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IETTER DATED 27 AUGUST 1965 FROM THE PERMANENT REPSESENTATIVE OF IMDIA
ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT (f THE SECURITY COWCIL

1. I have the honour to refer to the letter addressed to you on 17 Mey 1965 by
the Permanent Representative of Pakistan (S/6360) in reply to my predecessor's
letter dated 27 April 1965 (S/6303) regerding the unlawful signing of the
Protocol of the Sino-Pakistan Boundary Agreement.
2. The Government of Pakistan's whole case appears to be based on the groundless
agsumption that "India's locus standi in respect of Kashmir is po different from,
or greater than, that of Pakistan®™. As is widely known, ihe z2iw of the Security
Counecil resolution of 17 Januvary 1908, 2nd the United Yatlons Commission resolutions
of 13 August 1948 and 5 January 1949, all three of which India and Pekislen accepted,
was to deny to Pakistan the fruit of its aggression. Severtl members of the
Security Council, permenent and non-permenent, have put it op record that the
position of India and Pakistan in Kashmir is not similar, as the following exiracts
will show:
United States representative in the Security Council on L February 1943:
"Externel sovereignty of Jsmmu znd Kashmir is no longer under the control
of the Meharaja.... With the accession of Jammu and Kashmir to India, this

foreign sovereignty went over to India and is exercised by Indiz and that is
how India happens to be here as z petitioner.®

Representative of the USSR at the 765th meeting of the Security Council:
"The question of Kashmir has been settled by the people of Kashmir
themselves. They decided that Kaeshmir is an integral part of the Republic
of India."
Representative of the Netherlands at the 611th meeting of the Security Council:
"We know, of course, that in 1947 tke then ruler of the State of Jammu and

Kashmir acceded to India by 2n instrument which was accepted by the then
Governor General of India, Tord Mountbatten.™
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Representative of Colombism ot the T68th meeting of the Security Council:

“The Commiseion never recognized the legality of the presence of
Pakistani troops in Keshmir.”

Representative of Czechoglovakia in the Security Council on 12 May 1964:

"Je proceed from the fact that within the scope of the constitutional
arrangement that ensbled the will of the Kashmir population to be expressed,
the guestion of the home-rule position of Kashmir has been gzolved. In this
connexion, I should like to recall the statement made by our Priwe Minister
at a press conference in Celcutta om Ik April 1958. When asked by a
correspondent, our Prime Minister enswered, inter alia: ‘I consider the
Kaghmir question to be settled. It wes done =0 inm accordence with the will
of the Kasi;mir people. T regerd Kashmir as an integral pert of the Republic
of India.*

Representative of Venezuela in the Security Council on 2C Jume 1962 (S/PV.1014):

“Even if Pakistan were to have any doubts regerding the will of the
people of Kashmir to unite with Indis by meens of the accession of their
Stete to Indie, in law Pekisten could not help the rebels - if they were
rebels - nor essist the inveders « if they were invaders -~ mucu lessz could
it intervene directly with its reguler forces in Kashmir."

3. The mere fact that the United letions Commisszion considered the presence of
Pakistan troops in Jemmu end Kashmir a materiel chenge in the situstion and placed
an obligation on Pekistan to withdraw its troops from the State, makes it quite
clear that Pakistan has no locus standi in the State, much less any authority to
negotiate an agreement about Kashmir®*s border with the People's Republic of China.
k. o less misleading is the Pakistan Representative's statement: %..., further,
it has been made clear that the Sino-Pakistan Boundary Agreement fully protects any
contingent interest India might have in Kashmir by providing for a re-negotiation
of the Agreement after final settlement of the Kashmir dispute”. The facts given
in paragraphs 2 and 5 sbove fully expose the hollowness of the suggestion that
India has only contingent interest in Jammu and Kashmir. Besides, authoritative
statements made by the President of Pakistan and the Prime Minister of the People’s
Republic of China leave no doubt sbout the attempted misrepresentation by the
Pakisten Permanent Representative of the provigion for a rce-negotiation of the
Agreement. As far back as 1965, the President of Pakistan was reported by the
Daun of Karachi of 30 March 1963, to have said:
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YRefuting the Indian propagenda that the Pakistan-{hine border accord
was aimed against India or had violated the U Securily Council Resolution,
the Pregident declaved that India hed no right to interfere in Pekisten®s
domestic affairs. ‘'We are not zoing to congult India on 2 matier which is
for the betterment of our coun.cy.?®

The finality of the border sgreement was proudly declared by ¥Mr. Chou En-lzi who,

speaking at & banquet given by the East Pakistan Governor in his honour at Dacca
on 2k Febrvary 1964, said:

“The Karakorams have become bonds of friendship between the Chinese and

Pakisten peoples.”
Premier Chou En-lai would not have been so lyricael over a provisional arrangement.
5. In view of these facts, the language which wy predecessor used in paregraph 3
of his letter dated 27 April 1955, and %o which the Permenent Representative of
Pekistan has taken excepiion - nemely, thai the formal signing of the so-called
Boundary Protocol by Pakisten end the People's Republic of China is an ect of
international brigandage - was not only fully justified but was the only way %o
describe the blatant defiance by Fekistan of the United Hations Charter and
international law.
6. T shall be grateful if this letier is circulated to the mewbers of the
Security Council as an official docunment.

Please accept, etc.

(Signed) G. PARTEASARATHI
Permonent Representative of India
to the United Nations
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