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Peace-Makers Must Act Now 

T H E still screaming headlines notwithstanding, there is evidence of a 
full in the war. This may indicate nothing more than that the fierce 

battles of last week-end and earlier have left both sides in need of a 
breather to recoup before pitching in again. Or. more hopefully, the two 
Governments may have decided to recognise the dangers of getting into 
the next stage of escalation and may have deliberately chosen to give a 
chance to those who are trying to save them from further disaster. What
ever the explanation, the full cannot last for ever, or even for long. Unless 
a ceasefire is achieved and the two armies withdrawn from positions of 
active contact with each other, with the best of intentions on both sides 
the next round of battles wil l not be long in breaking out. Peace-makers, 
all of them and not the U N Secretary-General alone, must act now using 
all the influence they wield on the two countries to prevent this. 

Chances of a ceasefire just now are by no means hopeless. Neither 
side has any overwhelming reason for carrying on the war. India has done 
enough to impress on Pakistan that neither by infiltration and subversion 
nor by open military attack can she force a settlement of the Kashmir 
question. At the same lime, it does not appear that last week's battles 
were so decisive in any of the sectors as to make it imperative for Pakistan 
to strike back desperately to retrieve lost prestige. It is not surprising 
therefore, to read in U Thant's letters to Shastri that he found that "both 
sides have, in common a genuine desire for peace" and that the replies he 
had received to his appeal to the two Governments "have shown clearly 
the desire of both for a ceasefire". As for India we know from Shastri's 
letters to U Thant that he was prepared to order a ceasefire effective from 
the evening of Thursday. It is not known what Ayub Khan's response 
was but there is evidence in the U Thant-Shastri correspondence that it 
was not wholly negative. 

Given this basic acceptance of the futility of further warfare on both 
sides, it is necessary to identify the obstacles to a ceasefire;. Pakistan 
insists that a ceasefire must be accompanied by a commitment to a ple
biscite or "the substance of a plebiscite" in Kashmir. India cannot obvi
ously accept a ceasefire with this condition attached since that would 
amount to conceding to Pakistan her very objective in starting the war by 
sending infiltrators into Kashmir. The only condition that India seems to 
have set for a ceasefire is that she should be allowed to keep the posts she 
has occupied across the ceasefire line in Kashmir, particularly in the U r i -
Poonch sector. At his press conference in New Delhi on Wednesday 
Sardar Swaran Singh somewhat overstated our requirements when he said 
that a ceasefire meant troops of both countries holding on to the actual 
line of control, other things to be left to be settled later. Surely, we can 
have no interest in maintaining our present positions in the Lahore-Sialkot 
area and elsewhere in West Pakistan provided the threat to our lines of 
communication in Kashmir posed by the continued presence of Pakistani 
forces in Chhamb is removed. A more precise expression of our needs 
is to be found in Shastri's letter of September 14 to U Thant: "when con
sequent upon ceasefire becoming effective, further details are considered, 
we shall not agree to any disposition which will leave the door open for 
further infiltrations or prevent us from dealing with the infiltrations that 
have already taken place". 

In other words, India is asking for safeguards to prevent Pakistan from 
attempting again to subvert Kashmir. This is not too much to ask for. 
If the safeguards are provided to our satisfaction The need to occupy a 
couple of hundred miles or so across the present ceasefire line in Kashmir 
will not exist. A guarantee to India to this effect by those who can give 
it will be, therefore, a vital step towards a ceasefire. Of course, in the 
long run the only guarantee that India and Pakistan will not have to go to 
war over Kashmir a third time is a solution acceptable to both countries. 
U Thant and those who have lent him their support in his peace-making 
efforts wil l stand a much better chance of success i f they could convince 
India and Pakistan of their resolve to work for such a solution even as 
they strive for an immediate end to the war. 


