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1313} hrs,
BUSINESS ADVISORY COMMITTEE

FORTY-THIRD REPORT

The Minister of Parliamentary
Affairs and Communicationg  (Shri
Satya Narayan Sinha): I beg to move:

“That this House agrees with
the Forty-third Report of the

Business Advisory Committee pre-

sented to the House on the 15th

February, 1966.”

Mr. Speaker: The question is: '

“That this House agrees with
the Forty-third Report of the Busi-
ness Advisory Committee present-
ed to, the House on the 15th
February, 1966.”

The motion was adopted,

13.14 hrs,
INDIAN TARIFF
BILL*

The Minister of Commerce (Shri
Manubhai Shah): I beg to move for
leave to introduce a Bill further to
amend the Indian Tariff Act, 1934.

Mr. Speaker: The question is:
“That leave be granted to in-
troduce a Bill further to amend
the Indian Tariff Act, 1934.”
The motion was adopted,.

Shri Manubhai Shah:
the Bill

I introducet

13.14f hra

STATEMENT RE. INDIAN TARIFF
(AMENDMENT) ORDINANCES

The Minister of Commerce (Shri
Manubhal Shah): I beg to lay on the

(AMENDMENT) '
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(Motion)
Table a copy of the explanatory state-
ment giving reasons for immediate
legislation by (1) The Indian  Tariff
(Amendment) Onrdinance, 1988, and
(2) The Indian Tariff (Amendment)
Ordinance, 1866, as required under
rule 71(1) of the Rules of Procedure
and Conduct of Business in Lok Sabha.

13.15 hrs.

MOTION RE. TASHKENT DECLARA-
TION

The Minister of External Affairs
(Shri Swaran Singh): I beg to move:

“That the Tashkent Declaratign
be taken into consideration.”

Shri U. M. Trivedi (Mandsaur): I
woulq like to rise on a point of order
whether this motion is in order.

Mr. Speaker: Only after I have
placed the motion before the House,
can anything be moved.

Shri Swaran Singh: I must confess
that I might have been able to give a
little longer statement at this stage,
but the ingistence on the part of the
hon. members to ask questions about
the tragic circumstances under which
we lost our Prime Minister has brought
vividly back to my mind—and 1 amr
sure to the mind of my colleague, Shri
Chavan, also—the very painful and
touching atmosphere when we heard
in our own hotel about the sudden
illness of our late Prime Minister.

Sir, after this lapse of time and per-
haps in an atmosphere which is diffe-
rent, we can look back with perhaps
a little critical eye and with a certaln
objectivity, But we would not be
human beings if it were expected that
we would be able to face all that with
the fortitude that is normally expect-
ed from us.

About the Tashkent Declaration, the
Prime Minister was good enough to
make a statement and a eopy of that
has been laid on the Table of the
House yesterday. A copy of  the

“*Published in Gazette of Indla extraordinary, Part II, Section 1II,

dated 16-2-1966.

tIntroduced with the recommendation of the President.
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Tashkent Declaration has also been
laid on the Table of the House. A
brief statement has also been made
giving the salient features of the
Tashkent Declaration and some infor-
mation about the follow-up action that
has already been initiated and also ac-
complished between the two coun-
tries, India and Pakistan. I will not
repeat what is containeq in that state-
ment. I would, at this stage, draw
attention to only some of the impor-
tant aspucts of the Tashkent Declara-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, Sir, the circumstances
and the back-ground in which the
two Heaids of Governments of India
and Pakistan, Shri La) Bahadur Shas-
tri and President Ayub Khan, met in
Tashkent are well known. The late
Prime Minister, Shri- Lal Bahadur
Shastri, before the House adjourned
on the last occasion, himself made a
statement about his intention to go
to Tashkent and several hon. members
belonging to different parties ang diffe-
rent groups made some observations
on that occasion. He responded to
the suggestion made by the Chairman
of the Council of Ministers of U.S.S.R.
to go to Tashkent and he agreed to
have di ions with President Ayub
Khan, so that the relations between
the two neighbouring countries, India
and Pakistan, might improve. It is
not for me to take any time on the
description of those relations. I can
say that, ever since Partition in spite
of our best efforts at the governmental
level and even at non-governmental
level, the relations between the two
countries, India ‘and Rakistan, con-
tinueq to be highly strained and this
culminated in a clash of armed forces.
India faced the aggression and India
vaiiantly fought to maintain the in-
tegrity and sovereignty of the coun-
try. Our thought first "of all goes,
when we talk of this conflict, to the
valiant soldiers, airmen and members
of the security forces, police and
others, who feught so bravely to
maintain the honour and dignity of
our country and to repel the aggres-
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actual sustenance of the efforts which
had been made by the armeq forces
and also the psychological impression
and feeling of cohesion, of  unity,
that was .created in the country will
always remain as the most heart-
warming experiences of all of us.

At this stage, it is not my intention
to go into the details thereof. When
we went to Tashkent, the cease-fire
which had been agreed upon by Pa-
kistan and India was very uneasy;
there were violations almost every
day, ang tens or dozens of these viola-
tions sometimes took place in the
different sectors in which the two
Armies were confronting each other.
J# my memory helps me aright, we
have already lodged protests against
something like 1600 or 1700 violations
nf the cease-fire, before the UN Obser-
vers; and there were shootings gome-
times by civilians and sometimes by
Army men. This was the state of
affairs even after a formal declara-
tion by the two Governments that
they had accepted the cease-fire in
response to the resolution and the
appeals issued by the Security Council
and the Secretary-Genera] of the
United Nations.

There was no agreement and there
wvras not even a purposeful discussion
about the withdrawal of armed per-
gonnel. The two Armies were inter-
Jocked. 1 myweelf had occasion to go
to some of the forward areas, as I
am sure many hon, Members of this
Tlouse must have done; we had soldicrs
en either side in trenches and the
like; facing cach other in the ficlds
with desolation al] round, and every-
ane In the grip of tension. This was
e state of affairs when we went to
Tashkent.

Before going to Tashkent, Prime
Minister Lal Bahadur Shastri had taken
this august House and the country into
confidence sbout his way of thinking.
On the political question, namely about
Jammu ang Kashmir, he had made »

" very clear statement in the House and

i

that thig is sn integral psrt

sion. The sponta co-ope
offered by the civillan population in

of india, and the eovereignty of
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Jammu and Kashmir is not negotiable
.He said that this is our stand on
Jammu and Kaghmir. I can say with-
out the least hesitation, and with
great sense of pride, that he stuck
steadfast to this position all through
these talks in Tashkent, and he did
not budge an inch from that stand.
He had said when he would go there,
if the other side said anything about
Kashmir or suggested that this was
the Pakistan attitude about Kashmir,
he would not run away from that
meeting or conference, nor would he
say that he was going to shut his ears
to that; but he said in his own
inimitable way that when any such
question was raised, he would reite-
rate the Indian position in unmistak-
able terms. This was the promise
which he redeemed throughout these
talks, and thig is reflected in the
Declaration itself. In the Declaration
itself it is clearly mentioned that each
side reiterateq its position on the
question of Jammu and Kashmir.
Therefore, there is no doubt that
this position was very clearly reiterat-

It is true that Pakistan did not
accept our position just as we do not
accept their attitude on this, and if
1 may say so, there was agreement
to disagree. This was not left to
chance or speculation but was men-
tioned in the Declaration itself that
each side reiterated its respective stand
on the question of Jammu and Kash-
mir.

8hrl Tyagl (Dehra Dun):
were their views?

‘What

Shri Swaran Singh: On the ques-
tion of restoration of peace, which
was the main objective before Shri
Lal Bahadur Shastri when he went
there, anq about which he made no
secret, he very patiently, very gently,
hut very firmly pursued that line from
the very beginning of these talks.

I was glancing through the very
clear statement that he had made in
the plenery session when this confer-
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ence opened. As the House is no doubt
aware, the conference opened at Tash-
kent in the presence of Mr. Kosygin,
Chairman of the Counci] of Ministers
of the USSR with his other distin-
guished colleagues, President Ayub
Khan with his Ministers and other
senior members of his delegation, and
we were also present at that time.
It is very important to note that in
the very initial stages, Prime Minister
Lal Bahadur Shastri clearly spelt out
the objectives that were before him
when he entered these talks and dis-
cussions.

I woulq like to remind the House
about one or two significant passages
in the opening speech of Shri Lal
Bahadur Shastri. 1 am referring to
this only to show that what he said
in the initial stages he really achieved
towards the end when the Tashkent
Declaration was actually finalised, and
some of the ideas which he had pro-
jected in the initial stages were
actually embodied in one form or the
other in the final Declaration itself.
1 shall not take long over this, and
1 shall read out only the most impor-
tant parts of his speech.

One of the things that Shri  Lal
Bahadur Shastri said in his statement
on January 4th, at plenary session
was this:

‘I know there are many un-
resolveq differences between our
two countries. Even between
countries with the best of rela-
tionship there are differences and
even disputes. The question which
we have both to face is whether
we should think of force as a
method of solving them or
whether we should decide and
declare that force will never
be used. If other countries, even
those with vast resources and
much deeper differences, can avoid
an armed conflit and live to-
gether on the basis of peaceful
coexistence, should not countries
like India and TPakistan whose
main problem is the economic
betterment of their people give
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up the idea of solving any pro-
" blems by recourse to arms?”.

1 shall not read out the subsequent
parts, though they are important, but
1 shall refer to one other part, which
was as follows:

“The foundation of good
neighbourly relationship should
be, as I have said, the acceptance
of the policy of peaceful coexis-
tence. In pursuance of this, action
will have to be tuken un several
fronts.”.

He even enumerated those fronts. He
said:

“For instance, the atmosphcre of
cold war has to be removed. If
through propaganda in the press
or by radio, a feeling of animosity
or distrust 1s generated and sus-
tained between the two countries,
whatever we as heads of two
Governments might say, there
will always exist the danger of
a conflict. Our aim should be to
improve the totality of the rela-
tionship between the two coun-
tries. Our trade has been shrink-
ing; it should grow instead. Many
rivers flow between India and
Pakistan; instead of being a source
of controversy, they could through
co-opeative endeavour enrich both
our countries. There are many
other areas of economic co-opera-
tion which given goodwill and
understanding can be developed
to our mutual advantage.”.

1 am referring to this in order to
show that when Shri Lal Bahadur
Shastri went, the immediate objective
before him was that of reversing the
trend that unfortunately bedevilled
the relations between India and Pa-
kistan. Not only was he i
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the two countries should develop and
prosper and get strengthened.

When he said that, immediately
thereafter, being a great realist, he
haq said:

“In saying all this, I am not
trying to suggest that we could
shut our eyes to thc many points
of difference that exist between
the two countries. 1 do not want
to enumerate them. But what I do
say, however, is that all these pro-
blems must be resolved through
talks and negotiations and not
by resort to force. An armed con-
flict creates more problems than it
solves. It is an impediment 1o
understanding and agrecment. On
the other hand, in an atmosphere
of peace, we can make real pro-
gress towards solving the differ-
ences between us.”.

I am sorry I quoted at length, but 1
could not find better words really in
support of the basic philosophy be-
hind the Tashkent agreement than the

- words of our late Prime Minister Shri

Lal Bahadur Shastri. These words he
did not utter after the finalisation of
the agreement, but they were some-
thing prophetic in the opening address
that he made. All the essential ingre-
dients of the Tashkent Declaration are
embodied in these sentiments which
were 80 vividly and so touchingly ex-
pressed by Shri La] Bahadur Shastri
in his opening speech.

If this Tashkent Declaration is exa-
mined against that background, I am
sure that every section of thig hon.
House and I hope our countrymren at
large—will be convinced that  Shri
Lal Bahadur Shastrl went to Tash-
kent with certain clear objectives be-
fore him; and we are very happy and
very proud, in retrospect. to recall that
he ded in a very large measure

that without reversing this trend, good
relations anq good neighbourly rela-
tions would not develop and would
not be strengthened between the two
countries. but he had a positive pic-
fure before him of developing and
strengthening the economic relations
an that the normal relations between

in reversing the trends that existed
between the two countries and  in
genersting an atmosphere of peace and
in stabilising pesce between our two
countries. I am a realist enough,
having been involved in these Indo-
Pekistan problems ever since parti-
tion took place and Pakistan was
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created as a separate country; I my-
self had to deal with various problems,
very painful problems, even when I
was in Punjab, the huge problems that
were created by migration of people,
division of assets ang the like and all
the tensions that got built up. It is
very easy for people sitting and tak-
ing a very theoretical view and trying
to scrutinise each and every word and
attempting to point out that an ‘i’ could
be dotted or a ‘t’ could be crossed,
but it is casily forgotten that if the
objective to be achieved is the rever-
sal of the -unfortunate trends, that
has to be done on a somewhal
reciprocal basis. Jt was also his
objective, which he did not at any
time hide, that ‘while sticking to my
basic stand. while sticking to the
realisation of the basic objective, I
am flexible enough to see the view-
point of the other party also', because
he was not a person who would like
to adopt an attitude where at the
end he could say, ‘I have turned down
all the points that were suggested by
the other side and so 1 have achieved
all that I wanted to'. That was not
the spirit in which he entered these
-discussions.

1 am mentioning this becausc it is
very easy to criticise these things.
It I alone were the author of that
document, if only an Indian represen-
tative had had to draft this Dcclara-
tion, its language could be different,
its content could perhaps be stronger.
But let us always remember that this
was a document which was evolved
as a result of very elaborate discus-
sion, and the attitude on our side—I
wil] be quite frank in saying that—
wag not to take a rigid stand. We
were fully aware—I and my colleague,
‘Shri Chavan, who were assisting our
)ate Prime Minjster, Shri Lal Bahadur
Shastri, assisted by our advisers—we
were always conscious of, and kept
‘before us, the basic objective. Stick-
ing to our basic objective, we did not
want to take such a rigid attitude that
no option was left to the other side
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except to say ‘no’. Alm, we were
anxious to achieve a solution which
should be broadly acceptable not only
to the two Governments or the heads
of government but to the people of
India and to the people of Pakistan.

Therefore, I would beg of this hon,
House to scrutinise this agreement
against that background also. It is
not a document of which I alone am
the author. It is a compromise docu-
ment. You may find that there are
adjustments at several occasions, ad-
justments which we very oarefully
scrutinised to meet the viewpoint of
the other side. Our objective was. . .

ft TRTERAT (FA™) ;W9
TEY W T ATEY, WY B GQqT IR 1R
i e e T ¥ agwa A 8

st vl ey :qg I F=EIC AT
§ | T S W W) gEwE A wfwr
Ll

ot oRsaCeeT . WY F gOEr
qfeeg & #gy & & AT W) agr o
< AT fear 1 W dEER | oWy
T T guwy |

Shri Swaran Singh: I did not yield.

WS AER: T8 Pk wHEAr g
g fr wagdiw § a9 9 S
vy Y & T Ww, aY ¥ W
T FF )

ot TRt T g § 9Har
7 v &1 3w A &

Shri Swaran Singh: I was submitt-
ing that there are portions in this
document which can be regardeq as
compromise proposal or proposals
which are the result of a compromise
between two different viewpoints. In
fact, I am happy that we were able
to achieve this agreement in which
either side, when they could ge back
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to their country, could project tq their
own people that this is something in
which there is no defcat for any party,
but there is this gain because both
sides have gained peace. Our efforts,
on both sides, have to be directed to
stabilise and strengthen that peace and
to give real content to that concept
of peace which is the king-pin of the
Tashkent Declaration.

Having said that, I would now like
to mention some of the points which
have been worrying certain hon.
Members of this House and even peo-
ple outside. Before doing that, I
would very humbly urge, and very
earnestly appeal, to, all sections of the
House and my countrymen at large
not to view this as a party issue. This
is a nationa] issue and we have to look
to the interests of the country as a
whole, to the interests of the people
as a whole. I would appeal to hon.
Members not to make political capital
of it but to view it as an issue which
concerns all of us.

Shri Maurya (Aligarh): That is your
job; making political capital is your
job. Say boldly that you want parti-
tion.

Shri Swaran Singh: One of the
points of criticism in the statemenls
of some hon. Members, in the press
and elsewhere, is about the with-
drawals. On this, I would not like to
say much. I would only draw atten-
tion of the House to the stand that
the late Prime Minister,
Bahadur Shastri, had taken when he
was approached by the UN Secretary-
General for a cease-fire and for with-
drawals. In response to that, 8hri
Lal Bahadur Shastri in his letter to
the UN Secretary-General of 14
September 1968 had stated this—a copy
of this letter has already been placed
on the Table of the House and  Shri
Lal Bahadur Shastri also made a state-
ment here—

"Let me make it perfectly clear,
Mr. Secretary-General, that when
consequent upon the ceage-fire

Shri Lal,
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becoming effective further details
are considered, we shall not
ugree to any disposition which
will leave the door open for fur-
ther inflltrations or prevent us
from dealing with the inflitrations
that have taken place”.

This was the criterion that he had
enunciated. This he had repeated in
different forms in the House, in the
other place and aiso in his gtatements
to the press. We have to examine
whether the Tashkent Declaration,
judged in the light of these state-
ments answers some of the doubts
that have been raised.

May be, these doubts have been
raised about the wisdom or propriety
of the withdrawals of the armed forces
without appreciating various aspects.
In this connection, without going into
details, I would mention three salient
points. In the Tashkent Declaration
there is the agreement signed by the
two heads of government that they
will not have recourse to the use of
force for settlement of any dispute
betwecn the two countries. Secondly,
they have agreed that there will be
non-interference in the internal affairs
of each other. Thirdly, that in the
Jammu and Kashmir State ceasefire
terms on the ceasefire line will be
observed. Now, if these three condi-
tions are faithfully carried out by each
side, ‘the basic condition that Shri Lal
Bahadur Shastri had made when he
wrote to the Secretary-General, and
which he repeated in different forms
in the House and outside, is satisfled.
I claim that these three oonditions
tully answer any doubt that may arise
in the mind of any hon. Member here.

Shrf Mauriya: What about infiltra-
tors?

8hri Swaran Singh: Sending of in-
filtrgtors, armed infiltrators, as was
done by Pakistan gnd unpder their
inspiration and guidanee, when they
sent peqple in this manner intp the
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State of Jammu and Kashmir, that
was obviously use of force. What else
is use of force if sending of armed
inflitrators into another territory is not
use of force? This is obviously use of
force.

ot gew W wwwW : qET TG
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Mr. Speaker:
speech.

Let him finish his
i

Shri Swaran Singh: Observance of
the cease-fire terms on the cease-fire
line is another important thing. Then
non-interference in internal affairs. I
am conscious, I know that some of
the doubts that have been raised in
she minds of the hon, Members and
other persons with the best of inten-
tions—I do not say anything against
any individual—may be due to some
of the interpretations which have been
put in an onesided manner by com-
mentators or sometimes even by pub-
lic men, even Ministers of Pakistan,
but it will be a very unsatisfactory
state of affairs if we are deflected
from an objective interpretation of
something which is in writing, and if
we get excited about the onesided in-
terpretation that might be put on any
provision on the other side. The
obvious course that is open to us at
that time is to state clearly that their
interpretation Is incorrect, and this we
have taken care to clarify on various
occasions. That is why I am saying
that our interpretation, which i3
borne out by the text and by the
back-ground and by the circumstances,
is quite clear and quite unambiguous
that these three conditions definitely
take care of inflltrators. I would like
to add one thing more.

it gew Wy wwwrr : TifeETT §
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Sari Swaran Singh: 1 was saying
that the three conditions that are

embodied in the declaration provide
fully fhe necessary guarantees, the
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necessary agreement, ang this defi-
nitely covers the inflitrators.

I would like to remind the hon.
House that even Pakistan does not
claim that they have the right to send
infiltrators. They have never owned
any responsibility for the infiltrators.
We have always tried to pin down the
responsibility on them. It is something
which is not even claimed by them
that by this agreement they have the
right to send infiltrators. So, why
should we say something which is not
even suggested or claimed by them?
It i3 quite obvious that non-use of
force, observance of the cease-fire
terms, non-interference in internal
affairs, these three are very important -
points, and this is the real basis for
our interpretation, which is fully
borne out by the background and the
circumstances, that infiltrators are-
covered.

About withdrawals, the occupation
of Kargil, Haji Pir and Tithwal, as
was stateq by my colleague, Shri
Chavan in the House and also by Shri
Lal Bahadur Shastri on several occa-
sions, was necessitated by the military
situation that faced us. Here were
these large number of armed infiltra-
tors coming in. We approached

.Pakistan that they should own respon-

sibility and withdraw them. They did
neither of the two. We had, therefore,
to defend our territory, and to pre-
vent infiltration we moved to  these
places. We went to Kargil because we
had to protect our lines of communi-
cation to the Ladakh area. All those
actions had been taken with the object
of safeguarding our integrity, safe-
guarding our sovereignty over these
areas, and therefore, after these three-
conditions have been agreed upon—
that cease-fire terms on the cease-fire:
line wil] be observed; non-use of force,
which, T have said, covers inflitrators:
and non-interference in internal
affairs—our continuance in these areas
was a question about which we did
not take a decision lightly. We were
faced with this position. Interrup—
tions).
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Shri Swaran Singh: | promise I will .
listen with the greatest respect to the
very learned speeches and very force-
ful speeches that Shri Bade and his
colleagues will make, and I would
only expect that he will be good
enough o show me the courtesy of at
any rate being able ¢o put across my
viewpoint. I know that he does not
agree, he may not agree. It will be
my endeavour to persuade him te
agree to this viewpoint. At the end,
even two countries which had fought
agreed to disagree. Let us also at
least agree to discgree.

I would like to say that I will be
able to give all the information which
the Swamiji or any other Member
may want. When in their speeches
they make their statements, I shall
endeavour to answer them. At this
stage I would say both withdrawal
and the question of infiltrators are
linked with the three conditions, the
three important decisions that had
been agreed upon between the two
Governments, and this explains the
withdrawal.

We were in Haji Pir, we were in
Kargil, we were in Tithwpl, We were
also in the Lahore and Sihlket sector,
and Pakistan was in the Chamb sec-
tor; they were also in Amritsar Dis.
trict in the Khemkaran area and they
were also in certain parts in Rajasthan
So. the question thaf was before my
colleague Shri Chavan and myseM was
this. Shri Chavan gave a3 great deal
of consideration to the militery as-
pect, and all of us had to take s
decision as to whether there will be
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justification for us to continue to stay
in Haji Pir, in Tithwal and in Kargil
and to face also the situation that
Pakistan continues to stay in Chamb
and in Khemkaran and Rajasthan,
and we continue to stay in the Bialkot
and Lahore sectors after these three
conditions had been agreed upon. !
may make it clear, and I am sure that
any person who dispassionately ex-
amines the situation will agree with
me, that after these three conditions
are fulfilled, it does not stand to rea-
son that this military confrontation
between the two countrias should
continue, that our soldiers should con.
tinue to lie in the trenches and in the
felds facing each other at a distance
of 50 to 100 yards, with shiping going
on all the time, with cease-fire viola-
tion, and killings going on, with civi-
lians on either side in the grip of
tension and the 600 million people of
India and Pakistan always under this
tension. I would most earnestly ap-
peal to the hon. Members to view in
that background. We were fully con-
vinced that after these agreements we
nust accept this diseneagement and
must withdraw. It was in pursuance
of ‘this very careful examination tha
Bhri Lal Bahadur Shastri came to the
conclusion that if, notwithstanding the
egreement on these three issues, we
continue confrontation we would not
be acting in the best interests of the
people of India and Pakistan and we
would also be creating the impression
nl] over the world that, notw:thstand-
ing these r bl arr
these countrieg were determined to
+ carry- on the. policy of confrontation
and tension. So, we have to view this
fAuestion of.with@rawals in the back-
» ground of these observations that T
have made.

625

.There are other positive features of
this agreement. Some people sav that
this might affect our military pre-
paredeness. That is a subject on
which Shri Chavan with hiy intimate
knowledge @nd the way he has handl-
ed our defencey at a very crucial and
dificult moment is more qualified to
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give any further detail. He had ap-
plied his mind very carefully and he
and his advisers were of the view that
far from affecting our defence pre-
paredness any lessenning of tension
in one area obviously adds to the de-
fence potemtial. There is an arrange-
ment here that there will be various
meetings at Ministers’ level and offi-
cial level so that this polarisation,
this unfortunate cutting of all lines of
communication that has taken place
as a result of the conflict and the
mounting tensions—these should dis-
appear. People at various levels and
directly concerned with all aspects of
governmertal and public life should
meet cach other and try to resolve
the problems that require to be golv-
ed, for the two countries have to live
in good neighbourly relations, The
Tashkent Declaration can broadly be
divided into two parts. The first part
that I have touched upon gave a great
deal of attention to undoing the
many complications that had
arisen as result of the conflict. Diplo-
matic relations had virtually, though
not formally, been shapped; the mis-
slons were not functioning; there was
no communication between the two:
overflights were not there, A number
of other things had happened. There
were internees and prisoners on elther
side. All these problems that had
been thrown up as a result of the
armed conflict were sought to be nor-
malised and norma] neighbourly re-
lations between two neighbours were
sought to be restored. The central
philosophy was the insistence on
peace.. The actions that were taken
really follow from thaf. It .is not my

. Intention to, go- into gpeater detail T

have confined myself to certain broad
aspects and 3 broad arproach and the
main structure of the Tashkent Dec-
laration. ¥ want to make it clear that
we on our side are determined to Im-
plement very faithfully and verv con-
scientiouslv this agreement which was,
if T may gav so, the last gift of our
late Prime Minister Shastri to ou~
country. He led the country in an
admirable manner when our country
faced aggression and the honour and
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dignity of the country was raised by
the heroic manner in which we de-
defended our country under his lead-
ership. I am sure that the part of peace
15 really our normal way of thinking
and it is a path which we ourselves
have asked other countries to follow
because we genuinely believe in the
path of peace. The return to the path
of peace should be a matter of satis-
faction rather thap a matter of crit-
icism or concern to any section ir our
House.

Shri Harl Vishnu Kamath (Hoshan-
gabad): Peace with honour.

. Shrj Swaran Bingh: With these
words. I commend my motion to the
House. .
M. Speaker: I shail place the mou-
tion before the House: Motion moved:
“That the Tashkent Declaration
be taken into consideration”.
Shri Trivedi wanted to raise some
constitutional point.

Shri U. M. Trivedi: Sir, on a point
of order. 1 do not want to offer my
comments on the blased statement
that had been made by the hon. Minis-
ter; I will steer clear of that,  This
Resolution has now been moved and
is going to be discussed as an ordinary
motion before this House. If it is car-
ried by a bare majority. ... (Interrup-
tions.)

Mr. Speaker: Some one on behalf
of the Government may have to reply
¥ there is a constitutional question. So,
the Law Minister may be asked to
come.

The Minister of State in the Depart-
ment of Patliamentary Affairs and
Communications © (Shri  Jaganatha
Rdo0): 1 am here.. .. (Interruptions.)

Mr. Speaker: It is not my job. Let
them make any arrangement.

8hri Hari Vishnu Kamath: Let them
stew in their own juice.

Shri U M. Trivedi: Knowing the
procedure of this Houge, this motion
can be carried even by an absolute
majority of even one. The point in-
volved in this motion as has been con-
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ceded by the Minister ig that we are
going to give up our hold on Kargil,
Tithwal and Haji Pir jreas of the
State of Jammu and Kashmir.
The sovercignty over this area—not
that it was under our con-
trol--was our always. We have dec-
lared from housetops that the Jammu
and Kashmir State is an integral part
of India. It has been an integral part
df India as defined in article 1 of our
constitution and also as defined in
Schedule I pertaining to that .. tle.
According to the political map sup-
plied to all of us by the Surveyor
General of India, the whole of Jammu
and Kashmir State is shown as part
of India. We have bcen able tn re-
cover parts of that State, and nreas
which were lost have been recwvered
by us. Now, we want to give up that
territory. 1 am not challenging the
authority of this House or the antho-
rity of the Constitution to so amend
the Constitutional provigions to give
up these areas if they like ®. We
did this on a previous occasion. We
wanted to give the territory known ag
Berubari but we had to make an
amendment of the Constitution: the
9th amendment ¢o the Constitution
had to be brought befnre this House
and pursuant to that the schedule was
amended. My point is that when any
territory which belongs te the U:ion
of India has got to bpe given, it can
only be given in that way as has been
opined by civil reference No. 1 of
1959 to the Supreme Court It can be
given if a law relatable to article 368
of the Constitution is hrought tefore
the House and the amendment of ¢he
Constitution takes place It is purriant
to that that the 9th amendment ~=me
up before the House. T4 has been stat-

‘ed unequivocally Ty thé hon. Minis-

ter who has moved this motion that
he wanted to give un possession of
Kargil. Hajipir and Tithwa! area T do
not want to look at it voliticallv row
because 1 am raising a noint of «.der
about this motion
14 hrs.

L]
and
not before

the political
me.

The impropriety
outlook of it are
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Therefore what I am submitting
is based upon the position, name-
ly, it we have to give up these
territories, whether this resolution
is the proper mode of giving up
these territories, whether this re-
solution is enough and whether
the resolution in terms of articlc 368
of the Constitution is called for. [ say
this because the provision under arti-
cle 368 is that such a resolution could
only be passed by a majority of the
total membership of ‘ne House .nd
by a majority of not less than two-
thirds of the members presen; and
voting. I therefore move ths!l this
Tesolution is out of order,

Dr. L. M. Singhvi (Jodhpur): ' am
glad that this question has been raised
at this stage. It is evident that srti-
cle 1 of the Constitution defines the
territories of India and that this arti-
cle can be amended only ky a consti-
tutional amendment. The juristic con-
ception of the Indian Unicn {ncludes
the territory of India a< defined in
article 1 read with the First Sche-
dule.

Sir, 1 would like to cite article 1,
-snb-clause (3) in partict.lar, which
savs:

“The territory of Iadi1 shal! com-
comprise—

(a) the territories of the
States;

(b) the Union territories
specified in the Fir,t Schedule;
and

(¢) such other tarritories as
may . be acquired”.
Now, the territories of the States in-
clude, according to ertry '5 in the
PFirst Schedule of the Constitution.
the Indian State of Jammu and Kash-
mir before the commencement of the
Constitution. We have claimed time
and again that the Indian State of
Jammu and Kashmir which ac-
ceded to India comprises the
territory of the former princely
Indian State 4f Jammu and Kashmir.
Tt is on this ground that we have
claimed in the United Nations
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under the UN resolution of 1948
that Pakistan must first vacate the
territory occupied by them and be-
longing to the forme- princely State
of Jammu and Kashmir which is in
their illega] occupation. It is on this
very ground that the Government of
India alleged that the transfer of large
tracts of Indian territorv whicn form-
ed part of the State of Jammu sad
Kashmir by Pakistan to China by
means of an agreement was ap 1llega-
lity. If it is held or if the Govera-
ment wishes to take the porition :aat
this was not a part o! the State eof
Jammu and Kashmir, then the bo'tom
goes out of the whole of ‘he Indian
argument.

But what is more inportent is the
constitutional position which .as my
hon. friend Shri Trivedi pointed out
was made clear by Their Lordships ef
the Supreme Court ‘n the Berubari
refetence. I would like to refer to twe
sentences from the opinion of the
Supreme Court in that case. It read«:

“....it is an essential atrribute
to sovereignty that a sovereign
state can acquire "foreign territory
and can, in case of necessity, cede

a part of its territory in favour of

a foreign state, and this can be

done in exercise of its treaty-

making power....This power, it
may be added, is of course stb-
ject to limitations which the
constitution of the state may
either expresgly or by necesssry
implication impose in that behslf;
in other words, the auestion as tc

how treaties can be mude by a

sovereign state in regard to a

cession of national territory and
© how treaties when made can be
- implemented would be governed

by the provisions in the constitu-
tion of the country”.

The motion. ag it isg before us, is
only for consideration of the Tashkent
declaration. The , Government if it
wishes to implement the operative
portion of the Tashkent declaration,
must therefore necessarily bring about
a constitutional amendment to spell
out the position and the circumst-
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ances under which it is ceding this
territory to Pakistan, I therefore
move that at the very least either the
Government must make a presi-
dential reference to the Suprcme
Court in this respect or the House
should be given the right to hear the
Attorney-General on this very im-
portant constitutional issue which is
of far-reaching significance.

wd frdge § fe ag & gA R

w3 9 qyAr favg &4

Shri Hari Vishnu Kamath: Mr.
Speaker, Sir, while I am in agree-
ment with the basic constitutional
arguments urged in favour of the
ultra vires character of the operative
‘part of the Tashkent declaration, may
1 invite your attention and the at-
tention of the House to a factual posi-
tion that was adumbrated by the Home
Minister, who fortunately is present
in the House now, in answer to a
specific question put in the last ses-
gion. The question was whether, to
the liberated—in legal parlance ‘re-
covered'—territories of Haji Pir, Tith-
wal and Kargil, the laws of the Indian
union and the constitutional provisions
that have been extended to Kashmir,
had been applied—whether those pro-
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visions have been applied to these
liberated areag as well—and whether
the jurisdiction of the Indian union
and of the State Government is com-
plete over those areas. The Minister

ically and specifically replied
that that was the position; that the
laws have been extended and tha
jurisdiction of the Jammu and Kash-
mir State and of the Indian unior
ig complete over these areas of Haji
Pir, Tithwal and Kargil.

Now, what will be the effect of the
withdrawal, or the proposed with-
drawal, the Indian withdrawal from
these areas? Will it not mean, and
would you not agree, that the with-
drawal by us, withdrawal of our
troops, our jurisdiction, our authority
and our power—will it not be tanta-
mount to the cession of our jurisdic-
tions, our sovereignty, to a foreign
State who will immediately occupy—
they must already preparing to
occupy—these areas militarily, the
areas of Tithwal, Kargil and Haji Pir?
That means to say, the Government
has ceded, or the Government propose
to ecde without the approval of
Parliament ag required by article 3
of the Constitution, those areas which
are ours, which are India's to a 'for-
eign State, that is, Pakistan. There-
fore, that part is ultra vires of the
Constitution.

Shri Daji (Indore): I beg ¢to differ
from the points of order raised by
some of our hon. Members, Though
the position regarding the final cession
of territory is not very clear by the
opinion of the Supreme Court, cited

my hon. friend Shri Trivedj and
aiso relied upon by my hon. friend
Dr. Singhvi, I would like to point out
that in their overenthusiasm they are
doing a disservice to the nation at the
present juncture. What we are now
doing is, we are not ceding our sov-
ereignty or seceding our sovereignty
over the areas of Haji Pir and the
rest. That condept is absolutely ab-
sent. Let us not go a step forward
and let ug not beg the question and
play into the hand® of Pakistan.—a
question which could possibly end
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plausibly be Bubsequently raised
by Pakistan. That question of consti-
tutional amendment can come only if
the Government comes forward, as in
the case of the Berubari cession, for
the fina] cession of the territory oc-
cupied by us, What we are now do-
ing is only to withdraw our de facto
sovereignty and not our de jure gov-
ereighty. Constitutional de facto con-
trol can be withdrawn. As Shri
Kamath and Shri Trivedi pointed out,
all these years, these territories were
under the control of Pakistan and yet
we claimed full sovereignty over those
territories. Even now we shall con-
tinue to claim that sovereignty until
final settlement is reached. There-
fore, as long as the question of seced-
ing the sovereignty does not arise, the
question of constitutional amendment
does not arise. (Interruption).

Mr. Speaker: Order, order.

Shri Dafi: Let the hon, Members
bear with me one a constitutional
point, which I am making.

Mr. Speaker: That is what I am
asking the Members.

Shri Daji: T am requesting them
only through you, Sir. So, my sub-
mission is, the question of constitu-
tional point of order should be ex-
amined dispassionately apart from our
predilection on the merits of this is-
sue. When a constitutional point of
order is referred to, the lawyer may
not like a particular brief, but he
has to put the facts of the law and
the facts of the case as dispassionate-
ly as possible. I cannot project my
likes or dislikes into a constitutional
argument. What I am submitting is,
the Berubari case applies when we
secede or cede a territory permanent-
ly, including the cession of our sov-
ereignty. Here, we are not ceeding
our sovereign right over the territory.
We are only coming to an arrange-
ment which existed before a particu-
lar date. The a:rangement was dis-
turbed, because of the Pakistani ag-
gression. Everyone agrees that before
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the position was disturbed by Pakis-
tani aggression and our counter-ac-
tion, though we did not in fact physi-
cally possesg that territory, the sov-
ereign rights of ours were claimed by
us and asserted by us, even without
physical possession. Sovereignty can
be claimed and exercised without
physical possession. This distinction
has to be borne in mind and if that
is borne in mind, then no constitu-
tional amendment is necessary at this
moment.

Q% wrta qaew ;- § 5@ 9 Ay
wry ifsEm g 3 TRs &1 &
IR TN GT E §

Shri Daji: 1 will not tolerate this
kind of aspersion. No member is al-
lowed to cast aspersions on the opi-
nion expressed by another member,
My friend just now said that I want
to hand over this via Pakistan to
China. When constitutional points are
discussed, I have got the right to ex-
press my views and I have exercised
that right I resent this aspersion and
it should be withdrawn. There can
be no cool and calm discussion in
Parliament if such aspersions are al-
lowed to be made.

Shri Bade: He said that we are
playing into the hands of Pakistan.

Shri Daji: I said it objectively.

Mr. Speaker: Words flung in t¢his
careless manner do not help anybody.

Shri H N. Mukerjee (Calcutta
Central): Sir, even though it is not
for us to pull the Government's
chestnuts out of the fire, I would sup-
plement basically what Mr. Daji had
tried to say. In law, the entire State
of Jammu and Kashmir is part of the
Indian Union, but as a matter of fact,
certain areas in Jammu and Kashmir
are, according to India, in the illegal
occupation of Pakistan or of people
acting as proxies on behalf of Pakis-
tan. Our stand has always been to
secure a settlement of this matter and
to restore to ourselves effective
sovereignty which is today nominal
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sovereignty over certain areas of
Jammu and Kashmir. Pakistan’s pur-
pose, on the other hand, has been
somewhat different, with the result
that last year Pakistan made an effort
by armed force, by inflitration as well
as by military attack, to consolidate iis
hold either by proxy or directly on
certain parts of Jammu and Kashmir.
We repelled that effort of Pakistan.

Two sovereign States—India and
Pakistan—met together through their
representatives and came to an un-
derstanding in relation to what ought
to be done about the settlement of
outstanding issues, among which ne-
cessarily is the question of Jammu
and Kashmir. At that meeting, it
was decided that Pakistan would not
intervene in our affairs and we shall
also not intervene in Pakistani affairs
and all the outstanding questions
would be settled by mutual discussion.
We do not know what is going to be
decided, but if after mutual discussion
to which both countries have agreed,
it is decided that certain portions of
Jammu and Kashmir may have to be
detached—Heaven forbid that kind of
thing happening—but D it is
decided like that, then and then alone
would it be time for the government
to come before this House with what-
ever constitutional amendment or le-
galistic device which might be neces-
sary. At this moment what we are
dealing with is to endorse or not to
endorse the declaration which has
been issued by the government of this
country along with the government of
Pakistan. Our government has per-
formed a sovereign act. Whether in
performing that act, it went against
the wishes of the people whom we
represent here—that is the question
which we are discussing. As Mr. Daji
pointed out. at a later stage, this le-
galistic matter might come up for
discussion, but not at this point. We
are certainly entitled at this point of
time to approve or not to approve of
the declaration.

Shri Kapur Singh (Ludhiana): Sir.
the core of the question which is
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being discussed on the floor off the
House is the ing and substance
of the concept of sovereignty in in-
ternational law. I rise to contest the
point of view which has been so ably
put forward by my ‘friend, Mr, Muker-
jee and my other Communist friends.
They have argued that by withdraw-
ling our military forces under the
circumstances in which we are doing
it, we are not ceding sovereignty and
that our de jure claim of sovereignty
still remains intact. I think that is
not the correct and true position.

These are the maxims of juris-
prudence of intennational law that
sovereignty may be given up in three
modes, either by express consent or
by intention or by conduct. The es-
sence of sovereignty is our power to
go in and come out at our own voli-
tion without the permission of any-
body. So, i somebody drives us by
force out of a territory over which
we have sovereignty, our govereignty
is challenged. But if we go out of
that territory with the intention of
letitng the adversary occupy that ter-
ritory and in the ful] knowledge that
gfter that we shall not be able to ex-
ercise our fundamental right of going
in and coming out at our own voli-
tion, it means both by intention and
by conduct that we are ceding our
sovereignty also. If we go 9n
claiming our de jure right of
sovereignty still remains intact, we
are talking empty words and we are
making claims which will have ab-
solutely no validity before the jurists
of international law. That is my sub-
mission,

Shri Frank Anthony (Nominated—
Anglo—Indians): 1 merely want to
put forward the legal perspective. I
1 get an opportunity to speak, I will
probbably support the Tashkent Deec-
laration. But thg crucial jssue is this.
Having resumed sovereign control of
our own territory, does not voluntarily
abdicating that sovergign control con-
stitute cession? If it ix taken by force.
it ig a different matter. But voluntarily
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abdicating our sovereignty over our
own territory, even if we do that
temporarily, is not that cession? That
ig the issue.
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The Minister of Law (Shri G. 8.
Pathak): Sir, I have not had the good
fortune of hearing the argument of my
learned friend here. But what I have
been able to understand is that ac-
cording to him, withdrawal means
cession of the territory. Abdication is
not the word for that.
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Shri Hari Vishnu Kamath: Cession
of sovereignty.

Shri G. 8. Pathak: Cession of sover-
eignty. 1 hope I have correctly un-
derstood.

Shri Harl Vishnu Kamath: More or
less, rather less than 1nore.

Shri G. 8, Pathak: This expression
“more or less” has really given away
the whole argument. Either it is ces-
sion or it is not cession. It cannot be
more or less or both.
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Shri Harl Vishou Kamath: 1 said
that the minister has understood more

or less, rather less than more. (In-
terruptions).

Shri G. S. Pathak; If it ig desired
by the distinguished Members here
that I should study the entire discus-
sion which has been made, I am pre-
pared to do so and make a statement
tomorrow. If you want that, I am
prepared to do so. Otherwise I will
proceed according to what I have
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understood from the few words which
I have heard today.

Mr. Speaker: Then, probably it
would be better if he studies that and
then gives us the benefit of his advice
tomorrow. We will go on with the
discussion on this.

Shri U. M. Trivedi: We can adjourn
the House for half-an-hour.

Mr. Speaker: This motion is for
consideration only. We can continue
with the discussion, and as was sug-
gested by one of the hon. Members
when that question of approval or
disapproval comes up then this point
can be considered.

Shri H. N. Mukerjee: Sir, I want to
say something in regard to the proce-
dure. I am really flabbergasted. A
question comes up, a point of order
is brought up by the leader of one
of the recognised parties in this House,
There is an array of ministers on the
other side, very senior ministers led
by the Prime Minister herself, the
Home Minister and other Ministers—
Shri Chavan had left. They heard
the points made. Some of us here,
laymen, took part in the discussion
and possibly did not make entirely
irrelevant remarks. We expect
Government to have the elementary
capability to have reservse of mem-
bership present in this House to ans-
wer points which are raised particu-
larly by way of points of order. It is
almost impossible for me to tunction
in this House and take part in the
discussion on a motion for considera-
tion of a matter of international im-
portance and of the greatest national
{impotrance at the same time, when
the whole thing hangs fire, when the
Damocles’ sword of legality is over

. there and no decision is made. The
decision is not made becausé you are
not assited by the representatives of
the Government. Ineptitude, Sir, is
the word. I have got a bad taste in
my mouth over the food debate yes-
terday, and today a very important
international discussion is spoilt by
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the incapacity of the Government to
give itz opinion on a legal point. I
do not blame the law Minister. Hc
was not here. He was 'not informed
properly about what is on the agenda.
The Law Minister is not asked to be
here by his leader when this sort of
a very important subject ig under
discussion. We are useq in this House
to Law Minister after Law Minister
never being present when the Govern-
ment's case in regard to legal points
comes up. This hag happened again.
We are told we shall get the benefit
of his advice tomorrow. I refuse to
participate in the debate today if the
discussion on the motion for conside-
raion continues when this Damocles’
sword of legality hangs over it. This
is not a frivolous matter. We are
discussing this matter with all earn-
estness and we want thig matter to
be decided. You, Sir, are there in
the Chair, and you are eminently
capable of giving a decision in regard
{o this matter. If you feel you can-
not give it, then, of course, we can
adjourn the House and we can hav~
the discussion after the whole matter
is decided. Until that is done, I for
one would not participate in this dis-
cussion.

Mr. Speaker: If a decision s
wanted of me, I am ready with it. 1
do not need the advice of any Law
Minister or any Minister at all. But
I thought that primarily

Shri Harl Vishnu Kamath: You
have warned them so often that they
shoulq be present here.

Mr. Speaker: That is a different
thing altogether. We know that the
Law Minister was not present when
the discussion took place (Interrup-
tion). When Shri Jaganatha Rao sald
that he would reply, then hon. Mem-
bers objected #nd wanted the Law
Minister. When the Law Minister has
come, objection is taken and it is
sald that other Mimfisters could have
done it.
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Shri H. N. Mukerjee: He should
have considered this matter. He is
a member of the Government. He
has to say whether it is legal or it is
not legal.

Shri G. S. Pathak: It was at the
desire of some hon. Members here
that I should deal with it tomorrow
elaborately that I agreed to give my
opinion tomorrow. If you want I am
ready to give my opinion now (In-
terruption).

Mr. Speaker: I do not think there
is any objection to our continuing the
discussion. The motion before the
House is that this be taken into consi-
deration. We can safely go on with
the debate.

Some hon. Members; No, no.

Mr. Speaker: All right. If the hon.
f.aw Minister is prepared to give his
opinion now, he may do so.

Dr. L. M. Singhvi: Sir, I submitted
specifically that we should call the
Attorney-General. This is a constitu-
tional point and we would like td
hear his opinion also.

Mr. Speaker: No, no. That is not for

me to say. Let us hear the Law
Minister now.
Shri G. S. Pathak; Sir, in this

agreement there is a word which can
be interpreted to amount to cession of
the territory. 1 will read portions of
this agreement and I will show to
you, Sir, and to the distinguished
members here, that there is nothing
in this agreement which amounts to

cession.

Shri Harl Vishnu Kamath: Cession
of sovercignty and jurisdiction?

Shri G. S. Pathak: Yes, Yyes, cession
of sovereignty. T will briefly tell what
this agreement amounts to, before 1

read the portiong of it. This 'axree~
ment proceeds ¢ upon the basis that
That is to

there shall be cease-fire.
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say, there was once g ceasefire agree-
ment, that cease-fire was accepted by
tl_:e parties concerned at the relevant
time, that cease-fire continued and
that cease-fire was violated by Pakis-
tan. The agreement says, restore
that cease-fire, do not shoot, agree to
suspend the hostilities, agree to ‘sus-
pend the firing and go back to the
positions which were occupied earlier.
Under the previous arrangement there
was a ceasefire agreement which
continued and that cease-fire was vio-
lated by Pakistan. Pakistan agreed
to give up the use of force and threat
to use force in order to arrive at an
understanding between the parties for
the solution of the dispute between
them. Therefore, whatever was the
subject-matter of discussion still re-
mains to be discussed. Only we go

back to the cease-fire line which
existed ever since January, 1949.
There was a cease-fire agreement

then. There was a lined fixed under
that cease-fire agreement. All that
this agreement says is, go back to that
line. This agrecment further says
that the dispute shall never be decid-
ed by the use of force, there shall be
settlement of the dispute by peaceful
means. That is what the agreement
says. Where is the word, where is
any word or any expression which
indicates that we are ceding territory
to the north of the cease-fire line?
There is none. This agreement ...

Shri U. M. Trivedl: The difficulty
arises—if 1 may interrupt my hon.
friend for a moment—because the
Government has asserted in unequi-
vocal language that we are giving up
this territory.

ft FR W AR © WS TET,
auw ¥ 4 wran § fin s off v
@)

e wgv AR g e
Shri Suresdranath Dwivedy (Ken-

drapara): Let us adjourn the House
for half-an-hour.
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Shri G. S. Pathak: I shall deal! with
it right now.

ot et qredlt ¢ @ gser
g ¢ fr fafa weft og& @ ardt =t
*1 @@ & ol I & AT 9YAT AT O
®T a7 %, A1 ay W wEAetw
g

! g WU FHOW ;. AN AW
feq wq §, wedy wem 3@ ¥ fagda
LG CR

TI9 FY gxaA frar ImT oF vy
w2 ¥ fav | Su¥ T Gt wERT A |

ot WieTT "M@ Wvar : (®ET)

9L 93 T W |

T WA : W Tg HTE A
2fE quT @ FT AT I AR | ITEY
xofeq et § fe ¥ @ ) AR
wo) wfedq & foo, qoft g & fag
raR AT 8 | Afew & s wee S
g fe w1 WY 3T 17 €1 Ay gE
e & 1 L gifgaw o € R
oW § 3@ 3 g5 ofake g& § 7R
Iq WY Y qg qare 357 § e A N
e g a1 IE% adfgens
W faeit & +f ag g & e g wfree
3 g ey ag ¢ foran & e ag e
2 fr s Fidiege & afcas aE
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fr g widigquas Wt me w¢ AT
wA-sAEuAa ot @ ¥ e vt
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o wim ag Ige fad e R
a7 1 7% won are v don w1 wh
aTq F w0 | S W e & 'rf '
T N WY grs@ FEIET
oM s® fr dmen
o Q| T 9ifgd &
T g} w7 gy
Sr{fzE MW F AR W ‘(Wﬁ
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Shri U. M. Trivedi: There is a point
of inforamtion which I want to give.
A point of this nature arose once
when the Cow Slaughter Bill was be-
forc the House. At that time the
Speaker wanted the Attorney-Gene-
ral to give expression to his opinion
on this question whether a law of
this nature could be made by this
House or not. So, on that occasion,
the Attorney-General himself appear-
ed before the House and expressed
his opinion. Whether we followed
that opinion or not is another matter.
So, there is nothing to preclude the
Speaker from upholding or ruling
out a point of order. It is his duty
to decide on the point of order onc
way or the other. I am not going to
grumble if he refuses to decide this
point of order. That is a different
matter altogether. But there is noth-
ing to preclude him from giving a
decision on the question whether this
point of order is valid or not. It is
true that one who is affected by an
enactment may go to court. But one
who is affected by the passing of this
Resolution will not be able to go
before any court because no Bill is
being passed here now and it is not a
law which can be challenged before
the Supreme Court or any other court.
A resolution cannot be challenged
before a court,

Mr. Speaker: If by passing a resolu-
tion any provision of the Constitu-
tion has been contravened, certainly
he has a right to go to the Supreme
Court. 1 do not know how such a
distinguished lawyer says like that.

'

Now I will submit to the hon. Mem-
bers that my position is very clear in
this respect aud I have said that.
After hearing all the arguments that
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have been advanced, or might be ad-
vanced subsequently, whep I have to
give my decision I have to come to
this conclusion that I cannot take that
decision. So, it is no use spending
any more time on it. Let us proceed
Wwith  the discussion.  Afterwards,
when the decision is to be taken by
the House, we will see .

Shri Hari Vishnu Kamath: Sir, on
a point of order. While I bow to
your ruling, may I submit in all humi-
lity that it detracts somewhat from
the provisions of rule 376 which relat-
es 1o points of order? My hon. friend,
Shri Trivedi, raised a point of order
which relates to the Constitution.
Sub-rule (1) of rule 376 says:

“A point of order shall relate
to the interpretation or enforce-
ment of these rules or such Arti-

. cles of the Constitution . . .”

Sub-rule (3) is very categorical. It
says, when such a point of order is
raised, what should the Speaker do?
The Speaker’s duty and obligation
are very clear on this point. It sav:
“the Speaker shall decide”—so, it is
mandatory—“whether the point rais-
ed is a point of order and if so give
his decision thereon, which shall be
final”. Now, you have evaded it. I
am sorry I have to use the word
“evaded”. You have evaded the rule
and sald “the Supreme Court will de-
cide, not I".

Mr. Speaker: The hon. Member has
quoted rule 376. It says:

“A point of order shall relate
to the interpretation or enforce-
ment of these rules or such Arti-
cles of the Constitution as regu-
late the business of the House . . .

Shri Harl Vishnu Kamath: This is
the businesg of the House.

Mr. Speaker: No.

Shri Hari Vishnu Kamath:
else is it?

‘What
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Mr. Speaker: This point of order
may be about some alleged infringe-
ment of some article of the Constitu-
tion. But it does not relate t6” “such
Articles of the Constitution as regu-
late the business of the House”.

Shri H. N. Mukerjee: May I ask
for a clarification? I understand that
the Supreme Court is there to see
that nothing is done in contravention
of the provisions of the Constitution
and if such a matter is brought by a
citizen of India before the Supreme
Court, the Supreme Court will give
its decision. But, as far as we here
in this House are concerned, it may
be that on this occasion you may de-
cide that the matter is of such doubt-
ful character that you cannot take the
responsibility of taking a decision in
regard to it. That is a different
matter. But if in regard to all mat-
ters where a point of order is raised
on the ground that it contravenes
something in the Constitution you
say “I have nothing to do with it,
go to the Supreme Court if you are
aggrieved”, where will we be?

Mr. Speaker: I should remind Shri
Mukerjee that during all these 18
years that has been done. If he can
point out one instance where the
Speaker has taken upon himself that
responsibility, certainly I will wel-
come that and I will abide by that.
It has been repeatedly held by Shri
Mavalankar and Shri Ayyangar,
whenever such a question was raised,
that they will not take up that res-
ponsibility.

Shri H. N. Mukerjee; May I refer to
the Beru Bari issue?

Mr. Speaker: That was also a Reso-
lution.

Shri H. N. Mukerjee: On that occa-
sion Shri Ayyangar, I think, decided
that it was in order and the discussion
proceeded. Then some chaps in West
Bengal went to the High Court and
got a verdict.

Shri U. M. Trivedi rose—
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Mr. Speaker:
leave it at that.

I think we should

Shri U. M. Trivedi: I am sorry . . .

Mr. Speaker: All points have been
raised and the Speaker has also given
his decision. Now what is the neces-
sity to raise it sgain and again and
argue with me?

Shri U. M. Trivedi: I do not want to
raise it.

Mr. Speaker: Then what is it that
he wants?

Shri U. M. Trivedi: I want to point
out that there is gome mistake

Mr. Speaker:
am mistaken.

If T am mistaken, I

Shri U. M. Trivedi: Rule 376 which
you have read .

Mr. Speaker: I have read it and
interpreted it. If my mterpretutlon is
wrong then also . .

Shrl U. M. Trivedi: When we have
spent s0 much time on this, why not
bear one minute with me?  Article
368 says:

“An amendment of thig Consti-
tution may be initiated only by
the introduction of a Bill for the
purpose in either House of Parlia-
ment, and when the Bill is passed
in each House by a majority of
the total membership of that
House and by a majority of not
less than two-thirds of the mem-
bers of that House present and
voting S

This article gays that this is the pro-
cedure for an amendmgnt of the Cons-
titution, that is, the procedure in
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the House of the People, that is, the
Lok Sabha, and I have raised a point
of order with reference to the proce-
dure of the House. 1 will bow before
your decision but I want to point out
that this is with reference to that
<question.

Shri G. S. Pathak rose—

Mr. Speaker: He might intervene in
the debate some time and explain the
whole thing as he desires.

Now, this motion is before the
‘House. There are some amendments.
They will be subject to any objec-
tion that might be raised, afterwards.
1 am just asking whether they are
‘being moved.

Shri Prakash Vir Shastri: Yes.

Mr. Speaker; Shri Venkatasubbaiah.
....He is absent.

=t fargwwe saTe (ATET): A E

Shri Surendranath Dwivedi: I move.

Shri U. M. Trivedi: I move.

Mr. Speaker: 6 and 7 also?

Shri U. M. Trivedi: Yes.

Mr. Speaker; Shri
‘Swamy. ..He is absent.

Sivamurthi

Shri K. C. Pant (Naini Tal): Yes,

‘Sir; T move.
Mr. Speaker: That is all, I suppose.
All these will be treated as moved.
ot ugaw Tag (fTET) cOg Wi
aHoamsTTr . ¥ gwear
W
ot we fowd : & 7 ot v ar)

Shri Kapur Singh: The7 were cir-
-culated.

ot ik dT osgi e mmm T
el g ?
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Mr. Speaker: They will also be
treated to have been moved. As re-
gards the time limit

Some hon. Members: Seven hours.

Mr. Speaker: Yes, but there was a
condition that it must be finished by
230 tomorrow. Therefore, I will
request the House to sit up to six
o'clock today and then we will make
up.

Shri Hari Vishnu Kamath: To-
morrow also up to 3.30.

Shrimati Renu Chakravartty (Bar-
rackpore): There should be no ques-
tion of pushing off the Private Mem-
bers’ business.

L

Mr. Speaker: That we will see. As
regards the time-limit on speeches,
leaders of groups may have 20 minutes
and others 10 minutes.

Shri P. K. Deo (Kalahandi): Sir, I
am the only speaker from my party.

Shri Kapur Simgh: Give him 30
minutes.

Mr. Speaker: I will see what can be
allowed.
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(i) That for the original motion, the
following be substituted, namely:—
“This House having consider-
ed the Tashkent Declaration, is of
the view that—

(a) the Declaration goes counter

oft wersfie qredt & s W<
g:

fEygar ® @MW W g
@ IR, wUi

“gg |WT qIURE ST 9T
A @ & W@
e ¥ el T gadar-
fre aur yegagifor Wi
afee TR
frorates W@ g1 (1)

_ Shri Sidheshwar Prasad: I beg to
move:

That for the original motion, the
following be substituted, namely:—

“This House, having considered
the Tashkent Declaration approv-
es of it.” (3).

Shri Surendranath Dwivedl: I beg
10 move:

That for the original motion, the
following be substituted, namely:—

“This House, having considered
the Tashkent Declaration,
while appréciating the efforts
made by the late Prime Minis-
ter towards normalisation of
relations between India and
Pakistan, igs of opinion that
the decision embodied in the
Tashkent Declaration to with-
draw our armed personnel
from the Kargil, Tithwal, Uri-
Poonch and Haji Pir areas
which are legallly Indian ter-
ritory is against our national
interest and detrimental to
our national gecurity and
directs the Government not
to withdraw from these areas

agrees to a no-war pact with
India” (4).

Shri U. M. Trivedi: I beg to move:

(b)

(c

-~

to the assurances given by
the Government to this House
that troops would not be with-
drawn from Pakistan territory
unless Pakistan categorically
committed itself to a no-war
pact;

the Declaration militates
against the Constitution in-
asmuch as it involves with-
drawal from areag whioh are
constitutionally part of Indian
territory;

the Declaration creates in the
country a dangerous sense of
complacency, and Wwishful
thinking about Pak intentions,
not at all warranted by Pak
postures as manifested in the
speecheg by Pak spokesman.

This House, therefore, calls upon

the Government 1o revoke all
orders for the withdrawal of
troops from Haji Pir, Kargil
and Tithwal areas liberated
from Pak occupation.” (5

(il) That for the original motion,

the following be substituted, namely:

“This House, having considered

the Tashkent Declaration,
records its disapproval of the
declaration and calls upon
the Government to halt im-
mediately the steps being
taken towards withdrawal of
troops from Haji Pir, Tithwal,
Kargil and other liberated
areas in Pak occupied Kash-
mir.” (6).

(iif) That for the original motion,
till such time as Pakistan the following be substituted, namely:

“This House, having

considered
the Tashkent Declaration.
records that the Declaration
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[Shri U. M. Trivedi]
is a gross violation of the

solemn gassurances given by
the Government to Parlia-
ment and the people that

there would be no withdrawal
from the posts of Haji Pir,
Tithwal and Kargil until and
unless there was a matching
commitment by Pakitsan that
it would withdraw all its in-
filtrators in Kashmir and that
it would never again attempt
‘to inject infiltrators into
Kashmir.” (7).

Shri K. C. Pant: I beg to move:

That for the original motion, the
following be substituted, namely:—

“That this House having taken
into consideration the Tashkent
Declaration, approves the stand of
the Governemnt of India thereon.”
9).

Shri Yashpal Singh: I beg to move:

That for the original motion, the
following be substituted, namely:—

“This House, having considered
the Tashkent Declaration,
is of opinion that Indian fore-
es should not be withdrawn
from Haji Pir Pass, Kargil,
Tithwal, of the State of
Jammu and Kashmir which is
an integral part of India”.
(10).

.
Shri Madhu Limaye: I beg to move:

That for the original motion, the
following be substituted, namely:—

“This House, having considered
the Tashkent Declaration, re-
grets the failure of the Gov-
ernment of India to offer to
settle at the Tashkent Sum-
mit Conference all differences
with Pakistan on the basis of
a Confederation of the two
States, and disapproves the
Tashkent Declaration as
violates the solemn assuranc-

es about the withdrawal of
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Indian Armed Forces from
Haji Pir, Uri-Poonch, Tith-
wal and Kargil without in
any way holding out the
prospect of an early end to

the artificial partition of
India into Pakistan and
Bharat” (11).

Dr. L. M. Singhvi: I beg to move:

That for the original motion, the
following be substituted, namely:—

“This House, having considered
the Tashkent Declaration, is
of opinion that withdrawal of
Indian Armed personnel can-
not and should not be effect-
ed unless a constitutional
amendment of article 1 and
the First Schedule ig passed.
(12).

Shri Maurya: I beg to move:

That for the original motion, the
following be substituted namely:—

“This House, having considered
the Tashkent of Declaration is of
opinion that—

(a) the Declaration is contrary to
the assurances given by the
Government;

(b) the implementation of Decla-
ration will put India in very
critical position.

This House, therefore, calls upon
the Government to suspend the
implement of the Declaration.”
13).

Mr. Speaker: These substitute
motions are now before the House.

Shri P. K. Deo: Mr. Speaker, Sir,
on the last day of the last session
when the late lamented Prime Minis-
ter expressed his desire that he would
be visiting Tashkent for a meeting
with President Ayub at the invitation
of the Soviet Premier, Mr. Kosygin,
I had the privilege that day to speak
on behalf of our party and, wnile
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welcoming the Soviet Premiers
effort, I wished all success to the
talks,

1445 hrs.
[Mr. DEPUTY -SPEAKER in the Chair.]

Though at the initial stage a break-
down of the talks was apprehended,
through the untiring efforts of the
Soviet Premier, Mr. Kosygin, it end-
ed in a success. It is also due tc the
statesmanship of the late lamented
Shri Shastri and President Ayub and
our grateful thanks go to them.

ot qrave feay : e § FERE
qr F9Tq ?

8hri P, K. Deo: But Shastriji is not
here to receive these greetings from
us. He has been sacrificed, as had
been said by my leader the cther day,
at the altar of peace. We hope that
there will be an opening of a new
chapter in our neighbourly relation-
ship with Pakistan, It is claimed
that a new era of joint welfare and
assured progress has dawned, but I
do not think that it is a very big
achievement. It is a step in the right
direction. We need not gloat over
the success. The test of the pudding
lies in its eating. It is to Le judged
from the events that are to follow.

This agreement was hailed from
every corner of the worly cxcept
China. We know the Chinese inten-
tions. The Chinese advocacy of war
as a medium to decide all disputes
and the Chinese ulterior motive of
fomenting conflict between India and
Pakistan is so obvious.

It is a bilateral agreement; rather,
it is a treaty because it has its opera-
tive portions. As a bilateral agree-
ment it must have some give and
take. It restores the status quo ante
regarding the disposition of our
troops; it assures non-interference in
each other’s internal affairs, puts an
end to all propaganda of mutual vili-
fication, restores diplomatic, commer-
cial, economic and cultural relations,
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suggests repatriation of prisoners and
so on. It cannot be construed to be
a cent per cent victory or a cent per
cent defeat to any party; rather, in
other words I would say, it is a
victory to both and defeat to none.
I would submit to you and to this
House that this document raises new
hopes and expectationg and it should
be viewed in its proper perspective;
it should be viewed in the context of
Communist Chinese expansion; it
should be viewed in the light of the
intention of China which has posed a
threat to freedom in Asia., We all
know the growing appetite of China
whose desire is to grab all the nations
one after another after are bled
white by mutual conflict. The whole
agreement has to be seen from the
angle of the growing Pindi-Peking
friendship.

There are the so-called defects. Let
me point out the defects first. After
the division of this country on the
basis of religion and 18 years of bad
blood, it is but natural that such a
bold step will receive a mixed recep-
tion inside the territories of the two
States. In Pakistan and in this coun-
try there was a mixed reception to
this bold decision. We all know and
1 personally feel that India's inde-
pendence might have been dciayed
by a couple of years, but no force on
earth could have stopped India’s
nationhood while the British Empire
was crumbling and* small countries
like Burma and Ceylon were becom-
ing free, There was no force on
earth which could have stopped this
process, but this process was hasten-
ed though this country was divided
and it only helped the Congress to be
in the saddle of power much earlier,
but it was a defeat of India’s national-
ism which has brought in its trail
bitterness and illwill which has con-
tinued up till today. I being one of
those who belong,.to the class who
have sacrificed all or everything what
our forefathers did for the unification
of the country cannot rgconcile to this
division of India on the Lesis of
religion.



657 Tashkent

[Shri P. K. Deo]

Sir, it has received a mixed recep-
tion. In spite of the unambiguous
assurance of the Prime Minister in
this House and outside that Kashmir
is an integral part of India and that
there would be no- surrender of any
part in Kashmir, we have put our
seal to a document where we have to
withdraw from some of our territor-
ies, The constitutional pundits
quarrel over the constitutional pro-
priety of it. I do not want to join in
‘the wrestling bout on the constitu-
tional platform. But I beg to sub-
mit that it is rather too premature to
judge whether there has becen any
actual infringement of the Constitu-
tion or not at this stage. 1 feel
strongly that the whole Agrecment
has to be examined in its true pers-
pective.

When a voice is raised that under
no circumstances we are to withdraw,
1 beg to differ from it. I feel that it
is nothing but the restoration of
status quo ante. When I hear that
voice, 1 do not hear the voice of
reasoning; I do not hear the voice of
sanity; 1 hear the voice of passion; 1
hear the voice of arrogance; 1 hear
the voice of stubbornness and I hear
the voice of Duroyodhana. What
was the language of Duryodhana?
When Lord Krishna went to him as a
mediator and asked him to cede
only five villages and said that it will
be the end of all trouble, Duryodhana
replied:

aftedr geggw ey fassfy afet )
arag afw 7 e e g7 $w1 1y

Duryodhana saij that under no cir-
cumstances he was going to budge an
inch of land and that he was mnot
going to cede even that amount of
land which the sharpest needle could
hold. And you all know the catas-
trophe, the battle of Mahabharta. We
have learnt from .the pages of Maha-
bharata that this whole catastrophe
could have been avoided had
Duryodhana listened to the words of
wisdom and words of reasoning of
Lord Krishna. Here the withdrawal

FEBRUARY 16, 1968 Declaration (Motion) 65 8

is not of the vanquished but of the
victor with honour and dignity, truly
in Indian tradition.

1 quite agree that de jure Kashmir
is a part of India. But is not go de
facto.. There has been de facto
possession of parts of Kashmir by
China and by Pakistan. So far as
Pakistan is concerned, all these
years we have more or less recon-
ciled to the cease-fire line. ‘I'he
Agreement only restores the status
quo ante, as 1 have pointed out, and
reaffirms settlement of disputes by
peaceful means consistent with the
United Nationg Charter,

We have to face the realities.
What is the other alternative? The
other altermative is a perpetual state
of war. If Mr, Bhutto says that it is
a thousand-years war, we should
have been prepared to say that it is
a thousanj and one years war. Are
we prepared to say that? Are we
prepared to utilise all our resources
for defence only and not for econo-
mic reconstruction? It is impossi-
ble. I could not be a party to su:h
a decision.  After all, geography
has made us neighbours for all time
to come, whether we like it or not.
Rather, we all know that it is a
bitter pill. It has been done in the
interest of the country. But a
bitter pill has to be swallowed
sometimes to improve the health and
I am sure it would improve the
health if it ig implemented in the
proper spirit and there is the proper
follow-up action.

A big question-mark is posed:
What is the guarantee against future
infiltration In this regard, T beg to
submit that the Secretary-General
of the United Nations welcomed this
Agreement. We have the blessings
of the entire United Nations Assem-
bly. Our great neighbour, the
US.S.R, is honour-bound anq if they
can play their role properly, I do not
see that any aggression could take
place on India.



Another apprehension is: Is it not
amounting to appeasement to an
aggressor? Will it not demoralise
our fighting forces? My answer is a
big ‘No’. I say that our gallant fight-
ing forces have proved their valour
and gallantry. They have proved
their gallantry against heavy odds
and superior arms of the opponent.
Their deeds are written in letters of
gold. We won many battles in the
aggressor’s own soil. We, more or
lless, brought the aggressor to its
knees and we knocked at the door of
Lahore, India has no territorial
ambition. We taught them a lesson.
In the trial of strength, we. have
proved our superiority, We have
wiped out the scar of humiliation
and defeat which had been inflicted
on us during the regime of the for-
mer Defence Minister and we earned
fresh laurels of victory in the crucial
battles. We won the war and we
must win the peace. It is not the
peace of the grave, It is the peace
of the brave, We are asking for
that peace. Of course, the price is
too high. It has to be paid. 1t is
worth it. We want that the begin-
ning that has been made is followed
up properly. Unless there is a
follow-up action, we might slide back
to tension again.

The leader of our Party has tabled
an amendment to the Motion of
Thanks to the President’s Address, It
is self-explanatory., May I read it:

“That at the end of the motion,
the following be added. namely,

‘“but regret that—....

(d) the Address does not indicate
any rcadiness to follow up
the implementation of the
Tashkent Agreement by
building an economic basis
for friendship between India
and Pakistan by the abolition
of traiffs and duties on goods
crossing the frontier between
the two countries and by set-
ting up a Joint Committee to
consider ways and means by
which economic and other
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forms of cooperation bet-
ween the two countries may
be furthered to the mutual
benefit of both.” :

If there is a proper follow-up action,
if our resources are to be mobilised
towards economic reconstruction, I
am sure the tax burden in both the
countries would be minimised. By
this economic cooperation, we should
be able to build a common market.
If the independent sovereign countr-
ies in Europe could have a European
Common Market, why not India and
Pakistan also allow the tariff barriers
to go? We should pool our resources
for our mutual benefit. We should
send iron anj steel and coal to Pakis-
tan and get food, jute and cotton
from there. Each one will be extend-
ing a complementary hand in the eco-
nomic reconstruction of the other. I
am sure once this spirit has gathered
momentum. it could be extended to
other flelds. It may be a joint de-
fence agreement against our common
enemy, that is, Communit China.

Trust begets trust. Dr. Lohia has
often laid stress on forming a con-
federation. I go a step further. God
willing, if all goes on well, why not
from the pangs of birth emerge the
re-unification of these two nations?
After all, we are the same people.
When a new world society is gradual-
ly emerging quietly and imperccpti-
bly in the minds and hearts of men
and national barriers are withering
away for a world Government, I
dream of the Akhand Bharat Varsh
It could only be achieved through the
love and friendship and never through
war or hatred. This is the first step
in the right direction. Once it 1s
achieved, it will undo all the mistakes
which we have committed so far.

With these words, 1 support the
Tashkent Agreement and urge that it
should be given a fair trial.

Mr. Demty-Smke.r: Mr. Mukerjee.
15 hrs,

L]
Shri Stvamurthi Swamy (Koppal):
T have to move my motion.
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Mr, Deputy-Speaker: That is taken
as moved. Mr. ‘Mukerjee may begin.

Shri H. N. Mukerjee: A little while
ago I was constrained to gay that, since
yesterday’s discussion on Kerala, on
the mounting failures of Government,
specially of the Food Ministry, we
have a very sour taste in our mouth
and after the exhibition, a little while
ago, of incompetence on the Govern-
ment benches, I feel it difficult to
muster sufficient enthusiasm in sup-
porting the Government, but the
‘Tashkent Declaration is in a very
different street and the spirit of
‘Tashkent has brought, as it were, a
‘wave of fresh air and exhilaration
into the sordid atmosphere which so
often weighs us down. I feel that,
in regard to the Tashkent Declara-
tion, we can, in spite of our . very
serious criticisms of Government in
80 many other regards, offer our full
support.

I have no doubt that India is in
honour bound and also out of a sense
of self-respect and duty, to redeem
the pledge to peace and to consolida-
tion and concord between India and
Pakistan which the late Shri Lal
‘Bahadur Shastri had given. He
gave that pledge in the fabled city of
‘Tashkent almost, as it were, with the
last breath of hisg being, and it is upto
India to honour that great pledge.

Some' discordant voices, of course,
‘have been raised which is why the
“‘Tashkent spirit, which my friend, the
hon. Minister tried to explain ardent-
ly, requires to be understood and
<cherished.

In spite of the recent unhappy con-
frontation with Pakistan, the basic
objectives of peace and amity bet-
ween our two countries, as embodied
in the Declaration of Tashkent, must,
on no account, be allowed to be dis-
torted. Nothing can be more wel-
<come to India than what is indeed the
core of that document, namely, the
renunciation by both the countries of

recourse to force for the settlement °

«of our mutual disputes. Even during
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August-September, 1965, this country
did no more than give a fair but
stern notice to Pakistan that any
attempt to secure alteration of our
borders by bullying methods and by
recourse to force, would just not be
tolerated. Even in the worst days of
that encounter, India had made it
clear that she craved not an Inch of
Pakistani soil, that she wished neither
harm nor humiliation to Pakistan,
that she woulj not, unless absolute=
ly compelled to do so, extend the war
in the direction of East Pakistan. We
have, in spite of our own share of
chauvinists in this country, preferred
the ways of dignity and restraint,
even in the face of provocation, and
to us, therefore, the Taskent stress on
the renunciation of force is a highly
prized achievement which this Housc
should unconditionally support.

It was no more than appropriate
that Tashkent wag the venue of the
discussion, and that the meeting was
sponsored by the Societ Union. Per-
haps without the courageous imtia-
tive and the truly indefatigable
labours of Mr. Kosygin, the Soviet
Prime Minister, the successful out-
come of the meeting would have been
impossiblee. To him personally and
to the Soviet Union, this country has
the liveliest sense of gratitude, They
have stood by us as principled friends
in a manner that, as Lal Bahadur
Shastrj said in this House during the
last session, this country will never
be able to forget. If friendship is
tested by adversity, the Soviet friend-
ship for India has proved irtself a
many splendoured thing, and we got
an illustration of it when, speaking in
Delhi, Mr, Kosygin repeated, “'India is
our friend and brother”,

Renunciation of force for settle-
ment of disputes is g victory of peace
of goodwill and of neighbourliness
which, commonsense and deceacy re-
quire, should prevail in the relation-
ship betwcen our two countries. It
was right for India also—I agree with
my friend, the hon. Minister—to agree
to a mutual withdrawal of armed per-
sonnel since Pakistan had consented
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not only to withdraw all armed per-
sonne] but also to respect, after with-
drawals, the ceasefire terms, and
there was the undertaking of non-
interference in each other's internal
affairs. The stipulation that, in order
to resolve all disputes, representa-
tives of the two Governments woulc
meet whenever nécessary at different
levels, either the topmost level or any
lower level, is a further indication
that we are determined on one Lhing.
If the Tashkent Declaration has any
serious content, it Is this that the
two countries are determined on our
own and without the intervention of
mischief-minded busy bodies from
United Nations or clsewhere. We
are determined on our own to liqui-
date acrimony and to live as instinct
and interest dictate—we should live
‘with good-neighbourliness and under-
gtanding.

This is entirely in keeping with the
country’s decision that we follcw an
independent policy in [creign affairs.
In its worry over food end in its fear
of not being in the good books of the
United States of America, for ex-
ample, the Government seems some-
times to forget that basic foct, but
that is our national decision—a policy
of peace and non-alignment—and if,
heaven forbid, the Tashkent concord
is disrupted or even encumbers scri-
ous difficulties in implementation, then
the new imprialist power-political
game, of which India has been the
victim, will surely be resumed. I say
this because there are certain things
that, in this connection, we cannot
just afford to forget.

The United Kingdom, as we have
Seen over and over agaln. seems un-
reconciled to Indian freed and

MAGHA 21, 1887 (SAKA) Declaration (Motion) 664

hangover of this continucs in the
minds of the British ruling class.
That is why Britain has not become
reconciled to the fact of Indian free-
dom and the determination of India
to go ahead in her own way.

As far as the United Stateg of
America is concerned, she reckons her
presence in our part of the globe as a
sheer power-political necessity which,
perhaps, according to the United
States’ calculations, Pakistan and not
India will sub-serve. Of course, it
was our failure to effectively com-
bine in the days of freedom struggle,
which had compelled us to pay the
price in 1047, however reluctantly we
had to pay the price of Partition,

The UK. and the US.A, in parti-
cular, continue to try to queer the
pitch for our two countries to move
ahead in peace and in co-operation
and to develop our economies and in-
dependent policies, untrammelled by
traditional big power interests in this
part of the world. The malevolent
and deliberately mischievous attitude
of the United Kingdom and the United
States of America in matters relative
to Indo-Pakistan differences is part
of the price which we continue to pay
for the original sin which we com-
mitted—the original sin of Partition—
in 1047.

If we delve into a little history we °
could see how in 1953-54 the U.S.A.
was unable to get India to deviate
from her policy of non-alignment, but
with their openly proclaimed desire
of getting “Asians to fight Asians”—
that was a solgan put forth by a very
distinguished American President—
they wanted to control the strategic
-reu by a kind of proxy. Expert

wi before the United States

hopes for Pakistan, being h

<comparatively a safe and mlllenble
customer, as capable of being used
even in the way she nad intended--
Britain had intended—at the time of
Partition. Maulena Azad has left it on
record that the objective of Britain
was potentially to use Pakistan as a
British base against India. The

2400 (Ai) LS—9.

Congressional  investigations have
testified how at a cost of only 10
dollars per head, a rifle could be
placed in the hapds of a Pakistani
soldier, while the comparable cost in
the case of an American soldier to be
sent to that area woyld be over 5,000
dollars. I remember having quoted
this document from out of the US.
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Congressional investigation proceed-
ings, because in those days, as mem-
bers of the Commonwealth Parlia-
mentary Association or that kind of
organisation we used to get these
reports, and perhaps because I had
quoted this out of the U.S. Congres-
sional investigation proceedings, we
no longer get such reports distribut-
ed by the agencies responsible, who
used to give us in those days not only
the Journal of the Comonwealth Par-
liamentary Association but also the
Congressional investigations in the
United States. I have quoted in this
House, I remember very distinctly, in
1853 how they had said, or a very
important military expert had said
that in Pakistan and nearby areas
you could put a rifle in the hands of
the native soldier at a cost of 10
dollars while to send an American
soldier and do the job would cost on
an average 5,000 dollars each time.

Shri Joachim Alva (Kanara): We
do not get those things now; the
Congressional records are no more
available to us.

Shri H. N. Mukerjee: India declined
to offer of walking into the net whicn
America was offering us in the mili-
tary alliance, but Pakistan swallowed
the bait, and the U.S.-Pak military
pact was concluded in 1954; then, a
virtual time-bomb was planted in our
sub-continent whose explosion we saw
last year,

. This country has seen how all
assurances regarding the non-user by
Pskistan of United States military
assistance against India have been a
fake, and this country has seen how
wuid from certain Powerg has been use
against us ws a weapon, no less a
weapon of blackmail in order to cow
us into submission. It is a chapter
shameful for us and sordid on all ac-
counts, which one would like to forget,
but it is very difficult to do so.

It is this bad old contéxt out . of
which the Tashkent Declaration helps
us to steer clear. I do not know if 1
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can get this into the craneum of our
Ministers over there who seem to
function in a small way, who do not
seem to understand the global signifi-
cance of certain things, who do mnot
realise how certain things happened
because of certain Power-political
complexes operating in our part of the
world. It is out of that bad old con-
text, the context of the US-Pak mili-
tary pact which was, as I said a little
earlier, a time-bomb planted in our
part of the world, it ig out of that bad
old context, that we have to stcer
clear, and that is what the Tashkent
Declaration declares to all the world.
It we have differences, we can settle
them by discussions among ourselves,
not by recourse to arms, not by fight-
ing each other, not by going on bend-
ed knees to the United Nations or to
our patrons in one country or the
other, but by discussions which we
hold on our own, uninhibted discus-
sion helped by friénds, if friends are
genuine friends, sincere well-wishars
of ours, if they do not intervene in
order to make us follow their way.
That is the lesson of Tashkent. That
is something which has got to be drill-
ed into the minds of those who wre
ruling this country. This is not a
matter of pragmatically and practi-
cally taking a decision, of living from
hand to mouth and of merely settling
some problems because they crop up
just like that. It is not in that spirit
tha; you can understang the Tashkent
Declaration. If you cannot under-
stand the basic essence of it, then it
would be merely another document in
the list of documents which circulate
in the archieves of the Foreign
Ministry.

The Taskent Declaration has been
welcomed all over the world. My
hon, friend here said that except for
China, every other country has wel-
comed it; and particularly countries
like the German Democratic Republic;
have given it a very special welcome,
because the Taskent Declaration seems
to give to them an instrumentality for
the kind of problem which separates
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the two Germany's which want to
come together but on a basis which is
acceptable and honourable to both.

We have also to remember that in
our own country, whatever some of
our friends here might say, the
Tashkent Declaration has been wel-
comed in those border States waich
have hud to bear the brunt of the
August-September fighting. In the
Punjab it has been welcomed. 1
have seen JTeports in the press—I ao
not know what the Jan Sangh spokes-
man in this House would say, but I
have secn reports in the press—taat
the Jan Sangh in the Punjab has wel-
comed the Tashkent Declaration, 1
know that in Rajasthan it is welcom-
ed. I know that Bengal and Assam,
for Bengal particularly I can speak
from personal experience, welcome
it, because in East Pakistan we
have got a wonderful pocket of sensi-
bility and decency which one day
would perhaps light the torch which
would  jllumine the whole of
Pakistan, and we do not want to have
inimical relations developing between
our {wo countries. Anq above all,
Kushmir and her Government led by
Mr. Sudiq have welcomed this
Tashkent Declaration. Now, we
should know what is what, and we
should trust the people on the spot,
those who fought when fighting was
necessary and gave of their blood and
their treasure ang faced every concejv-
able risk; they are coming forward to
support this idea. And a word of
Ppraise for Mr. Sadiq and his Govern-
ment and the people of Kashmir
would perhaps be very necessary;
though we have repeated it ever so
ofteny, perhaps it is rightful to repeat
it. They have all welcomed the idea
of Tashkent because this gives us an
instrumentality for solving our
problems.

I know that the question is raised of
Haji Pir Pass, and Tithwal and Kargil
areas which we occupied for some
tactical considerations, which we
are now agreeing to withdraw
from, and there is some objec-
tion to that I do not under-
stand  it. If Pakistan does not
mean business, if Pakistan does not
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wish to observe the Tashkent Declare-
tion—I have no such suspicion up to
now—if Pakistan wants mischicf, she
can do it; she can continue this kind
of thing; if infiltrators come, they
can come in all kinds of ways, not
only through the Haji Pir Pass bul
through many other passes as wecll.
But here we have got a comprehen-
sive Declaration that they are nut
going to have that kind of thing at ail
and that infiltration and that sort of
thing which really amounts to inter-
vention in our affairs by recourse to
force is not going to be practised at
all.  That is the solemn word pledg-
ed at an international meeting in a
document, attested by the FPiime
Minister of the Soviet Union himself,
by the President of Pakistan and sign-
ed also by the Prime Minister of
India. In that case I do not see why
any objection can arise and any
dangers of a risk accruing to India
might be thought of because we ure
agreeing to withdraw as we should
withdraw in terms of the Declaration
from certain areas like Haji Pir Pass.

1 would then say, as my hon. friend
Shri P. K. Deo had said, that it is
necessary for our Government to take
turther inithtive in this matter and \o
consolidate the gaing of Tashkent. It
is not a matter of our having come
to some kind of an agreement so that
there is no fighting between our two
countries; but if tenslon continues, if
mentally we continue to be almost at
war, then naturally the whole position
would be vitiateq and jeopardised.
Therefore, it is necessary that Govern-
'ment take serious steps to consolidate
the bonds of smity between our two
countries, Such thinps as exchanges
of students, of writers, of journalis‘s,
of teachers, of cultural delegations
and that sort of thing, even parlia-
mentary delegations, and sports teams
between our two countries can now be
undertaken with real gusto and with
real fervour: that kind of thing should
certainly be undértaken. Economi-
cally, he has suggested steps which,
should surely be taken, After all, the
economy of these two countries is
inter-dependent. The Bengali in West
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Bengal wants fish from East Bengal
and the East Bengali wants all xinds
of things, such as consumer goods,
from West Bengal. The economy of
our two countries—I need not dilate
on it at this point of time—is so inter-
dependent that whatever we can do
by way of arriving at something like
a customs union is '‘most terribly im-
portant. But what I do not under-
stand is that we have so many of
these exchanges of cultural delega-
tions and students and teachers and
80 on and so forth with a many other
countries, but even in the best of
times with Pakistan somehow this ex-
change has not occurred to the extent
that was necessary and this is some-
thing which we fail to understand.

In Bengal we know that today in
East Pakistan there ig such a tremend-
ous feeling for the Bengali language
and literature, and for Rabindranath
Tagore; in fact, not he alone but
other writers of a lesser calibre uce
also cherished; their works are read
with avidity in East Bengal. Tn
Dacca ,the Tagore celebrations are
held on a scale which coyld hardly be
conceived of in a distant area. In
West Bengal a poet like Nazrul Islam
is looked upon as a mational figure.
Ot course, we have all known of great
figures like Igbal who wrote:

i & e aow § e qmra

He could write that at one point of
time; maybe later it changed over ‘o
something else, But there is some-
something basic in us that makes us
realise that while we may be two
different states—we may have to con-
tinue, unfortunately, separately as
two different states for a good length
of time—we do belong to the same
stock, we do have so mmany features
of sffinity that we can easily build
upon them. We can build that con-
federation of minds and hearts. Con-
federation is talked about by some of
our friends here sometimes, but I can-
not understand the methodology of
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fighting or that kind of thing. What
is necessary is a confederation of
minds and hearts. That is something
of a task to which the Government as
a whole should lend its hand after
Taskhent.

In article VIII of the Tashkent Dec-
laration, there is a reference to one
matter. The Prime Minister of India
and the President of Pakistan ‘also
agreed that both sides will create
conditions which will prevent the
exodus of people.”’ They will ‘conti-
nue the discussion of questions re-
lating to the problems of refugees and
evictions/illegal immigations’. A
little while ago I think I saw Shri
Fakhruddin Ali Ahmad who belongs
to Assam, who knows something
about the problem of immigration.
Perhaps therc should be some kind
of understanling between our two
countries that for a certain length of
time we do not push out these sup-
posed immigrants, we follow a policy
of a more generous nature and later
we come to a state of things where
the minoritics on either side are
treated so well, that there may be no
further exodus and there would be
no danger in regard to immigration.

I want to say this over and over
again, in spite of appearing to stress
one point, that Pakistan, the partition
of our country, has meant something
like a heartbreak for many of us. In
Bengal it is so difficult to conceive of
the area watered by the billowy-
bosomed Padma and its myriad tribu-
taries, which is the venue of so many
of the stories of Rabindranath Tagore,
for example, as not part of Bengal.
The other day I looked up a verse by
the Urdu poet Mir who wrote at one
time:

T 4T ® A FAT AT A I AT
“What if you have built even the
house of God on the puins of the
humapn heart?” We have got our
freedom. The two countries are in-

their projected” achievement of con-
federation through continuation of

dependent states. We surely have &
great deal to be feeling exhilarated
over that sort of thing. But the heart
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has broken because something ha-
snapped between these two countries
not being able to continue in a frien-
dly posture. I do not see why we
cannot do something about it. In
regard to that, I would say that even
today in this country under the direc-
tion of this Government, people con-
tinue to be in jail because of a re-
mote suspicion of their having at
some time some sort of sympathy with
Pakistan. Our colleague,
miss in this House, Shri Badrudduja
is not here just as Shri Gopalan is not
here—has been detained for a long
time without trial. Til] my dying day,
I am not going to believe that Shri
Badrudduja or Shri Gopalan are
people who can be traitors to their
country. But Shri Badrudduja was
held up in jail and is not released
even now. Why this kind of thing
happens after Tashkent is something
which 1 cannot understand.

Shrimati Renu Chakravarity: We
want the Prime Minister to look into
this.

Shri Ranga (Chittoor): He is one
of our colleagues.
Shri H. N. Mukerjee: My submis-

sion to the Government, therefore, is
that it lends reality to the spinit of
Tashkent and follows up what the
‘Tashkent Declaration calls upon ug to
do. We have to follow policies which
would bring about reconciliation in-
side the country. If I was a Muslim,
it was perhaps very likely, some of
our kith and kin being in Pakistan,
that in the days of war and fighting
what was happening over there as
well as here might aot have evoked
s particularly jingoistic, chauvinistic,
feelings in some of us. It is impor-
tant for us to realise that we are
human beings first and citizens of one
state or the other next. Tt is only
perhaps in times of tension, in times
of great it t that this happ
Perhaps this is part of human nature.
But we recollect ourselves; Tashkent
has given us an opportunity to re-
collect ourselves.

whom we,
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There is one matter to which 1
wish to refer with which I shall con-
clued my speech and ‘hat is in rela~
tion to China. My hon. friend, Shri
Das—he is not here—referred to
China. One of the points he sought
to make was that China is an in-
corrigible enemy and, therefore, we
have to got together with Pakistan and
whoever else it may be and try to see
that China is more or less liquida-
ted—if we can do so.

Shri Ranga: No, no.

Shri H. N. Mukerjee; The Parlia-
ment Secretariat has supplied us
with this very prettily-printed pam-
phlet containing the Prime Minister's
broadcast to the nation. I find a very

fine statement here. It is:

“We seek to maintain the
friendliest relations with our
neighbours and to resolve any
disputes peacefully. The Tash-

kent Declaration is an expression
of these sentiments. We shall
implement it fully in letter and
spirit”.

A very fine gtatement; in letter and
¥ spirit, we shall fulfll the Tashkent
Declaration and we seek to maintain
the friendliest relations with our
neighbours and to resolve all disputes
peacefully. The dispute with China
also is a dispute with a neighbour and
it has to be resolved peaccfully. I
know that I would be told that China
is perverse. I yield to nobody n
saying,—and 1 have openly expressed
my views in this matter—thay T have
also found many of China’s actiong in
relation to India to be particulariy
perverse, which I cannot understand.
But therc is no rease1 why we sheuld
not take the initiative 4n this matter;
there is no reason why, if other coun-
trics are not there to help, we on our
part do not kecp the pont that we
want to settle these matters by peace-
ful methods alive. It is necessary for
us to kecp that nfatter alive all the
time. If we are really and truly com-
mitted to peace, it implies that we
have optimism for the *future and the
conviction that if there are clouis in
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the horizon, the clouds are sure to
break.

ceaih)

An hon. Member; ask

Kosygin to help?

Why not

Shri H. N. Mukerjee: If there is no
hope for the future, as some people
think, then perhaps we would not
mind the present going up in flames.
Bug we have hopes for the future. We
have hopes for China. Surely one-
fourth of the human race lives in that
cowatry. The People’'s Republic of
China represents a great force, whe-
ther we uke it or not, and we have
to come 1o terms with the world as it
is.

Therefore, 1 say that in spite of ihe
grievous provacation which we conti-
nue to receive from China—we heard
a report about it this morning—I say
that we should have two things in
mind as our aim at the same time, our
determination to defend our integrity
and our determination also to pursue
the paths of peace in order to have a
settlement. And here is a statement
of the Prime Minister which fortifies
my conviction that the Government’s
policy in this regard is that it is
serious about Tashkent and all it im-
plies, that it wants to settlé with all
neighbouring countries, whichever is
the country with whom we happen to
have a dispute, in a peaceful manner.

Let us, therefore, not be helpless
victims of whatever situation is creu-
ted either by China or by the Anglo-
American neo-imperialist seum who
operate in the United Nations and
alsewhere in various disguises in
world politics today. The wages of
India-Pakistan hostility may be the
death of all the hopes of Indian
achievement. This is a challenge to
us. These hopes today have soared to
heights. We do have the conviction
that those hopes would be fulfilled if
only the Government pursues truly
and sincerely the implications of the
Tashkent Declaration.
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Shri K. C. Pant: Mr. Deputy-
Speaker, I have moved the substitute
motion—

“That for the original motion;

the following be substituted,
namely: —

‘That this House having taken
into consideration the Tash-
kent Declaration, approves
the stand of the Government
of India thereon’”.

The two hon. Members who have
spoken before me represent two ex-
treme segments of the political life
of this country. That they have,
nevertheless, found it possible to sup-
port the Tashkent declaration, each
perhaps for. his own reasons seems to
suggest that the Tashkent spirit has
not left them untouched. The Tash-
kent declaration was not written on
a clean slate. Behind it lay years of
arid conflict between the two coun-
tries, and in the course of those years,
many attempts were made, especially
on the part of India, to find a basis
whereby  force

would be re-
nounced for the settlement of dis-
putes. The most significant thing

about the Tashkent agreement ig that
after all these years it has at last been
possible to find an area of agreement
which covers this esseatial point of
renunciation of force for the settle-
ment of disputes between the two
countries. In this sense, the agree-
ment does represent a break-through
because it breaks the spiral of suspi-
cion ang tension between the two
countries.

That it should have come go soon
after a bloody conflict makes it all thg
more remarkable. This does not mean
that the Tashkent agreement by itself
constitutes a solution of any of the
outstanding problems between India
and Pakistan. It is a declaration of
good intent, and its value in termg of
concrete results depends upon the
sincerity with which it is given effect
to. As the Prime Minister hag stated
in her statement yesterday, “the
success of the Tashkent declaration
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consists in the fact that both countries
are now agreed not to take recourse
to force and to settle their disputes
through peaceful means.”

We are all aware of the events be-
ginning with the aggression by Pakis-
tani infiltrators on 5th August, 1865
We know that the armies of the two
countries clashed, and we also know
that in this clash, our armed forces
gave an excellent account of them-
selves and, if it is not too much to
say so, inflicted a resounding defeat
on the Pakistan army, in spite of their
superiority in equipment. But, real-
ly speaking, the main point of that
conflict was that India had the will
and the determination to stand up and
fight when its vital interests were in-
volved, and secondly that it had the
ability to fight for those interests. This
will and determination to protect its
interests and the ability to protect
those interests, these constitute the,
main lesson of the conflict that took

place in the months of August and
September.
If we are to follow the logic of

these lessons, then our display of
unity, strength and will to fight for
our interests by themselves constitute
an important factor in maintaining
peace on the sub-continent. So long
as these factors are there, we do not
run any risks by an agreement of this
kind.

It is important to remember that
India had not entered the conflict with
the aim of inflicting a total defeat on
Pakistan, and so when the cease-fire
came into existence, the position was
that while the Pakistan army had
received a somewhat servere drub-
bing. its back had not been broken.
It is, therefore, wrong to expect the
Tashkent declaration to be g cata-
logue of surrender terms dictated to
a defeated Pakistan. In the words of
our revereq President, “no one would
claim that the declaration is a perfect
document; it has the elements of give
and take, compromise and concilia-
tion.”

The House will recall that when the
late Prime Minister left for Tashkent,
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the two armies were facing each other
across a fragile. cease-fire line. As
Shastriji said after the signing of the
agreement, the meeting was held, I
quote:

“in order to see that there is no
escalation of conflict. ]f there had
been no agr t here, i
would have become more acute,
and it would have led to further
conflagration"”.

1t js gratifying that the various steps
indicated in the agreement gre being
taken by both parties, and this has
definitely led to a reduction of ten-
sion. What is more, the leaders of
both countries have acclaimed the
Tashkent spirit, though there are
some in both who oppose it.

Another element in the background
of eventg is the Security Council re-
solution which calleq up Indig and
Pakistan first to cease fire and subse-
quently, whe: the cease-fire had been
achieved, to withdraw the armies on
both sides to positiong they occupied
prior to 5th August, 1965. And it
must be remembered that not only the
USA and the USSR, but all the mem-
bers of the Security Council were &
party to this resolution. The Secu-
rity Council was finding it somewhat
difficult to get this resolution imple-
mented, and the danger of the con-
flict escalating was everpresent. It
was in thig situation that the USSR
renewed jts initiative for holding the
Tashkent talks.

Why did we agree to go to Tash-
kent? That is a relevant question,
and when we understand that ques-
tion, we understand many of the imp-
lications of the agreement. Firstly
we went b we had fid
in the Soviet Union. The Soviet Unlon
had been our consistent supporter in
the Security Council and outside on
the Kashmir question. Even other-
wise, our relations with the Soviet
Union are extremely warm and
friendly. o

The second reason was that because
the Security Council was already
seized of the so-calleg Kashmir ques-
tion, it woulg eventually take it up
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for discussion once again, Our ex-
perience of the Security Council meet:
ings has been that far from resolving
differences they prompt both parties
to adopt extreme positions. It was,
therefore, any day preferable, if we
really wanted a break-through in our
relations, to discuss the issue in the
presence of a powerful and friendly
Soviet Union which recognises the
justice of our stand on Kashmir. We
have to remember that at Tashkent,
for the first time in history, the
Soviet Union took a diplomatic initia-
tive in resolving the outstanding dif-
ferences between two  neighbouring
countries in Asia, The Soviet Prime
Minister, Mr. Gosygin, involved his
own prestige in the negotiations and
played a historical role in guiding
them to success.

The long-term significance of the
success of the Tashkent talks lies in
the Soviet Union's assertion of its
presence in Asia. India should wel-
come this event, just as China could
hardly be expecteq to welcome it.
Al] along China had donc its best to
sabotage the Tashkent talks, and their
success represents a rcbuff {o that
country. Ching advocates war as a
‘means of settling disputes, and here
the dispute was solved around a con-
ference table, at least some of the
disputes, even though minor ones, and
China definitely has all along shown a
lively interest in fomenting trouble
between India ang Pakistan. In so
far as the Tashkent agreement repre-
sented some step forward towards
further agreement between the two
countries, it was a rebuff to China.
But China is an exXception in this re-
gard. International opinion at the
moment is overwhelmingly in favour

of restoration of normal relations
between India ands Pakistan.
It was my privilege to represent

this country in the delegation to the
United Nations last year when this
whole question wag considered.
I had the opportunity to talk to a
large number .of delcgates from a
number of countries, anq in the course
of those discussions I found that.
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broadly speaking, most of those coun-
tries were rather tired of the Kashmir
problem. They had been hearing ar-
guments year after year for the last
18 years, and almost every one want-
ed the two countries to sit down and
find a way to settle their disputes
peacefully as early ag possible. In
one respect I found a change in their
attitude after the recent conflict.
More ang more countries seem to
realise that plebiscite was no solution
to the problem of Kashmir. This con-
stituted in many cases a departure
from previously held opinions. But
then having accepted that plebiscite
is no solution, they naturally ask as
to how the differences over Kashmir
were ultimately to be resolved. It
can be either through military or
political means. Every problem has
to be solved some day and the world
community certainly prefers the con-
fercnce table to the sword. It has
also been India’s prefcrence all along.
Our attitude at the Tashkent talks
could not possibly be inconsistent with
thig basic gpproach. When the Prime
Minister Jeft this country for Tash-
kent he held many discussions with-
in the party and with the Opposition
leaders ang with others and the
broad sentiment appeared to be that,
short of sacrificing our vital interests,
everything should be done to prevent
the collapse of the Tashkent talks.

Shri Bade: That is not the assu-
rance of the Opposition parties.

Shri K. C. Pant: T hope you heard
what I said—short of sacrificing out
vital interests. What are these vitat
interests? Broadly speaking, they re-
late to the states of Jammu gnd
Kashmir and the security of our
frontiers. I hardly think that Mr.
Bade wil] disagree with that. As far
as the status of Kashmir is con-
cerned we must make it perfect-
ly clear that we stand firmly by
our previous position on Kashmir,
namely, that it is an integral part of
this country...... (Interruptions.) I
am not yielding 1 do not have suffi-
cient time. The Tashkent declaration
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shoulg not be permitted to be consi-
dered in any other light. We owe it
to our armed forces and our people,
particularly to the government ana
the people of Jammu and Kashmir
that there is no ambiguity, no shadow
of doubt or possibility of miscalcula-
tion on this score. The people of
Jammu and Kashmir have a right to
settle down to a life of normalcy ard
security. Knowing as we do that
both the United States and Russia
are keenly interested in a settlement
between India and Pakistan we must
be particularly careful not to give
them the impression that the Tashkent
declaration constitutes a willingness
on our part to compromise our basic
position on Kashmir. I do not here
suggest that pressures are used but
whether we like it or not the gb-
jective conditions in which we find
ourselves leave us open to all kinds
of pressures. There is on the one
hang a threat from China whom we
cannot fight alone at this stage. I
think "there is need for economic as-
sistance at least for g few more years
to come. It is better to recognise
these pressure points and guard again-
st them than ignore them and he
cought by surprise. This brings me
to the question of security of our
frontiers.

Not even the most starry-eyed opli-
mist would expect the government to
relax its vigilance or weaken its de-

fence preparedness because of the
Tashkent declaration. There is no
room for complacency. I am sure

Mr. Bade will agree with me there.
In the ultimate analysis the Tashkent
declaration at its best can be the first
step towards a new chapter of peace,
harmony and co-operation between
India and Pakistan; at its worst it
amounts to the implementation of the
first part of the Security Council re-
solution. Both thig declaration and
the Security Council resolution refer
to the withdrawal of armed personnel
to the 5thr August line.

Shri Bade: Does it refer to the
withdrawal of infiltrators from Kash-
mir?...... (Interruptions.).
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Shri K, C. Pant; What is the signi-
ficance of this date, 5th  August?
It is this, that infiltration started on
this day. It”"would have been diffi-
cult for us ultimately to refuse to
withdraw to the 5th August line a®
per the Security Counci] resolution
not only because of world opinion but
because we should not ignore that we
hag our owp problems in Chhamb.
To those who criticise our withdrawals
from Haji Pir ete. I would not at-
tempt to give an answer because the
Forcign Minister has already given
an interpretation of the Tashkent
agreement. It covers these poirts
and I would only say this that to the
best of my knowledge our army
agreed with the decision to withdraw
from these posts

Shri Maurya: No; Army officials—I
do not want to name them—did not
agree...... (Interruptions.)

Shri K. C. Pant: I am sure he will
get his chance to have his say and
he should wait for that.

Shri Maurya: Say things which you
feel; do not talk about the army; the
army diq not agree.

Shri K. C. Pant: The second thing
is that if we had to withdraw to the
5th August line, then it is my sub-
mission that it was better to withdraw
in Tashkent and in huppy circumstan-
ces rather than to do it with ill-
grace under pressure from the Secu-
rity Council.

As to seeking guarantees against
further aggression by Pakistan I be-
lieve that the only guarantee that
counts is our own strength. As a
sovereign country if infiltrators come
into our country we shall shoot them
down. That is the only answer and
the only guarantee.

In conclusion may I just say that
the Tashkent declaration has been
held as a statesman like step through-
out the world. It is something more
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for us. It is the last commitment to
which our late Prime Minister pledged
his country. He restored this coun-
try’s confidence in its own strengtn
and ability to defend itself. His faith
was born of strength. Let us not be
wanting either in that strength or in
that faith. Let us not forget that thz
Prime Minister who signed the decla-
ration opn behalf of India was a man
of acknowledged sincerity, honesty
and a high sense of public duty. He
was not a weakling. He led the
country in war without fear and hesi-
tation. Let us only ask ourselves:
could such a map have betrayed
national interest or national honour.
The answer is surely, no. Let us then
implement the Tashkent declaration
in letter and spirit without harbour-
ing any suspicions in the hope that
it will pave the way to peace and un-
derstanding with a neighbour who
will always be there.

oY AR W W (W)
ST HFRA, WA TF g ATAFR
o g7 faare #X @ § g A A
@A ag Wi wrn § fF o
FTY TR gL M F Tl o
#Y A T oA o gwie A
X | FEW T IW FroweAr wfresr
o w3a7 grama 5¥ & fag o ae
T ;W T JAT At grATHE & favg
WA W IEHE A grdr 3@ g
ST T} F ATZFT AFT IR e
¥ oo Zw Y wfasst &1 A} W 9
YT | IUTeme wgRa, § wwad g
qEe o on At S
& Sfagrie s ga wd ¥ s qror-
X GO ¥ 7 FI9 @ WERW &,
q Faw oforn ¥ afew wqor @ ¥
wif ) @ faar § 1 arwe Swom ¥
FIME T W few @ Rz
¥ qay gwt &1 fawm T e afew
Wy g QM F P
B § Foret oot W & firg WS g
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& i 3 Qe et o3 free e
AT | ITTT AW, TH  GHAAT
T SO AT PO g ? g4 Swemw Fy
qeT gEAT 9 § 5 gy W qwy
Fdwag a7 50 fm d fr oaw
a #1 afeenT 3G | a8 @ /W w
ar, T g i fggeam 7 i
ot Rt mren w1 ogw ar ¥ fag
TR F 414 9 w1 owam ad
for & arfaerr & fored g wmrem
& qmrar & o oamwr @w @@ wAn
O FT FIUW T, IF @ AW T
AT 9®7 fF aw s & oqwmw vy
T A &1 awdl AT gaAfAw  avEee
SISO F[ FF T AW AqFArdT gAY
w@ifr qum #f o aggT vl
Y gEAT WX gay faa s @
I JEAT T q1T ¥ § o € 0T
By T &1 faed wodr wwa &
AT ¥ fOT ¥ wAwr T A wEeAqwr
ART 9T JqHY € AT 9 T Fq
forat 5 & ST F Erwearel} &7 gureT
aﬁg}mnwﬁqwﬁwm
e

o ZW T frey 18 sl #
s ¥ 29 a7 T@ 9 TS FFTH 7
wifs garar faed 18 awt w1 efagrw
W W & v ¥ g w7 fagw
é,wwﬁmqé,mﬁw{w
W § 1 g W A oo
fafewr wroogEhy @ir oW @
T STOAT FY a7 F G, TF 2T I
& gua AT ¥ S FT AT | @R
qfcorms ag g fr QAT W) F wiew
sofer forrt @ anfee o o Y
@ ar€ | gER qET @ wies i
g€ W fe et ot afeer &
wifes wfa & ¥y fad qacaE Wi
&z Y §Y sfa g€, 3w & qrw wwdwr
* WY o A & wer Wi W R
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Tt 9 A war dafat § e aw
gaT F gr fergeama ¥ @ It w7
AT I f FTeiT A area w1
vwfawrr 51 & Ia9 wfe & gra
gea forar s 1 7z g wwiag
HFATT § AT FH [T AT €
ara 93 & i 7uy qrfees 1 78 7T
fear, wifyeam o1 a@ H TR w®
qaqX gt O awerrdl w1 e
o= waw ¥ A gvar § | wwiA @
.ATAFR FY GIGT T [ET THAAT T
t fr gnd & s 9 9 fam

o T 3w § §O AW a<g AR
& ¥ JoT FX ATAT FY [AAG FAT
wEX § 1 7 weA & Fr W qeAe
T Frfirer snfe st & anfer o &<
FARWMF o AT WE
o g7 @& &7 &A1 WA @ity e
gt wreEr ot F 14 faarac ®
IT X F AR Y I § N IR Iq
g F qic F) foa a9 fF a5 g
vy ¥\ o awg aifeem o
fegena & v qg aw w@r ar fow
Taq ZATO AT WTRNE F1 GO
a¢ 7Y g% ff 39 qww 3 g1z g IW
¥ o ¥ Q1 I9 gHT W@ETy gu g
*ft W gy Wt § ever Wi A
w0 a1 fr gar@ ¥AE wsdh @
Iq qF QfFETA T0 9 F) TGEAE T
FT X 5 a= saer & gra awemt &1
qATa g gaT & | I fad Al
T g wfig IEE g W R TE
wR W At F v gafaaw g
a1 qafrow & I ot gard gard’ aet
S gerdt wrFRh S nfeem™ @
N w¢ fs xg @y A w00
gt ar S ag oft ¥ v xT TE
ag gTa qaifet & wy & fag a=
a§ @ Yo q@ @ @l FAE A
FEM 1 wfla qur wefy ot & g
wrel g A wd ff Nfw I
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gAds AvEw T AR AR wTTH
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g g f6 anmee ferrtam & wfeww
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frft ow e ¥ mfaw @ #T fec
IAHT IEEUT FE o | FER X W
T® & 9gT ¥ IO BN & | W
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IEA A9 FOT R HEA @ fw,
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QT AT w3 e | fear g
&7 § SiATH gW ST WA WY R § WY
ECUl
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g T e § i g T q9E A gt
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afawar, wod 2w a7 wEEE, T
aw * afrssr W g & fag aw
qqT AT Q@ @A | qWEE AT
¥ wwrig gAY g ) fif 6w}
o ayar | wafa gw ey £ froog
N, IR TW N R FF AAANT
qTE a7 9 q7 AR FA ¥ fewmr §
R EAY fix FTedT qT AT W gEm,
FOAT 9 §T WA I AT qaifsa
qTET AAX TIAT T GHTH T FTT
wk froar § | gafom @ 9wt AN
qaTeT g ey e o dfaafas s
Y qreafas gEAaT FT E ? K@ oW
aar § fF qwew dwwr g3 o
g T# & afew a7 areEE wrewe
wifa & mrga & 1 g gowfw ¥
@A gq Ig7 AW F WAT A 7 oA
2w A wr & fog wo B oW
gm e f& g wrrww W
WETIAT § 9T Ik fog ag wET
W 2w ¥ 3§ wgw g wer 7 fEey
A ¥ R Wy qw & fed
T F1 f7aT 3w ¥ T wEAE a7 W
o T g gFdr @ 1 IF WET WIRAY
¥ o 39 7E AT A A bAw W
wgdw ¥, ofrr wEElw ¥ wfy &
forq afey wrqel dare ¥ mfer @ @
Ig% fau 3FA oF afsr @ qEer
femr o 3@ gfe & 3%t @ oo
o1 gw gree w67 1 o ofe WY IR
og N F7F I fowr @ I EW
ar aETy A Wexr w47 1 QW I
feana wgry wewr & wfA gw Wvi N
gt sigiafa goir | ae A 9 AR
Fwr &7 qearews At § I W
F o a5 gw 39 frn & fem
oYy qedd & amq g 7% 1 7Y AW
& fr qurdr w7 9w ¥ TEET,
oow A @t 7T g W armE ¥ A
wrmare wf & werg § 37 gt
770 A e fam 1 3w TR §
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e gq v & wReRr N gvwRrds
Tl N &Y a1 QAT FE i §
wg T § g T Al 8 o
T ¢ e gt 3w & A v
fe o & mfw aof g, W
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& gawar § fr dfeq Jamgea agE
Tew WM N AN ogrw @A, T oaw
YT TR A OFT § TH w9
TR A & 37 N od w7 fagy
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16.01 hrs,

[Sur: SONAVANE in the Chalr).

X AT ¥ ¥ An w1 A
fem § + gt R fam, aifega
s Y, = Wfafom, & gqw ofs-
&M & g5 wfrwd o ar fed
89 37 fawrdi ofr ari qv favarw
A o T e sfe
art a1 At qr gum 7E) fer
a1 fva €1 g qw & prar Al
AT A @ Y 1 Fvam A g el
I A F Tg T e, fow X1 A3
¥ gy T &) sréeifagear, wavw,
stz g awar &1 e el 1w
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@ Wea & gnes #y bfamtes
ayon FT e fRaT o, T W
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TgR ¥ wifar g o
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SFE FIX ¥ GG Qg IeN qg WY
wg 5 @ 1% @ ag 7 e,
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TR AT fwE SN # T
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mf=r awml s0 & fag = @, @
Iq% qTg WfF EY qra-g X SR
gw argH & fs arreg 9w & W
wewt q¥ faa fear o w9 Tmw
TR A 6 s aaEn % fag
TR, &1 38 WY frax e s
W AR ¥ gAR YU Hel argfew
waq I3 |

I =) & 919 W T qgW W
&1, WU Tfle wuE ), o e,
wY TR T @I w0 § W Iger
qHhgq w7d 0

Shri U. M. Trivedi: Mr. Chairman,
Sir, the discussion which we are en-
tering upon today will have a far-
reaching effect on the future of our
country. This morning I raised a
point of order, which unfortunately
the Speaker was pleased not to decide.
I am not here at this stage to reiterate
the same arguments, but I would like
to analyse the statement that has been
presented by the minister.

You konw there is a saying in the
world that you can wake up a sleep-
ing man, but you cannot wake up
those who are already awake, The
government knowg fully well what
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folly it is committing and it is no use
pointing out that their action is foolish
or silly. On the face of it, this action
is @ wrong being done t thig country.
Nobody wants war. We in India never
wanted war, but it was thrust upon
us and Pakistani forces were held at
leash against ug for 18 years. We
gave them a taste of our power. It is
only when they tasteq the rebuff that
they went about seeking some media-
tor and played upon the sentiments of
the world at large that there should
be peace. It was the peace of the hy-
pocrite, not the peace of an honest
man. We offered them a no-war pact
times without number, But Pakistan
never accepted it and we had to fight.
We fought and taught them a lesson.
But that wag not enough in the sense
that a crushing defeat was not im-
posed upon them. They wanted it,
but we refused to give it. We never
wanted to go the whole hog, with the
net result that they thought it better
to have a ccase-fire. They are used
to this term ‘cease-fire’. We had an
experience of this cease-fire in 1947.
We are again having this experience
now.

On 26th October, 1947, His Highness
Maharaja Hari Singh of Kashmir
signed hig accession and the accession
was accepted by us. How is it that
I find in this Year Book of the United
Nations of 1948-49 of the United
Nations this statement:

“At the Council’'s 230th meeting
on 20 January a resolution was
adopted....., Written proposals,
submitted by the representatives of
India and Pakistan, stressed the
jmportance of a cessation of fight-
ing and recorded agreement in
principle on the desirability of a
plebiscite to determine the acces-
sion of the State of Jammu and
Kashmir to India or to Pakistan.”

Did we enter into these negotiations
with our eyes open or did we lack
in foresight and lucid expression of
our thoughts that this muddle has



691 Tashkent

taken place that the accession of
Kashmir to India or Pakistan was a
subject open for discussion? Our
country has accepted the accession
signed by 560 rulers in all and by the
mere signature of these rulers, who
were soverign de jure and de facto,
the accession was full and complete.
Why the accession of Kashmir was not
full and complete passes my compre-
hension and the country ir not pre-
pared to believe it.

In October, 1849, the Constituent
Asgembly of Jammu and Kashmir
passed the Constitution of tha! State
declaring that that State shall be an
integral part of India. What State?
The State which was the Princely
State of Jammu and Kashmir, with
all its boundaries as they existed on
15th August 1947. That is what arti-
cle 4 of the Constitution of Jammu
and Kashmir states. So there is
nothing ambiguous which is left, I
do not know why ridicule has been
thrown against this Constitution and
in his arugment, one of the hon, Mem.
bers said that it is foolish on the part
of anyone of us to consider that that
part of Jammu and Kashmir is—
to quote  his own language—

“gfaarey sy wraat w1 1"

It is. There is no doubt in my mind
that every part of Jammu and Kash-
mir territory is an integral part, an
undivisible part of India. If that
conception persists—and that is the
only conception which has been re-
peated in this Houce over and over
again—then even for a moment we
cannot give up the territory which
belongs to us, which has been recover-
ed by us, which has been taken from
the thief. I as a lawyer, Sir, have
never come across a single case when
stolen property recovered by the
Ppolice or by our own efforts is given
back in the court to the thief. That
is not the law, that cannot be the
law and even the ordinary law 1s
against that. How is it that this terri-
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tory belonging to us—Kargil,. Tithwal
and Hajj Pir—recovered by us by
force is being given over today? 1
do not for a moment .ay, do not give
back Sialkot, do not give back Lahore.
No, I will not stand in the way of
your doing that for the sake of treaty.
good conscience, justice and equity.
We are bound to, when we come to
terms, give back Sialkot and Lahore
and get back Chamb and Khemkaran.
But, Sir, it cannot enter in my mind
for a moment, it cannot fall from my
mouth even for once that Haji Pir,
Kargil and Tithwal can be given back,
They cannot be given back

Why has Government furked in
doing the right thing” They should
have come before this House. They
have got an absolute majority. Just
as they passed a law [or giv'ng away
Berubari, just as thcy passed an Act
under article 368, they could have
moved a resolution this House Let
it be decided whether ¢r not the
country will tolerate this decision to
give away this territory of Haj! Pir,
Tithwal and Kargil to Pakistan.

Sir, arguments have been advanced.
When the point of order was raised,
my hon. friends from the Communist
Party, very enlightened and intelli-
gent people, committed thig mistake
of not supporting the point of order,
because everything that comes from
Russia is good for them, everything
that comes from America or Great
Britain is bad for them and every-
thing that comes from India ;s foolish.
I should say Sir, that that attitude
must be given up, We are here to
take a detached view. We are utting
in this House after having taken the
oath under the Constitution. It i our
duty to interpret it, interpret it right-
ly. fairly, squarely and justly. If we
interpret it in that way, is there any
other ‘meaning possible for the lang-
uage used here in this Constitution?
If that is the position, how is it that
we are giving up his tgrritory, and
what are the circum:ztances under
which we are giving up this territory?



693 Tashkent
[Sbri U. M. Trivedi]

Let ug see this whole Tashkent
show. We remember, on 20th Sep-
tember, before the cease-sire th.: hon.
Prime Minister, the late lamented Lal
Bahadur Shastri, told us that he one
and only reason which made him ulti-
mately agree to this cease-fire was
this, that he had a letter from Soviet
Russia, from the Prime Minister of
Russia. He had a telegram from him.

8Shri K, C. Sharma (8ardhana): It
is doubtful.

Shri U. M. Trivedi:
ful coming from me,
-coming from you.

It i3 not cloubt.-
it is doubtful

The question is this. When the hon.
Prime Minister, Lal Bahadur Shastri,
went o Tashkent, he was accompani-
ed by our Minister of Fxternal Affairs
and our Defence Minister. .They are
wise men in their own way, but it
requires a great dea] of firmness in
the mind of a man to stand up o
goondaism. What was actually hap-
pening was, President Ayut Khan
was talking one thing and Bhutto on
the other hand was talking another
thing. We were badly let down by
the foolish, incompetent propaganda
that was carried out and the incom-
petent publicity that our courtry re-
ceived in Britain and America. It
appeared, on the face of it, that they
had given up giving proper ald to
us.

The only friend that we could point
out was thjs friend who had the occa-
sion of vetoing certain decisions in
the UNO. To that friend we looked
and to that friend we went. Every day
from the 4th onwards, news was com-
ing into India day in and day out,
morning and evening, in the radio to
which we listened, disclosing  this
state of affairs that there was no
possibility of coming to an agreement
because Kashmir was not to be dis-
cussed, This pivot of Kashmir was
there which prevented the talks from
coming to a successfu; end. This
went on till the morning of the 10th.
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What happened on the 10th, I do not
know and nobody has told this House
as to what happened on the 10th, that
suddenly news is flashed out in the
evening saying that we are all happy
that the agreement has been signed
The hon. Minister of External Affairs,
Shti Swaran Singh, was pleased to
say that this was drafted on the 9th
night and morning of the 10th. If that
was so, why was it that in the news
that was flashed out from Tashkent
in the morning of the 10th it negatived
any jdea about the Tashkent agree-
ment?

Sir, what was the pressure that was
being brought on him. We were not
there, We do not know what pres-
sure was brought upon our late Prime
Minister. He was not a man who
would easily yield to pressure. He
wag a firm man, a man with his own
ideas, although a mild man, a docile
gentleman but a man with a will. To
bring him down they had to carry on
propaganda not for one day, two days,
three days, four days or five days but
for days together, and ultimately the
pressure was felt. What wag that pres-
sure, It was poured into his ears
that we had no rifend left, our only
friend was Russia and therefore he
should not discard the advice given by
Russia, That was poured into his
ears.

An hon. Member: By whom?

Shri U. M. Trivedi: Whosoever was
there. I was not there. Who poured
that into his ears you have to judge
for yourself. When that was poured

into his ears, naturally, at the last
moment. ...
An hon, Membet: You should

make it clear.

Shri U. M. Trivedi: The hon. Mem-

" ber can clear it when I have finished.

When the whole question was being
put under that pressure and that kind
of advice which was available to him
from fhose who were present at the
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last moment, the man ‘felt it. This
morning, Sir, making a statement in
the House about the sad demise of the
late Prime Minister, the Minister of
External Affairs was pleased to say
that after he had signed it they saw
that he was relaxed. I do not know
what he means by the word ‘relaxed’.
when he says that the man with a
will even in the worst calamity felt
relaxed and wanted to show that he
was relaxed. The question is whe-
ther he was mentally worried, whe-
ther that mental worry was weighing
upon his mind. One who had assert-
ed in this House over and over again,
before the Members of the Opposition
whenever they had an opportunity of
meeting him, that he wil] not give
up on this point and there was no
getting out of Haji Pir, Kargil and
Tithwal, he felt relaxed after this
agreement, I remember an occasion
when my hon. friend, Shri Bagri, ask-
ed him how it was that if he does not
give up on this question he agreed
to the cease-fire he sald: 7g A1 wré

o frrew 2

These are the words which he re-
peated and we were satisfled that
there is our Prime Minister who is not
willing to give up any territory.
From that gentleman it was least
expected that he would give up.
Therefore, whatever be the denial, 1
am not prepared to believe for a mo-
ment that pressure was not put upon
him to agree to this,

The question asked by the people is
this. Are we going to rest on the be-
lief that by virtue of this Tashkent
Agreement we will have peace? Are
we day-dreaming? For 18 years we
have experience of Pakistan.

ot v g s A A A

Shri U. M. T-ivedi: Leaving aside
ghus paith, how long are we going
to suffer from the hatred that has been
put up against us? Was it well receiv-
ed in Pakistan? Was this Treaty of

2400 (Ai) LS—10.
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Tashkent well-received in Pakistan?
Ii was not. Was the urch—I do not
want to use the word criminal—was
the arch. offender, in this case; Shri
Bhutto, satisfled? No, he was not
satisfied.

An hon. Member: Just as you are
not satisfled,

Shri U. M, Trivedi: Yes, you are
right, perfectly right. I am not satis-
fled and the country is not satisfied.
It is only people like you, who have
nothing to gain or lose, that will be
satisfled with this agreement.

Shri Sheo Narain (Bansi): We are
not going to join the Bagri school.

Shri U. M. Trivedl: All right. The
question is this. On that day, when
all of you clapped—it was reported in
the press; I did not see it because 1
was not present here—I do not know
whether you also clapped your hands.

Mr. Chairman: The hon,
should address the Chair.

Shri U. M, Trivedi: I am sorry. It
so happens that the Minister is sitting
opposite to me. I would be pleased if
my friend, Shri Swaran Singh, tells
us that he also did clap. This was
what was reported in the press. [ can
only repeat what I read, because I
was not present here then.

Member

The enmity, hatred, aversion to
India’s progress, which is deep-rooted
in Pakistan is still there. It has not
gone away. There is only one method
of dealing with it—either engender-
ing love or engendering fear. As i
is not possible to engender love, we
have to engender fear. We have
miserably failed in achleving that
particular aspect of creating fear In

the mind of Pakistan. We have not
been successful there. I do not say
that we have to fight. I do not want

to fizht for the sake of fight because
1 know the horroré of war. Each one
of us understands the horrors of war.
Nobodv is preaching war and T sm
not & war-monger. But as a practical
man in life I know that there are only’
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two ways in which we can deal with
a person or country. Therefore, when
Shastriji went from here he said
‘“there will not be one Tashkent but
many Tashkents”, But one Tashkent
took away the life of that great man.

637

Mr. Chairman: The hon. Member's
time is up. He has already taken 20
minutes,

Shri U. M, Trivedi: 1
two ‘more minutes.

will take

At one time the London Times
wrote “the load-stone of every aspect
of Pakistan’s foreign policy is bad
relationg with India”. Has that load-
stone changed? I ask for an assertion
from our Minister of External Affairs
‘has that load-stone changed”? 1
will be very happy, nobody will be
happier than myself, if it is so. I do
not want war, I’ repeat. The de-
monstrations that have been held by
the Jan Sangh are demonstrations not
to bring about war or demand war
from you. They are only to strengthen
your hands. They are only to give
expression to the feeling on the part
of the public at large that the giving
up of Kargil, Tithwal and Haji Pir is
not liked by the people,

Therefore, I say that if with all the
prudence that you can show, with all
the logic that the Government can
show, with al] the courage that you
have in your hands you come to the
conclusion that you want to give up
Kargil, Tithwal and Haji Pir, then
bring a Bill before this House, have
it debated in this sovereign Parlia-
ment so that the determination and
will of Parlizment is ascertained and
get it passed by the majority that is
required under article 368 if you want
to give up that territory. In that case,
I will be satisfied. That is all what
I want, nothing more. I do not ap-
prove of the method by which you
want to hand over a portion of our
territory. As guch, the Tashkent
agreement is not approved of by me,
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by the country and shall not be ap-
proved of for all times to come.

Shri Krishna Menon (Bombay City
North): Mr, Chairman, when on the
Republic Day our Prime Minister told
this nation and the world regarding
the declaration at Tashkent that it
would be implemented in full, in spirit
and in letter, she was not only, in my
view, declaring and reiterating an im-
portant piece of Government policy
but reflecting the sentiments of the
overwhelming majority of our people.
That, however, casts upon us certain
responsibilities. When we say that the
declaration should be implementeq in
letter and in spirit, it is important
that we should try to think in our
own-mindg both the genesis of this
declaration, its implicationg and also
what part peoples playeq in this. I in-
tend no lack of enthusiasm about this
declaration when I.say that in all in-
ternational agreements, on the one
hand a romantic approach and on the
other a cynical approach is shown;
that is to say, expectations are arous-
ed, as was the case in Bandung. But,
then, there are ups and downs in all
international relations, I have often
heard it saiq that this is a declaration
of intent. I would like to say with
great respect to our Prime Minister
that I hope she discourages this at-
titude towards jt. This is not a de-
claration of intent, but a declaration of
a solemn resolve to pursue the path
of peace, even with our bitterest
enemies or those who mistakenly
think that this country may submit to
force of arms of their own or other
peoples’.

This declaration has to be under-
stood also in the context of not only
our world relations but world re-
lations in respect of this continent.
As has been stated repeatedly, our
relations with Pakistan and Pakis-
tan’s relations with us are a hang-over
from the davs of the empire. 1 do
not want to go into the question of
Low it came about, but there is no



699 Tashkent

doubt that even after the empire had
folded down and even when we re-
gisted its attempt to come by the
back door, we have always had them
around us. There have been a large
number of talks with Pakistan, some-
times rounds of talks with the British
or the Americans breathing down out
shoulders. In the Tashkent Declara-
tion, while I myself do not subscribe
to the view that any particular coun-
try has either an excess or a mono-
poly of diplomatic skill, a departure
is made in the sense that on the Asian
continent there are other forces
operating, that we function as two
independent countries without the
impact and the inhibition of past
weight upon us, So, in this sense, it
was a new departure, which draws
a new outline of the political
geography of Eurasia.

It s for the first time to my know-
ledge that conversation between pak-
istan and India had been really two-
party mee.ings. The Tashkent Con-
ference was not a three-party con-
ference, as some people seem to think,
but a two-party conference. The in-
tentions of the Soviet Union, to my
limited experience in negotiations
with them, have always been that
when there are two parties who want
to come to an agreement, introducing
a mediator does not always 'achieve
the results. We had the same trouble
in regard to Korea to convert them to
this view and I think events have
proved that probably they were right.
Two parties that cannot see eye to eye
with each other should be brought
face to face to resolve their differen-
ces. So, Tashkent was more g forum,
an area where we were the guests of
*the Soviet Government. That is why I
say there was a two-party conference
rather than g three-party conference.

There was no formula, no civil
gervants running around and Whis-
pering into our earg what we should
say. There was mo formula of any
kind. So far as this Parliament’s and
the nation’s criticism is concerned, all
1 have is'this document. I do not
have to ask Shri Chavan what some-
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one said to someone else because at
all international conferences so much
would be said that is pleasant or un-
pleasant. We are only concerned
about the results and those results
are this extemsion of di i of
international politics in this way
which would have an effect not only
on our country and on Afro-Asia but
also on the new face of Latin America,
where so many conflicts of this kind
are taking place, and Vietnam or any-
where else. Ultimately the solution
has to be found by keeping the older
imperial powers out of interfering
with them and seeing some fish in
troubled waters that they can take
away. This is one of the aspects
which many people may regard as
remote but no development of any
country takes place except in the con~
text of its international effects.

If there was anybody who thought
that at Tashkent would emerge a
master agenda or a complete solution
of our problems, they were really
thinking romantically. At one time the
newspapers talked of a master agenda
and I felt rather depressed because
the moment you get on to the master
agenda you only magnify all the difi~
culties that you have. The only thing
we could have done was nibbling at
things and removing whatever was
there.

What was the purpose.of this con-
ference? The purpose was to create a
climate of rapproachment, that is to
say, a disengagement of some kind.
We cannot look at this problem with~
out looking at the fact that after the
escalation of war efforts by our
neighbour and after the conflict on &
large scale—whether war was declared
or not, there wag conflict on g large
scale—before and after Tashkent a’ter
the United Nation’s resolution of 23rd
September, we had a situation
where—the Defence, Minister alone
can tell you—considerable elements of
our fighting forces. our armour, OuT
equipment and a considgrable amount
of our national energies were pitted
one againt the other. We were on
each other’s territory and let it be
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said that the United Nations resolu-
tion did not bring cease-fire; it was

cease-fire of a solution but the
fire never ceased. There  were
thousands of violations, not few

but several thousand violations, of the
cease-fire agreement and it is up to
any government to find out how do
we disengafe ourselves from this posi-
tion, It was cease-fire without an
armistice in sight; it was cease-fire
without withdrawals and the only
solution that was provided was that of
sending of United Nations observers,
whom we haq for the last 19 years
observing one side or the other, some-
times observing neither. Therefore
there was no prospect of a disengage-
ment in the immediate present and
the disengagement that was to be
brought about on the long cease-fire
line was something which we required
and they required if for nothing else
to save the enormous amount of ex-
penditure from day to day. Each day
must cost crores of rupees to occupy
somebody else’s country. Therefore
gement was .

What I have said should not be
taken in the way of thinking that this
‘was a counsel—I would not call, de-
feat—of making the best of a bad job.
“That was not the position, After all
wars and after all conflicts of any
kind, this problem of disengagement
is one of the most difficult which the
Western nations have not been able to
solve with all their armiles of occupa-
tion all over the place with all the
consequences that follow. As an exer-
cise of disengagement, if nothing else,
it has been rapid, conclusive and, if
reports are right, in three or four
days’ time we shall get back to as-
you-were in that way.

Then come the other aspects of it.
As I said in the beginning, speaking
for myself, I looked upon this Tash-
kent exercise even before they went
there as merely an attempt to re-
wtore normality. We had broken dip-
Tomatic relations not officially but for
all' practical purposes. Now, we have
come to their restoration under the
Geneva Convention of 1961 which
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means thai{ they cannot go and heat
our people nor can we do the same.
That is to say, a degree of civilised
relationship will come about between
the two countries. I do not subscribe
to the view that because we have
said we forswear peace, peace will
be forsworn because that is part of
the United Nations Charter, that is part
of the general teleological doctrine of
turning swords into plough shears.
Ang nobody has turned them so far.
But each time we repeat the senti-
ments, we add something to its pro-
motion. So, the agreement to forswear
force, to forswear use of force as
such. and whatever our rights are,
these are not to be accomplished by
taking more initiative.

So far as we are concerned, we are
committed not to fire bullets. That'is
to say, we wi]l not take the initiative
in war. Again, without any disrespect
to the present performance I would
like to say that this is merely a re-
iteration, a development, an enlarge-
ment of the policies that we have
either followed or we tried to follow
all along. In this connection, it is
also significant to quote the gpeech of
the Prime Minister. It goes on to say:

“ .. . We
policy of peace
with all nations, Yet we reserve
to us the right of fundamental
opinion. The principles which
have guided our foreign policy
are in keeping with the best
traditions of our country and are
wholly  consistent with our
nationa! interest. The fundamental
principles laid down by my father
to which he dedicated his hfe will
continue to guide us . . .

Now, that, I think, is wha‘t is basically

to be considered, That is to say, there

is no departure—I do not mean de-
parture in the method—there is no
basic departure from our aims and
our objectives and our posture in in-
ternational relations, People would
say, I think, rightly, that jt was quite
unnecessary for India to declare that
she will not use force, that she will
not take the initiative in the use of

have followeq &
and friendship
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force. But it so happens, Mr. Chair-
man, in this world that hqwever true
something may be, in certain contexts
it has to be repeated. And so we res-
tore normalcy. Where it is ‘diploma-
tic relations, they are being progres-
sively restored. Where it is disengage-
ment of troops, it is being done and
it would be possible to cut down mili-
tary expenditure on both sides and, I
think, it would be very difficult in the
present context for military allianc-
es—we have nome—to operate because
people would be too shame-faced to
do it in the face of Tashkent Declara-
tion. So, even as a protective measure,
it has considerable vaiue.

We have also been able to, accord-
ing to the Declaration, effect the
restoration of personnel, not only the
war prisoners but also those others
whom we had interned. There are
people who have relations on both
sides, Hindus and Muslims by faith,
whom we have ‘interned and whom
they have interned. They will be
restored to their homes, There will
also be restoration of ships and pro-
perties anq all that which will pro-
mote economic relations. Tt is only
truism to say that these two coun-
tries even during war times achieved
this—what Governments don't do. the
smugglers do; what good men don’t
do, the bad men do. That is how it
is. Therefore, by taking this by the
horns and by secking to restore econo-
mic relations, as much as we can
restore, we have also made a great
advance in this direction. So, there is
the restoration of normaley creating
those conditions which, T suppose, iIs
what people mean by declaration of

intent—1 think §t is a dangerous
phrase to use because it looks as.
“Yes, we intend to do so” But that

will be a bag attitude to adopt for a
country like ours in the face of the
world because it would mean we were
talking of peace with the tongue in
our check. We always say, we have
peaceful relations with  Pakistan.
There is no episode in our history for
the last 17-18 years where at any
time we have tgken initiative in re-
gard to force. On the long frontiers

MAGHA 27, 1887 (SAKA)

Declaration (Motion) 704

of land that lie between ourselves
and Pakistan, we have not taken in-
itiative in regard to force. The posi-
tion remains exactly as before.

What about the Tashkent Agree-
ment with reference to Kashmir? 1
think the best thing for me would be
if the friends opposite don't mind, to
intervene on the debate that has been
raised this morning. I . think, we
should understand the constitutional
aspect of this not only for constitu-
tional purposes but also for political
purposes because if we raise dust on

this, it will go against us. It is sald
that because we withdrew from
Kargil or from Haji Pir or from

Tithwal, thereby we had committed
some constitutional impropriety. If I
may say with great respect, is it not
saying that it is only upto Haji Pir

that India extends? But our posi-
tion has always been that the
cease-fire line between India and

Pakistan is not an international fron-
tier and so, whether we were five
miles or 10 miles forward, it does not
matter. Our position is that Haji Pir
is in Indian territory. When we
cross the cease-fire line, it does not
mean that we are leavig the country.
The country is ours. Therefore, if
people say that because of withdrawal
from Haji Pir or whichever place you
like to take, we have surrendered our
sovereignty, it is 1otal misunderstand-
ing not only of international law but
also a disservice to political common-
sense.

The United Nations is committed to
us in regard to the recognition of the
entire territory of Jammu & Kashmir
and let there be no mistake about it.
There are some people who whisper
that the Soviet Union will do this or
will do that. That is only a kind of
inverted submission to imperialism.
Neither the Soviet Union nor the
Soviet Union’s ancestors can prevent
us from assertfng our sovereignty.
There I8 no reason to think that the
Soviet Union is going to press any-
body. Their policy on Kashmir re-
mains uncharged, that is to say, they
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respect the position that the entire
territory of Jammu & Kashmir, ie,
the land, the lakes and mountains
which were under the suzerainty of
the Maharaja of Jammu & Kashmir is
part of the Indian territory. I think
it is a mistake to think that, because
in the last eighteen years, some vill-
ages have been taken or some small
areas have bcen taken, the  position
will change. There must be g distinc-
tion in our minds between adminis-
trative control and de facto occupa-
tion. Sovereignty is de jure.
Sovereignty is the right of the people
.over a territory in law. Therefore,
there has been no abrogation of sove-
reignty and speaking for myself, so
long as there is life in this nation,
will be no abrogation of our soverei-
gnty to Pakistan or any other coun-
try.

Reference has been made to Beru-
different

bari. That is entirely a
question. There the issue was not
surrendering an Indian territory.

There were grave doubts as to whose
territory it belonged to. There were
all sorts of negotiations of  various
kinds. As a measure of abundant
caution, at that time the Government
of the day, after a series of discus-
sions, decided to refer the matter to
the Supreme Court because they did
not want that, after handing over the
territory, the Parliament should pass
a censure or create difficulties which
would make Pakistan say, “they have
given to us, but they have actually
not”. As a measure of abundant cau-
tion, the matter was referred to the
Supreme Court and  the
Court sald, “you can give any ten:l-
tory you like but you pass a Bill
through Parliament”. Where the
sovereignty is doubtful you take the
precaution of regularising matters.
So no question of constitutional im-
propriety arises, But a certain
amount of political—I would not call
it impropriety—something arises in
this. If we keep on saying that
because Pakistan is occupying the
territory, it is theirs, then we

Supreme °
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are saying that all the areas which
are under occupation by Pakistan in
the last eighteen years, belong to
Pakistan. We cannot subscribe to the

‘theory that because aggression lives

long, it makes the party sovereign;
because aggression lives long, it
makes an empire; an empire is per-
manent aggression and so, if Pakistan
lives there, it is Pakistan empire and
the only way to deal with the empire
is to break it. Therefore, our position
has always been this—not only ours
but the position conceded by the
United Nations when they told us that
these are called northern areas; Pakis-
ft‘anis were there at the time of cease--
re....

Shri Bade: That was not the ques-
tion raised in the point of order. The
question is: when we have occupied
it, how can we give it up.

Shri Krishna Menon: I am not,
not, usually, a person who yields.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: He is not
yielding.
Shri Bade: He has not taken the

monopoly for political commonsense.

Shri Krishna menon: So far as
occupation ig concerned, our Army
has moved to Lahore sector. Does it
mean that Lahore becomes part of
India? Because troops moved and
physical occupation takes place, you
do not concede sovereignty. I will
give you international instances.
For example, take the whole of South
West Africa. Over South West Africa,
the Government of the Union of South
Africa has been the Government ever
since 1921; that is to say, they took
over the mandated territories in 1919,
and in 1921, they gave citizenship to
the people of South West Africa. But
the League of Nations protested.
Even today, we hold the view that
South West Africa is not South
African territory. Every trust terri-
tory in the world is administered and
fully administered as an integral part
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of the metropolitan country; but the
fact of administration does not confer
sovereignty. In fact, all trust is based
upon the idea that the administering
people have no sovereignty.
Therefore, I say that it is not in our
interest to raise this kind of thing;
doubts may be raised either about the
political or military or strategic or
tactical or moral or other wisdom
about withdrawing from these places,
but you cannot question its consti-
tutional propriety. Constitutionally we
have surrendered nothing. I think
that it is a mistake for ug to say to
the world that because we are with-
drawing from a particular place it
would go to somebody else, for, .by
that logic all those areas which are
now called Azad Kashmir, the nor-
thern areas, as I said, of Gilgit etc.
would thereby by efflux of time come
under the sovereignty of Pakistan.

So, 1 would only express the fact
that our people are happy that there
has been a disengagement in regard to
this conflict. Of course, there are
many obstacles in the way. Particular-
ly, for example, some people have
asked ‘Are the Pakistanj people in
favour of it?". How do we know?
The Pakistan Government is not like
ours. Therefore, we can only say
what the Government says. And
besides, this is good international
practice to take the Government  as
representing the people Constitution-
ally, the system is such that we have
no method of ratification of treaties,
but our Government i8 a popular
government, and if it acts against the
interests of the people, the only way
is to throw out the Government; but
this Government is not going to be
thrown out; and therefore they speak
in the name of Parliament and they
speak in the name of the people, and
then an agreement is reached; they
had the interests of the country in
mind and the negotiators went with
the goodwill of this House and there
has been no change in regard to that.

The cease-fire line between Pakistan
and India in Kashmir is not an inter-
national boundary, never wag and it

MAGHA 27, 1887 (SAKA) Declaration (Motion) 708

will never be. If anybody tries to
make it an international boundary,
then the question of constitutional
propriety arises; then the other side
of the cease-fire line would become
another nation. I say, speaking for
myself that neither this Parliament
nor its successor Parliaments to comne
will ever agree to the surrender of
sovereignty so far as that {s concern-
ed. In practical terms, it means that
even at some future time, maybe, ten
or fifteen or twenty or even fifty
years later, whenever they want,
when democratic processes operate,
when industrial development takes
place and those areas which are now
colonially occupied by Pakistan desire
to come over to us, the question of
international propriety would arise;
and there, we cannot surrender on
thig question. And there has been no
surrender at all.

Therefore, I would conclude by say-
ing that so far as the Tashkent Decla-
ration is concerned, the things remain
as they were in 1849 with all the as-
suranceg given to us by the United
Nations, including the one given at
that time that it was our responsibili-
ty to maintain law and order, includ-
ing our right to keep garrisons in
Gilgit; all those assurances are not
changed. Besides, in the Tashkent
Declaration itself, there is also a refe-
rence to a chapter in the UN Charter.
If that is so, then the future rela-
tions must be governed by these posi-
tiong and by the general concept of
international law.

It is wholly important that in nego-
tiations and talks that take place, both
the Parliament and the people and
the Government should be extremely
vigilant in the sense that we do not
slip into something or the other, and
if there would be further prolonged
discussions in the UN on thege mat-
ters—because that is the only place
where they go—we,do not shift from
our position

The only way of resolving the pro-
blem of Kashmir is fdr Pakistan to
vacate the aggression and that vaca-
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tion of aggression is facilitated by
this. For, on the one hand, we have
told them that aggression does not
pay, and on the other hand, we have
béen prepared to adopt peaceful me-
thods, and, therefore, even the vaca-
tion of aggression may be possible be-
cause of that. That in my submission
is the significance and the lesson of
the Declaration of Tashkent.

Mr. Chairman: Acharya Kripalani.

Shri J. B. Kripalani (Amroha): I
had requested that I may be called
tomorrow.

Shel Surendranath Dwivedy: Mr.
Chairman, I have listened very patien-
tly to the speech made by the Exter-
nal Affairs Minister while moving this
motion. 1 have also gone carefully
through the voluminous papers circu-
lated to us on this matter. But I do
not find a single explaration either in
the speech or in the papers showing
how this Tashkent Declaration is dif-
ferent from what the Security Council
had offered to us in its resolution of
September 20. What was there un-
acceptable in the terms of the Security
Council Resolution although we were
prepared to go out of our way to ac-
cept this Taskent Declaration? How
is it different? The only difference
scems to be that whereas the Securi-
ty Council Resolution had stated that
the withdrawals wouyld take place
within three months, here in the
Tashkent Declaration we are staggered
to find that within six weeks of the
signing of the declaration we should
withdraw from these areas.

It has often been contended that
this Tashkent Declaration is a new
charter for peaceful relationship. I
would sypport it if it is a charter ac-
tually opening the way for .establish-
ment of peaceful relationship between
India and Pakistin. Nobody in this
House has ever advocated that we
should always go to war, that war is
the only method through which such
fwoblems could be solved. Rather we
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want to develop friendly relationship
with our neighbours, specially Pakis-
tan, Burma, Ceylon, Nepal and other
countries. But what is this declara-
tion? After all, if we had accepted
the UN Charter, it is an established
authority; all nations are represented
on the UN. However slender and
powerless it may be, it has some

authority. But here it is a declara-
tion.

16.54 hrs.
[MR. Dmn-m in the Chair]

It is neither a treaty nor a puL It
there are diff es in interp

I do not know who .is going to deonde
which side is right? In view of this,
this declaration is nothing but a pro-
mise by both countries under certain
circumstences. Let us not be emation-
al. I would have liked Shri Swaran
Singh not to refer to the late Prime
Minister and tell the House that thig
is his last gift. If you want to intro-
duce such considerations into this
matter, what about the lives of thou-
sands of jawans who had died on the
war front? Are they of no value in
this land? So do not talk about the
death of Shastriji or others. Rather, I
will not be wrong if I say that Shri
Swaran Singh and Shri Chavan are
not right when they say that after
signing the declaration Shri Lal
Bahadur Shastri felt relaxed. If he
felt relaxed, is it not a fact that at
10.30 that night he telephoned to his
house and wanted specifically to know
what was the reaction of the people
to the signing of the declaration? It
was because he was worried.

An hon. Member: Not at all.

Shri Surendranath Dwivedy: He
had given thig promise to this House,
not only to this House, but to the
public in his speeches outside, that
whatever happened we were not going
to withdraw, from our own areas,
specially Haji Pir, Tithwal and Kargil.
He had told us when we met him,
“The entire world may go against me
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but we are not going to  withdraw
from our own areas.” We had the
opportunity to meet him on the 1st of
January before he left for Tashkent.
He told us that the Security Council
resolution, to which Russia was a par-
ty, had asked us to withdraw from
these areas, that Russia was our only
friend and that if Russia in this con-
ference asked us to withdraw from
these areas, he would fe~l embarragsed.
That embarrassment had caused him
ultimately,— you may call it pressure
or not—the threat that Russia would
withdraw its support, the threat that
from America, Britain and other wes-
tern countries we are not going to get
any economic or any other aid, caused
hiin ultimately to sign this declara-
tion, and not considerationg of our
national security and our national in-
terests. I maintain this. If I for a
moment can believe that this declara-
tion has been signed in the best In-
terests of our nation, for preserving
the national security of our country,
for contributing peace to the world,
I will be the first man to support a
declaration like this, but nothing like
that. I have no time to quote the
speeches made by authoritative per-
sons, Ayub Khan, Bhutto, interpreting
it in a manner different from what
has been painted before us by these
decuments. Bhutto is not prepared
to admit even this much, that this is
a turning point in the history of Indo-
Pak relations. He has stated:

“The Tashkent declaration was
not an end in itself and could not
itself represent the turning polnt
in Pakistan’s relationg with
India.”

It may be argued that, after all,
Bhutto is not Pakistan. If Bhutto is
not Pakistan, then Swaran Singh is
not India. There is no difference bet-
ween Bhutto and Swaran Singh. We
must take them ag one and the same.
we must not choose between them.

Therefore, what I say is that this
declaration is nothing but a scrap of
paper which has no validity. If this
House rejects it, it does not necessarily
mean that cease-fire ceases to exdst, it
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does not necessarily mean that we go
to war immediately ¢r start hostilities;
it only means that we are not going
to withdraw from positions which will
ultimately put us into greater difficul-
ties. It would have been proper for
them, for Shri La! Bahadur Shastri, in
view of the promise and the pledge
that he had given to the people and
the House, to say there that they
could not agree to this without putt-
ing thig maiter to Parliament. They
have a majority, and they could get
it passed, but it would have been pro-
per for them to say that since Parlia-
ment was commitied to u position,
they would not agree to this, they
would not do this unless it was dis-
cusseq and ratified in Parliament.
From that point of view, it is a breach
of trust, and 1 do not think anybody
in thig country is hereafter going to
believe the words of this Government.
after the way they have treated this
problem, an international problem
which affects our countrymen, affects
the world, affects all of us.

Many things have been said about
the points in the declaration. I am
not going to quote and repeat what
Shri Swaran Singh has said about
promise given to this House hy Shri
Lal Behadur Shastri. I am not going
to quote his letter of 14th September
to the Secretary Genera] of the Secu-
rity Council. But let ug examine the
conception of Shri Lal Bahadur Shastr;
and the Government of India regard-
ing restoration of normalisation of
relationship between India and Pakis-
tan. In concrete terms, this has been
stateq by Shri Lal Bahadur Shastri in
this House on 5th November, 1965.
He has spelt it out only onte. What-
ever he might have had in his mind,
he made this question very clear
fn hig speech of November 5. These
will be the conditions for restoring
normalisation of relationship between
InMa and Pakistan. He has stated:

*“If Pakistan wants an end to tne
present tense situation, let it first
honour and respect the Cease-fire
Agreement. Let it put an ¢nd to
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the daily violations of the cease-
fire. Let it then withdraw its
armed personnel from our terri-
tory and we shall also withdraw
our troops from the areas under
our occupation in Pakistan.”

—not in Tithwal and Haji Pir.

“More important than any of
these things, lel Pakistan step the
various things which it is doing
apparenily in preparation for a
fresh trial of strength Let it
stop the recruiment of irregular
forces in Pakistan-occupied Kash-
mir. Let it put a stop to the dig-
ging of trenches and putting up
of military structures which is
going on at so many places just
across the present cease-fire line.

Let it give up its attempts to
acquire arms and ammunilion.
Let it release the goods, the cargo
and the vessels it has seized. Let
it also give up its collusion with
China which ig based only on a
common hatred of India and is
aimed at weakening and disinteg-.
rating this country. Let Pakistan,
to put it briefly, first restore nor-
mal relations before we can dis-
cuss how to establish better rela-
tions.”

17 hrs,

These are the conditions; they are the
pledges given to this House. On this
we have extended him support on this
basis he went to Tashkent. We wish-
ed him God speeq and sald that let
him achieve peace on these conditions.
That is why we lent our support. It
is not to come with something else
and to tell us to accept something
else. Can Mr. Swaran Singh say that
these conditions had been fulfilled in
the Tashkent declaration? Is there
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any word mentioned in it about the
Chinese?  Is there any word where
it has been stated that Pakistan is
going to abrogate its pact with China
by which it has ceded 2700 square
miles of Indian territory? Rather
Mr. Ayub Khan has stressed on the
14th January that the relationship
with China ang all the other countries
would remain the same gag it was
before. He has as asserted it. There-
fore, there is nothing to show that
these conditions have in any way been
fulfiled. Mr. Swaran Singh has taken
the trouble to explain to us chapters
I, I and III which are really impor-
tant so far as this declaration is con-
cerned; they are the issues of the
entire document. Here what ig it that
is new except saying that there was
a categorical reaffirmation of the UN
Charter? Was the UN Charter not
existing before the Pakistani attack?
Is it not a fact that in spite of UN
charter over the last seventeen years
Pakistan has attacked us three times?
How can you completely forget these
things? What has Mr. Ayub Khan to
say? Ayub Khan has made no secret of
his intentions. He is honest in that
respect. We are again running after a
mirage; we are building our own
image. We do not know what the
other party is thinking. Is the Secre-
tary General of the Security Council
to come and explain that Pakistan is
wrong and India is right? So far as
interpretation is concerned, whno
would be the interpreter? Russia?
Have we accepted this? It has play-
ed its part very successfully so far as
its diplomatic anq political influence
18 concerned in the world and in Asia
in particular. That is a different
thing altogether. Now, what has Mr.
Ayub Khan to say? He has explained
it quite lucidly. He has made no
secret of his intentions. He did not
sign a no-war pact. Mr. Lal Bahadur
Shastri gave us a promise: my first
condition will be signing of a no-war
pact. It is explained to the House that
this signing is also a sort of a no-war
pact. If it is a kind of a no-war pact,
if Pakistan was agreeable to that con-
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dition, why Pakistan, why Ayub Khan
refused to sign a no-war pact and
readily signed this declaration?

He has stated:

“The Indian Prime Minister
wanted us to sign a no-war pact
with India. We made it clear to
him that Pakistan could not enter
into any such agreement until the
issue of Kashmir wa: settled in a
just and honourable manner.”

About the United Nations Charter, he
has stated:

“The responsibility means that
nations should not resort to the
use of force 80 long as avenues of
peace remained open. We also told
him that peace could be main-
tained only if the issue of Kashmir
was settled in a reasonable man-
ner. We stuck to this stand that
the real issue wag Kashmir and
that peace could not be establish-
ed between the two countries until
the issue of Kashmir was settled.”

That was very clear so far as this
question is concerned.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The
Member’s time is up.

hon.

Shri Surendranath Dwivedy: How
many minutes have I taken, Sir?

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: 20 minutes.

Shri Surendranath Dwivedy: I
would like to have 10 minutes more.
I am putting forward a different view
altogether. All speeches are being
made in support of the declaration.
So, you must permit me some more
time.

Therefore, my point is, affirmation
of the United Nations charter means
nothing so far as Pakistan and this
country are concerned. Secondly, it
i3 quite clear that, charter or no char-
ter. Kashmir is the crux of the pro-
blem. Unless the Kashmir problem
is solved, nothing is golng to bring
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about the peaceful relationship bet-
ween India anq Pakistan. In regard
to the discussion of this problem, w
say we did not discuss Kashmir.
Even today, we stated our position. I
want Shri Swaran Singh to explain to
us. In Paragraph 1 of thig document,
there is the mention of Kashmir. It
has been stated: “It was against this
background.” What is this back-
ground? If the background is not
that we shall negotiate about Kash-
mir, what is this background men-
tioned here?

“Then, much is made about non-
interference. I wouldq like to make
two points abou! this non-interference
in internal affairs. I think we are
again committing a mistake, because,
already the Foreign Minister of Pakis-
tan has clearly stated that “the article
referring to non-interference in each
other’s internal affairs did not apply
to Kashmir because it was a disputed
territory and was not an internal
affairs of India.” So, where is the
question of guarantee that they will
never cross the cease-fire line? Where
is the guarantee? The only guarantee
that has been achieved is, although
our Foreign Minister earlier in this
House stated that we would support
Pakhtoon movement, now after sign-
ing this declaration we will not be
able to extend our sympathy and sup-
port to the movement for Pakhtoon-
istan or East Bengal. The only thing
that we have is that Pakistan will be
free to send its men into Kashmir,
which s a gisputed territory accord-
ing to Pakistan, and continue inflitra-
tion in that area.

The third thing that has been made
out very much is the withdrawal of
the armed personnel. Now, in this
matter, we must again be very clear
in our minds. It has been repeatedly
asked in this House, what about infil-
trators: and Shri Swaran Singh has
failed to give any satisfactory reply.
Hag Pakistan given any undertakiag
whatsoever, that it will not be a party
to any inflltration into Kashmir? No;
nowhere has it given. Rather, the



717 Tashkent

[Shri Surendranath Dwivedy]

Pakistan Foreign Secretary, Mr. Aziz
Ahmed, has said that the “term
‘armed personnel’ did not include the
so-called freedom fighters of Kashmar.”
It is very clear. (Interruption). We
are only expressing a hope; this hope
has been belied so many times. This
document remains beautifully vague
s0 far as the commitment of Pakistan
for sending infiltrators into India is
concerned. Therefore, it jg very clear,

I will again point out to the hon.
Minister one thing. Here is the men-
tion of phased withdrawal. The com-
manders of both the countries have
met and they have decided to with-
draw all armed personnel. I could
have understood if in that phased
withdrawal there was any mention
that there will also be a phased
withdrawal of all inflitrators. But
there is nothing like that. The only
thing that has been stated is this:
part I of the agreement deals with the
procedure concerning the immediate
disen¢agement of troops; then he
document deals with the reduction of
tension; and then it relates to proce-
dures concerning the withdrawa] of
troops from the occupied areas. There
is no mention that the infiltrators are
going to be withdrawn from Kashmir.
Therefore, from this, it will be clearly
seen that what has been claimed by
our own representatives and our own
Government s completely wrong from
the facts that we have before us

Then, 1 will again put it to him:
we are withdrawing to August 5 posi-
tion. I want to mention a point spe-
cifically. We had occupied Kargil
because jt threatened our lifeline: but
we withdrew from that position be-
cause the United Nations gave us some
guarantee! There is no guarantee;
nobody has given us any guarantee.
That cannot be considereq to be the
August 5 position. How is it that we
have also agreed to withdrawal fram
Kargil?

Well, this agreement has been
reached. We, have bitter experiences
ot these agreements and pacts. There
have been several pacts: the Liaquat
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Ali Pact, the Noon Pact, anq lastly
the Kutch Pact. Wag not the Kutch
Pact made for friendship and peace?
All these things are said to us.

But what was the result? The con-
sequence was greater military con-
flict. Let us not live in an image of
our own and forget the realities of
the situation. Our security ig threat-
ened. China, as we were told this
morning by the Defence Minister, is
already planning a major attack on:
the country, One does not know
what is going to happen within three
or four months if Pakistan and China
combine.

In view of this situation, it cannot
be said that really by this declaration,
we have achieved something which
will contribute to peaceful relation-
ship with Pakistan and maintenance of
peace in our country, so that the
economic progress of India goes on
unhampered. It is perfectly right to
withdraw from Lahore and Sialkot
when they accepted withdrawal from
Chhamb., But so far as other places
are concerned, we should have waited
because Kashmir is stil] threatened
and it is still a problem to be decided.
So long as the international frontier
between Jammu and Kashmir and
Pakistan is not decided, we should
not have agreed to withdraw from
those positions—that would have been
the perfect thing.to*do.

We are prepareq to extend our hand
of cooperation. We want that peace
should be maintained. We have al-
ways lauded the efforts of the late
Prime Minister to bring about peace.
But let Russia, America and all those
friends who hailed the Tashkent
Declaration as a great charter come
forward and give an assurance that
Pakistan is going to conclude a treaty
of friendship and no war with India.
Then we will have no occasion to go
to war with Pakistan and we will
live in peace. We are prepared to
make as much sacrifice as is neces-
sary to have peace in this world.
But this declaration has taken us
back to a position where we were
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not on August 5th, but in July, 1951
when the cease-fire line was drawn.
This is the tragedy of the situation.
Whatever Shri Lal Bahadur Shastri
achieved, he actually gave it with his
death and India remains where it
was before Shri Lal Bahadur Shastri
assumed Prime Ministership of this
country. .

Therefore, I beg of the House; Let
us not be carried away by emotions.
Let us see whether this declaration is
really subserving the best interests of
the country and contributing to the
security of the nation. From that
point of view, Jet us here decide that
we are not going to withdraw from
these vantage positions, so long as
this main problem—the rea] problem

according to Ayub Khan—has not
been settled,
Shrimati Renuka Ray (Malda):

Sir, the last action of the late Prime
Minister, Shri Lal Bahadur Shastri,
was in the quest of pease. It was an
endeavour to change the climate, so
that peace and friendly relations
would come in the end. The last
speaker has been quoting from many
speeches of the late Prime Minister.
But I do not understand why he does
not realise that it {s in pursuance of
what the late Prime Minister said
himself that he came to this agree-
ment in Tashkent. The Tashkent
Declaration does not mean that endur-
ing peare has been established, but
it does mean that an atmosphere has
been created, through which it is
possible to come to solution which
wi'] ultimately lead to enduring
Peace.

What is the background against
which the Tashkent meeting took
place? It was after a conflict in which
we were able to defendq our land
with ability, after which it was proved
beyond any shadow of doubt that
India and her army was able to cope
with the invader, that the prestige
that she had lost on a former occa-
sion when she was unexpectedly in-
vaded by China wag restored. After
this, naturally—it is known through-
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out the world that in modern war-
fare whether it is those who succeed
in winning the war or those why
lose it, ultimately both the nations
and al] such nations lose—what the
war was costing us financially, whe-
ther it was India or Pakistan, was
something which was destroying the
economic life of the entire sub-con-
tinent. These are some of the factors
against which we have to consider
the Tashkent Declaration.

Sir, before I discuss clause (2)
about which so much has been said,
let us for a moment consider the con-
sequences of this Tashkent agreement
towards peace which wil]l follow and
which are written into it. The first
one is the establishment of friendly
relations. This was exactly what
Shri Lal Bahadur Shastri had wanted.
The second thing was that we should
have mutual economic anq trade re-
lations. Can anybody in this House
object that when two nations live in
such close proximity together, nations
which were one not so long ago, they
should have mutual economic and
trade relations. It cripples both un-
less economic relations can be so
founded that they are able to operate
together on matters that effect the
entire sub-continent,

Then, Sir, there i{s the question of
minorities in both the countries.
There is no doubt that if there are
good relations between India and
Pakistan, the minorities in both the
countries wil] benefit thereby. As
for the minorities from Pakistan who
have come to India day after day,
night after night, through all these
years since partition—we have them
in the eastern region—at least for
them we can hope for something
better. 1 do agree with my friends
who say that the past record of
Pakistan has not been good. The
Government and the country sre well
aware of the pas® record of Pakistan.
But always we must hope for better
things in the future and this Tash-
kent agreement is something which
has been arrived at with the hope
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of achieving better things and better
conditions in this sub-continent
through which these two countries,
which are under-developed and which
need to go ahead from so many
angles, will be able to march forward.
It is with that hope that this Tashkent
agreement was arrived at. To these
matters, I am sure, there can be no-
body in this House or in this country
who can object,

Then 1 come to clause (2) which
is really the clause on which al] the
opposition has been voiceq in this
House. This opposition is due ] think
to not having a proper understanding
of the clause. The clause says that
India anq Pakistan have agreed that
all armed personnel of the two coun-
tries shall be withdrawn pnot later
than 25th February to the positions
they held prior to 5th August 1965
and both sides shal] observe the cease-
fire terms ang the cease-fire line. As
the Law  Minister pointed out,
the cease-fire line that haq obtained
before the present conflict was recog-
nized without any question ot sub-
mitting to concessions regarding
sovereignty. Shri Krishna Menon has
also very ably put forward argu-
ments on this matter. I do not want
to repeat what has already been said.
But I do want to point out to
those who have opposed this Resolu-
tin that they have not laid proper
emphasis, or not properly interpreted,
the significance of the 5th of August.
What has happened on the 5th of
August? On that day, armed person-
ne] in disiguise from Pakistan invaded
our territory. So, under this agree-
ment all the armeq personnel, whe-
ther in disguise or not, who have
entered our territory have to with-
draw.

Then, coming to the point raised
about our withdrawa] from Kargil,
Titwal and Haji Pir, they are no
doubt our own_areas. Shri Krishna
Menon has also emphasised it. So
also the land that has passed over to
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China is our own area.  Therefore,
the point is that if we in persuance of
peace agree to withdraw to the origi-
na] cease-fire line, it does not mean
for one single moment that it weakens
our position in respect of our sove-
reignty over that area, which has
been taken away from us by force.
So, I do not agree with those who
oppose this agreement on that score.
I do, however, feel that it is very
important for the Government to
ensure that the mechanism of with-
drawal functions in such a way that
it is simultaneous; that is to say, the
infiltrators or the armed personnel in
disguise in Kashmir are turneq out
along with our receding from certain

positions which we have held after
the conflict which was not of our
seeking. I am sure, Government

would apply their mind to this aspect,
but we cannot expect the Government
or the defence forces to inform us
what precautions they have taken.

As the time at my disposal is so
short, I cannot deal with some other
problemg which 1 wanteq to refer.
But I will certainly refer to one
thing. One of the clauses of the
agreement says that both countries
will do their best to discourage pro-
paganda against each™ other and will
encourage propaganda which pro-
motes the development of friendly
relations. So far as India is concern-
ed, we are agreeable to it. I am
quite sure that this House will be
endorsing this declaration and as such
it is up to us to see to it that on our
side we do not violate this provision
But 1 do not know what Pakistan will
do. Though it is beyond our control,
it is to be hoped that Pakistan, which
has learnt a bittar lesson after its
attempteq invasion of India will also
realise that peace is as important to
Pakistan and its people as it is to
India and its people. The people of
India and Pakistan are of the same
race. Many of us speak the same
language. If we can create an at-
mosphere in which we can live in
peace and amity and our countries
march ahead towards the road of
progress I am sure that the Tashkent
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Declaration through which we reach-
ed such an agreement will also be
the fore-runner of many such agree-
ments the world over, in the pursuit
of peace.

Shri A. C. Guha (Barasat): Mr.
Deputy-Speaker, Sir, it will be diffi-
cult to discuss the Tashkent agree-
ment without referring to the tragic
death of the Prime Minister for whom
within a very short time the whole
nation developed great davotion, re-
gard, respect and even love. But it
will. not be proper for us to discuss
this document with that emotional
aspect even out of our reverence for
his memory. We should discuss this
document on its own merits and not
out of any sentimental approach due
to the tragic death of the signatory
of this document on behalf of India.

I do not think it is the claim of
the Government that this document
or this agreement has . solved all
problems with Pakistan; perhaps, it
has not solved any problem except
the problem of confrontation and a
sort of diplomatic and communica-
tional impasse in the relations bet-
ween India anq Pakistan. It has only
paved the way of solving the prob-
lems and that is a great achievement.

Shri Dwivedy had been repeatedly
asking, what is the guarantee that
Pakistan wil] not violate these condi-
tions. Nowhere in the world in any
peace treaty can there be any sure
gurantee that terms of the peace treaty
will be respected by the other party.
In the First Worlg War Germany was
miserably defeated even then within
two decades she started another world

war. So, there is no guarantee
that Panistan will not wviolate
these conditiong or the terms

of this agreement. I can say even,
trom the record of performance of
Pakistan regarding the other agree-
ments particularly the Nehru-Liaquat
Ali Agreement, that there may be a
suspicion that Pakistan will not ob-
serve the conditions of this agree-
ment in the proper spirit; but there
are certain considerations from which
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we may expect that Pakistan may be
in a better mood. Pakistan has ex-
hausted all the means to get her
ways particularly regarding Kashmir
and to spite India. Thrice she attack-
ed India. She wooeq NATO, SEATO
and other military alliances; but her
military friends tould not help her
either in the battlefleld or in the dis-
cussion chamber of the Security
Council. Then, at the same time,
while she was aligning with the USA
and the UK, she was also toying with
China, and this was a dangerous thing
she entertained simply beause she
expecteq that Ching would help her
in her fight against India. There also
she has been disappointed. China
was not of much help to her in the
last skirmishes between India and
Pakistan.

Those who have been opposing this
agreement, I do not know what they
want. Do they want this gort of stale-
mate in the relation of India and
Pakistan to continue? The Tashkent
Agreement has done nothing more
than what was put in the Security
Council's Resolution of 22nd Septem-
ber. 1 wonder why the Security
Council or the important members of
the UNO—the USA and the UK—did
not pursue the question of the imple-
mentation of the terms of the Secu-
rity Council’s resolution. It may be
they did not want it. That resolu-
tion says many things and the cease-
fire was only the first step. Then,
withdrawal of forces, restoring nor-
mal conditions, peaceful relations—all
these things—were to follow; but,
during the following few months the
Security Council did not take up the
issue at all, rather, I should say, they
allowed things to drift. On our side,
we have just now been told, we
lodged complaints of about 1,700 vio-
lations of the cease-fire and Pakistan
also might have lodged more or less
a similar number of violations against
us. While the Secyrity Council was
sleeping over this document and did
not try to come to the logical conclu-
sion of their resolutio if samebody
else took it up, we should, not only
from our own national point of view
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but even as belonging to the comity
of nations, be grateful to the USSR
for taking up this ardous task ot
bringing two countries, India and
Pakistan, together.

In the event of failure of coming
to any agreement, as has been done
by the Tashkent declaration, what is

the alternative? I do no:
know if my friends sitting on
that side want that the war pri-

soners should continue to be detained
in the two countries. I do not know
if they want that several lakhs of
residents who have been evicted from
their home-lands, from both countries,
will continue to live in camps in &
miscrable state of life. I do not know
if they want that no normal commu-
nication, no diplomatic relations, no
trade and commerce should be re-esta-
blished between the two countries.

In this connection, I would like this
House to realise that India and Pak-
istan are not simply two neighbours.
China is also a neighbour of India;
Burma is also a neighbour of India;
Afghanistan is also a neighbour of
India and Ceylon is also a neighbour
of India. But Pakistan is not merely
a ngighbour of India. It is 3 portion
of our own country. Here, I would
Uke to refer to the Resolution pas-
sed by the All India Congress Com-
mittee in July, 1947 while endorsing
the proposal of the British Cabinet re-
garding the partition of India. The
‘Resolution says:

“....the long course of India’s
history and tradition bear witness to
this essential unity. Geography and
the mountains and the seas fashion-
ed India as she is and no human
agency can change that shape or
come in the way of her final destiny.
Economic circumstances and the in-
sistent demands of international af-
fairs make the 'mity of India still
more necessary. The picture of In-

«dia we have learnt to cherish will
remain in ou~ minds and hearts. The
AICC earnestly trusts that when pre-
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sent passions have subsided, India’s
problems will be viewed in their
proper perspective and the false doc-
trine of two nations in India will be
discredited and discarded by all”

Today it may sound somewhat a
forgotten and forlorn hope but those
who participated in the deliberations
and in the passing of this Resolution
do still entertain that some day there
may be some good relations establish-
ed between India and Pakistan. That
is the thing which is essential for the
prosperity and peace of the two coun-
tries. '

I do not like to refer to economic
matters so much. But still it has to
be considered by how much our ex-
chequer has been affected because of
Indo-Pakistan conflict. I think the Fin-
ance Minister or the Defence Minis-
ter may be in a position to give a cor-
rect figure. But the general view is
that it is about Rs. 500 crores. Can we
afford to continue this sort of expan-
diture? It is no use being guided sim-
ply by enthusiasm. We have to realise
the realities. We have to proceed on
the basis of the realities. It is not pos-
sible for India or even for Pakistan
to have g long-drawn-out war or even
an atmosphere of confrontation and
tension continuing even after the sign-
ing of this document.

Apart from the relaxation of this
cortfrontation and tension, one great
achievement of this document is that
a cleavage is likely to be created or,
perHaps, has been created in the Pak-
istan+China axis. That is not only a
good thing for India but, I think, that
it a boon for the whole world. China
is gradually being isolated and this
isolation of China from Pakistan is
definitely a good thing for the entire
international politics and also for
India.

Shri S. N. Dwivedy was referring to
some preparations made by China or
a major attack on India. Does he think
that if there is a major attack appre-
hended from China, can we afford to
have also inimical relations or this
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sort of hostile relations with Pakistan?
Will it strengthen our hands to fight
China? No, Even for fighting China,
we require some good relations with
Pakistan and from this document we
expect that some good relations will
be established; because Pakistan has
now realised—we expect that she hax
now realised it—that she has failed to
achieve what she wants, even though
she has now exhausted all her resour-
ces by her three attacks on India and
through  her diplomatic  channels,
through the U.S.A, the UK. and the
SEATO and the NATO and also
through, friendships and alllance with
China. Now, she may feel that it is
not possible to get what she wants
about Kashmir by all these tactics.
That is why we expect that she may
now be in a better mood. Further, we
should realise the bonds between In-
din and Pakistan. There are many
split families on this side as well as
on the other side. What are the posi-
tinns so long? Any letter from Cal-
cutta to Dacca will have to be surrep-
titiously sent via London or Rangoon
or Washington. Similarly, any letter
from a friend or relative from Delhi
t, Lahore will have to be sent sur-
reptitiously in another cover through
some other foreign metropolitan towns.
Is this the relation which we can
afford to continue to have with Pak-
istan? o

From all these points of view, I
twink this is the right sort of agree-
ment that has been arrived at. Some
points have been mentioned about the
strategic positions, that we are going
to surrender. Pakistan also will sur-
render some of the strategic points.
Maybe, our surrender js somewhet
more than what Pakistan will surren-
der. But I hope the Indian  Army,
which has shown its mettle and cour-
age in thig conflict of six weeks. will
be able to defend India in any future
conflict also. Pakistan has come to
realise that it is not possible to make
India yield by threat of war. The In-
dian Army has been strong enough
eni will, in  future also, be strong
enough to defend our borders.

-chauvinistic  emotions,
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Shrli Tridib Kumar Chaundhuri
(Behrampur): Mr. Deputy-Speak-
er, in this House todayon the dis-
cussion on Tashkent Declaration, we
have heard sharply divided opinions
expressed. Speaking for myself and
my group, we accord to this Tashkent
Declaration our support and welcome
it with reservations.

1 welcome it primarily for the rea=
son that any lessening of tensions vn
our borders give the common peo-
ple of the country an opportunity to
concentrate on their economic prob-
lems. We know to what acute pass
our economic situation hag come after
discussing the Kerala food situation
only yesterday. The common people
are clearly at m  disadvantage
when the country is surcharged with
nationalistic
eraotions, and any tension between In-
dia and Pakistan inevitably takes on
a communal and chauvinistic charac-
ter not onjy on the other side of the
border but glso in thig country.

The sccond reason for which I ac-
cord welcome to the Tashkent Decla-
ration is that this is the first ma,ir
diplomatic watershed in Asian affairs.
Thig is the first time that two major
Asian pations have come to an agrec-
ment about their vwn disputes with-
out interference from western imperi-
alist powers. We have to take a cal-
culated risk and find out how far this
Declaration accord takes us towards
the solution of our vutstanding dis-
putes peacefully.

The third reason for which I  ac-
cord welcome to this Tashkent Decla-
ration lies in the fact that this Dic-
laration, as we find from newspaper
reports, is being opposed only by ex-
tremely communal and chauvinist eie-
ments on the other side of the border
and myabe, by some on this side of
the border also. That means by and
Jarge that the people in both the coun-
tries feel that a way*has been opencd
for the development of peaceful rela-
tions between the common peoples of
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the two countries, while the commu-
nal reactionaries in both  countries
would oppose it. 1 am all for peace
between the two peoples and . two
communities.

But having said that, and having ac-
corded my support, I feel I would be
failing in my duty if I do not mention
some of the serious reservations that
I have about thig accord. Here, in the
paper that was circulated by the Mi-
nistry of External Affairs and also
from the speeches made from the other
side in support of the Tashkent ac-
cord, we find that an attempt has been
made to identify the Tashkent Decla-
ration about the so-called renuncia-
tion 'of force with some kind of no-
war-declaration. In order to  under-
stand the real value of this so-called
renunciation of force in the settlement
of disputes by Pakistan, we have to
look to what the Pakistan authorities,
not merely communal opposition par-
ties but the spokesmen of the Pakis-
tan Government, and President Ayub,
particularly and Mr. Bhutto, the
Foreign Minister of Pakistan, have
been saying about this accord.

1 am quoting from a speech of Mr.
Bhutto, which he made only a few
days back. The report is as fol-
lows: .

“Referring to the provisions of the
Tashkent Declaration for renuncia-
tion of force under the UN Charter
Mr. Bhutto said that article 51 re-
cognised the ultimate right of a na-
tion to wage struggle for freedom.
and added Tt is precisely in this
context that in the Tashkent Dec-
laration we have reaffirmed ‘our
obligations under the Charter. 'xjhe
fact that we were unable to arrive

immediately  at a settlement  at
Tashkent . . '
—he was referring to the settle-

ment on Kashmir—

«....doeg not detract one iota
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from our resolve to seek a just set-
tlement under this very declaration
or even outside its framework.’.”.

So. let not our Government lull
themselves with the idea that they
have achieved some kind of 3 no-war-
pact with Pakistan in terms of this
declaration. If we are to believe Mr.
Bhutto, and Mr. Bhutto speaks not
‘only for himself but also for his Gov-
ernment, he says very categorically
that the Pakistan Government does
not feel itself obliged to seek a peace-
ful solution of the Kashmir dispute
with the framework of this declaration
if they get what they want within
the framework of the Tashkent ac-
cord, well and good; if not, they will
go vutside it, and if necessary, they
will go to war. President Ayub made
it very clear in his opening speech at
Tashkent when he said:

“A no-war agreement between na-
tions can work only if it is adopted
after taking concrete steps for re-
solving disputes which divide them.”.

After the Tashkent Declaration, he
said in Pakistan in a broadcast to his
own people that ‘the Prime Minister
of India wanted us to sign a no-war
declaration, but we did not delibe-
rately sign a no-war declaration’. That
means, he has reserved his right to
resort to war, resort to arms, when
they feel that the time appropriate for
that has come.

In assessing the value of any inter-
national accord or agreement, we
should not be guided by  wishful
thinking or led away by the fact, in
thig case, that the Soviet Union has
supported this accord. Not only the
Soviet Union, but apparently at least
the US and even Great Britain and
other countries have lent their sup-
port to this accord. They have how-
ever had nothing to say as yet about
the interpretation that is being put
officially by Pakistan on thig accord
which leaves the door clearly open
for resort to armg to Pakistan when
it considers the time appropriate to
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do so. That is why I would urge
upon Government the necessary of in-
terpreting this accord not according
to their own wishfu] thinking, nor on
the basis of the starry-eyed idealism
of some of our friends here, but to be
very realistic in assessing what we
have achieved by this Declaration.

So far as the question of inflltra-
tors is concerned, there also we find
the position highly  unsatisfactory.
Within a few hours of the signing of
the declaration, the Pakistan Foreign
Secretary said that the clause about
non-interference in each other's inter-
al affairs does not apply to Kashmir.
That means that Pakistan feels even
after signing thig declaration it would
be free to interfare in Kashmir.

Shri Bade: They have said that
‘armed personnel’ does not include in-
filtrators.

Shri Tridib Kumar Chaudhuri: Yes.

But so far as this problem is con-
cerned, we need not depend upon the
good offices of Pakistan. If there are
inflitrators, we can deal with them as
best as we can and shoot them down.

So far as non-interference is con-
terned, 1 find the clause a3 interpre-
ted or understood by official spokes-
men of Pakistan to be absolutely un-
satisfactory. In this background, let
us not put very high hopes on this
declaration but take it at face value
for what it is worth. It has already
led to a certain visible lessening of
tension, and we welcome that, but at
the same time, we must also tel] the
Government to take the House
and the country into their
confidence and to tell us frankly what
is really in the back of their minds.
Immediately after the signing of the
Tashkent declaration, there were talks
about division of Kashmir. No Mem-
ber has referred to that fact, but it
is on record, it has been reported by
newspapers, that one member of the
new Government, a Cabinet Minister,
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and if I may say so, a very senior
member of this Government and of
the previous governments. ...

Shri Bade: Minister and Deputy
Minister, both.

Shri Tridib Kumar Chaudburi:

The Deputy does not add to his
strength.

Shri Jagjivan Ram hag made a
speech in which he has advocated

the partition of Kashmir along the
cease-fire line. I would not personally
mind if on the basis of that there is a
final solution, once for all, of this
qucstion, which hag vitiated not only
the relations between the two count-
ries, but also, due to historical rea-
sons, the relations between different
sections ‘of our people, between differ-
ent communities, internally also. But
the Government must say openly whe-
ther the views that were expressed
by Shri Jagjivan Ram represent the
viewg of the Government, or whether
the Government is thinking in terms
of finding a solutfon, a peaceful so-
lution of the Kashmir question, in
terms of a partition. Otherwise, the
misgivings that have been raised in
the minds of the people will not be
set at rest, and continual agitation will
Ro on not only about withdrawal from
Haji Pir and Tithwal, but the very
intentions of the Governments and the
bona fides of the Government would
come to be questioned.

An Hon. Member: The Government
should categorically deny it.

Shri Bakar Al Mirza (Warrangal):
I rise to support and approve the
Tashkent agreement.

There hag been a lot of criticism
from the Opposition benches about
this agreement. Shri Trivedi especially
pointed out that after 18 years of dis-
harmony, of hatred campaign and all
that, it ig not possible overnight to
change the atmosphere. We have to
keep that in mind while we are judg-
ing the agreement, becsuse with that
campaign of hatred prevailing in both
the countries it was very difficult to
come to any agreement at all. Yet, in
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spite of these conditions, this agree-
ment hag come into being.

There has been criticism, but one
has suggested what they would have
liked instead. Is there any other form
of agreement they propose, or do they
want the war to continue till there
is abject surrender of Pakistan? Let
them be quite clear in their minds,
because today war is a  discarded
theory, war does not solve any prob-
lems.

In the West you see Gt. Britain with
all its political maturity searching for
a negotiating table on Rhodesia; in
the East in Viet Nam, you see the
USA with all it armed might and
influence, in the world, also, search-
ing for a negotiating table to come to
some kind of negotiation. Here two
countries which have been carrying on
a campaign of hatred for the last 18
years sit together and after a week
of serious effort, have come to some
agreement which is honourable to
both sides. Here we come and pick
holes. It is very easy to pick holes
in any agreement. Thirdly they have
been quoting from what Mr, Bhutto
said here or what Mr. Ayub said
there. We have also to recognise, as
there is opposition in this country to
the handling over of Kargil, Hajipir
pass, etc., there Ig also opposition in
Pakistan to the Tashkent agreement,
in fact much more than in India be-
cause Pakistan has lost a great deal
more. In fact the whole of her politi-
cal philosophy has been absolutely

shattered by this agreement. They
recognise the principle of co-exis-
tence. After all co-existence means
non-interference in each other's

affairs. Pakistan has recognised the
principle of Co-existence. Pakistan
also indirectly agreed to a no-war
pact which Pandit Nehru has been
trving for the last sixteen vears of his
life?

Shrl Bade: Why not directly?

Shrl Bakar AN  Mirza: You
must remember the parties that you
are dealing with. You have to remem-
ber also the basis, the conditions in
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the country, in Pakistan. Puakistan has
been raised to g pitch and the whole
foreign policy of Pakistan wags based
on the hatred of India. To turn it
suddenly into love, affection, brother-
hood overnight is not practical poli-
tics.  Therefore, whatever Bhutto
says in Pakistan may be largely for
their domestic consumption. We have
to make allowance for that. Take
even England after the Versailles
Treaty. There was a hue and cry for
hanging Kaiser, and the Government

in public speeches said: we will
hang Kaiser. But Kaiser was not
hanged. ... (Interruptions.) Similarly,

you have to make some concessions
to the public feeling that is around
you. What is it that we have gained
by this agreement? First, Kashmir
plebiscite has been put in cold storage.
Whatever Ayub may say, according to
the agreement Kashmir i3 recognised
to be an integral territory of India.
They may hold a different view but
they are not putting forward plebis-
scite as they did a few years ago in
the United Nations, Security Council
and so on. Foreign intervention by
these inflitrators hag also been elimi-
nated. The use of force has been rul-
ed out for settling disputes. It ig not
an ordinary matter for afler all we
have to remember that there was a
territorial dispute between Mexico and
the United States; after a hundred
ears it was settled only the other
gay. So, once you have peaceful ne-
gotiations of a dispute, then there is
time to think, to revise and so on.
Most important of all, it has given a
chance for national integration and
unity among both the communities of
the country. This is very important.
I say thig because in this country
there has been talk about Pakistani
spies; there have been communal fcel-
ings and communal forces in Kash-
mir and so on. But when the oppor-
tunity came, when there was the con-
flict between Pakistan and India, what
was it that made the whole country
united and rise like one man? Sud-
denly it did not spring from some-
where, It must have been existing
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there or it must have been created by
some force which had not been recog-
nised. Sir, I personally feel that it is
the martyrdom of Mahatma Gandhi
that established the unity of India.

18 hrs.

Also, when we are examining the
agreement, we have also to take into
consideration the author of that agree-
ment. You cannot dissociate this.
An agreement signed by me has not
the same value as an agreement sign-
ed by you There is a difference. The
signatory also is an important part
of an agreement. Shastriji during his
last days tried hig utmost, and in the
brief period that he was leading our
caravan, we were made to feel in the
march the echo of the footsteps of
Gandhiji, the long-forgotten one. I
personally believe that just as the
martyrdom of Gandhiji brought about
unity in this country, similarly, the
martyrdom and the sacrifice of Shas-
triji might one day unite the two
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parts of the country which, by our
sins, we had agreed to partition.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker:
Member's time ig up.

The hon.

Shri Bakar Ali Mirza: Still there
is up.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Now it
is 6 O'clock, and the hon. Member's
time is also up.

Shri Bakar Ali Mirsa: I can speak
tomorrow, Sir.
Mr. Deputy-Speaker: All right,

he may continue his speech tomorrow.
18.02 hrs.

The Lok Sabha then adjourned till
Eleven of the Clock on Thursday,
February, 17, 1965/Magha 28, 1887
(Saka).
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