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T
hough
the
Washington
Declaration is brief in words, its meanings and implications are horrible. The declaration was preceded by an agreement reached between the US President and an unnerved Pakistan Prime Minister who took no notice of the nation's principled stand and who had no mandate and authority from the nation, parliament or even his own cab- inet to make such a deal. More than any- thing, the main party in the Kashmir con- flict the resistance movement and its political and military leadership was nei ther consulted nor taken into confidence at any stage. Naturally, therefore, the whole nation as well as Kashmir's political and military leadership (APHC and the United Jehad Council) have rejected the declara- tion.
-
Examining the declaration, one finds out four blunders by the Sharif government.
1. The Kashmir issue, which is about the political and military struggle against India for the realization of the Kashmiris' right to self-determination, has, through this con- temptible deal, been turned into a Pakistan-India conflict. It has always been. India's desire and attempt that the ques- tion of self-determination and the related UN resolutions be set aside and the issue be considered bilateral between Pakistan and India. Contrary to the tall claims about the so-called 'internationalization' of the issue, the major crime of the government is that first through the Lahore Declaration and now through the Washington Declaration, Kashmir has been reduced to an issue between the two countries.
2. A unilateral pledge was made to vacate Kargil. Doing this, Sharif committed three wrongs:
'Sell out' of Jehad movement, for which Pakistan had no right or authority; admis- sion of Pakistan's involvement and assuring the US that Pakistan could recall the Mujahideen, as if it was not a mass move- ment of the people of Jammu and Kashmir, but a 'mess' created by Pakistan-backed elements, which the government could wind up anytime, at will.
Since day-one India was accusing Pakistan of intrusion (into its territory). This, however, was being denied by all i.e. the government, the army and the nation at large. The prime minister, in his lust and fondness for 'peace', accepted the blame and, thus, earned shame for himself and for the country.


3. Despite the fact that the people of Kashmir as well as of Pakistan never con- sidered the LoC even as an acceptable boundary as it was only thrust upon us, Sharif pledged to observe and restore the 'sanctity' and 'respect' of the LoC. Even the Tashkent and Simla Agreements, where it was named 'Ceasefire Line' and 'Line of Control', clearly maintain that it was a tem- porary arrangement. Unfortunately, the Washington Declaration neither refers to the UN resolutions, nor does it show any reservations about the Line of Control.
4. Retreat from Kargil has been pledged without getting any assurance from India and the US on the settlement of Kashmir issue within the framework of the UN reso- lutions, the pulling back of the Indian army and paramilitary forces. Sharif has unilater- ally pledged to take such practical steps that would enable India re-impose its con- trol over the area within two weeks. It is evident that this is not an agreement between the rulers of two sovereign states; rather one dictates the terms and the other submits.


Moreover, since India was not there when the agreement between Clinton and Nawaz was reached, it is openly refusing to observe any terms laid down in the agree- ment. What the US has promised for is just that when Nawaz Sharif would have ful- filled his promises and offered Kargil to India after compelling the Mujahideen to vacate it, only then will Clinton take 'per- sonal interest' to see that Pakistan-India talks resume in the spirit of the Lahore Declaration!
Pakistan has simply failed to get a quid pro quo. There has been no effort to secure a guarantee for steps for the resolution of the Kashmir issue. There is neither any mention of UN resolutions nor has a finger been raised towards Indian atrocities and its illegal occupation. There is no mention of the freedom movement or of the right of self-determination, either.
While the resistance movement in Kashmir is going on and many more Kargils are still to occur, the need is to look for the reasons for the debacle and why our leader- ship behaved in such a weak, humiliating and shameful manner.


When it was clear to India and the West that the resistance movement in Kashmir has entered a new phase as an aftermath of the Kargil breakthrough and that it would not be easy for India to face it, aggressive manoeuvring on several fronts was unleashed so that Islamabad could be frightened, subdued and forced to with- draw from the battlefield even before the fight. First of all they tried to create a cleavage between the government and the army so that an internal rift could be fomented, besides the external pressure.
The front of psychological war was opened with great dexterity. It aimed at frightening Nawaz Sharif with the threat of the army's reaction as well as of Islamic forces, and Jehad movements. There was a lot of hue and cry on 'Pakistani Taliban' and 'Islamic fundamentalists' and Nawaz Sharif was assured of Western support on condition he would stage a retreat from Pakistan's declared stand.
Precisely at this juncture, Ms Benazir Bhutto also jumped in and published an article in The International Herald Tribune where she declared that her previous policy about Kashmir was wrong and was adopted under pressure from the army. She also told about her meeting with former Israeli Prime Minister Shamon Peres and vowed to put the Kashmir problem on the back- burner and to give priority to the so-called confidence-building measures, trade and culture. She even suggested the opening of the LoC and allowing free movement across the border. She thus saw the resolution of the Kashmir issue in towing the Indian and American line. By writing this article, Benazir suggested that she, instead of Nawaz Sharif, be supported and enabled to close this chapter once and for all.


In the meantime India deployed a huge
military force in Kargil. Fresh army rein- forcements comprising 30,000 soldiers and officers were rushed to Kashmir. Besides employing the air force and heavy artillery, particularly Bofors guns, an acute war hys- teria was created throughout the country. It was for the first time in the history of India that every move of the army was displayed on TV. The dead bodies of the soldiers were shown in order to arouse an emotional atmosphere. War funds were established. Radio and TV were used for public mobi- lization.
While this drama was being carried to new heights, the Indian Prime Minister dis-


patched a special emissary to Geneva on June 15 with a letter to President Clinton saying that India was going to cross the LoC and attack Pakistan Army with full force. President Clinton presented Indian intent at the meeting of G-8 as a real threat, sent General Anthony Zinni to Islamabad and exploited every avenue to frighten the gov- ernment in Pakistan. It was this crucial moment when Nawaz Sharif lost his nerves and gave in. Now he started appealing for peace and friendship.
The people were never taken into confi- dence at any stage. There was no discussion on this issue in parliament. Even the cabi- net was not consulted. A Cabinet meeting was called after a lapse of 54 days, but to consider the budget. During these two months, that were crucial for the nation a cabinet meeting was not called even once.
In this background, when America and India made him realize the horrors of the fourth war, that could develop into a nuclear one, our prime minister just gave in.
The withdrawal from Kargil was based


on four premises, all weak and unreal:
1. India is going to war and this would be not only devastating but may develop into a
nuclear war.
2. The Pakistan Army lacks in conven- tional warfare capability compared to India. Further, the stock of war ammuni- tion and spare-parts would not last for more than two or three weeks.
3. War does not solve problems. Issues are resolved through negotiations only and the door for negotiations must be opened in
any way.
4. The US should be involved, in any manner, in the Kashmir issue. Thus would rid us not only of war, but of Kashmir prob- lem as well.
In our view all these four premises are baseless and misguiding. In no way was India in a position to attack Pakistan. Half of its army was engaged in Kashmir. The condition now obtaining in Kashmir is not like that in 1965. The anti-India movement pervades the entire Kashmir and India is faced with a mutiny-situation. This could flare up in the event of a war and could assume the shape of mass uprising. India is entangled in local uprisings in Assam and Punjab. Its army was, therefore, not in a position to fight on a new front.
In Kargil it was facing humiliation. India and world media reported that there are about 150 hilltops in Kargil, Daras, Batalik and Mushkoh sectors of which 31 are of great strategic importance. Having tried its


best for two months, India could capture hardly 10 per cent of them before July 4. Moreover, Mujahideen had re-captured some of these heights.
Most of Indian war machinery is of Russian origin. This is now becoming out- dated and India was aware that it could not be effective against Pakistan. If we go in depth to scan the thinking of political forces in India, we find that leaving aside some fringe elements the consensus was that an attack beyond the LoC should be avoided, however prolonged the fight may be. The world opinion also favoured this strategy. Then Pakistan's nuclear capabili- ty was a real deterrent.
The assumption that our army lagged behind in terms of conventional warfare has nothing to do with reality. The military leadership has clearly stated that the situa- tion has quite changed since 1965 and if we are attacked, we are in a position to counter it and can prolong it relentlessly for several weeks. About ammunition and spare-parts, China had assured us of full


support. Despite all this, General Zinni's 'message' was accorded more importance and a historic victory was converted into a defeat.
Nobody can deny the value of talks, but talks should be real and fruit-bearing. India has never been prepared to enter into a meaningful dialogue. This is a historical fact. During the Liaquat-Nehru talks, when Liaquat Ali Khan wrote in clear terms that talks without a specific time-frame were useless and mediation should be resorted to, India slipped away from talks. There was a unique opportunity for Pakistan to occupy Kashmir during the 1962 India-China war, but Ayub Khan lost the opportunity relying upon the assurances of America and Britain. Then, Swaran Singh-Bhutto talks too proved futile. The documents that have been pub- lished recently reveal that India backed out of the negotiations when Pakistan pressed for a specified time-frame.


Now the matters are at a more crucial
stage. After the Washington agreement, not only India but also America is demanding that Pakistan stop supporting the resis tance movement in Kashmir. This is set as a pre-condition for a Pakistan-India dialogue which has to be initiated 'at any cost'.
International analysts are openly saying that there is not even a remote possibility for meaningful negotiations. Indian elec- tions have further diminished the likeli hood of talks. BJP wants to benefit from this apparent political and military success


during elections. If it succeeds in securing a clear majority, then it would assume a more harsh stance and if there emerges a weak coalition government, it would not be able to take major decisions.
As far as our reliance on the US is con- cerned, there is no reason to be sanguine about it. During the 45-year 'friendship' America has never been concerned with Pakistan's real interests. Be it in 1962, 1965 to 1971, the US always betrayed us. The services of Pakistan during the Afghan war were rewarded by imposing economic sanc- tions by President Bush, a close friend of General Ziaul Haq. America takes no time in changing colour. It is its historical record.


The issue is not about relying on American friendship. We are apprehensive of the implications of this friendship and 'personal interest'. We apprehend that America would hardly exert any pressure on India. If it does, it would be for imple- menting its own plans and securing its own interests. The pressure would be for signing the CTBT, 'freeze' or 'roll-back' of nuclear capability, and acceptance of such a 'solu- tion' for the Kashmir question where Pakistan could gain nothing. Kashmir's division favours America, as this would help it get a foothold on some part of Kashmir. The proposals that are being talked about aim at partitioning Kashmir by declaring the LoC as a permanent bor- der or any other system where some por- tion may remain with Pakistan, some other goes to India and the rest may be awarded semi-autonomous status. During the process of such an unjust apportionment, some permanent role for America, directly or through the UN, is ensured.


Nawaz Sharif and his government would
have to accept the responsibility for this shameful failure and to pay for this. Behaving like a chameleon, Benazir Bhutto has proved that the PPP too has no clear Kashmir policy and is interested only in advancing the American agenda.
The sorry state of affairs can no longer be tolerated. It is a risk not only for democ racy but for the very existence of the coun- try. Both the government and the opposi- tion have failed. The only way for survival and security is that the people rise and save their country from the rulers, whose inter- ests lie in plundering and amassing wealth or acting on a foreign agenda for the sake of their power and luxury. This is not the responsibility of any one group or party. In fact, it is the duty of the whole nation, par- ticularly of the middle class people: to work with spirit and reason.
The problem is not merely about remov- ing certain people. The objective is to for- mulate our policies in the light of the objec- tives of Pakistan's creation and interests of the people; to give positions of national responsibility to those who are trustworthy and capable; to unite the whole nation on the basis of common objectives, justice and fair-play; and to mobilize the masses for a struggle for the realization of these objec- tives. The spirit, manner and style, which had motivated people during the Pakistan Movement for a struggle for lofty ideals is now wanted to save Pakistan by snatching leadership from the clutches of self-serving rulers and to entrust it to those who are both capable and determined to rid the country of the prevailing ills.
***
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