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East Pakiston (Dis.)

SHRI SAMAR GUHA : Certainly
If you find me wrong, I will abide by
what you decide. But I will excerise my
right as a member and 1 will raise the point
of order. :

MR. SPEAKER : When the Speaker
is of opinion that the member always gets
up on a point of order only to interrupt,
Le has got the right to stop him.

SHRI SAMAR GUHA : Certainly
not. After you hear me, you drive me
out of this House if my point of order is
irrelevant.

SHRI HEM BARUA (Mangaldai) :
Sir, Professor Guha is definite that he
had a point of order to raise,

MR. SPEAKER : He always wants to
interrupt and always says that it is a point
of order.

SHRI HEM BARUA : I am very
sorry. I know that no mcmber should
defy the Chair,

MR. SPEAKER :
nal views on it.

I know your perso-

SHRI SAMAR GUHA : I am very
sorry that 1 have provoked you to make
some remark but 1 would draw your
attention to the point that the same subject
was discussed in this House on ‘a call-
attention motion, in the form of a question
and also in the course of the motion on
exodus of refugees from Fast Pakistan, It
is going to be discussed today in this
House again at 5.30. My point is that it
amounts to a double entry in the List of
Businees. '

SHRI S. M. BANERJEE (Kanpur) :
He is raising it because his name is mot
there.

SHRI SAMAR GUHA : I will be
very happy if the issue of the East Bengal
people is raised in this House over and
over again. Many issues are being
distussed in the Rajya Sabha but not here.
We could discuss this issuc when the exo-
dus issue is discussed. I should submit to
you that instead of this call-attention
motion, the adjournment motion which we
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have given on the land agitation or the
call-attention motion on land acquisition
should be taken up.

MR. SPEAKER : My guess has come
out true. It is not a point of order.
Shri Hem Barua can very well imagine for
himself whether I was right or wrong.

SHRI HEM BARUA :
that you were wrong.

I did not say

SHRI SAMAR GUHA : That this
has been taken up once, twice or thrice, is
it not a point of order ? Even today it is
going to be discussed on another motion.

S gww W AT (3WHA) : asaw

 AQEw, AU gz oY% ard § | & A

9 ¥ qg AT AT NG qS @1 9T F
T §ATS g & B AT qUg 9T @AYy

g ey gR g & afe arod g

|17 783 & foq 78 gorar-- -

seaw wgtEd : W¥T, MET | ag HE
@rge A% NI A &1 XA & sy )
AYer AT RF MW

o} gvW AT WGAW : N G 4G
@I 9T 99§ A7 WF ARG § 1 gg W@
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ag N @A AFAN gE 3w F AT F A
arg FrAwI § A & g7 AR & qgeage
qO® A1 9gAT @1 wfEA aiq A g
TN q87 &1 AVE1 § A8 faur

W RERY : AANT §ET T &3
g |

12.55 hws.

CALLING ATTENTION TO MATTER OF
URGENT PUBLIC IMPORTANCE

REPORTED DECISION OF PAKISTAN
GOVERNMENT TO DISPOSE OF
INDIAN PROPERTY

o $aT g (oot mav) ;&
wfawradls 1% agea & Freafafas fawyg .
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N N 2T WT G w1 cq faarar
gk ymsAr g ey @wat Has
Teasy & ¢

g geafa ) 393 § qfecaw
aus & ®faq fAT9T a91 59 gra &
NI FIHT H1 slafwar”

THE MINISTER OF EXTERNAL
AFFAIRS (SHRI SWARAN SINGH) :
During and soon after the 1965 conflict
the Government of Pakistan took over
the Indian poprerties in Pakistan and
declared them as enemy property. The
value of the Indian properties/assets so
seized by Pakistan, is estimated at
Rs.109.00 crores.

Under Article VIII of the Tashkent
Declaration signed in 1966, India and
Pakistan had agreed:

.
“to discuss the return of the property
and assets taken over by either
side in connection with the conflict.”

India immediately thereafter enpressed
its readiness to discuss the question of the
return of properties and assets taken over

by either side. But Pakistan did not
respond.
In October 1968, it was coxfirmed

that the Governmed of Pakistan were dis-
posing of by auction some of the proper-
ties seized during the 1965 conflict. Several
Tender Notices for sale of Indian proper-
ties have since appeared in the Pakistan
newspapers.

The Government of India have been
in touch with the Government of Pakistan
on this question ever since 1966. The
Government have been drawing  the
attention of the Government of Pakistan
to the relevant provision of the Tashkent
Declaration and pressing for the reciprocal
return of the seized properties/assets.
The Government have also been protest-
ing against their sale. It has been
pointed out to the Government of Pakistan
that such action on their part is arbitrary
and contrary to International Law and
practice and a flagrant violation of the
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Tashkent Declaration. It has also been
made clecar to Pakistan that India would
not recognise the title that Pakistan or
any third party might claim to have
acquired through such illegal sale by
auction or other means.

So far there has been no positive
response  from Pakistan. Pakistan’s
contention is that assets seized during
the conflict become the property of the
seizing Government whose legal right to
their disposal was unquestionable. The
Government of India have made it clear
that they do not accept this contention.

The Government are of the view that
the question of the return of the seized
properties should be settled bilaterally.
Our efforts in this regard are continuing.
Friendly countries have been kept in-
formed of Pakistan’s intransigent attitude
in %his regard.

s} ®IT WX IoA © Heq AT, Tg
aifearT &1 gedage W@ & afy g
aar 78 & 1 wifeear st wi & fara
22 gl & gy &1 sfagre g
iz F aredgT w1 gfagre Sreew ¥
ARGEAECIEPIICE LI Hec i & T
fE 32 argdaa fear § AT aga oy
INA@ITRAITWE ANag s
¢ TR rg wifszarT #Y Faw 27 w0
F1 719 @ wafs gardl woed T &
qrg $1€ 109 0T A w1 qg Ay
g ST R AR g awaws o fagd
W N ad § AEE A A @A,
ferg ¥ Y agt @A § ST A WA
qifsear & feda s wiffear &q &
qga gt FY HIHIT YA woX F A W@ §
WX &6 I *) e A ar g d
X giwg gz fe 37w agi
fanfid adt & g« fomiga d92 1
g W F 3T N AG I OdTT )
wga @i} S agh XA fgegal 1 a9
2 I9 & IO AR FAT FIIW § |

tafen 98 ot & S0 aTT § a8 qgN
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wgar § fs oY maedt aft a% afeear
fexder w2 gor § s &1 deg aa7 § 8%
st fedw arw arffea ®ew F AT
aiffeam ot W WAgE AgimA
fig® 0% 2 aef § s & A Agi
frgal & maA M deg aar } ?

ag o # ara § fs aifweqra Y Y
9 g9 oFN ) I ¥ FAA TG
agw Firg Wt wifgw w3 fad Afed
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SRAVANA 20, 1892 (SAKA)

Indian property by 262
Pakistan (C. A)

QM fF qiffears & d1g FEr AT
FTA7 gy | § T AN wdf gt §
f& qiffeara & @1q gat A=y avew @
AT ga W w@H fag 399 Iegs § Foaan
& arq 514 ol Afsr a3 22 = &
N AT AR AN  Ig & faar qv
IGFT TH g AT | TEH[ TF & Uwr
2 @ g A ifeeg ¥ g §
o Afg goark & sy w7 Afge AT
w7 aF qfiada adl Qm ag aw f
FH AT AR §1  Hawm@ g e
Wasrss Tama grar T0fEy =

13 hrs.

FFR § A /T L fF oF Agr @
FUAT Y 1 g W K aga @ wioEd
o § fog o oifseara T {9c 1 S@
& Wt 99w Iifgd wix @ 300 £q7
Y g9 ®) qifeqd & 933 &1 qfieeary
F AT & a8 sded wradf &1 WA ag
DT ¥ 17 ) waleT w31 Wifgr 1 §%-
wiT qifFea@ & gl g% ¥ T
Aa & &) FN FWEOT T2 K AR
# AT w feaY ol vy & @y #A
ag asa Afa ¥ AqT § e g
faY ot g & F aifseara & 0
qIg Ng 7 F 9T qF (fFEATT %
War agear 7Ef § Al ag a7 AT ¥z
qAGr At 1 g A g wifgy fw
W I AN GE AL AT A 3AS 9T T
IS AT ANIITFE A FL ¢ WA
QAT AT H9 ¥ Afg ¢ f5 oW
AT Gk a%d g 9§ AW fa¥ o,
7z OF T ¢ arfseam g sar
g fm oY A 3@ w1 gz % & SEwr
gAAT dar § AT A gz g F7ar g
agl guAEr | G A AN AT ¢ fw
ag ot ft g 9T QiffeaT & qig
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[wema wiiza)

F1E qrg N7 7 F a7 a6 AfFETTT TR
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qATT T P WA |

Za e & qg s Agar g F
23 qi@t  qifsena A S W aTaRrET
foar & #q71 gIwC Y Ia% AR F ¢
¥feas Fare fear @ otz g9 saeq A
a7 ardrAgT 7 & fay g fear g ?
wix fear g arag #31 § AT FAT A3
arxr ¥dfegs aar Ts 9T @D ?

fegd §tx gz & 5 gTHT it F
#7137 2 0 q@ s @ Jglas
QUFEEAIA &1 GG § A &1 A FAS
agf wr g A ag sy gz Jgar § 5
9T e QUAIX gATd MEEE
wragy Y A & v fer gl ¥R
qIEHETA ¥ qIq A9 fecNdfes farq
srag saf aff N ? Hgwmar g 5
IF & arg A1 Wfgd #4fF 7@ Fu
g% ® 7g Ay www g arfgy fv oS
glezEs #1 & IaF WAt @ g MR
g FA AT Tgar &1 fAar gaw fF
7g agt 9T gEeRTaAT Far § 71§ afaw
qifsearT & qug qar gy af g1, At @
A g dqgarargar g 5 99 fagy
22 gr@l ¥ a9y 9 TG L & @ fwar
R arfrea™ &1 TqAT TIEAT ALY
& wig 41 Ia%1 ofir g fedams
aft Q@ aR e A feawd

federw g aed ?

F anfardY gave ag  fe fora Sl
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ST 27 ®07 w9Y Fr wwdf @ gawr AW
FT IARY Beq FATg AN ?

fqeqq qPIA : 919 A WA IEA At
g far yfaar) Agag garg
feeY 7 PRl @@ g @9 FaT ah A
STaT & 1 741 317 A § 5 I3 B JQ
=@ Iy ?

DR. RAM SUBHAG SINGH (Buxar) :
Let them suffer because of their fault.

MR. SPEAKER : Why should they
alonc suffer ?  All of us should suffer. The
members arc also responsible.

SHRI BAL RAJ MADHOK ( South
Delhi) : We wanted that we should have a
full discussion on Durgapur. But you con-
tinued that for 50 minutes. Now you say
that the time is over. We can have this
after 2 p.m.

HAETH WLAT : TF TL& A9 F3 §
fe @9 F3T Tw T FQ A< g aE
g FgA § 5 qrd agq I=ad W@

SHRI BAL RAJ MADHOK : I wanted
to make a submission, but you never gave
me an opportunity to make my submis.
sion.

Y AT ST A : Sar A7 AF qqr
FIH AA2IN T qIT T 957 & 1

MR. SPEAKER : Plcase be very brief.

SHRI SWARAN SINGH : I will try to
be brief in my reply.

First he has stated his view about the
general state of relationship. But I would
like to confine myself to the specific problem
which is the subject matter of the present
calling attention notice. We should make in
our mind a clear distinction between the
Indian property and property belonging to
Indian nationals which had been seized either
during or after the 1965 conflict. The calling
attention motion relates to this mattey.
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About the seizure of property of Hindu
citizens of Pakistani origin or who are
Pakistani citizens, that is a separate
question.

SHRI SAMAR GUHA (Contai) : That
is not a separate question at all. (Inter-

ruption).

Mr. SPEAKER : Mr. Samar Guha,
please sit down ; let him explain the posi-
tion.

SHRI SWARAN SINGH : This Calling
Attention Notice does not relate to that ;
that may be an important question ; but
surely, the question of property of Pakis-
tani citizens who are Hindus is a separate
question which has nothing to do with the
seizure of property by the Pakistan Govern-
ment as a result of the 1965 conflict. This
Calling Attention Notice relates to the 1965
conflict.

SHRI SAMAR GUHA : How can that
be separate ? He does not know anything.
(Interruption)

SHRI SWARAN SINGH : In spite of
you, I am a Foreign Minister.

SHRI SAMAR GUHA : He does not
know anything. Contrary to the Nehru-
Liaquat Pact, properties worth crores of
rupees have been taken away. They belong
to the refugees ; they have kept everything
there. (Interruption)

MR. SPEAKER : M. Samar Guha, after
your performance every time I have to take
aspirin. 1 do not know what stuff you are
made of.

SHRI SAMAR GUHA : He is Foreign
Minister ; he does not know about the
Nehru-Liaquat Ali Pact.

SHRI SWARAN SINGH - I would only
say that the Hon. Member- who is so
Vocifereus in his intervention—does not
know anything about the present Calling
Attention Notice which has nothing to do
with the Nehru-Liaquat Pact.

SHRI. SAMAR GUHA :
you. You don’t know anything.
Liaquat Pact is about the refugees.

I challenge
Nehru-

SRAVANA 20, 1892 (SAKA) Indian prope(rty by Pakistan 266
C. A)

MR. SPEAKER : Mr. Samar Guha.
If you go on like this, you will have to
withdraw from the House. There is no way
out.

SHRI SAMAR GUHA : In the evening
you will know this. Maharaja Chakravarty
has written about everything. I have got
a whole file, this bundle of papers, with me
on this subject. If you allow me, I can
tell you everything. My heart bleeds for
those people. Refugee properties have been
declared as emeny property by the Govern-
ment of Pakistan. He does not know about
all these things. Even yesterday I have got
a letter from a Member of the former
Pakistan Assembly who is a Pakistan citi-
zen. I have not a long letter. (Interruption)

MR. SPEAKER : May I ask him to
withdraw from the House ?

DR. RAM SUBHAG SINGH; You
may adjourn the House. (Interruption)

MR. SPEAKER : Iam not 8oing to
adjourn. The hon, Member must withdraw
form the House.

SHRI RANDHIR SINGH (Rohtak) :
You must be able to control him. Every
day it is like this,

MR. SPEAKER : In the meanwhile
he will have to withdraw from the House,
Otherwise we cannot stop this even at
2-0, clock. If you are persisting like this, I
will request you to withdraw from the House,
(Interruption)

SHRI SAMAR GUHA : I will consider
it an honour if, in the defence of those
uprooted humanity, in the name of the
minorities who have left everything there,
I am asked to withdraw. It js an honour
for my service, for my commitment, for
those uprooted humanity, for the minorities
of East Pakistan, where I was born ang
brought up. 1 feel yery much for those
unfortunate people. I will consider it an
honour to raise their voioc in the House in
their defence. If you ask me to withdrsw
certainly, I will withdraw, '



267 Disposal of

SHRI RANDHIR SINGH : But he can-
not block the proceedings of the House.
(Interruption)

SHRI HEM BARUA : On behalf of
Professor Samar Guha, I withdraw the
abusive words he used against our Hon.
Minister.

SHRI SAMAR GUHA : I have not
used any abusive words. (Interruption)

MR. SPEAKER : I will have to settle
this once for all. Is the House prepared
to give me some extraordinary powers to
deal with this extraordinary gentleman ?

SHRI RANDHIR SINGH : You have
full powers.

MR. SPEAKER : How many times 1
have been beseeching him, requesting him ?
He does not care.

AN HON. MEMBER : Please give him
one more chance.

MR. SPEAKER : He Will never be

satisfied with anything.

SHRI HEM BARUA : That is because
Professor Samar Guha loves you and you
jove him so much.

AN HON. MEMBER
emotional. (Interruption)

SHRI SWARAN SINGH : I can under-
stand his emotional approach, but this
question relates 10 property which has been
seized both in East and West Pakistan.
Unfortunately, because of the other discus-
sion for which apparently Prof. Samar Guha
has come prepared, he mixed it up with this.
He should reserve his comments on that for
the later discussion.

He becomes

About the present question, Shri Gupta
has made certain suggestions. He has aiso
given his assessment of Pakistan’s behaviour
in relation to properties which have . been
seized. It s a fact that the attitude of
pakistan in this respect has been not only
intransigent but extremely indefensible by
any standards of international bebhaviour.
1t is & direct contravention of t.he relevant
clause of the Tashkent Declaration.  There
is no doubt about it.
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How do we deal with this ? The basic
thing is that in this particular case, it suits
them to disregard all the international obli-
gations because the Pakistan property seized
in India, as has been pointed out in the
question, is roughly Rs. 27 crores whereas
Indian property seized by Pakistan is worth
about Rs. 109 crores. Therefore, they are
trying to dispose of that property in order
to take under advantage of the present
situtation.

To deal with this, we have to continue
to remind them of the international obliga-
tions. At the same time, whatever Pakistan
property has been seized by us here,
although it is roughly about one-fourth of
the value of Indian property seized by them,
will ‘have also to be dealt with according
to our laws so that it might provids some
little solace, although this is a legal matter
to which we are giving consideration.

He also made certain suggestions. It
is my duty to clarify Government's position
with regard to that. He very bravely sugges-
ted that we should break off diplomatic
relatons with Pakistan. At the same time
he said I am anxious that relations with
Pakistan ‘should improve and we should
live as good neighbours’. I do not know
how his desire to develop friendly relations
with Pakistan—good neighbourly relations —
is consistent with the suggestion he makes
for breaking off diplomatic relations. This
is a voice of despair and we should never
adopt that line. We must recognise the
great forces wcrking at present in Pakiestan
in favour of a secular approach, to which
Shri Trilokya Maharajji himself made very
touching and moving reference in his address
to MPs, It will be wrong for us to think
in terms of breaking diplomatic relations.
Geography has placed the two countries to-
gether and ultimately the people of both
India and Pakistan will have to live in
peace, whatever may be the present difficul-
ties. So 1 cannot accept that suggestion
of his.

Another suggestion he made was that
there should be no piecemeal talks with
Pakistan on any subject. This again is a
negative policy. It means that if they
sugges anything, we should say ‘No,
we do not talk’ and if we suggest something,
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they should rcfuse to talk—in other words,
confrontation. This is perhaps what some
people in Pakistan want, to havc a continu-
ing atmospher of confrontation with India.
We should note fall in to this trap. It will
be wrong policy. 1 therefore am sorry I
cannot also accept that suggestion of his.

Then he said we should declare Pakistan
an ‘enemy’ country. There was that unfor-
tunate conflict. Thereafter we should make
evcry effort to bring about normalcy in
relations rather than indulge in these brave
expressions of declaring that country as an
‘enemy country’.

What do we get out of it? What is the
advantage of that? It might be a slogan
which might catch the ears of some people
but this is not a practical and proper
approach to deal with the problem. This
requires restraint and statesmanship, not
brave slogans.

Then he mentioned 3bout the way we
should deal with those claimants whose
property has been seized. This is a matter
which is receiving our consideration,
Although the Pakistan property which we
have seized and which is with us’ is much
less in value, we will take appropriate actijon
to see what best we could do.

As regards world opinion, let us under-
stand quite clerly that in relation to India
annd Pakistan, our approach should be that
of bilateralism rather than involvement of
other countries want to inter-meddle in
Indo-Pakistan affairs. We should constan-
tly be alert and on the look-out to resolve
these questions bilaterally rather than run
away with the idea that other people are
likely in any way to resolue these issues.

SHRI BAL RAJ MADHOK : He him-
self admitted that he has informed other
countries.

stemewya: By qm a1 fs
feaat el fendyer s s & & ok
amad feadt aifvw oY § 1 A7 ag FF qar
a1 f& &8 & @19 w91 97 wAEI fEar
g 73

SRAVANA 20, 1892 (SAKA) Indian proper(ty by Pakistan 270
C. A)

SHRI SWARAN SINGH : Both sides
hava agreed to exchange two ships, that is,
two ships scized in India for two 'seized in
Pakistan. Pakistan has been disposing of
property, but there is no reliable informa-
tion with us about the quantum that has
been disposed of,

) ¥ax W™ g e fradt
afsger g ?

SHRI SWARAN SINGH : About our
protest, I lay on the Table a copy of our
protest note dated July 31, 1970, which we
have delivered to Pakistan. [Placed in
Library. See No. LT-3932/70]

St wax W@ g@: e fead
wiqdt arfrg #Y §, cawr oqw Al fear
gie@izg aftaar g ?

SHRI SWARAN SINGH : He does not
listen. I have already said that two ships
have been agreed to be exchanged.

SHRI R. BARUA (Jorhat) : It is a sad
commentary on our political wisdom that
we have not been able to resolve these small
matters during these long years, whether
it is Pakistan or India, and we have thereby
exposed ourselves to be pawns in the inter-
national chess-board. Will the hon. Minister
prepare a white paper and lay it on the
Table showing what tangible efforts were
actually made either in collaboration with
triendly countries or bilaterally to resolve
the disputes?

Secondly, when he knew as far back as
1968 that this was a clear violation of the
Tashkent Declaration, why was nothing
actually done to see that the two countries
came together and something positive was
evolved ? Only exchange of letters between
the two Governments was not enough; there
should have been some attempt made to
meet at the highest governmental level to
resolve these matters,

Lastly, .are Government thinking of
giving some sort of rehabilitation or com--
pensation to those 'who have lost their pro-
perties as a result of detention by the
Pakistan Government ?
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SHR1 SWARAN SINGH : With regard
to the first question, my reply is that it is
sad and unfortunate that India and Pakistan
have not been able to resolve differences.
But I will appeal to the hon. House not to
club Imdia along with Pakistan in this
respect. We have done our best to resclve
the differences, but have not succeeded.
When it is a question of relations between
two countries, one country, howsoever well-
intentioned, cannot succeed unilaterally.

As for a white paper, if any specific
point is suggesied, I am prepared to supply
information. 1 do not think any useful pur-
pose will be served by printing a white
paper.

His second question was. why efforts
were not made to see that the two countries
got together. I agree that we should meet.
But unilaterally I cannot succeed. All
suggestions made in this respect have not
drawn a positive response. We have said
that we are prepared to meet the repre-
sentatives of Pakistan at any level at any
place without any pre-conditions and to
discuss all disputes or differences between
the two countries. 1 have alredy answered
the question on rehabilitation that the matter
is receiving our attention.

SHRI RANJEET SINGH (Khalilabad) :
There are certain contradictions in the
Minister’s statement and certain clarifica-
tions are called for. I want that he should
give the clarifications and also reply to my
questions. In the second part of the last
para of his statement he says that the pro-
perty which they have seized has become
their property, whereas under rule 181 of
the Defence of Pakistan rules it is cate-
gorically mentioned that this property would
be kept under the custody and management
of the Pakistani authorities. Now they have
gone back on that rule and made a state-
ment like this. Have they done so in their
oral talks or have they put it down in
writing ? This is a five year old problem.
Originally when the seizures took place,
Pakistan started with it and took over some
property as enemy property and then we did
so. They were mainly ships and river craft
and immovable property also. What was
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the value of the property of Pakistan that
we originally scized over here as enemy
property in 1965, just after the conflict ? He
has mentioned the value today as Rs. 7
crores; what was the value then ?

The hon. Minster will recall that there
was the question of evacuee property after
Partition, Pakistan started taking certain
arbitrary action against certain agreements
arrived at previously regarding such pro-
perty. The moment we retaliated, they
ceased that action and there was a new agree-
ment also. It all goes to show a certain
trend. He says that the negotiations are not
succeeding and the other side is not ready
to help in these matters; then he himself
says that he will carry on the negotiations.
This is contradictory. What is the re-
taliatory measure that we are proposing ?
Can we for instance as a matter of retaliation
recoil from the Farakka barrage talks of
other matters and tell them, you act accor-
ding to your own rules, first. We do not
want even the Tashkent spirit or agreement;
so far as Pakistan is concerned, it is down
the drain alrcady. But they have their own
Defence of Pakistan rules 181, 161, 162
according to which they had seized this
property and are managing It and they
should adhere to their own rules at least.
If we insist on these things, there would be
some response from the Pakistani side
because we have seen that they do not
understand the language of requests of
weakness.

The hon. Minister in his statement says
that freindly countries have been kept in-
formed of Pak:stan’s/intransigent attitude
in this matter. We should like to know
who these ‘friendly countries’ are. This is
a pointed question. Would he please name
them ? Would he kindly place before the
House the correspondence with those frien-
dly countries ?

Lastly, we know that Pakistan has dis-
posed of this property. It may or may not
repatriate some amount which it got by
auction, ctc. to the original owners. 1 know
that the Government of India will do it once
they auction their property, whether they
do it or not just as we do in the case of
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refugees coming from Pakistan, is it not
the respoasibility of the Government to
provide some relief to the sufferers ? At
least an interim relief may be given and
then long-term loans, so that they can
resettle themselves. Many of these. people
owning property which has been confisca-
ted—especially the small fishermen with
their fishshing craft lost, and rivercraft
lost—are utter destitutes today. Would the
Government come out with a positive
programme for their rehabilitation ? This is
another pointed question.

Lastly, I would ask the Government, have
the Government worked out the quantum of
expenditure required for the full rehabilitation
the sufferers where rehabilitation is required,
and considering the fact that even the Indo-
Pakistan war was just a failure of diplo-
macy—every was is a failure os dipomacy—
and this is a failure of diplomacy
since for the last five years we have
not been able to settle these problems, and
we have not becn able to sit across the table
on these problems, considering that diplo-
macy has failed, that ‘ political moves have
failed, would Sardar Sahib conider other
moves also ?

MR. SPEAKER : You have very much
imporoved in courtesy after he left the

defence portfolio.

SHRI RANJEET SINGH : He was
familiar with the subject he was dealing
with previously, and now he has taken over
affairs which are quite foreign to him.

SHRI SWARAN SINGH : I will give
my reply very briefly to the questions that
have been put. Firstly, he asked if Pakistan
has ever taken up the position in any written
note. Yes ; they have. In their note dated
12th August, 1967, the Pakistan Government
questioned India’s contention that property
seized in war should be in the nature of a
continuing trust and that their disposal
would violate the Tashkent declaration. The
Government of Pakistan took the position
that “‘assets seized during the war become
the property of the seizing Government,
whose legal right to their disposal is un-
questionable.””  The note admitted that
under the Tashkent declaration, India and
Pakistan undertook to discuss the question
of seized properties, but no progress had

been made—
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SHRI HEM BARUA : In clause 1 of the
Tashkent agreement, you have said the
outstanding problems ; not this.

SHRI SWARAN SINGH :1 am now
quoting their note, Pakistan’s note,—that
India and Pakistan undertook to discuss the
question of seized properties, but no pro-
gress had been made in implementing the
Tashkent declaration and for this, according
ta the Pakistani note the blame lay with
India. So, this is the type of complete
denial, completely nagative attitude, both
on procedure and on substance.

The hon. Member said that we should
quote their own rules against their action.
They have themselves said that rules are
procedural things which enable them to take
possession of them and take control. As
to what is the legal effect of what they
describe as the war situation, they have sub-
stantially said in this note, and it will not
be good strategy to quote their own rules
against them, because they can easily make
other rules or lJaw. That perhaps will not
be a very proper approach.

The hon. Member then asked, can we
take any retaliatory measures ? To this I
have replied in length, We should try
to resolve matters without using any expres-
sion like retaliation,

Then he mentioned about relief to those
whose properties had been seized. I have
already said that this is a matter which is
receiving our attention. He especially men-
tioned about the poorer scctions. Well, if
you look at the list of properties, "you will
find there is Government property, there is
bank property, there is the insurance com-
pany property, but if there are poorer types
of people to whom the hon. Member has
referred, we will certainly try our best to
find out the extent of their problems and we
will be prepared to find out some way to
give relief to those pcople if it has not
been already given ; I am not quite sure
about this.

Then about our mentioning it to other
fricndly countries. We mentioned it to the
USSR Government, to the United States
Government, to the British Government, to
the French Government. But I have ng
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intention of placjng copies of any corres-
pondence that might have taken place with
them, on the Table, bacause that is not
customary.

SHRI N. K. SANGHI (Jodhpur) :
From waht we have just now heard from
the Minister and Members of Parliament, I
come to the conclusion that the Tashkent
agreement looks to be ‘““dead as dodo™. We
have seen that Pakistan Government is
going on a system of economic aggression
against Indian nationals, whether it is a
question of property left by them or other-
wise. They are also going on the system
of genocide against minorities in that State.
1 am sure Government would understand
what the future designs of the Pakistan
Government would be. We have to realise
it sooner than later. I know the hon. Mnis-
ter has nothing to say. As a protest against
the failure of the Government to get proper
redress to the Indian nationals whose pro-
perty has been left behind, I would refuse
to ask any question. I rcquest the Govern-
ment to take this matter seriously so that
the properties are restored to them, failing
which at least some positive compensation
should be given to them so that they can
survive.

SHRI SWARAN SINGH : 1 have noted
his protest and his feelings.

13.32 hrs.
PAPERS LAID ON THE TABLE

NOTIFICATION UNDER FORWARD
CoNTRACTS (REGULATION
ACT 1952)

THE DEPUTY MINISTER IN THE
MINISTRY OF INDUSTRIAL DEVELOP-
MENT AND INTERNAL TRADE (SHRI
M. R. KRISHNA) : On behalf of Shri
Dinesh Singh, I beg to lay on the Table
a copy of Nofification No. S. O. 1980
(Hindi and English versions) published
in Gazette of India dated thc 30.h May,
1970, issued under section 6 of the Forward
Contracts (Regulation) Act, 1952.  [Placed
in Library. Seé No. LT—3920/70]

AUGUST 11, 1970
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AMENDMENTS TO DELIMITATION
OF PARLIAMENTARY AND AS-
SEMBLY CONSTITUENCIES
ORDER 1966 IN RESPECT
OF MAHARASHTRA

THE MINISTER OF STATE IN THE
MINISTRY OF LAW AND IN THE DE-
PARTMENT OF SOCIAL WELFARE
(SHRI JAGANATH RAO) :1 beg to lay
on the Table—

(l) A Copy of Notification No. S. O.
228 (Hindi and English versions)
published in Gazette of India
dated the 14th January, 1970 mak-
ing certain amendments in Schedule
X to the Delimitation of Parlia-
mentary and Assembly Constituen-
cies Order, 1966 in respect of
Mabharashtra, under sub-section (2)
of section 9 of the Representation
of the People Act, 1950. [Placed
in Library. See No. LT—3919/70]

(2) A statement (Hindi and English

versions) showing reasons for delay
in laying the above Notification.

Placed in Library. See No.

LT—3921/70]

ANNUAL REPORT ETC. GOVERN-
MENT REVIEW IN WORKING OF
NATIONAL  MINERAL DE-
VELOPMENT CORPORA-
TION LTD. NEW
DELHI

THE MINISTER OF STATE IN THE
MINISTRY OF PETROLEUM AND
CHEMICALS AND MINES AND METALS
(SHRI NITIRAJ SINGH CHAUDHARY) :
1 beg to lay on the Table a copy each of
the following papers (Hindi and English
versions) under sub-section (1) of- Section
619A of the Companies Act, 1956 :—

(1) Review by the Government on the
working of the National Mineral
Development Corporation Limited,
New Delhi, for the year 1968-69.

Annual Repurt of the National
Mineral Development Corporation
Limited, New Deglhi, for the year
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