargil, these ‘troops’ 

would be in a position to ‘infiltrate’ militants, who were now exclusively Islamist in 

orientation, such as those making up the ranks of Lashkar-e-Toiba (‘Army of the Pure’), into 

the Kashmir Valley. India would then be forced into genuine negotiations. 

The Vajpayee government initially chose to make a show of restraint. The Indian Air Force 

was deployed around May 26
th

, but avoided entering Pakistani air-space. As the United 

Nations called on the two belligerents to exercise moderation, the United States enjoined them 

not to put into question the ‘legality’ of the Line of Control [The Dawn, 5 June 1999]. On 
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June 6
th

, the Islamic Republic accused its opponent of having violated the Lahore Declaration 

[The Pioneer, 6 June 1999]
109

. Sharif, refusing to rule out use of nuclear weapons, hoped that 

the world powers would play a “constructive role” that would lead to Jammu and Kashmir 

being able to exercise its ‘right to self-determination’. 

 On June 15
th

, President Clinton ratcheted up the pressure
110

: Pakistan should 

immediately withdraw from Indian zones. The United States in this way showed 

understanding for the sensitive position in which Vajpayee found himself, faced by strong 

pressure from the political class of the Union. The Islamic Republic tried a semantic twist that 

had a strong whiff of déjà-vu: only mujahideen from Jammu and Kashmir were fighting in 

Kargil, the state simply gave them – to use the ‘traditional’ formulation – “political, moral and 

diplomatic support”
111

 [Hasan Akhtar, 18 June 1999] as the Pakistani press reported without 

critical comment. This was the position defended by Pakistani foreign ministry spokesman 

Tariq Altaf. A similar message was conveyed in a letter addressed by Nawaz Sharif to the 

leaders of the states meeting in Cologne at the G-8 summit. The Prime Minister thus hoped 

that the G-8 states would abstain from “a narrow view [of the Kargil crisis] which could 

encourage India to justify its belligerence". They should, on the contrary, opt for “constructive 

and solution-oriented approach" that would lead to the resolution of the “most serious crisis” 

to hit South Asia for “28 years”. Sharif believed that the Kargil conflict should not be viewed 

in isolation, neither from the unresolved Kashmir dispute, nor from “India's past 

transgressions to alter the LoC to its advantage"; an example of this was “the occupation of 

about 2,500 square miles in Siachen”. On June 20
th

, however, the eight industrialised powers 

condemned the violation of the Line of Control. On June 30
th

, the People’s Republic of China 

in turn called upon India and Pakistan to put an end to the conflict. 

7.3 An ‘armed peace’ 

 Despite US denials regarding any mediatory role, an ‘armed peace’ agreement was 

signed on American soil: neither party gave up its ambitions. In a text known as the 

Washington Declaration dated July 4
th

 1999, Bill Clinton and Nawaz Sharif concurred that the 

fighting in the Kargil region was dangerous, since it could provoke “a wider conflict” 

[Reuters, 4 July 1999]. The respect of the Line of Control was “vital” to peace in South Asia, 

hence the necessity of taking measures to restore it, this in conformity with the Declaration of 

Simla. As for the dialogue begun in Lahore, it would permit the Union and the Islamic 

Republic to resolve the differences dividing them, including that of Kashmir. 

 Revenge (if one may use this term) would come and India, notwithstanding the sad 

circumstances surrounding its arrival, would relish it. In the aftermath of 9/11, New Delhi 

went to great pains to underline how it had been trying – in vain – to warn the rest of world 

about the threat of violent Islamism. It had experienced this in its state of Jammu and Kashmir 

since the end of the 1980s. India tried to achieve two objectives at once: reducing the struggle 
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During their meeting in Lahore, Sharif and Vajpayee had recalled the commitment the two countries had made on 
September 23

rd
 1998 to promote an “environment of peace and security… in the supreme national interest of both sides”, 

adding that “the resolution of all outstanding issues, including Jammu and Kashmir” was “essential” [United Nations, 1999: 
1]. 
110

The spokesperson of the American State Department, James Rubin, emphasized that the United States had not offered to 

mediate. He explained the presence, in Delhi and Islamabad, of a significant number of diplomats and senior US officials by 

referring to the desire of his country to contribute to the resolution of the conflict. 
111

On June 25
th

, Islamabad, through the voice of the Chief of General Staff of the Pakistan Army (General Pervez Musharraf) 
stated that there would be no unilateral retreat from Kargil, a position – according to the Union – which amounted to 
acknowledging that Pakistani forces were operating in that area. 
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for Kashmiriyat to an archaic and, in particular, bloody one, side-stepping in this way the 

issue of the right to self-determination
112

 that its neighbour continued to raise. Secondly, it 

projected itself as a responsible world power that sought to support the West in the struggle it 

was undertaking. Once Operation Enduring Freedom was underway in Afghanistan, New 

Delhi set up to re-establish the links it had once upon a time enjoyed with the authorities of 

that state, a part of whose intelligentsia had little but contempt for the machinations of 

Pakistan. This nourished a sense of encirclement that continues to weigh on relations with 

India, as well as on the resolution of the Afghan conflict. 

  Pakistan’s territory was, however, necessary to the strategy that Washington had 

selected. The White House gave an ultimatum to Islamabad (or rather Rawalpindi, since the 

architect of Kargil, General Pervez Musharraf, had taken power in the coup d’état of October 

12
th

 1999): either submit or face sanctions
113

. The Islamic Republic had to give up its Afghan 

‘strategic depth’ and abandon the Taliban regime to American air-strikes. It tried to keep its 

options open by (half-heartedly) supporting the Western forces, pocketing American financial 

compensation for the cost Pakistan incurred, while at the same time offering shelter to Afghan 

Taliban who withdrew into Pakistan’s tribal areas. This gave them time to re-group and 

prepare to fight the American forces and those of the International Security Assistance Force 

(ISAF). These included adherents of various groups, many of whom would later coalesce in 

forming the Pakistan Tehrik-e-Taliban. This group has in the meantime come to threaten the 

institutions of the country. The new government, led since June 8
th

 2013 by Prime Minister 

Nawaz Sharif, has been endeavouring in vain to engage it in meaningful dialogue. 

India, faced with the ‘proxy war’, had played the role of Cassandra from very early on, 

emphasizing that the ‘Islamist monster’ used by its neighbour would one day turn against its 

creator. It can take no pleasure from the accuracy of its prediction, since these militant groups 

are not content with operating in Jammu and Kashmir. The spectacular attacks of which the 

city of Mumbai
114

 was the stage (November 26
th

-29
th

 2008) are a demonstration of this.  

It welcomed Musharraf’s televised address of January 12
th

 2002. In a well-constructed 

speech in Urdu, the President-General, visibly ill at ease, insisted on his will to strangle 

extremism in his country. Taking the ‘international community’ as his witness, in a tactic that 

had been employed by his predecessors, he underlined that only a plebiscite held under 

international supervision could resolve the Jammu and Kashmir dispute. He took the occasion 

to underline that the Muslims of the state had started a struggle that he himself would not 

denounce
115

. 
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Incidentally, it had not stopped declaring (after the meeting of the Constituent Assembly in 1951) that regular elections 
represented a form of plebiscite. 
113

Musharraf [2006: 201] wrote in his memoirs that in the aftermath of the attacks of September 11
th

 2001 he had a 

telephone conversation with General Colin Powell, United States Secretary of State: “Powell was quite candid: "You are 

either with us or against us." I took this as a blatant ultimatum. However, contrary to some published reports, that 

conversation did not get into specifics. I told him that we were with the United States against terrorism, having suffered 

from it for years, and would fight along with his country against it. We did not negotiate anything. I had time to think 

through exactly what might happen next”. 
114

There is no space to deal with this incident. The reader who understands French may consult an article I published: De la 
delicate gestion des attentats de Mumbai, December 2008. One may simply note here that India, since the attacks of July 
11

th
 2006 which targeted the rail network of the city of Mumbai, has been concerned at the danger posed by small 

Pakistani terrorist groups. Islamabad rejects such allegations. This issue evidently weighs heavily on efforts to better 
relations between the two states.  
115

The separatist leaders, whose movements were for the most part united on March 9
th

 1993 under the umbrella 
organisation, the All-Parties Hurriyat Conference (APHC), were also expectant. They were afraid of India and yet relied on it 
for police protection, scared of Pakistani action in the event of any ‘deviation’ from adherence to Islamabad’s interests. 
Abdul Ghani Lone’s assassination on May 21

st
 2002, the anniversary of another sad death, that of Mirwaiz Mohammed 

Farooq in 1990, may have been an example of this. It was widely assumed that the Mirwaiz had been one of the first at that 
period to envisage negotiations with India and that this may have triggered his murder. The killing of Lone was a message to 
moderates who might be tempted to compromise with the Centre, and probably constituted a response to the secret 
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The state of Jammu and Kashmir was the scene of recurrent attacks to which New Delhi 

chose on occasion to accord particular importance. The ‘international community’ was 

concerned that a border incident might spark off a war, given that the two states had 

concentrated large numbers of troops (500,000 on the Indian side, while Pakistan had 

mobilised more than 300,000 [GlobalSecurity.org, 2002]). New Delhi, following the armed 

attack
116

 on the Indian Parliament of December 13
th

 2001, had decided to carry out Operation 

Parakram (Valour), forcing Islamabad (and Rawalpindi) to make a similar mobilisation. On 

May 14
th

 2002, Indian propaganda took up one its favourite themes, the defence of 

democracy, as an attack occurred in the suburbs of Jammu (Kalu Chak). India “calmly 

signalled” to the United States and other western governments that it planned a limited 

military action against Pakistan if the issue of infiltration was not re-examined [The 

Hindustan Times, 11 May 2002]. On May 5
th

, Washington had nonetheless noted a recent 

decline in the scale of infiltration across the Line of Control, adding that it was unaware 

whether this decrease was the result of a deliberate change in strategy or due to climatic 

conditions. A coincidence? On May 6
th

, the Jammu press had announced that during the 

previous night the Islamic Republic had, for the first time in twelve years of ‘proxy war’, tried 

unsuccessfully to penetrate the region of Poonch with six vehicles carrying weapons and 

ammunition. 

Following a second attack, Minister of Defence George Fernandes excluded any possibility 

of New Delhi starting a war. He did, however, underline that this kind of ‘terror’ should not 

go unpunished, recalling that his country belonged to a ‘global coalition that was fighting 

against terrorism’ [The Kashmir Times, 16 May 2002]. Christina Rocca, United States 

Assistant Secretary of State for South and Central Asian Affairs, declared that South Asia 

represented a “key front in the global war on terrorism”, and that India constituted “a vital ally 

in the campaign to destroy the Al-Qaeda
”117

 [The Hindu, 15 May 2002]. 

 Pakistan had come to accept realpolitik, especially after the split, towards the end of 

2002, in the All-Parties Hurriyat Conference, whose moderate wing was ready to start 

dialogue with the Indian government
118

. One seemed to discern a change in tone. Pakistan’s 

Minister of Information, Sheikh Rashid, who attended on November 11
th

 and 12
th

 2003 the 

summit of ministers of information of the states of the South Asian Association for Regional 

Cooperation (SAARC)
119

 – in New Delhi – underlined his country’s desire for peace. The 

Islamic Republic implicitly responded to the Indian offer for dialogue formulated in April 

2003. 

                                                                                                                                                                                     
discussions that one faction of the APHC was having or planned to have with the National Conference that was back in 
power in Srinagar. 
116

India denounced the action carried out by Pakistani groups, Lashkar-e-Toiba and Jaish-e-Mohammed (Army of 
Mohammed). The BJP, which dominated the coalition government, seized the opportunity to present itself as the defender 
of the nation. In any case, this attack left some observers perplexed insofar as it seemed designed to provoke an outburst of 
Indian nationalism. Like the attack on the Legislative Assembly in Srinagar had done a few weeks earlier (October 1

st
 2001), 

it was security force personnel who lost their lives. The Indian political class did not miss the opportunity to emphasize the 
great danger it had faced. 
117

The speech of the Prime Minister, Atal Behari Vajpayee, was, it should be noted, inscribed within the diplomatic history 

of his country and its policy with regard to the Pakistani ‘enemy’. The Union neither managed to have the Islamic Republic 

condemned as a ‘terrorist state’, nor – despite a willingness to jettison the non-alignment so dear to Nehru – to become the 

privileged ally of the United States in South Asia, since Washington continued to value Pakistan’s strategic position. India 

thus sought another way to assert itself at a time when the international context seemed to favour Musharraf. 
118

The analysis of the resumption of Indo-Pakistani dialogue draws on that presented in my work on Kashmir [Reynolds, 
2005: 323-327]. 
119

Other than India and Pakistan, this association brings together Sri Lanka, Nepal, Bhutan, Bangladesh and the Maldives. 
Afghanistan joined in 2005.  
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On November 23
rd

, Islamabad declared a unilateral cease-fire along the length of the Line 

of Control; India followed suit shortly afterwards, and the two adversaries then agreed to a 

similar measure on Siachen. Finally on December 18
th

, Pakistan adopted an unprecedented 

position, saying it was ready to no longer consider the implementation of the Security Council 

resolutions – and thus the organisation of a plebiscite – as a pre-condition for success in 

negotiations with India if the latter was genuinely ready to pursue such a course
120

. On 

January 1
st
 2004, the two countries resumed flights after an interruption of 24 months. On 

January 5
th

, Vajpayee and Musharraf announced in Islamabad at the end of the SAARC 

summit the opening of dialogue (that had already been described as ‘composite’ in Lahore). 

The joint Indo-Pakistani communiqué underlined that the issue of cross-border violence had 

been discussed; Musharraf had assured Vajpayee that the territory under Pakistani control 

would not be used for such a goal. On January 15
th

, the Samjhauta [Friendship] Express – 

inaugurated on September 22
nd

 1975, once again plied the railway line between Lahore and 

Amritsar after two years of interruption. Soon, it was said, transport links between 

Munnabhao (Rajasthan) and Khokharapar (Sindh) would resume, and there was also talk of 

links between Muzaffarabad and Srinagar. 

The Union and the Islamic Republic had probably acted under pressure from the United 

States, as well as the wider ‘international community’. On February 20
th

 2004, Colin Powell 

praised the measures taken by Musharraf following the public confession, at the start of that 

month, by one of the ‘fathers’ of the Pakistan nuclear bomb, Abdul Qadeer Khan. 

Washington, not wishing to rock the boat
121

, commented that Islamabad by then enjoyed 

firmer control over Pakistan's technological assets [The Dawn, 22 February 2004]. In 

addition, Powell declared:  

 

“The international web of proliferation that Dr A.Q. Khan used to traffic with Libya, with 

Iran, with North Korea is being shut down even as I speak"
122

. 

 

Apart from the issues of peace and security – which included Confidence-Building 

Measures – and thus Jammu and Kashmir, the two countries indicated that six matters would 

be treated: Siachen Glacier (by the defence secretaries), the project to construct a dam at 

Wullar
123

 (water and power secretaries), Sir Creek (a file for the Indian Additional Secretary, 

Defence and Pakistan’s Surveyor-General), terrorism and drug-trafficking (interior 

secretaries), economic and commercial cooperation (commerce secretaries), and lastly the 

promotion of friendly exchanges in a variety of fields (culture secretaries). The Islamic 

Republic – keen to engage in dialogue – bowed to Indian wishes that Jammu and Kashmir 

would not officially be one of the main questions to be treated by the two adversaries.  
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Kashmir, disillusioned, thus came to reconsider the reverential attitude it had until then maintained, notwithstanding the 
debatable motives of Pakistan’s policy towards militancy. As for the APHC, it could no longer pretend that it was not divided 
into two factions. 
121

It is worth pointing out one excellent work on Pakistan’s development of nuclear weapons and its involvement in 
proliferation, Feroz Khan’s Eating Grass: The Making of the Pakistani Bomb (2012). 
122

Indeed, Pakistan was ‘rewarded’ for its display of good-will. On January 26
th

 2004, the Finance Minister, Shaukat Aziz, 
announced that the Bush administration had approved economic assistance worth 395 million dollars for the year 2003-4. 
The same day, Great Britain supported Pakistan’s return to the Commonwealth, its membership having been suspended 
following Musharraf coup. 
123

It is true that India and Pakistan have by and large respected the 1960 Indus Water Treaty that authorises the utilisation 
of these rivers common to the two countries for uses that do not involve consumption (i.e. irrigation and electricity 
production). However, Islamabad is worried by the construction of the Wullar barrage on the Jhelum in Jammu and 
Kashmir, wondering whether what is called the Tulbul Navigation Project does not conceal other plans than facilitating 
navigation. 
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There were some signs of improvement, the two countries boasted of having defined 

certain Confidence-Building Measures. The installation of a ‘hot-line’ on June 20
th

 2004 was 

designed to prevent any misunderstanding getting out of hand and escalating. New Delhi and 

Islamabad also underlined their willingness to extend the moratorium on nuclear weapons 

tests, adding that they reserved the right to resume if ‘extraordinary events’ threatened their 

interests. Another CBM was intended solely for the populations of Jammu and Kashmir 

whose families were divided by the Line of Control: on April 7
th

 2005, a coach service linking 

Muzaffarabad and Srinagar, the capitals
124

, was established. A reduction of 25% in the 

number of security force personnel stationed in Jammu and Kashmir was envisaged, although 

never put into practice
125

.   

The Indo-Pakistani negotiations have since struggled to progress, facing interruptions each 

time a crisis came around. Militancy in Jammu and Kashmir has lost much of its bite 

(according to some estimates I collected in Srinagar, there are no more than a hundred or so 

militants operating actively in the Valley). The Union continues, however, to play on the 

threat; it has shown no intention of abrogating or at least suspending the AFSPA, which 

would oblige it to recall a part of troops deployed in the state
126

. Moreover, New Delhi has 

been worried, especially since the Mumbai attacks in 2008, that the rest of its territory may be 

targeted. Similarly, the cease-fire along the Line of Control more or less held until the 

incidents in December 2013
127

. The tone has once again become one of mutual accusations.  

Nawaz Sharif, on returning to power, simply recalled the traditional position of a country 

busy with a variety of other more pressing issues. It is true that the Prime Minister, who, after 

the take-over of power by Musharraf had seen prison and then exile in Saudi Arabia
128

, knew 
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New Delhi and Islamabad reached agreement on the issue of travel documents. India had initially wished that passport 
be used, but Pakistan was reticent in this respect, arguing that it would thereafter be obliged to recognise that the Line of 
Control dividing Jammu and Kashmir constituted a de facto international border. It was decided in the end that residents of 
Indian Jammu and Kashmir and Pakistani Azad Jammu and Kashmir travelling along the route would use national 
documents. Neither New Delhi nor Islamabad recognise the official character of the ID documents carried by travellers. 
125

The number of security force personnel deployed in Jammu and Kashmiri is a state secret (between 300,000 and half a 
million soldiers and police according to an estimate published by the BBC [14 January 2011]). However these men and 
women, particularly in the city of Srinagar, have become much more discreet, tending to adopt a friendlier attitude towards 
the resident population, even if the latter is far from convinced that this is genuine rather than simply a posture, not least 
since the repressive methods employed to quell each new crisis have scarcely changed.  

It is easy to imagine the level of mistrust that continues to divide the two groups. Most of the Indian troops come from 
distant regions where winter temperatures are moderate and they are often ill-equipped to deal with the cold weather. In 
addition, they have been long exposed to Indian propaganda portraying Kashmiris as ‘dangerous terrorists’. 
126

Were the Kashmir conflict to be resolved (and relations between Pakistan and India more generally to improve), would 

Indian democracy be concerned by an army that had lost part of its raison d’être? India’s armed forces number some 

1,325,000 [Global Fire Power, 2014a]; a few commentators are of the view that they might be tempted by the ‘Pakistani 

path’. By way of comparison, Pakistan’s armed forces number some 617,000 [Global Fire Power, 2014b]. 
127

Other sources, this time in Pakistan, indicate that there was never a genuine cease-fire along the Line of Control and that 
the celebration simply reflected political will. 
128

According to one interpretation of the evolution of Indo-Pakistan relations, in recent years, each time there has been a 
rapprochement, this have been followed by an event that threatens further progress, particularly when the Islamic Republic 
has been under civilian rule. One thinks of the Kargil conflict that came swiftly on the heels of the Lahore Declaration or the 
Mumbai attacks of November 2008. On September 24

th
 2008, the two states had announced that commercial exchanges 

between Indian Jammu and Kashmir and Pakistani Azad Kashmir would start on October 21
st

. The Indian Prime Minister, 
Manmohan Singh and the Pakistani President, Asif Ali Zardari, after talks held while both were attending the UN General 
Assembly, had indicated that one of their major concerns was the struggle against all forms of terrorism. Zardari added, 
however, that he did not share India’s analysis of events since the end of the 1980s in Jammu and Kashmir; he stuck to his 
country’s traditional position that it supports – diplomatically – the demand for self-determination made by the Muslims of 
this state of the Union. Nonetheless, the representatives of the two states had affirmed their desire to arrive as quickly as 
possible at the normalisation of relations. 
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by bitter experience that the Army considered the Kashmir issue to be its preserve
129

. He thus 

limited himself to insisting on the necessity of implementing the Security Council resolutions 

that would allow the Kashmir conflict – that retained its potential to lead two nuclear states 

astray – to be resolved. At the start of February, he invited India to what he termed "a result-

oriented dialogue process" over the Kashmir dispute [NDTV, 5 February 2014]. 

What will be the position of the new, Hindu nationalist Indian government? Prime Minister 

Narendra Modi can boast of having been the principal architect of an impressive electoral 

victory. Will he play a waiting game? It is possible that, unlike during the Vajpayee era, he 

will enjoy little margin for manoeuvre since the neighbouring Islamic Republic is going 

through a phase that can only be described as a sensitive one, giving rise to doubts as to the 

robustness of civil and military institutions. One must remain aware that the BJP, which 

achieved unprecedented success in the recent elections, has completed a difficult journey 

through the wilderness, and will now seek to assume a central role both nationally and 

internationally. Will Modi choose a path of compromise or one of confrontation, raising a 

new wave of nationalism and popular emotion
130

? Whatever his choice, one would not bet 

against the continuing arms race between the two states which, in spite of the poverty endured 

by a significant proportion of their respective populations, in 2012 spent 2.43% (India) and 

2.04% (Pakistan) of their GDP on defence
131

 [CIA, 2014a and 2014b]. 

 

8. Conclusion 

The Jammu and Kashmir conflict was from the outset an ideological confrontation between 

two countries each eager to blame the other for the immense human tragedy provoked by the 

partition of the sub-continent. Pakistan – and the Muslim League – defended the ‘Two-Nation 

Theory’, a corollary of the Muslim community’s aspirations for social position. India – and 

the Congress party – retorted that ‘secularism’ fitted better to the traditions of an age-old 

nation that welcomed the harmonious co-existence between multiple ethno-religious 

communities
132

 and that the Republic declared the equality before the law of all its citizens. 
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Sharif, who was starting a third term, is no novice to the machinations of the corridors of power. Apart from a desire to 
rid himself of the humiliation inflicted on him after the outbreak of the Kargil conflict, he seeks to project himself as the 
architect of a strong civilian administration. These factors explain the trial for treason faced by Musharraf. The army, for its 
part, cannot remain indifferent as to the fate of one of its own, all the more so since the civil administration’s efforts are 
aimed in signalling that it is time for the army to limit itself to the role it had when the country became independent.  
130

Pakistani concern at the likely electoral victory of the Hindu nationalists? On May 14
th

 2014, the only two Indian 
journalists (correspondents from the Press Trust of India (PTI) and The Hindu) based in Pakistan, whose movements have 
always been limited to the capital, were told to pack their bags and leave within one week. At the time of writing, the 
decision is difficult to explain, all the more so since both the PTI and The Hindu enjoy a well-deserved reputation for serious 
journalism. 
131

Certain analysts would consider this figure to understate actual expenses. 
132

This was also Jinnah’s wish, he intended to promote freedom of worship for all. The adoption on March 12
th

 1949 of the 

resolution Aims and Objectives of the Constitution, better known as the Objectives Resolution, was to influence the future of 

the federation. Pakistan’s leaders, in the meantime, congratulated themselves for having managed to combine the 

principles of western democracy with the injunctions of Islam [Ghazali, 1999: 1-2]. “The Objectives Resolution proclaimed 

the following principles: Sovereignty belongs to Allah alone but He has delegated it to the State of Pakistan through its 

people for being exercised within the limits prescribed by Him as a sacred trust.”
”
 The Resolution provided in paragraphs 2, 3 

and 4 that: “2. The State shall exercise its powers and authority through the chosen representatives of the people. 3. The 

principles of democracy, freedom, equality, tolerance and social justice, as enunciated by Islam, shall be fully observed. 4. 

Muslims shall be enabled to order their lives in the individual and collective spheres in accordance with the teachings of 

Islam as set out in the Qur'an and Sunnah. [...] 7. Fundamental rights shall be guaranteed” (cf. Objectives Resolutions is 

passed, 1949). 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sovereignty
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Allah
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Qur%27an
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sunnah
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Responsibility for the tribal invasion, in the absence of access to Pakistan’s national 

archives, remains the object of speculation. The Security Council quite reasonably implied 

that it was not its job to apportion blame for the outbreak of the conflict in Jammu and 

Kashmir. Indeed, Jammu, like much of the rest of the territory of the sub-continent, was the 

scene of population movements towards one or other of the dominions. In addition, Pakistan, 

as a new state, lacked solid institutions. The world powers were therefore of the view that the 

priority was to demilitarise the state through bringing about the departure of all foreign armed 

forces, then organising a plebiscite that would permit the population to express itself freely. 

The Security Council wanted to involve itself in an arbitration process, a principle that was 

not acceptable for a former colony like India. The Council’s credibility was already in 

question, since the states victorious in the Second World War were splitting into two blocs. In 

addition, the Muslim world condemned the plan to partition Palestine (November 29
th

 1947) 

that had, it argued, dispossessed a people from its ancestral lands. The Union had doubts as to 

the neutrality of a body which, it believed, was trying to appease a Pakistan that sought to 

make itself the representative of the Muslim ummah (the worldwide community). It was itself 

rendered rigid by a haughty nationalism that combined Gandhian principles with Nehruvian 

ideals of great nationhood. Even as it boasted of its adherence to altruistic democratic 

principles, it had no intention of allowing Jammu and Kashmir to choose its destiny, still less 

to deliver it up to Pakistan. The latter, which ‘administered’ one-third of the surface area of 

the former princely state, had its gaze fixed on the Valley, the jewel in the Maharajah’s 

crown. It initially employed two means, diplomacy and war, the latter eventually proving 

ineffective, and expensive, and ultimately a source of internal instability. The Islamic 

Republic, in effect, had to keep informed a population that, in the growing absence of 

freedoms, was fed on a diet of stubborn nationalism. It tried to present set-backs as successes, 

boasting, for example, of the national victories in the two wars of 1965. 

The two opponents made possession of the former princely state a pillar in the construction 

of a nation seeking to project itself. The strategic position of the princely state was a source of 

power, particularly at the end of the 1940s at a time when technological means were more 

limited. New Delhi tried, in particular, to ensure the loyalty of the Kashmir Valley. Was this 

since it was blessed with a charismatic leader who had shown an ability to articulate popular 

demands in a similar manner to that of the Congress party? Did India want to turn Sheikh 

Abdullah into an icon of secularism? The Valley would occupy centre-stage in the Indian 

state of Jammu and Kashmir, to the detriment of the division of Jammu and the province of 

Ladakh. Mohammed Abdullah, back in power in 1975, and then his successors would 

serenade Kashmir, in the narrow sense, with a sweet, dreamy song of unachieved 

independence. And this would assert itself at the end of the 1980s. Islamabad, for its part, 

would make use of a third ‘tool’ in its efforts to get hold of Kashmir: what New Delhi would 

decry as a ‘proxy war’. The Islamic Republic, apart from possession of Jammu and Kashmir 

(in reality, only the Valley, in addition to what it already controlled), seemed to have sought 

vengeance for the humiliation of the birth of Bangladesh; perhaps it also targeted the collapse 

of Indian secularism at a period when the Hindu nationalist movement was on the rise.  

The two countries, continuing to hammer home their founding creeds, could easily 

disregard the heavy tribute that the division of Jammu, but above all Kashmir, had to pay. One 

needs to meet the population of the Valley (and in particular the majority who do not speak 
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fluent English) in order to grasp the extent of the misunderstanding. Kashmiris still adhere to 

a belief in an azaadi which Pakistan and India, proud of having founded modern states, have 

definitively ruled out. Even so, azaadi rose from the ashes in odd circumstances: as the Valley 

chanted the slogan of freedom, Kashmiri television was broadcasting images of the birth of 

new nations in the aftermath of the collapse of the Soviet Union. The latter saw themselves as 

the representatives of particular communities, indirectly invigorating aspirations in the Valley. 

It was no longer, however, the moment to claim independence through the use of force, 

especially not when those behind such a movement were Muslim in faith. The West, after the 

end of the world system based around two power blocs, already seemed to be looking for a 

new enemy, a catalyst to maintain its own unity. The events of September 11
th

 2001 

confirmed this orientation. India could fit into this global re-alignment, playing on two 

themes: the longevity of its democracy despite a few pockets submitted to rule by laws of 

exception; and its desire to assume a position not only of an Asian power, but a global one, at 

a time when the increasing assertiveness of the People’s Republic of China was raising 

concern, notably in the United States and the European Union. The world powers could 

tolerate without too many qualms of conscience the repression that fell on Kashmir. 

Ironically, the latter hoped long and hard that the ‘international community’, proud of its wish 

to ensure the respect of human rights in the most distant corners of the world, would wake up 

and take notice. 

The Valley has in the meantime grasped the need for political pragmatism. Mirwaiz Omar 

Farooq even recently dared a remark that would hitherto have been unimaginable in the 

Valley. He was reacting to a comment made by a leader of the hard-line wing of the APHC, 

Syed Ali Shah Geelani, who had said that a separatist group was trying to conduct secret 

negotiations with emissaries of Narendra Modi. Farooq asked “who does he want to die this 

time?” [Fayyaz, 21 April 2004]; he thus tacitly accused Geelani for the murder of his father in 

1990 and of promoting an atmosphere conducive, in the words of one journalist, Ahmed Ali 

Fayyaz, “to political assassinations in Kashmir”.  

Since the legislative elections in autumn 2002, Kashmir has gone willingly to vote in large 

numbers, despite the calls for boycott made by the separatist movement. The latter has come 

to acknowledge that while waiting for azaadi to come about, the population is right to elect 

local representatives capable of defending their claims with regard to daily life. In this 

manner, the Valley, after the vote in 2002, successively voted into power two different 

Kashmiri parties (the People’s Democratic Party and  the National Conference), which have 

both had to rely on Congress support to form a government. The National Conference has 

governed since 2008. Its Congress ally has forced Farooq Abdullah to give up the post of 

Chief Minister to a man without the same tarnished reputation: his son, Omar Abdullah. 

During the very recent Lok Sabha elections, the three seats in the Valley went to PDP 

candidates, Farooq Abdullah himself losing his seat. Kashmiri Muslims, like their fellow 

believers elsewhere in India
133

, are waiting: what policies will the BJP government introduce? 

It remains to be seen whether Modi’s invitation to attend his inauguration to his Pakistani 

counterpart is a start of a genuine effort to improve relations or a tactical ruse to embarrass 

Nawaz Sharif. 
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It has always looked on the struggle for azaadi with suspicion as challenging the citizenship to which it was attached. 
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