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SITUATION OF INDIA-PAKISTAN
BORDER

Mr. Speaker: Now, questions on the
stalement laid on the Table by the
Minister of D:fence on the 23rd Feb-
ruary regarding the situation on
India-Pakistan border.
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oo v I N A O
RAHawar g ?

Shri Hem Barua (Gauhati): From
the statement made by the hon.
Defence Minister yesterday it is evi-
dent that the ministers of the two
countries in pursuance of the Tash-
kent Declaration are going to meet
to discuss certain outstanding pro-
blems between the two countries and
in that connection it has been said
that Kashmir will not be on the
agenda. The ministers of both the
countrles are going to meet without
an agenda. In that context may 1
know whether Government, parti-
cularly the Prime Minister, are in a
position or are prepared to give us
an assurance categorically that since
Kashmir is an integral part of India,
Kashmir will not be discussed any
more with the Pakistani leaders? It
is a question directed to the Prime
Minister and she should reply.

Mr. Speaker: Anyone might reply;
someone must reply.

The Minister of Defence (Shri Y, B.
Chavan): As far as the ministerial
conference {8 concerned, I think, some
special questions will have to be put
because I am not in possession of all
the latest facts about it; but as far as
the basic attiude of the Government
is concerned, there is no question of
negotiating the sovereignty of Kash-
mir. On that question we are abso-
lutely firm.

Shri Hem Barua: My question

Mr. Speaker: Order, order. He wants
to ensure that it would not be dis-
cussed.

Shr! Hem Barua: It is for the Prime
Minister to answer.

The Prime Minister and Minister of
Atomic Energy (Shrimati Indira
Gandhi): The sovereignty of Kashmir
is certainly not being discussed.

Shrl Hem Barua: My question was
different.
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Mr. Speaker: There is a difference.
The Government says that the sove-
reignty of Kashmir i not negotiable;
the hon. Member wants that because
the Government’s position is that
Kashmir is an integral part of India,
no discussion should take place in
respect of that.

Shri Harl Vishnu Kamath (Hoshan-
gabad): That is the pointed question.

Shrimati Indira Gandhi: The aim
of this meeting is to try and enlarge
the sphere of economic and other co-
operation, cultural or something like
that.

Shri Harl Vishnu Kamath:
not political?

Only

Shrimat! Indira Gandhi: No. That
is our aim. Naturally, if the other
side raises a question, we have to
reiterate our stand on those questions,
whatever they raise,

Shri Hem Barua: My question was
different.

Shri U. M. Trivedi
The question is........

(Mandsaur):

Mr. Speaker: The answer has come.

Shri U. M. Trivedi: No, the answer
has not come.

Mr. Speaker: The answer has come.

Some hon. Members —rose

Shri U. M. Trivedl: The House
would like to know whether or

Mr. Speaker: So far as I have been
able to understand—I may be
wrong—the Prime Minister has said
that we would not discuss it and that
if the other party raises it, we would
only reiterate our position that we
have held so far....(Interruption)
How can you shut the mouth of the
other person that he might not men-
tion it?
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Shri Hem Barua: We have already
reiterated the position so far as
Kashmir is concerned and the Tash-
kent Declaration contains that parti-
cular thing. We explained our case
over Kashmir at Tashkent. Why
should we go on explaining our posi-
tion about Kashmir at all the places?

Mr. Speaker: That
plained.

also was ex-

Shri Indrajit Gupta (Calcutta South
West): On p. 4 of the statement, it is
stated that a suggestion was made by
our Army Chief of Staff that:

“oo the raising, training and
arming of Mujahids, Razakars or
armed irregulars in the State of

Jammu and Kashmir might be
stopped.”
It is a very important question

because it concerns the inflltrators or
the possibility of infiltration in future.
Then, it is stated here that it was
agreed that this matter would be
referred to the respective Govern-
ments, But immediate after that, it
is stated, as our view:

‘o the strength of Mujahids,
Razakars or armed irregulars in
the State of Jammu and Kashmir
will have to be in consonance
with the overall limit of military
potential accepted by UNMOGIP
in the context of the 1949 Karachi
Agreement.”

Does it mean that though we have
made a suggestion that such irregular
forces should not be raised at all, in
actual practice, we are willing or we
are acquiescing in the position where
they can be raised subject only to the
limits which were laid down by the
UNMOGIP in 1949 and, if so, what is
that limit? We do mnot know any-
thing about it. Are you permitting
a certain number of irregulars to be
raised by them?

Shri Y. B. Chavan: I would like to
explain that position, The term
which was used in 1048 Agreement
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was ‘military potential’ and at that
time ‘military potential’ did include
regular troops and irregular troops
too. Therefore, the practical sugges-
tion that was made by the Chief of
Army Staff was a much better one if
it at all to be....(Interruption).

Shri  Shinkre
irregulars . .

(Marmagoa)' No

. (Interruption).

Shri Y. B. Chavan: I am only men-
tioning the term that was used there.
The point that I was making is that
the Chief of the Army Staff made a
suggestion that in order to completely
eliminate the possibility of tensions,
it was necessary to stop raising of
Mujahids and other organisations.
The C-in-C of Pakistan could not give
his reaction and he possibly thought
that he must refer back this problem
to his Government. Naturally, it was
said that respective Governments
might go into that position. But I
have specially made that position
clear that if they agree, well and good
and if they do not agree at the gov-
ermmental level, as to what is the
quantum, at least that will have to
be thought of and that will be sub-
ject to the maximum that is contem-
plated in the 1948 Agreement.

Shri Indrajit Gupta: What is the
lim.t? Under the 1849 Agreement,
did we agree to a certain limit of
this irregular army being raised in
Jammu and Kashmir? What is that
limit?

Shri Y. B. Chavan: I would request
the House not to press me to disclose
some of the information. ...

ot qq fesd . Tfeema & o
AafFr g & T ¥

Shri Y. B, Chavan: Normally, it
should be known to the U.N. Organi-
sation. w BN g ko
2511 (Ai) LSD—3.
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The U.N. authorities know the maxi-
mum potential on their side and the
maximum on our side.

dtay fom7 - goH @ F
my A A Ao g

Shri Y. B. Chavan: We have some
information about this matter. Cer-
tainly, we will take care of that
aspect.

To W WANER Afgar (Fewi-
) : wIAT #q agean, afea qrfe-
@A Fr I AT gt § 7

Shri Ranga (Chittoor): I am sorry
to say that the answer given by the
hon. Defence Minister is not at all
satisfactory. It is much too vague,
In view of the fact that previous to
Mits trouble between Pakistan and
ourselves, we were accumulating our
complaints against each other in
regard to breaches of ccase-fire and
only repo:ting to the United Nations
without eny redress at all, without
any satisfactory solution for those
troubles, would the Government try
to negotiate that both Pakistan and
India would set up a joint board or
tribunal with ex-Judges of their res-
pective Supreme Courts to examine
complaints from time to time, firstly,
about the violations of cease-fire and,
secondly, about the forces maintained
by both the countries as per 1849
stipulations, which is now being sug-
gested in this note as well as in their
negotiation as to the respective
strength of our armed personne] on
both sides and also in regard to the
prevention of irregular armed or un-
armed guerillas from entering Kash-
mir and other areas on our side—and
their areag also—sand doing mischief
in any way.

Shri Y. B. Chavan: We are wnot
considering any such proposal at the
present moment. Really speaking
the machinery of the U.N. and bilate-
ral talks on the matter are the only
effective way of handling the matter.
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-Shri-Ranga: Am I to understand
that they are not going to consider
the suﬂxesnon for what it is worth
and examine the possibilities?

Mr. Speaker: He gsays that they
bhave not so far considered any such
proposal,

Shri Ranga: There was this earlier
difficulty. There was no decision to
be given by the United Nations. We
were making complaints against each
other and were exciting each other.

Shri Y. B. Chavan: At the present
moment, we have no such proposal
under our consideration. In addition
to the U.N. Organisation or its repre-
sentative, as I said, the bilateral talks
will be more useful in this matter,
Possibly the Commanders might meet
and discuss the matter; that will be
a more effective way of dealing with
the matter.

Shri H, N. Mokerjee (Calcutta Cen-
tral): I fear the House will be very
much perturbed over what the
Defence Minister has said. We have
been given to understand from the
.Tashkent Declaration and from the
explanation given to us by the Gov-
ernment that, as far as infiltration
and that kind of thing are concerned,
they would come under the defini-
tion of recourse to arms and, there-
fore, since they have given an assu-
rance that there will be no recourse
to arms, infiltration and that kind of
thing would be expected to be stop-
ped. Now there is a reference to
such peculiar things as Mujahids,
Razakars and others who are, in the
very nature of things, soldiers by
proxy and, in the very nature of
things, their names indicate that they
are a kind of people who would go
under cover of whatever sort and do
some damage. Are we going to have
a settlement under which permission
is given to that kind of very doubt-
ful people operating in our country
because they all come under the
definition made in 1949 or something
fike that? This is most peculiar. The
Yashkent Declaration is lupposed to
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reference to what happened in 1948 or
1949 should not be made in a- manner
which would enable some mischievous
elements on the side of Pakistan—I
do not say Pakistan Government—to
operate under cover of certain things
in which Government of India acqui-
esced.

Shri Y. B. Chavan: It is exactly for
that purpose the Chief of the Army
Staff had made a suggestion to which
1 made a reference in the statement
I quite appreciate the argument with
regard to the danger involved in the
irregulars. It is for that purpose
that the suggestion was made,

Shri H. N. Muakerjee: Our Chiet of
Army Staff made a very good sug-
gestion—Mr. Gupta made a refer-
ence in his preface to the question.
But on the Pakistan side, they said
that they would refer it to the Gov-
ernment and in the meantime, there
is a reference to something to which

our Government appears to have
acquiesced, namely, that some 1948
or 1949 figure will be accepted in

regard to even people like Mujahids
and Razakars.

Shri Y. B. Chavan: It is not a ques-
tion of acquiescing; it is a matter of
reality. They are there. We have to
deal with the situation as it is now.

Mr. Speaker: What is agitating the
mind of the Member is that we have
agreed that the strength would be
reduced to what it was in 1949, In
this manner, the strength of the
Mujahids and others to that propor-
tion is to be accepted.

Shri Y. B. Chavan: If at all they
continue there, ultimately we have
to take care of what the maximum
military potential they will be allow-
ed to have there. (Interruptions).
Our main problem is two-fold: one
aspect is to reduce or limit the mili-
tary potential that they will have on
the other side' the second point is to

write & new chapt

e, &

T pletely, if we d o



2999 Indo-Pak.
talks by persuading them and argu-
“ing with them, these irregular ele-
ments.

Mr. Speaker: If we do not agree to
the elimination of Mujahids, Razakars
and others and only accept or come
to an agreement about the strength of
military personnel, then these would
be additional soldiers that would be
eoming on our side.

Shri Y. B. Chavan: It is not a Qques-
tion of our wishing for anything; we
shall certainly have to try for that,
but the basis ultimately becomes the
1949 agreement, and in that agree-
ment, the words ‘military potential’
were used, and the limit set out will
Include these elements also.

Mr. Speaker: That is all right;
according to that, it would mean that
the military potential would be
reduced to what it was in 1949. A
new element has been introduced
now by Razakars......

8hri Y, B. Chavan: It is not intro-
duced anew; it is there in reality.

Mr. Speaker: Actually, it is not for
me to put this question; it is not my
job; and I am very sorry that I am
interfering. ...

Shri Surendranath Dwivedy (Kend-
rapara): As far as the House i3
concerned, you can express our Yeel-
ings.

Mr. Speaker: I express the senti-
ments of the House only.

Shri Y. B. Chavan: What I am try-
ing to explain is this. Please let me
explain myself. I am saying that I
am not agreeing to anything new.
The irregular elementg will have to
be within the limit of the 1949 agree-
ment. We are try.ng to make a fresh
effort to remove these elements from
the military potential.

Mr. Speaker: Still. the House per-
haps might not feel satisfled; and they
might still have apprehensions on this
account, and Government should take
note of that,  Certainly, now, the
military personnel would be reduced
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to a certain strength. But the appre-
hensions in the minds of the hon.
Members are that in regard to this
there is likely to be a dispute and
controversy about the term ‘military
personnel’, and it may not lead to any
satisfactory solution; they would be
insisting that their military personnel
consists of all those that are in uni-
form, carrying openly the arms that
they have to use....

Shri Hari Vishnu Xamath:
regulars.

Mr. Speaker:. .that is, the regulars;
and under cover of whatever kind it
may be, they might be sending these
Razakars and Mujahids. If they do
not agree to eliminate those persons,
then probably we might always have
to face those dangers of large-scale
infiltration into our country, that
might do damage and might not be
acknowledged by them. Then, what
would be the use of this agreement?
This is what hon, Members have in
mind,

Shri Nath Pal (Rajapur): That 1s
not the end of the mischief. I want
your indulgence for one minute. You

The

may please listen to the other part
also. This is a piece of ineptitude
and incompetence, and Shri Y. B.

Chavan has been ill-served by who-
ever has put thig draft or this brief
before him, What is shocking in this
agreement is that as a result of the
discussions between the two Chicfs
of Staff, the presence of Mujahids and
Razakars has been admitted; but even
more shocking is the fact that Gov-
ernment has conceded the right of
the Mujahids and Razakars to operate
in the State of Jammu and Kashmir.
This is a point which even you, Sir,
have not pninted out. The relevant
sentence shocks the conscience of all
Indians; it reads thus:

“Whatever may be the views
of the Pakistan Government in
this matter, it is clear that accord-
ing to the agreement reached as
a result of discussions on 8th and

10th February between the two
Army Chiefs, the strength of
Mujahids, Razakars or armed
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[Shri Nath Pai}

irregulars in the State of Jammu
and Kashmir will have to be in

consonance with the overall
limit......”,
How did we reach this agreement?

(Interruptions).

Mr. Speaker: Hon. Members on the
Opposition would not allow even one
of their spokesmen also to have his
say? If this kind of interruptions
continues, then nobody can follow
whuat is happening.

Shri Nath Pai: It is not only what
you have polnted out which is shock-
ing, but there are two dangerous
elements in this single senterce; one
iz what you have pointed out....

Mr. Speaker: Because 1 knew only
one.

Shri Nath Pai: The offence would
have been bad enough even if one
had been there, but when the pre-
sence has been admitted on the soil
of India......

Mr. Speaker: Now, let us hear what
Government have to say.

Shri Nath Pai: We would, there-
fore, like the matter to be clarified.

Shri Indrajit Gupta: It is ‘includ-
ing Jammu and Kashmir’.

Shri Nath Pal: That is the point—
‘Including Jammu and Kashmir’,

Shri Hari Vishnu Kamath:
<hery.

Shri Y. B. Chavan:
treachery or anything of that sort.
Possibly, unnecessarily, we are try-
ing to see more political meaning in-
to it than is necessary. By men-
tioning this we are not conceding any
right, any political right of theirs to
maintain any Army or any Mujahids
or anything like that. As far as this
agreement is concerned, we shall have
to see the nature of the agreement,
The nature of the agreement is that

Trea-

No, it is not
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it is to implement a certain position
that we have taken under the Tashe
kent Declaration. It has absolutely
technical limitations; It has no poli-
tical significance; it is only limited
to the extent of implementing the
Tashkent Declaration; and that Tash-
kent Declaration is subject to all our
political attitudes on Kashmir.

We will have to muke our minds
clear about it. It is merely an agree-
ment to implement that part of the
Tashkent Declaration which says that
we have to observe the ceasefire terms
on the ceasefire line. Therefore, we
have to see the whole thing within
that framework. But unfortunately,
we are trying to read rather more
political meaning, more constitutional
meaning, into it.

Some hon, Members: No, no.

Shri Hari Vishnu Kamath: You are
reading much less. ... (Interruptions).

Mr. Speaker: We would not be able
to achieve anything in this manner if
simultaneously so many voices are
heard.

Shri Surendranath Dwivedy: That
is the difficulty with this Government.
They are committed to a position the
implementations of which they do not
realise.

Shri Y. B. Chavan: We
implications.

Shri J. B. Kripalanl (Amroha): If
this is the view taken by the Defence
Minister, it appears there is some-
thing very wrong about the Tashkent
agreement itselt and it is capable of
any number of interpretations.

Mr. Speaker: We have already dis-
cussed the Tashkent agreement.

Shri U, M. Trivedi: The explans-
tion given by the Defence Minister
makes confusion worse confounded.
It would have been better if it had
remained where it was. But with the
explanation with which he has come
forward, it has become crystal clear

know the
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to this House that this is a question
of Mujahids and Razakars living and
continuing to live on the soil of
Jammu and Kashmir, that is, in the
State of India, which has been
acquiesced in. This is an intolarable
position on which agreement has been
reached, and the explanation given
eannot go down the throat of this
House or the country for that matter.
1 feel the hon. Defence Minister
should apply his mind to the point
raised and eradicate this element.

Shri Y. B. Chavan: Really speaking,
1 was trying to say that there is no
question of our having basically
accepted their right of raising any
particular thing. 1 was merely mak-
ing a reference to the 1949 agreement.
There these realities were there. In
fact, they had maintained certain
things. As we have to observe the
ceasefire agreement, the conditions
laid down in that agreement come
in. I am only making a reference to
that; this agrecment only makes a
reference to those conditions there,

At the same time, ‘T very weil
uppreciate the difficulty....

8hri Harl Vishnu Kamath: And

fears.
Shri Y. B. Chavan:....and fears, ]
share the anxieties and fears of

Members. That is why the Chiet of
the Army Staff raised this question ot
not raising these irregulars there.
As the same time, we have to take
eare of one thing—I mentioned
this point in that statement—that
possibly it might be interpreted by
somebody as if they can continue to
raise those irregulars and that will
be an addition. 1 have mentioned
this only in order to make that posi-
tion clear. It is not a question of
reconising their right of raising these
irregulars. ... (Interruptions).

Shri Harl Vishnw Kamath: Very
elumsy draft.
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Shri Nath Pal: Your draftsmen are
very clumsy.

Shri Tyagl (Dehra Dun): It is
obvious that the agreement arrived
at between the two Chiets of the
Army Staft was not a direct part of
the Tashkent agreement It is over
and above that agreement. I want to
know whether before our Army Chiet
made such a proposal—which, 1
think, is the biggest strategic blunder
committed—did he consult the Cabi-
net? And did the Cabinet approve
of it before the offer was made to the
Pakistan Army Chief? Also, there
is another point. ..,

Mr. Speaker: One is already quite
heavy.

Shri Tyagi: This is consistent with
it. My hon. friend referred to the
agreement of 1949. This was a part
of that agreement, that is, to reduce
the armed forces to that level. But
it was conditional on another clause
which asked Pakistan to vacate the
aggression, to vacate Pakistan-occu-
pied Kashmir.

Shri Y. B. Chavan: That

different agreement.

was &

Shri Tyagi: It was along with it
that the armies were to be reduced.
It and when they vacate their aggres-
sion from Pakistan-occupied Kashmir,
we shall reduce our forces, Suppose
on the main question—because these
are only environments of concillation
created while the main question is
being postponed—ultimately there
happens to be a disagreement, what
will you do? Our armies will take
ten days to reach there. Theirs will
be readily available for attack. So,
strategically why are the Govern-
ment not putting forth the main
controversial question for resolution?
Once we have agreed that we shall
not use force, well, we shall honour
it, but let us first discuss the main
question, so that we can find out If
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IShri Tyagl)
ultimately there is an agreement. if
there is an agreement, there is noth-
ing like it, and we shall withdraw

the army. But why are they avold-
ing the main question?

Mr. Speaker: Enough speech has
been made.
Shri Y. B. Chavan: Possibly the

hon. Member is confusing two differ-
ent agreements. The cease-fire agree-
ment has nothing to do with the
other type of agreement that he is
making mention of.

Shri Ranga: Can we have a copy of
it placed on the Table of the House?

Shri Y. B, Chavan: I will place it.
It is a known document, that is why
1 did not bring it with me. This is a
different agreement altogether.

About the first question he raised
as to whether the Chief of the Army
Staff, before he went, had consulted
the Government, this question was
raised in the Cabinet, the Emergency
Committee of the Cabinet did consider
these questions, and only on that
the Chief of the Army Staff made
this proposal.

Shri Tyagl: Why is the main ques-
tion avoided?

Mr, Speaker:
He has said these
questions, and he
agreement on the
House—the first one.

He has answered.
are two distinct
will place the
Table of the

Shri Tyagl: My point was, why is
discussion on the main question on
which Pakistan and we differ being
avoided, and we are taking stcps
which weaken our rposition.

Mr. Speaker: What can I do?

Dr. L. M. Singhvi (Jodhpur): Be-
cause what the Defence Minister has
said shows a very alarming lack of
comprehension of the implications
of the coase-fire agreement of 1948
and the implications of the extent
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to which we have to implement the
Tashkent declaration, we would like
to know whether in this context the
Government is going to discuss the
U.N. Security Council Resolution
and its political aspects, stages three
and four, at the next meeting, and
whether there are any specitic pro-
posals for economic collaboration or
will it be a mceting not only with-
vut an agenda but without any pre-
paration whatever?

Sh:i Y. B. Chavan: As 1 said, on
this question of agenda, I have we,
information,

Dr. L. M. Singhvi: The Prime Min-
ister must answer this question
After all, when a question is put,
it is not put for the pleasure of
putting it. We want an answer to
this,

Shrimat{ Indira Gandhi: 1 think
I have said earlier to the House that
no agenda had been fixed. Later on
there was a di ion here b
some agenda appeared which had
been sent from the Pakistan side.
We have again replied to it and sug-
gested that some of those matters
may not come up and we should con-
centrate on the economic and other
matters.

Shri Harl Vishnn Kamath: Is #
secret?

Shrimat] Indira Gandhi: It
out in all the newspapers.

came

Shri S. N. Chaturvedi (Firoza-
bai): Do we understand from that
the hon. Defence Minister hasg said
that this agreement only accepts the
total military potential at that time
in 1949, that it does not give re-
cognition to the mujahids and raza-
kars, that pending their  disband-
ment. They will also be reckoned
in the total military potential along
with the military armed forces al-
ready there? Is that the position?
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8hri Y, B. Chavan: The position is
that military potential as defined in

the 1949 agreement will have to be
stood up to.
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TITHTT FT 9 #1 A4Y aam, 7Y a) ag
9 qTE AGATE) § I 7 & | A
a9 @ § fewT w1 g wfawr
wrx fam & fir ofesms sedic s
qfe feam % fay o a0 & wdad
T AEA § 1 OF W g W oW
Wt @idEs ¥ At ¥ Gwen oA W
W97 § 1 &Y AT 9% 4 @A w1 qA
gt ? g & a7 T, ad
A a7 gara Jzav § 1 w4y e &7 A
T AT AL T TRT Y | FATT IIA @
azd % 5g Y #2 § 1% w7 a6
glew & Frw awet favew T faqr mar
qr, a1 ST AZ ] . (Interruptions).

it wy fomd - w31 o € g
g
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wrawNRRT ;T § wra g
T g4 §A TFE, @Y 4% ;AW /|
AR

o T WA Wifigat : w19 wE
o famr e g fe.

o aghRE ¥ g & aane ga
w g magfen. ..
o TW wigY wWifgar - v w1

R foem w3 fear nan €, 9@ qww ot
€ qdY w1 & ag waA qee aAr foran
wwar § T g & AW § ey ag
o &\ Wi & mu fe awg &
WY yenfee 9 wnER A E & wf@a
! AT & 9 §, qgi W9 g
o W & o} fomw f@ w
wuT 9%, " feT qfeeT oF o
WTE O AT, 31 AT €9 I F qArfen
W ITHIT qHT 9E1E FT AT § |

a1 &" fad & wn Wt weww ¥
Tg 98T qUEAT § fF I am s &
¥ W F) B &4 H AT § AT
® FAAT F gTAA FA K1 dqav § fw
9g @TT §, @ fay gw @ ¥ 9
| E

Shri Y, B. Chavan: Sir, the hon.
Member has made certain observa-
tions. I would like still to explain
our position. When we say that the
cease-fire line has to be agreed, the
fact is that a part of Jammu and
Kashmir has been occupied by those
forces on the other side.

Shri Shinkre: They do not call it
the State of Jammu and Kashmir;
they call it Azad Kashmir.

Shri Y. B. Chavan: Even that area
is the State of Jammu and Kashmir;
that is what I am saying. They may
call it by any other name. For us it
is the State of Jammu and Kashmir
and by saying that we have not con-
esded any right of liberation to the
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mujahids or others, If any attempt
at liberation is made, it will certainly
be resisted with all the forces at our
disposal; there is no doubt about it.
Unfortunately certain terms are being
misunderstood. I am saying that this
agreement had absolutely technical
significance because we have to
observe these rules since we have
agreed to observe the cease-fire;
cease-fire line has to be observed; the
agreements have to be observed; it is
only a limited sense. In no political
sense we have agreed to allow their
people to liberate that area; we have
not concerned even that part of the
area that is under their occupation;
it still belongs to us; our sovereignty
is still there over that area. That
position is clear; we are committed
to that position.

WMo TM wAET Wifgmr s
TE/T, . ..

weaw A ¢ i qreEdeady
fasgr

To TM AT WifEm . wow
TR, TT Tl AT FreAr

TR RERY . I Y@ A% WY
F S AR, AT 9F WA qH e 5y
T ?

o TM wAYET ®ifgwr : wmoam
ARIET, RV T FT IAC A 744 E )
AT KA1 AT @ guT g0 F) gy
& ¥ 3 oifeary g wTm L

L BT
T AEY & AFA |
o T wAET Mgy - & o &

W FLQIE | AT IT R IO T
Qfam ) AN wwAFE W@ |

oW WEY ;- AW ¥ At g
ey w1 gwd § 1 WY aTREERQY
favgr 1

% wgq smq
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o T AT Mfga: AT AT
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ww wgYew s ard
famar

o Tw wAYET Wifg ;- wEw
adeT, w1 & sgEeqr w1 g W A
I HFATE ?

s wpw ;o 99 1 W9 ®
€T T 3, a9 W9 sqgaeqr &7 AW
IR § | e w7 & Az ?

WMo TW wANET Mifgay : & gfaan
W ¥ q § sgaedr #71 e IS W
£ %9 ¥ fomr & fs g3 g8 o &
g7 ¥ AF-AgE & fasy g7 el
W & fag A tfaen W & A W@
qET Gt qoAT vt g X wigew
R ey FEAE &7 qqr T A §
fe qifFear qar ®0m, @ g7 qar
4, a1 33 g A wdA & €@
o g fow &8 a1 w1 F g fF
Horfgz W Ty wd ¥ @Y, wew
@1, ag TOX & {5 wifveaTs A ST
& qfE FO 71 g% § W) i
qg W GEIATA FH W ITH Wi
qA ®T, T OF & faamgr W@ A g
T wRY ¥ A9 AR ¢F €1 gew frar
g AT W Emw R

WqW ARG . IT F 99 AT
gfaar gy, ag IgA 2 g

ot wy fored : wsw wEYEE, IHIA
sfasq AR M I AT W AR Hgw
qAEqT FT A § |

oW RERT  TEEdr W AT
A R g s fear ¢
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&t vy fomd ;. I forar wai
T ? IEA w7 Y i amawedt &
I A AL T B OATHLAT &

TR AET  (H F RAST WT9A
T EETR

ot my formd : & w7 W g ?
wTy ¥forg 7

QW REAT N FIHEEY
faegr o

Shrimati Tarkeshwarl Sinha (Barh):
May 1 know whether the govern-
ment is aware of the letter which the
late Mr. Nehru wrote to the U.N.
commission in which he pointed out
that in the peculiar situation of Kash-
mir, the question of security from
external aggression and the problem
of law and order were linked together
and hence India could not agree to a
reduction ¢f the forces suo motu.
May I know whether the government
is aware that at that time Mr. Nehru
did not use this word, the State of
Jammu and Kashmir because he knew
that the Pakistani occupied area of
Azad Kashmir was in their unautho-
rised occupation, he put in these two
words ‘peculiar situation’? Is the
Government aware of this particular
expression being used by the late Mr.
Nehru rcalising the importance and
the complexity of the situation and
it so why did the government put in
categorically the State of Jammu and
Kashmir?

Shri Y. B. Chavan: As I said what-
ever term they may be using, we
consider even that part of Jammu
«nd Kashmir as Jammu and Kashmir,





