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PAKISTAN'S tr'OREIGN REL.dTIONS,
.

Fou,r years ago, almost to a day, pakistan started, so far as the
administrative machinery of the ceniral Government was concerned,
almost from scratch. True we had a handful of officials. But
that was all that we had. we did not have chairs for them to sit
on, or desks for them to put their papers on, or paper for them towrite
on, or pens and ink to wdte with.

trn the domain of foreign affairs, we lacked everything. We
even lacked officials. For during the British regime, though indians

-Muslims and non-Muslims-had a certain amount of experience
in other fields of administration, the field of foreign affairs was
barred to them. That was the special preserve of the Viceroy; and
very few Indians had anything to do wiih it even from distance. so
that at the time when pakistan came into existence, it had at its
disposal no statesman and few officials u'ith experience of foreign
affairs.

since then, I venture to say we have made good the deficiency
to a certain extent. A pakistan Foreign servicehas been established;
and we are generally better equipped than we were to deal with the
problems of foreign policy. Through its diplomatic missions abroad
Pakistan is-already represented in 23 countries. There is diplomatic
representation at Karachi of 38 sovereign states. we propose during
the current financial year to open some more missions 

^in 
foreign

conntries.

But apart from the officiar machinery that is needed for the con-
duct of the foreign policy of the country, it is essential that there must.
be some apparatus for informing public opinion upon the weighty
and complex problems of that poricy and for enabring consioirea
views_to be. expressed about those problems by private-persons, so
that'these views can be taken into consideration by those whose iuty
it is to mould foreign policy. In the pakistan Institute of International
Affairb we have such an apparatus. I am convinced that the

. . ' F.9In an address deliverecl at the'Third Annual Dinner of the InstirutLc onAugnst 18, 1951.
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Institute is doing invaluable work. Indeed it is the only body that
is doing any work of this kind. It arranges meetings which are
addressed by Pakistanis and foreigners, who are invariably men of
distinction andrepute, either as statesmen or experts. Those of you
who have had the opportunity to attend some of these meetings would
know how useful they are in supplying information about and throw-
ing light upon various aspects of international problems. The
Institute conducts research in, and publishes literature on, intema-
tional relations. Its quarterly journal, called pakistan llorizon'
had already begun to make its mark abroad in circles which ari
interested in the study of foreign affairs. It maintains a library
which even at the moment is an extrernely valuable collection of
books and journals on international affairs. The Institute also
prepares data papers for and sends tlelegations to international
conferences.

However, the Institute is still poorly housed. and meagerly nerur-
ished. In fact, it is housed on sufTerence and is in urgent nee.tr of
a building of its own. But it has already a most generous promise
from Messrs. Dawood Corporation Ltd. of Rs. 1,53,000 or 5i/o of
fhe estimatedbuilding cost. I understand that it will have anoih"r
gift of money, which will make up the required total of Rs. 3,00,000.
You will thus be able to proceed with your building plans. you
will also have yet another gift of Rs. 50,0S for expanding nnd
equipping the Institute's library. A plot of land has already been
obtained for the building. This site is so good that I consirlen the
Institute very fortunate in having secured it. The handsorne o{}brs
of donations to which I have referred ought to be an inducemenfi, if
I rnight say so, to those of you, and I am sure there are many trere
tonight, rvho wish to be associated with the work of such wide be-
neficence as this essential work of educating opinion at home in
international affairs generally and educating opinion abroad in
regard to the attitudes of Pakistan towards international affairs-
I am convinced that it would be a good investment to further the
objects for which the Institute stands.

May I now pass on to speak about some of the actual prcblems
of foreign policy, with which we are confronted today? When
Pakistan was established, in the circumstances to which I have rnade
a brief reference, our very first task naturally was to introduce our
new state to the rest of the world. This was not an easy task, having
regard to the juxtaposition in which we were placed. There was
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a certain amount of confusion abroad as to what this Pakistan was.
We tried to explain that the sub-continent, hitherto known as Indii,
had been:divided into the sovereign states of Pakistan and India.
That instead of helping matters merely made the confusion worse.
That India had been divided into India and Pakistan sounded
absurd. Residuary India rvas entitled to continue calling itself
by the old name, with all the advantages that resulted from it. It
was an uphill task to explain to the outside world what pakistan
was, how it came into existence, let alone all that it stood for. I
trust tirat ttrose of you who are regular readers of the foreign press
are satisfied that during the course of the last three or four years
Pakistan has been fuily intfoduced to the rest of the world.

Our next concern was tha[, while ensuring Lhe integrity of
Pakistan, we should establish tiienttly and co-operative relations wjth
other sovereign states. We contemplated no aggression against
anybody. We had no imperialistic ambitions. On corning into
existence we immediately sougtrt and obtained the membership of the
United Nations. We were determined to make our fullest contri-
bution to the realization of the ideals and objectives of the United
Nations. By that we have stood; and if by that our record is
judged, it would be seen that we have not failed in our obligations.

Being a member of the Unitecl Nations, pakistan is like every
other sovereign state, represented in the General Assembly. How-
ever, Pakistan is also member of the Economic and Social Council,
on which eighteen mernber-states are represented, each elected for
a period of three years. Pakistan occupies various positions in the
specialized agencies of the United Nations. We are serving, or have
served, on the Balkan Commission, the Eritrean Commission,
the Libyan Commission and the Korean Commission. Pakistan is
also a member of the Peace Observation Commission. We are
represented (by the Chief Justice of the Lahore High Court)
on the Commission which is engaged in the study of the proposals
for the establishment of a court for trying criminal offences of an
intemational character. We are represented on the Commission
to which colonial powers submit information with regard to the
adrninistration of non-self-governing areas under their ru1e. That
is an activity connected with the Trusteeship Council, although
Paklstan is not actually a member of the Trusteeship Couniil.
Pakistan is a candidate, in succession to India, for election to the
Security Council, on which eleven states are represented, 5 as per-
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manent members and 6 by election. We have every hope that uie

shall be elected and shall have the opportunity, with effect from
January first next year, to serve on the Security Council. This
account does not represent an altogether mean achievement f'or a
state that is only four years old. l

Pakistan is also a member of the Commonwealth. With regard
to the Commonwealth there appears to be a persistent miscon-
ception. It would therefore be appropriate if I said a word or two
about it. The Commonwealth is now, both in theory and in actual
practice, an association of free and equally sovereign
nations. Whatever the differences between them in regard to popu-
lation, resources, strength and the contribution that each can make
to their common purposes, their status is absolutely equal. There is
no obligation undertaken by one member that is not equally rrnder-
taken by the others. There is no restriction upon any member in any
sphere ofdomestic or foreign affairs. There is constant exchange of
information and continuous consultation between them. But
each member is free to take any decision it chooses, in its horne affairs
or with regard to international affairs.

But there is one aspect, a very valuableaspect, ofthis association
of free and equally sovereign states, which today is not quite what
it ought to be. It has been an inseparable part of the conception
of the Commonwealth that there should be no armed conflict between
any of its members. In respect of this, there has recently arisen
considerable doubt. A challenge has been presented to the con-
ception of the Commonwealth. Indeed, the Commonwealth today
is on its trial. If that challenge is met, if that trial is successfully
withstood, the stock of the Commonwealth as a peaceful asso-
ciation of free and equally sovereign states will rise even higher.
But if,unfortunately,that should not be so the future of the Common*
wealth will not be worth an hour's purchase.

For the permanent safeguarding of peace and the fostering of
human prosperity, it is absolutely essential that political domination
and economic exploitation, which, during the last two or three cen*

turies, have been the two great instruments of policy of certain
nations, should be discarded for ever. A good start has been
made in this respect. It is only just and fair to mention that Great
Britain, four years ago, set an admirable example by co-operating in
setting up the sovereign states of Pakietan, India, Burma and Ceylon"
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This was, to my mind, the greatest act of faith and courage in the
history of mankind. It is true that there were errors in working
out details. It is also true that for many years before freedom
cbme to these countries, they had been struggling for it. Nevertheless,
it was for the first time in human history that without an armed
conflict between the rulers and the ruled, the former transferred
complete sovereigntyto the latter. This fact should be duly recognized.

The people of the colonial areas too should, at the earliest possible
moment, be given their sovereignty. This is not merely a human
problem, related to the feelings and yearnings ofthe colonial peoples.
But it is an absolutely essential requirement of world peace that
foreign domination should disappear from the colonial regions.
Domination imports exploitation, no matter how vociferously it
mlght be disclaimed. While exploitation can be practised even
without domination, domination always leads to exploitation.
Otherwise why undertake the bother, the expense and the fesponsi-
bilities of domination? So long as one people, through its position
of domination vis-a-vis another people, is deriving certain advant-
agos, that is bound, sooner or later, to incite other peoples to seize
that position. So long as there is a victim, there is bound to be
aggression. Domination is a direct invitation to aggression.
Luckily for mankind, the doctrine thai political domination and
economic exploitation should grye way to independence and economic
co-operation is now accepted on all hands, at any rate on paper.
In actual fact, different nations have given effect to it in different
degrees. However, the time has now come, when in order to assure
international security and to firmly lay the foundations of peace and
prosperity for all the people of the world, the doctrine should be
fully put into operation. In the short space of time during which
Pakistan has enjoyed the opportunities afforded by its sovereign
status, it has done everything possible to help forward the independ-
ence and freedom of colonial peoples. I might even venture to submit
that Pakistan has in this respect a proud record. It has served actively
to promote the cause of freedom in Indonesia, Libya, Eritrea and
Somaliland, to mention only these four.

Indonesia, as you know, has already become independent.
Libya, under the resolution that was adopted by the Assembly
of the United Nations, is to become an independent sovereign state
by first January next. Eritrea is to become a member of a so*vereign
fedenation withEthiopia. A commission hasbeen already appointic
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to givc effect to that proposal. Somaliland has been placed under
trusteeship. Originally it was proposed that the period of this truste€-
ship should be twenty years and that it should be a single nation
trusteeship. Eventually the Assembly was persuaded to agre,e that
the period should be reduced to ten years and that two other nations
should be attached with the administering trustee nation to function
as observers.

But there are still vast areas and numerous peoples in East Asia
and Africa who are awaiting their independence. They are in various
stages of political development. Pakistan has pledged itself; and
I repeat that pledge, that we shall, in all these cases, without any
kind of discrimination, support and help forward the struggle for, or
the process of, freedom, as the,case may be, of these areas and peoples.

:'
Our relations with our neighbours and with the other states of the

world, with two exceptions, are most cordial and friendly. It is
particularly unfortunate that our relations with India are not good.
The world today is harassed and torn and, owing to what is des-
cribed as the ideological conflict, appears to be fast drifting towards
a major disaster. We claim that Pakistan has a positive and con-
structive ideology of its own. As a matter of fact, as I recently stated,
the great urge behind the demand for Pakistan was the desire to
secure freedom for putting that ideology into effect. But I
particularly wish to draw attention to the fact that pakistan
and Jndia, if they acted together, would be able to make a very valu-
able contribution to the resolving of the ideological conflict, or at any
rate to the maintaining of international peace, in spite of that
conflict. Indeed, if they stood together, they could play in,wodd
affairs an almost decisive role. Their very situation, their economy,
the considerations of their defence and security, demand that they
ought to stand in friendly co-operative relationship with each other.
But at the moment they are deadlocked. Thus they only serve,to
rcnder each other completely ineffective, whatever fanciful claims
to the contrary some people might make. From what uright have
been a position of positive and constructive beneficence for the
human race, they have been pushed into one that threatens the peace
ancl prosperity of the whole of South Asia and in its turn son-
$titutes a grave menace to international security.

One look at the map should bc sufficient to convince anybody
that a strongo stable, ptoip"roos, friendly and co-operatiu. pu'tui.tan
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would be the strongest bulwark for the security and prosperity
sf India. Of course, the same applies the other'way about; And
though what applie! the other way about is fully recognized by ub,

I am afraid, the reverse of it is not grasped, at least, it is not
recogaized. I have invited just one look at the map. The matter
is so clear that it is not necessary to look at an actual map.

tr have often been confronted with this question: Is the distance
betwe.en West Pakistan and East Pakistan not an incongruity.
One has to confess that in a sense it is. But it must be accepted, and
the problems that it gives rise to must be tackled in a practical
manner; and they are being so tackled. However, these two regions
of Pakistan occupy a significant position on the land flanks of India.
For any reasonable time in the future, nobody expects that any major
throat to the security of India can be made effective from across fhe
northern ranges of the Himalayas. Minor threats may arise;
but no major land invasion can be undertaken from the north through
the Flimalayas. Any threat of that kind can come and can corne
oniy from the north-east and from the north-west; and it can become
formidable and effective only if the invader could traverse East
Pakistan or West Pakistan. That is so patent that anybody,
eyen a school child, could comprehend it.

]

We have an earnest desire to assume and continue in a friendly,
co-operative role and discharge its responsibilities to the Llttermost,
if In,Jia will let us. But as you are aware, there are disputes between
India and ourselves, legacies, some people regard them, of partition.
But none ofthem need have arisen; or having arisen, none ofthem
need have been prolonged beyond a few weeks. For the statesmen
on either side could have foundjust and fair and reasonable solutions
of thern.

The principal dispute, as you all know, is about Kashmir. I shall
very briefly state what has happened about it during the last year.
Sir Owen Dixon, the United Nations Representative, reported to the
Security Council that notwithstanding every possible effort that he
had made, he saw no prospect of his arriving at a stage where India
would be willing to give its consent to any arrangement which would
leed to such demilitarisation in Kashmir as would make possible the
holding of a fair and impartial plebiscite. After having come to that
conclusion he went on trying to find some solution, outsirJe the two
agreed resolutions of the United Nations Commission, accepted
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by India and Pakistan, and to resolve the deadlock. He proposed
the outlines of one such alternative solution, the details lr *ni"i,
were to be elaborated after the prime Ministers of the two countries
had agreed to go into conference with him to discuss it. pakistan
said yes to it; but India said no. Consequently, Sir Owen Dixon
could proceed no further with this scheme either.

It has been repeatedly asserted on behalf of India that Sir owen
Dixon has declared that the entry of the tribesmen into Kashmir
and the entry of Pakistan forces into Kashmir was contrary to inter-
national law. Anyone of you who is interested in the rnatter has
only to read the relevant paragraph of Sir Owen Dixon,s re1rcrt
to find out that that is exactry what he did not say. wnat ne aio
say was that he had been repeatedly urged by India to make that
declaration, but that he had pointed out that the Security councir
its€lf had not pronounced upon that question, that he had not
been commissi.ned and had no authority to prouounce upon it and
that he had not investigated it. But he proceeded to say that in order
to obtain agreement upon a scheme of demilitarisation he was pre;
pared to assume that the entry of the tribesmen and of pakistan
forces was contrary to internationar law. Now after he has said
that the Security council had made no pronouncement on the rnatter
that he had not been authorized to go into it, that he had not investi]
gated it and that he was onry making an assumption, is it not a mis-
representation of fact to say that sir owen Dixon had declared that
Pakistan had violated international law? However, making that
assumption, sir own Dixon proposed that since the tribesmei had
already withdrawn, pakistan forces should start moving out on a
certain date and after a specified number of days from that date,
Indian forces should begin to move out, and latei the movement of
withdrawal of the troops of both sides should be synchronised. sir
owen said that the Prime Minister of pakistan vigorously protested
against the proposed assumption, but agreed to accept the scheme.
Ilowever India rejected it. Thereafter sir owen Dixon macle hir
report to the Security Council.

Then there was a commonwealth prime Ministers' meeting in
London in January this year. some of the prime Ministers prGnt
at it made efforts to resolve the deadlock. one after anothei three
suggestions or proposals were made to secure demilitarisation of
the state of Jammu and Kashmir. To each of them pakistan said
yes; to eachof them India said no.
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When the matter went back to the Security Council, it passed it*
resolution of March 30, 1951, and appointed Dr. Graham to come
out.to the subcontinent as United Nations Representative and to
effect demilitarisation of the state of Jammu and Kashmir on the
basis of the resolutions of the United Nations Commission of August
13, 1948 and January 5,7949. These resolutions, both India and
Pakistan had accepted. In the original draft ofthe Security Council
resolution, passed on May 30, 1951, it was proposed that the Re-
presentative was to effect demilitarisation on the basis of the principles
contained in the Dixon Report. To this India took objection, saying
that it had not accepted that Report. Thereupon the Security Council
modified the resolution to provide that demilitarisation was to be
on the basis of the two resolutions of the United Nations Commission
and that if the Representative failed in his efforts to effect demilita*
risation, or India and Pakistan failed to agree with regard to demi-
litarisation, he was to report to the Security Council, formulating the
questions, which, in his opinion, it was necessary to decide, before
demilitarisation could be effected. Both India and Pakistan were
to be invited to agree to the submission of these questions to arbi-
tration by an arbitrator or a panel of arbitrators to be nominated
by the President of the International Court of Justice.

In one of his latest pronouncements the prime Minister of India
has said: " Holv can we submit the fate of four million people to
arbitration? " lndia and Pakistan have not been invited io submit
to arbitration the fate of four million people. The fate of these
people is to be decided by themselves, through the democratic metfrod
of a free and impartial plebiscite. As a preliminary step for the
organisation of that plebiscite, it is necessary that there should be
demilitarisation. on that there is an agreement between India and.
Pakistan, which is enshrined in the two resolutions to which I have
referred. Progress in giving effect to these resolutions has been
held up, now for considerably over two years, because India puts
its own interpretation on certain clauses of these resolutions. It
is the differences over the interpretation of' these clauses that are
to b referred to arbitration. Two persons have entered into an agree-
ment. That agreement has not been repudiated. But before
it is given effect to, differences have arisen as to what the
parties had really agreed to do. How are these differences to be
rqolved? How are the differences to be resolved peacefully?

The Prime Minister of India said recently: ., We are ready to
resolve the dispute peacefully; it is pakistan that does not agire. ,n
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How is it to be peacefully resolved unless some impartial person or
body of persons hears both sides and savs: ,, This is what you had
agreed to do;" and we are both bound in advance to abide by
what that person or bocly of persons says.

When after the resolution of March 30, 1951 had been adopted
by the Security Council, and we were called upon to express our views
with regard to it, we said that we accepted it. We said we had al-
ready agreed to the two resolutions of the Commission and were
ready to go on to demilitarisation on the basis of those two resolu-
tions. If questions of interpretation arose over which there were
differences and the differences could not be resolved, we would
agree to go to arbitration over thenr. We agreed to that, I
added, because as an honourable people, as a member of
the United Nations, as a nation that had qubscribed to the Charter
of the United Nations, that was the only honourabie course open
to us. But I repeat that it is not the fate of a people that is proposed
to be submitted to arbitration; it is only the question whether the
interpretation that India seeks to place upon certain clauses of the
resolutions relating to demilitarisation is or is not tenable.

The Prime Minister of India has said, I believe, in the course
of one of his recent letters to our Prime Minister: ,, How can we
agre€ to go forward on the basis of the resolutions of United
Nations Comrnission on Kashmir, without the assurances that were
given to us by the United Nation being fulfilled?', Very good;
if any assurances were given, the arbitrator will say: ., These ar€ the
assuranc€s given, they must be fulfilled; " and we bind outsdves
that they must be fulfilled.

A few weeks ago, Pandit Jawahar Lal Nehru, in one of his
speeches, overwhichl gavea press conference, said:,, I canconvince
anybody from anywhere that our stand on this matter is right and
Pakistan's is wrong. " Let him convince the arbitrator. When
he can convince anybody from anywhere, as a matteroffact,heneed
not even bother as to who the arbitrator is. He is bound to be
somebody from somewhere. But let him be a man of the highest
integrity with an absolutely clean record. We shall agree to any
such man being appointed. If he takes the view that India takes,
we shall accept it. If he takes the view that we take, India should
accept it. If he takes a view in between, we should both'accept
it. How else could a dispute be deciderJ?
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Dr. Graham is now engaged on his duties as United Nations
Representative. But fresh complications have in the meantime been
introduced by India. One of them results from theprojected Con-
stituent Assembly in Kashmir. When this matter was brought to
the notice of the Security Council, the representative of India said
that his Government could not stop the people of Kashmrr frorn
convening the Assembly, which would be their legislative assembly
as well as frame their constitution. We pointed out that
Sheikh Abdullah had repeatedly declared, and Pandit Nehru had
given the colour ofhis support to these declararions, that the Consti-
tuent Assembly would decide the question of accession also. The
delegate of India replied that he had been authorized byhis Govern-
ment to state that no action by the proposed Constituent Assembly
in the matter of accession would stand in the way of the Security
Council, whatever that rnight mean. Now India claims that Kashmir
is in accession with India. If ihat has a.ny meaning, it means that
India is responsible for the foreign relations of Kashmir, at least
of that portion of Kashrnir which is occupied by its troops. That
being so, why cannot India clearly declare that the Constituent
Assembly will have nothing to do with the question of accession?

The next complication has resulted frorn the concentration of
Indian troops along the borders of W.est and East Pakistan. The
stark fact is that towartis the midclle of July, India moved up by
far the greater part of its arrned forces almost upto the borders of
West and East Pakistan, and these troops included the whole of
the Indian armour. When Pakistan protested, it was explained on
behalf of India: " Oh ! well, we have done that because there is
continuous talk of war in Pakistan ". Talk of war! We have
recently issued a selection of statements from speeches made in
India and from writings in the Indian press to show what kind of
peaceful talk goes on in India. There is often irresponsible talk
on both sides. But they want to stop talk of war in Pakistan with
their armour and the whole of their armed forses!

The correspon'dence between the Prime Ministers of the two
countries has now been published. The fact that stands out pro-
minently from this correspondence is that the Prime Minister of
Pakistan made a proposal to the Prime Minister of India, which was
in effect this: " You have made these troop movements without
anything happening on our side to justify it. I request you to remoye
this threat to the security of Pakistan by directing the movernent
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back of your troopr to their normal peacetime stations. If you
agree to do that, I shall do the same, for we too have had to make
consequential troop movements. When the immediate threat is

removed, we should agree upon a mode of settlement of, our outstand-

ing disputes. We should declare that we seek settlement of the
dispute over Kashmir through peaceful methods. In the two
resolutions of the United Nations Commission we have already an
international agreernent about it. We shall go forward with demi-
litarisation on the basis of these resolutions, and go on to the ple-

biscite. If there should be any differences between us, with respect

to these resolutions, we shall accept the guidance of the Security
Council. " What is unfair in that? How does that give any ad-
vantage to Pakistan as against trndia? How does it place India at
any disadvantage ?

With regard to the remaining disputes also, the Prirne Minister
of Pakistan proposed that we should make a declaration that we shall
seek their settlement through the peaceful methods of negotiation,
mediation, and, both of these failing, arbitration or judicial
settlement. Is that unfair? We are both members of the United
Nations, in whose Charter these methods of settlement are laid down;
and all member-states undertake the obligation of seeking thc settle-

ment of their disputes through these methods. These methods
were not invented by Liaquat Ali Khan. But even if he did invent
them, all the more credit to him.

At one time it was said on behalf of India that to go to arbitra-
tion would be derogatory to the sovereign status of India. But
Article 5l of the Indian Constitution provides that the state shall
encourage settlement of international disprites through arbitration.
'Ihey say so in their Constitution.

With regard to the dispute over canal waters, Pandit Nehru,
in the course of one of his letters, has said that he did offer to settle
it by judicial determination, but that we turned it down. This is what
the Government of India offered: They said that if negotiation should
fail, they were prepared that this dispute might be determined by a
judicialtribunal, composed of two judgesfrom Indiaandtwo judger
from Pakistan. When we pointed out, "suppose they got deadlocked",
they replied, " then we shall again consult together to see what should
bc done ". Is this determination of a dispute? However,
rl'e agreed to accept this proposal, provided India agreed that there
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shall be a fiflh, a neutral, judge added to the four, in which case, weyd, *: shall accept the award, be if unanimous award or the awardof a majority. We said, ,,let the four judges go forward ; and if ,h;yare deadlocked, or if there should U" no
award, then the marter should ue rer"rrJl#iJffiil'"&3:j"ff1
Government of India rejected_the proposal, suggesting that we shourdexplore some method of resolving trr" o*uoLck, if a deadlock shouldarise between the four judges. We said, all ,ighr, 6i;,what that method is to be. we are still awaiting 

" r;ply a-in".That is the kind of judicial determinatio" i"ai" believes in.

Then the Frime Minister of pakistan proposed that in accordancewith the agreeme't reached in April rasi year, known * tn" pii."
Ministers' Agreeme't, both countri", ,f,Jui, +"n 

"ff lrr**ffiagainst each other and all propaganda for war and take actionagainst anybody who carries on such propaganda. For monthsafter that Agreement was reached, theie *u. no such propaganda
indulged in, or very little of it, in pakistan, and whenevJ ,;;;;tion was- drawn to any undevrable thing, ,uid o, written in pakistan,
we took appropriate steps about it. The Indian t ;;;;r;;;;-
cularly the press in westBengal, carried on, and ** uilo*"a toiloyon, virulent propaganda against pakistan, notwitirstanaing ih,eAgreement to which pandit_Nehru was a party. when the attentionof the Prime Minister of India was drawn to ii, he rd_i;;;;;;il;
$'.as so- and agreed that it contravened clause C (S) ol d; ;;;_ment, bur he pleaded that he could take no action, bec;;;;;
provisions of the Indian Constitufion stood in th";t;;;;r;;;
done.

Finally, the prime Minister of pakistan proposed that India andPakistan make a declaration thar neither wit-attack til;;;t"*of the other' To this pandit Nehru repried iltut rt"-*ur";;.;;fi;join in making this declaration, provided that when we said that wehad no intention of attaching tnaian territory, we shourd includein it the state of Kashmir., In reply Mr. Liaquat Ali Khan ;;;;;;outlhat that was begging the question. How can Kashmir be Indianterrirory? The whore dispute before the Security c"*"'i, *ilii.Kashmir sharl accede to India or to pakistan. Both India andPakistan havc agreed that this quesrion should u" ,.rii"o ,rri"irithe democratic method 
. 
of. a free and irnpartial plebiscite. Thatis what will determine whether it is Indian ti.ritory'o, *t;"r;;;;

Fakistan territory. But Mr. Liaquat Ari Khan made it quitecrear that
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the matter being before the Security Couneil and a ceasefire havin$

been agreed to, the ceasefire being under the observation of.the
United Nations military observers, we would maintain the ceasefire

in Kashmir. So that while Pandit Nehru said to Mr. Liaquat Ali
Khan " you must agree that Kashmir is Indian territory and then say

you will not attack any part of Indian territory ", Mr. Liaquat Ali
Khan said to Pandit Nehru "weshall not attackany partof Indian
territory, and so far as Kashmir is concerned, though we do not agree

that it is Indian territory-that can only be determined through
a fair and impartial plebiscite-we shall agree to maintain the

ceasefire."

Was it not quibbling to say after that: " You reserve the right
to attack Kashmir " ? Well, India does that kind of thing very
well. And the Pandit went on to say: " You are bound to attack
Kashmir ". That reminds me a story, a very frivolous one, perhape.

There was a young woman coming from a well, with a pitcher of
water on her head. The path was narrow. She saw a young tnan

coming from the opposite direction, with a couple of pigeons in
his hands. She stood in the middle of the path, looked at him, as

women only can, and-I put it in Americanese-she said: 'o tr am
afraid you are going to be fresh with me ". The young man said,

" Nonsense, why should you think I am going to be fresh with you?"
': Oh "o she said, " I am sure you are going to be fresh with me "'
He went on protesting and she went on asservating. In the end

he said, o'You must be mad. You have got a pitcher of water on
your head ; I have got a couple of pigeons in my hands. How can

I be fresh with you ? " She replied, " Ah! but you are very wily ;

you will take the picther from my head and pour out the water from
it; you will invert the pitcher and put your pigeons under it; and

then you will be fresh with me ". Pandit Neltru's behaviour is like
that of the young woman in the story.

The Pandit says that he moved up his troops because there was

talk of war in Pakistan and only to stop that talk and to s€cure

p€ace. Thereafter, when we started civil defence prepara0ions,

objection was taken to it: o' Now the aggressive designs of Pakistan

have become quite clear; they are making civil defence preparations ".
You do not attack with civildefencepreparations; you attack with
troops and armour. Troops and armour have been brought up to
our borders; that is to secure peace. Our civil defence preparations

are aggression.
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pandit Nehru said the other day thatlirdiarvas not making civil
defence preparations and went on very naivery to give the reasolifor itin these words: " If there is war between India and pakistan,
we shall not be attacked." what does that mean? I leave it toyou to decide. He has arso given another reason for what he regards,
as incitement to civil defence preparations in pakistan. ;;:;;r,"We have won the battle of Kashmir, and consequeotty ttr"re i a
sense of frustration in pakistan that is being given u.ot to in au itisincitement to ci'il defence preparations.;; How they have wonthe battle of Kashmir, he does not indicate, unless it be in the sensethat the Assembly elected under the supervision of tne lnaian-
sponsored Government of Abdullah, thai is, under flt" 

"rruao*of Indian bayonets, would vote for accession to India. If it doesnot mean that, the statement has no meaning.

Thus we find India turning dou'n proposar after proposar for thepeaceful settlement of pending disputes. we find riror" rr""irg 
-"p

troops and declaring that it did not intend ro use them, which, Iiuo-pose, Pandit Nehru expects the peopre to berieve. intrr"*r,or"-ir
this series of disgusting transactions, ihe most recent one is the mostpainful' I refer to the memorandum of fourteen leading tulurti-,of India, which was presented to Dr. Graham on August 14 last atNew Delhi. It is a most painful move, not on account of what issaid in the memorandum, even though it contains *uny t urrtthings and allegations that are without foundation, o. ur" on-ti"
outside half-truths. one is getting used to that sori or ,*ng. 

-- 

iir"authors of this document are men who have occupied ttre-high;st
positions in life and have, in the past, r.endereO vat,rabte ffi;;service, and have been eminent men in their respective walks ,irlii..That they should have been reduced to the necessity of puttin; ,r*;signatures to a document of such a character as this -"-orunj* i,most painful. I propose to deal with this document briefly. I pro-pose to say nothing that should in turn cause any pain or uooo"io""to its authors. I say with all earnestness that I feei ;;r;;#;;
deepest syinpathy. people like them, unless praced in a moJ awfurdilemma, would not subscribe to a document like this. I k;;;;;.
I still hold them in the highest esteem. I can, therefor", io **" ,_uimeasure gauge the feeling of frustration from which they *";;-l;
suffering, and sufferingcontinuously. Myheart does go 

""t t"irr"*
There are several misconceptions under rvhich the authors of themernorandum seem to labour. They say: ..Fakistan h", ;;;
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{rur position wcaker by driving out Hindus from West pakistan
in utter disregard of the consequences of such a policy to us and our
welfare. A similar process is in operation in Easi Pakistan from where
Hindus are coming over to India in a larger and larger number."
Now there are two major halltruths in this statement. A good deal
happened on both sides of the boundary iine of West pakistan, during
tlre summer and autumn rnonths of 1947, which nobody would seek
to justify. But it is a calurnny to state that it was the result of any desire
on the part of Pakistan to drive non-Muslims from West pakistan.

When I was appearing on behalf of the Muslim League befsre
the Boundary Commission, in July 1947, at a certain stage of the case
it was argued from the other side: Why uproot so many people
from the lands and homes to which they have been attached for
generations? I could not understand why that argument was
advanced. But it was; you will find it in the record of the Com-
mission. I was puzzled by it and replied: Why should any people
be uprooted from their homes and lands? That is a positive proof,
if proof were necessary, that we had no such idea in our minds even
as late as .Tuly 1947. The argument from the other side is a positive
proof that they already contemplated the withdrawal of non-Muslims
from West Pakistan and driving out Muslims from the East Punjab.
They started it; and it is absolutely clear on the dates that they
started it. And when the vast mass of those wretched, miserable
people, who had escaped from carnage in the East Punjab, began
to arrive in West Fakistan, with tales of the horrors to which they
had been subjected, not excluding women and children-in some
cases, the eyes of children gouged out and their hands chopped ofl
the breasts of women cut off, in many cases women stark naked, in
some cases trains chokeful with dead and wounded, of course, the
popuiation rose in West Pakistan also. And whenever I have made
a reference to this terrible tragedy, I have never sought to excuse
either the one side or the other. Nevertheless, it is true that it was
started on the other side; and that must be within the knowledge
of the signatories of the memorandum presented to Dr. Graham.
Yet they lay the blame upon Pakistan and say that Pakistan wanted
to get rid of non-Muslims. This is the height of injustice. But it is
more. It is the measure of the agony of these gentlemen, agony
which has driven them to make such a statement.

Then they say that similar process is in operation in East Pakistan,
from where a larger anctr larger number of Hindus is coming into India.
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Not only do they say this, but there is a continuous propaganda, re-
cently revived in the lndian press, to that effect. rt is toiatiy *irt o*
foundation. No doubt, there is a certain amount of coming and
going in the normal manner between East Bengal and West gingaf.
It is also true that at one time last year, peopre in large nu-b-".,
had started withdrawing themselves from eithei side and going oyer
to the other. But it is absolutely wrong to say that it is a onelsided
movement in a larger and larger number. As a matter of fact, recent-ly both from West Bengal and from Assam, a larger number of
non-Muslims has gone into East pakistan than has come out.

Next they say: " pakistan expects us to be loyar to her despite
her impotence to give us any protection, believing at th" surrre ti*.
that we can still claim all the rights of citizenship in the secular demo-
cracy of India". It is a misconception their entertaining the notion
that Pakistan expects them to be loyal to her. on behalf of pak-
istan I want to say this in the clearest possible manner to the Muslims
of India: Be true to yourselves, and loyal to ycur country and
to your state' Be loyal citizens of India. pakistan has no right
to impose ordemandfrom youany confricting loyalty or obligatiln.
At no time has pakistan expected Indian citizens to have uo! Hno
of loyalty or obligation towards pakistan. It is our heartiest desire
that the Muslims in tndia and non-Muslims in pakistan should be
loyal and law-abiding citizens of the state of which they are citizens,
and discharge to the utmost the obligations that a citizen under-
takes, explicitly or irnplicitry, towards his state. when have rve
either required or expected Indian Muslims to be loyal to pakistan?

Then they go on to say: ., pakistan claims KaShmir first on the
ground of the majority of the state's people being Muslims, and
secondly on the ground of the state being essential to its economy
and defence. Br.rt they ignore the fact that the Muslims in Kashmir
may also haye a point of view of their own, that there is a
dernocratic movement with a democratic leadership in the state, both
inspired by the progress of a broad-minded, secular, democratic
m.vement in India and both naturally being in sympathy with [ndia.,'
That the majority of the state's pcople are Muslims and that thc state
is essential to the economy and defence of pakistan are facts. Even
ttaey do not deny them. These are patent factors in the situatio'.
But it is wrong to say that we layclaim to the accession of Kashmir to
Pakistan on these grounds. Howeier, we could,haye done so. We
could also have claimed it on the ground on which pandit Nehru
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condemned the accession of Junagadh to Pakistan. He said that
the accession of Junagadh to Pakistan was contrary to what he des-
cribed as the principle upon which the partition of thesub-continent
had been accepted, i.e., the principle of contiguous Muslim and
non-Muslim majority areas. As the vast majority of the people
of Junagadh was non-Muslim, he claimed the accession of that
state to India. It would have been no sin at all if on that basis we
had claimed the accession of Kashmir to Pakistan. But we did not;
and we do not. We said, in the words of the authors of this memo-
randum, if indeed they are its authors, that we do not ignore the
fact that the Muslims in Kashmir have a point of view of their
own. All that we have pleaded for during the last four years, all that
we insist upon today, is this that the people of Kashmir should be per-
mitted to freely give expression to their point of view. And that is
what is being denied to them.

That the signatories of the memorandum are not unaware of this
comes out of their own rnouths. They say: " Pakistan insists
upon a fair and impartial plebiscite in Kashmir". As if that was a
sin! They themselves say that Pakistan should not claim Kashmir
on the basis of its Muslim majority population or on the basis of eco-
nomy and defence, but that the people of Kashnrir should have a
say in the matter. Yet they condemn Pakistan for demanding a fair
and impartial plebiscite in Kashmir. How then are you to deter-
mine the point of view of the people in Kashmir?

True they ask, why do you not have a plebiscite in the North-
West Frontier Province and the tribal areas, in order to determine
the issue of Pashtoonistan. But they do not deny that people of
Kashmir ought to have an opportunity through a plebiscite to deter-
mine for themselves the future of their state. But they say, why
do you not have a plebiscite in the Frontier areas too? This leads
me to examine the position with regard to Pashtoonistan.

I said earlier that with two exceptions our relations with our
neighbours were most cordial and friendly. The two exceptions
that I had in mind were India and Afghanistan. Unfortunately,
there are differences with Afghanistan over the question of Pashtoo-
nistan. The late Mr. Gandhi raised the question of Pashtoonistan
with Lord Mountbatten, and demandedthat the North West Frontier
Province should have the choice to decide whether it wanted to
accede to India, or accede to Pakistan, or to set itself up as an in-
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dependent state. This was the oniy matter in which Lord Mount-
batten withstood Mr. Gandhi and the Congress party. The province,
he laid it down, could decide whether it wanted to accede to India
or to Pakistan; but he would not agree to the third question being
raised. But even that was not a denial of what Mr. Gandhi
had asked for. Because if the North-West Frontier Province had
decided to accede to India, India, committed to Pashtoonistan, could
have converted the province into Pashtoonistan. But what happened?
The Congress party, which claimed to have a vast following in the
Province and which was committed to converting it into Pashtoo-
nistan, boycotted the plebiscite. Nevertheless, an absolute majority,
not of those who went to the polls, but of the total number of voters,
voted for accession to Pakistan. The number of those who voted for
accessiontoPakistan was also largerthanthe.number of voters that
had ever voted at a previous election. It thus included the whole of
the electorate that was accustomed to go to the prrlls.

Now as regards the tribal areas. Hitherto the only way in which
the people ofthese areas expressed their wishes was through the tribal
chiefs. Immediately after partition, these chiefs freely entered into
agreements with Pakistan. So that there has been no question of
coercion, no question of marching in troops and carrying out
military operations to compel them. Quite the reverse; we with-
drew our troops fiom tribal areas. But this isjust a pin prick by the
signatories of the memorandum.

However they do appear to be horrified when they say in their
memorandum that Pakistan insists upon a fair and impartial plebis.
cite in Kashmir. But are not those who deny to the Kashmiris a
fair and impartial plebiscite, denying to them the right of self-
determination? Is it they or we rvho wish to treat the people of
Kashmir as chattel or cattle?

I now come to the appeal which the signatories of the memo-
randum make to Dr. Graham. They say: " ff we are living
honourably in India today, it is certainly not due to pakistan which,
if anything, has, by her policy and action, weakened our position.
The credit goes to the broadminded leadership of India, to
Mahatma Gandhi and Pandit Jawahar Lal Nehru, to the traditions
of tolerance in this country, and to the Constitution which ensures
equal rights to all citizens of India, irrespecfive of their religion,
caste. creed, colour or sex. We, therefore, feel that, tragically, as
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Muslims were misled by the Muslim League and subsequentty by
Pakistan and the unnecessary suffering which we had to go through
in Pakistan and in tndia since partition, we must be given an oppor-
tunity to settle down to a life of tolerance and understanding, to
the mutual benefit of the Hindus and Muslims in our country."
They go on to say: " we are convinced that India wiil never attack
our interests. First of all, it would be contrary to the spirit
animating the political movernent in this country. Secondly, it
would be opposed to the constitution and the sincere leadership
of the Prime Minister. Thirdly, India, by committing such a folly,
would be playing straight into the hands of pakistan.',

Now this is not only satisafctory, but, if true, it is eminently
reassuring. There are forty million Muslims in India, and if this
statement is correct, we feel greatly reassured. But I do wish to add
that the non-Muslims in Pakistan most certainly have a position
of honour and security in Pakistan. As to their position under the
constitution, our present constitution is exactly the same as was the
constitution of India before it adopted its new constitution. So
far as our future constitution is concerned, it is norv being framed.
But the Objectives Resolution has already been passed by our Con-
stituent Assembly, and I challenge anybody to point out in the
Objectives Resolution any hint of discrimination against the
rninorities. Indeed, there is a positive provision that they shall be
able to develop their cultures and follow their respecti.ve religions
with the utmost liberty and that the constitution shall in every respect
safeguard their rights and their interests. It is specifically laid down
that there shall be no discrimination, that there shall be equality
before the law, that there shall be equality of opportunity. True, the
Objectives Resolution provides that the constitution shall be such
as will enable the Muslims to lead their lives in the individual a$
well as in the national sphere according to the principles of Islar:ne

as laid down in the Quran and the Sunna. This in itself is a safe-
guard for the minorities; and, as is well-knolvn, at no tirnein history
has a Muslim state ever tried to interfere with the religious liberty
or the political rights or the social system of a non-Muslirn conn-
rnunity living within its borders. However, I need not go into the
details. So far as our constitution is concerned, let anybody
discover anything in the Objectives Resolution which in any respect
is not at least as widely liberal as the provisions of the Indian
Constitution.
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Now look at the other side of the picture. These very gentle_
men, the elite of the Muslim community of India, eminent in various
walks of life, say in the same document: " our lot is not entirely
happy. when partition took place, the Muslims in India were reft
in the lurch by the Muslim League and its leaders." This is the
picture of a perfectly happy people, who are given their due sharei* the political and economic life of the country, against whom
there is *o differentiation, who are living in honour, and who are
convinced that India shall never, never discriminate against them!
They go on to say: " Our loyalty to India was questioned.,, It
has not been questioned by us. Then they plead: ., We must be
given an opportunity to settle down to a life of tolerance and under-
standing." This is on tr4th Augusi, 1951, not on l4thAugust, 1947.
Be given an opportunity to settle down to a life of tolerance and under-
standing! That is, they are still in the middle of the process and
have not yet found tolerance and understanding.

It is further stated: " In her oft-proclaimedanxiety to rescue
the three million Muslims from what she describes as tie tyranny
of Hindus in the state, Pakistanevidentlyisprepared to sacridce the
interests of forty million Muslims inIndia.,' Theygoonto say: .,So
completely oblivious are they (that is, the people and Government
of Pakistan) of our present problems and of our future that they
are willing to sell us into slavery if only they can secure Kashmir.,'
After having already stated that pakistan insisted upon a fair and
impartial plebiscite in Kashmir, what does this mean? It can only
mean that if such a plebiscite were held and resulted in Kashmir
acceding to Pakistan, its effect on the forty million Muslims of India
would be that they would pass into slavery. This rvould happen in
the democratic secular state of India.

They go on: " pakistan's policy in general and her attitudc
towards Kashmir in particular thus tend to create conditions in
this country which in the long run can only bring to us, Muslims,
widespread suffering and destruction," and further, ., we should
like to impress upon you (that is, upon Dr. Graham) with all the
emphasis atourcommand that pakistan's policy towards Kashmir
is fraught with the gravest peril to the forty million Muslims of
India." What do they ask Dr. Graham to do? Not to proceed
with what he has undertaken to do? Not to arrange demiiitarisa-
tion in Kashmir? Not to try to persuade rndia io agree to it?
If it means anything at all, it means that if a free and impartial



24

plebiscjte were held in Kashmir and if as a result of that plebiscite
the people of Kashmir should decide to accede to Pakistan, that
would constitute the gravest peril to the forty million Muslims
of India.

You can judge for yourselves in what extremity these gentle-
men have been placed that they should subscribe to a document
such as this. Knowing them as I do, I ask what has reduced them
to it? It is clear that if you and I had been in India today we
would have been compelled to say what they are saying. And that
constitutes, before God and man, a complete justification for Pakis-
tan, which they have condemned in such harsh words. Forty
million Muslirns are now living in a state of inward terror. But
for Pakistan a hundred million Muslims would have been in that
terror.
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