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colleague, Shri Jaswant Singh, for leave to withdraw the bill to declare the 
Indian Council of World Affairs to be an institution of national importance and 
to provide for its incorporation and matters connected therewith, which was 
passed by the Lok Sabha on the 18th December, 2000, and laid on the Table 
of the Rajya Sabha on the 18th December, 2000. 

The question was put and the motion was adopted. 

SHRI JAGMOHAN: Sir, I withdraw the Bill. 

DISCUSSION ON THE STATEMENT OF PRIME MINISTER RECENT 
SUMMIT-LEVEL TALKS HELD BETWEEN INDIA AND PAKISTAN 
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† Transliteration of the speech in Persian Script is available in the Hindi version 
of the debate. 
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† Transliteration of the speech in Persian Script is available in the Hindi version 
of the debate. 
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MR. CHAIRMAN: There are a number of speakers. I would like the 
speakers to be brief. Now, Shri J. Chitharanjan; you have nine minutes, 
because your Party has nine minutes. 

SHRI J. CHITHARANJAN (Kerala): Hon. Chairman, Sir, the 
Communist Party of India, which I represent, had welcomed the initiative taken 
by the Prime Minister of India to invite Mr. Musharraf, the President of Pakistan 
for Summit-level talks. It is so because we believed that the disputes between 
the countries will have to be settled through negotiations. Resorting to the 
tactics of settling the disputes through force will be very dangerous and 
disastrous. That is why we had supported that initiative. Sir, at the same time, 
we thought that the Government might have done some preparations before 
the start of the Summit. The Summit-level talks between the Heads of States 
is quite different from the talks at the official level, at the level of Secretaries or 
even at the Ministerial level. It being so, Sir, a carefu.l and serious preparation 
will have to be made, while we arrange for Summit-level talks. At several 
levels, discussions should have been carried on, at the official level, at the 
Ministerial level, etc. just to explore or probe the mind of the other party, to 
understand what perspective they are having and also to understand whether 
there is any amount of agreement that could be reached. But, to my surprise, 
the Government has failed in that. It was a very serious mistake on the part of 
the Government of not having done such a serious preparation. Now, the 
Summit had ended, and we could neither arrive at a minimum settlement, nor 
we could come out with a joint declaration. Even then we are of the view that 
we will have to continue the dialogue. There is no other way to solve the 
problems between the two countries. 

At the same time, I would like to point out that the Prime Minister had 
stated: "We made progress despite differences in our perspectives. We made 
progress towards bridging the approaches in the draft joint document." So, if 
you go through what he said in his statement, you will find that both the parties 
were having different perspectives. While Gen. Musharraf was asking to focus 
on Kashmir and had even gone to the extent of stating that without Kashmir no 
other issue could be discussed, the Government  of  India  was  taking  the  
position  that  we  should   have  a 
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composite dialogue. In the same manner, when we demanded that there was 
a question of stopping the cross-border terrorism, he refused to agree. Not 
only that, he even went to the extent of characterising it as a freedom 
struggle. I do not want to go into it in more detail, but what I would like to point 
out is that there was an ocean of difference between the two parties. In such a 
situation, how can you arrive at conclusion that there was a possibility of 
bridging the approaches in a draft joint document? If this is correct and if what 
the Prime Minister has stated here is also correct, then something more, which 
has not been revealed here, might have taken place during the discussions 
and we have been kept in dark on that point. Otherwise, there is no meaning 
in saying that there was a possibility of bridging the gap in our approaches. 

My next point is that the spokesman of the Government had 
repeatedly said that we will proceed on the basis of the Simla and Lahore 
agreements. After the Summit, we had even gone to the extent of saying that 
we will not start our further discussions on the basis of Agra talks. We will 
begin afresh from Simla and Lahore Agreements. At the same time, Shrimati 
Sushma Swaraj, while speaking yesterday said: Unlike in the settlements in 
Tashkent and Simla, we have not surrendered our interests. We have come 
out with a fixed deposit. Kindly see what is their attitude regarding the 
Tashkent Agreement and the Simla Agreement. If it is the opinion of the 
Government that the Tashkent Agreement and the Simla Agreement were a 
surrender, then why should they say that they will proceed on the basis of the 
Simla Agreement, and not on the basis of the Agra talks? Therefore, I would 
like to say that the spokesman of the Government has been taking different 
positions with regard to these things. Its manifestations are different and here 
also during the discussions here, the Government has manifested itself 
differently. 

Now, I come to another point. 

Of course, on the Agra Summit, there were differences on almost *all 
the issues. On this Summit, opinions are being expressed as to why should we 
talk or have a dialogue with Pakistan. Some sections of.the ruling party, 
especially the major party in the NDA, have expressed the view that in the 
present conditions when Pakistan is taking such an attitude, we should not 
continue dialogue with them. Some people even went to the extent of saying 
that we should prove that we are strong enough to face any situation created 
by Pakistan. What do they mean by that? A basic 
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question arises in our mind. Should we continue this dialogue with a view to 
bringing about a settlement on Kashmir and other disputes? According to me, 
the dialogue should continue. 

Regarding the Kashmir issue, we will have to deal with Pakistan. We 
will have to face terrorists. We all know that for the last three years, especially, 
the Home Minister has been repeatedly making statements that we will put an 
end to terrorist activities with an iron hand and we would suppress it. 

MR. CHAIRMAN:   You have taken ten minutes. 

SHRI J. CHITHARANJAN: I am concluding, Sir. 

On the one side, we are making toll promises. On the other, killings 
of ordinary people are going on. Therefore, we will have to check this. Another 
thing which I would like to point out is, it is necessary for us to win over the 
confidence of the people in Kashmir. I am of the opinion that we have not 
succeeded in this. To some extent, they are alienated from us. Why did it 
happen? We will have to examine it. There is an article -- article 370 in our 
Constitution. What is our attitude towards it? Are we standing by that? On the 
basis of this article, are we prepared to have a talk with those who are in 
power in Kashmir and arrive at a reasonable understanding? I do not know 
whether the Government is initiating such an action. Therefore, I request the 
Government to ensure that the people of Kashmir are won over. Thank you. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Now, Mr. Kuldip Nayyar. I^ould like to inform the 
hon. Members that we have about 15 speakers on this discussion. The list of 
speakers is to be completed today. The Prime Minister would reply on 
Monday, I3m August after the Question Hour. If the House agrees, we will sit 
through lunch hour and continue with this discussion. After the Private 
Members' Business is over, we will resume the discussion. 

SOME HON. MEMBERS: Yes. 

SHRI SURESH PACHOURI (Madhya Pradesh) : Yes, Sir. Today, we 
can finish the discussion by skipping lunch hour so that on Monday, the Prime 
Minister can reply to the debate. 

SHRI KULDIP NAYYAR (Nominated): Mr. Chairman, Sir, I don't think 
that the Agra Summit has failed. The very fact that both the leaders 
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Shri Atal Bihari Vajpayee, Prime Minister of India and Gen. Musharraf met, I 
think, that itself was an achievement. And the fact that they are going to meet 
in future whether at the United Nations or later, I think, is a plus point. 

Where, I think, the Government has failed is, in not properly 
communicating to the media what was going on. Where is that declaration or 
statement that Jaswant Singhji said was written in Punjabi English and he 
initialled it? Maybe it was Rajasthani English! I think the Foreign Affairs Office 
did not handle the media properly. Communication is an art. You can 
formulate a policy, the best of policies. But, if you are not able to pervade, if 
you are not able to convey it, then, what is the use? 

Now, the Foreign Affairs Minister and the Prime Minister have said 
certain things, some were here, some were outside, some were at the various 
BJP meetings. I wish this had been known to us earlier. What has happened 
is, since these things were not available to us, we have written on the basis of 
certain things which were inferred or which we heard. It is true that, now, some 
other opinion is being created. But I can tell you, with all humility, to Jaswantji, 
that the impression which we have created, wrongly or rightly, is going to stay 
with the people because printed word is very much honoured and respected 
here. I think the failure of the Government has been not to take the people into 
confidence or at least not to tell us what was happening, which they have 
done now. 

[ The Deputy Chairman in the Chair ] 

I have been following this subject for many years. I have come to this 
conclusion that I do not think that the two Governments are going to solve this 
problem. I think this problem of Kashmir is not a territorial problem. This is an 
ideological problem; ideological, in the sense that Pakistan insists on having 
the Valley, and that is only because it is Muslim populated. I remember, when I 
was with Atalji in that bus to Lahore, there was a breakfast given to Sardar 
Prakash Singh Badal, the Punjab Chief Minister, by Nawaz Sharief. He 
suggested to him at the breakfast meeting, "Sardarji, you can take Ladakh, 
Buddhist, Jammu, Hindu, and give us the Valley, Muslim population, and that 
is the end of the matter." Sardarji Badal Saheb kept quiet. But I intervened and 
said, "Sir, you can take the whole Jammu and Kashmir. But this time, the 
criterion is not going to be religion. The basis of any xype of settlement is not 
going to be religion because I have seen Partition. I have come through that." 
How many lakhs of people were killed? I hope that our External Affairs 
Minister and our Prime Minister 
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1.00 P.M. 

must have conveyed to Pakistan that as far as this problem is concerned, it 
will never be settled on the basis of religion. Though, sometime, I wonder, 
because there are talks of trifurcation of the State, by the RSS or some other 
people. ...(Interruption)... 

SHRI T. N. CHATURVEDI: Why do you bring in the RSS? 

SHRI KULDIP NAYYAR: Some such organisation. They talk of 
trifurcation.  To my mind, this matter can be settled in two ways. 

Firstly, people to people contact must take place. I am glad that the 
Government of India has taken some steps which have eased the restrictions 
on visas. But, I am surprised that, while, Shri Jaswant Singh has taken so 
many steps, he has not lifted the ban on newspapers and books. Why don't 
you lift the ban on newspapers and books? You have done a good thing. You 
lift the ban unilaterally. Let their newspapers come here. Otherwise, these are 
being unloaded here and printed. Why do we have restrictions on newspapers 
and books? I hope the Minister will consider this thing seriously. When you 
meet the people in Pakistan, you will realise their compulsions. These people 
have been under martial law or some other kind of law for almost thirty years. 
Their society is not like our society. It is not like our open society. They are 
afraid to talk. So, we have to take some steps whereby we draw those people 
to our side. Some of us make an effort. But when we make an effort, we are 
misunderstood here, because, this is the usual line followed by the people on 
this side. Let the intelligentsia come, let doctors, lawyers, journalists and 
common men meet. That will generate some kind of goodwill, and all our 
problems will be easier to solve. When I am coming to the people, I am talking 
of the people of Jammu and Kashmir. We have made certain commitments to 
them. When Jammu and Kashmir joined the Union of India, certain promises 
were made. They acceded to us only three subjects, that is, Defence, Foreign 
Affairs and Communications. Over the years, that autonomy of theirs has been 
corroded. We have taken more powers. Through the Assembly or through the 
Governor, we have taken more subjects. I am of the opinion that we shall have 
to go back to the same position, and I do not agree with the Home Minister that 
we cannot go back to the pre-1953 position. I think, if we have to win the 
confidence of the people of Kashmir, we will have to go back to what they 
acceded to us. The Union has no right to say: " Look here, now, the time has 
passed. You cannot have it." After all, artilce 370 of 
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the Constitution assured this thing. Madam, one more point I want to make. I am 
very happy to know that the Prime Minister and the Foreign Affairs Minister have 
said again and again that we shall not tolerate cross-border militancy. I think, this is 
a correct stand, because, in the name of cross-border militancy, murders are 
being committed. Some mercenaries are coming, some fundamentalists are 
coming and killing the innocent people. I want that some intellectuals in Pakistan 
or some columnists in Pakistan should make an effort in this direction to find out 
how this situation is being communalised and how Hindus are being picked up 
and killed. I think, if those people are given the opportunity to speak, they will 
say so. But it is not happening because, they don't have that kind of freedom 
which exists here. (Time Bell) Madan, i speak very rarely, and here also, you are 
ringing the bell. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I am ringing the bell because there are still 
some speakers, and Mr. Jaswant Singh will take the floor. ...(Interruptions)... 
When I am speaking, you must listen to me. 

SHRI KULDIP NAYYAR: I am sorry. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I have to make an announcement. I am not 
just speaking like that. The Minister has to speak at 1.30 P.M. So, I have to 
accommodate two, three other speakers. That is why I was trying to tell you 
this thing. 

 
� �����
����	����29��#�	�������V J�" PQ���(̂ �� +��3 

Let me make one more point. A criticism has been made of the Indian media, 
which is very unfair. When in Agra, for 34 hours, there was nothing, not a word 
from the External Affairs Ministry, what you people were doing, what the Press 
was doing. 

After all, they are readers. They have their own audience. This is where 
the Ministry is to blame. But I have not been able to understand why the Prime 
Minister did not take the Indian editors into confidence. Indian editors could 
have talked to them before and after the talks. I recall, and I shall sit down, that 
Lai Bahadur Shastri was going to Tashkent. I happened to be his Press 
Secretary. He called the editors and placed aN cards on the table. He took them 
into confidence because when it used to be Haji Pir Titwal, whether they would 
be given to Pakistan or not, he told them, and once he was not able to persuade 
them, he told them, 'Today, there would be a pressure from the Soviet Union, 
and I may not be able to 
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do what you are saying." He explained it to them. I think, that way. he was able 
to take the people into confidence. Similarly, I wish this Government would be 
a little more transparent and take some people into confidence. After all, there 
are so many people amongst the journalists who belong to his party, or who 
are having the same point of view. Let those people be taken into confidence. 
At least, something should come out. Let me say, at the end, let us not leave 
this path of dialogue. I know it is very difficult. I know Pakistan being so 
intransigent that, probably, sometimes, you may lose patience, but, if we have 
a neighbour like this, we have to live with it, and we have to talk to it. The only 
thing is, let us stand on principles, let us stand on basics, and that is that we 
will not budge on the ideological point, and that we will not allow the cross-
border militancy.to go on.  Thank you very much, Madam. 
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†  Transliteration of the speech in Persian Script is available in the Hindi version of 
the debate. 
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4	����%A 	��> ������R�� ���D�	������������%A 	��> ������R� ������(; �����������#����R0�����(��
��������#����2�� ������� �=��	���(���2�����%�> ���R�N����������������(���%A ����R�3�������������
�(�����5 ���%A ����R� �����#�~r �~.��~���DM�������������2���#����R�� ��Jq����� �=��	���2���
#����R0��(������������(F������	�G��(��3����D�	�� +&����������������%A 	��> ������R� ��
4������������(�+� �.� ������	�(��������3��� ����� r J�����������������23���������
�R� ����������D�������(��	�G�#.���(������ � �;�����2����	�G3���������4�����������&�%��
�20� �%� �� .�� ���� ��	�� ��� 4����� +� �.�  �� 4���� �(F� $ �� 	�G�  �� ����� ����%��� ��� D���
��+��,��(�4����F��q�����$ ��+� ����������20��-�� ����������20��K�������������� r �,�
�(�D���4����F��q�����/-�� ����������20��9(9(�������D��	�" �����-�1+�1�-���( ��,����
�	�����	������� �.�������R� ��	�(�/-�� ����������R� 0����q������%�A �����(; > �������n\�
�%����	,��(�.��'������ %������������20������(; ����n\��%����	,��(�.����� +	�����������
�20��%���(; �����J ���+����\]��%����	,��(������������23��K�����������������(������2��(������
����(�����������%A ����R� ����� ��(F�D� �������������a ?��$ ��+��(����2��	�(�������
�(����2� ���������r ���%��(����M���������R��� �=��	���3������ ����+����5 ����������(���
�20��� 9������5 ��4����> > @�#����20�D/�������5 ��#����23��� �	�������������%����	,��(������
������2��(��(F� �I �	�G��(��3��(�4�����r ��DJ�(���2��R��������������	��> ������%�3�#��
D�+�����2� ��$ ��+�l]�������(�������������.3�> �(���	��� �.� ��f]����\]���������������.�
�(�\]������������\������D� �������������(���R�� ��f\��������P��; ���M�% 	; ������(���R3�
�(� ��� ����� �R�  �� �%����	� ���  �O+%� �(� 	�G� ������ �R� ��� �(�  �O+%=��	�� ������ �R� 0� ��� �(�
4��� 	����������R3��������,��/����R��%����q������ ���%����������� ���(�5 ����������� �.����
��++X����.��� ���	����5 ���%����++������ ��N���N�$ 	�����%����q�������M�������3������
����K���������&�%���20�����(�omfc��������(�> %����23�omfc��������� �����(�> %���" ���S&��
omfc���������omyk�������J2�����(�> %���" �����$ �����K����	���%S=������u����(�	�$ 	�����u���
����+���" ��3�$ �����K����	�� �O	����������;%�	�$ 	���(����(� ����; � ����� �����-������H �����
�M�? �����(�.���i; � �����23�$ �����K����	�� ������D�������������(� ����; � ����� ��
�� �+�������#�����(��%������ �����+(��q�����(����(������ ���� ����; �����2�$ �����K����
	��� ��4� �.�����2� ��4������A ��.�� 
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����/�D��omfc������+���������������
���	��4����� ���0�4�=� ��; �V J�.���	�

 ����3�D5 �������������V J���g����; ��������" �3��(��O�,	����	��T���; �4������ ���3����
#; P	(��� ���(����#��������R0���������������	�� +&�����������3������������	��4�=;%��; �
V J�.���	� ���0�	��_ ����	�����(������� ���0�$ �����K����	��D��M����������(�.<%��
 ���� � ��  �J��.<%����� 	�G�  ���� �S&���?	�4;�9�	�$ ����������� 5 ����4+���� � �� 4�����
���	� +��3�#��D���4��������������������4���;�9�D��M�����(�4���$ 	����$ 	�V J�4� 9���
��� 	���	������4���; ��(����2����.�� ��(&�?$ 	�5 ������2��(��������; (����������� ����; �
 ��������� �23� ����� ���	� 5 �� 	�G�  ��������0� ���� 5 �� 	�G��������0� �(�#�� ��� D�+����
���4.� ��#��. �	�;�9�#��+���(� ������������	�=e ��������	��> ������R�3����#�������
����� �%A 	�� > ����� �R0���������� ����� �$ ��J� �/��� �R0� ��� 4	��� �����	�� > ������ ����(�
#; P	(������  ��(;���20�#9��* ����� �+=�%����������#.��R�  ��y\y�	�G�  +�����.��3����
�	�������� �R�  �� 4��(� ����� �����j� 0� 4�� ��� ������(3� �%��� ��������=; �; �%$ 	� V J�
4� 9������#g;  ���yc]��������D���4�����(F�N�����P���2��(�#����� +	�V T���$ 	� ���
�2��(�+(	,���J����.���;������; ���	�j��� ��D����(F�#T���$ 	�����2��(����(�<���	�G�
 ������� ����� �23� �� �	�����(� ���+�� �20� ����(� <( ��� �2� 4��(�D��� ����� 	�G�  ����
��������(��M�%1�K�������D�� �����(�0�D�����(�#���2�����" �����/(���0��R�4���������
> ������%�3��%� ���M��+��2� ���	���������
������0�<H �	���� �����D�	�����������������������
���4����������4��#; �	P�������������	����� �� �������� ��.�����=; �s�%$ 	��.���;��
��� ���; �� �	�	�� ���  �� ���� ��� ��� J�������� �� �� 4���� ����� �%A � J��+�� �(� ���� 3�
***+,��- 	�.*** 

�29��0��R�#�������J��> ������%��3��%� ���K��������(�	���2�4� �.�> ������> � �	; ����
� ������+��+���.3��%A ������N����R��(��R������������	���/	��> ������%�3� 

���  	������K�������� ���(�,����	���5 ���2�3�$ ������������	���5 ���23 
��K L�' M
����( �
���29�0��������(��> %����R� ����+%���� �)����3� 
���  	������	���	���5 �� �/���23� 
��K L�' M
����( �
����R�D����������" �� ������DJ�(��4����������2� ��4���� �5 ��

����$ ������0������������ �A �������ommk����4���$ 	��%#�0��	���#	�����JP��	� � 	=; ��
����0����4���$ 	������ �=��	�	������ �����4���$ 	�	�G��20������J��9���23�D�����J��9��
�2��(������ ��� �=��	�����(��� �=��	��	������; X�" ����	���� �=��	����� �9���> ��+�� ��
�����������D�	����" �����/��0��%��	��������(�D�	����" �����/��� ���� �=��	�����������(; �
����	������( $ $ � �� �O+%=��	���� /��J3��� �	�\]����������+�5 ���M�%1�K�������#����	��
D�� ����	��� ���%����	�������	��4��(� ����; � ���3�+%������������" �� ���(�#��+��
> �����" �����#��+����� �.���%�� 	��������" �0��O�,	���D�	����9�9�Q��/^ ��� �.�� �����
�� 99�;��������	���T���%F�3��� �	��M�%1� 

†Transliteration ol the speech in Persian Script is av'ailable in the Hindi version of 
the debate 
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�K�������#����	��#g;���yc]���������#; (	P��������=; (��$ 	�������+���������

J�_ /��������(�c\�J��+���(; � +���� ��c\�J��+���(; �+�	�������+�#; (	P������ ��(&�%$ 	�
#��3� ����� ������� ��(&�%$ 	� ����; �	�G��%#�" �3��� �=��	����	G+�������(�> %���" �0�
D��������=; (��$ 	�������(�������(���������  �����4�; �	�$ 	��4��$ 	��(�> %��� " �� ���
 94�; �	�$ 	��4��$ 	��(������" �3��R�����D����_� ���D�	����������������� ��4��(��^ ��
����F�����^ ���q������ ���^ ����++X����+�/����.3�D���#���K�������D�� ����#�����(�
D�	����" ��/	��> ������(��(�#��(��_ ��4��(� �t�%���	���(��3����������������������������
��9���� ���	����������2����R�0����4	���.	9�.�������; ���R�� �����������(;�������R�0�/�����
������������������������(�����2��������(;��������R�0��� �	�����DJ�(���2� ��4O�G����
��; X����.����9���(��M�%1�K�������<���9�; ��R������������������	�+�������R� ��J�_ /������
����������(� 9� �����(�3���� ��	��DJ�(��� �������23��������� 9� �����	����������2�
�(��R�������(���+����	��> ������%�� ��om\y����#�	���2�+�������(� 9� ��� ���0�omkf����
#�	����$ ��������(� 9� ��� ���� 0� omk\����#�	���2�+��(� � 9� ��� ���0� omc\����#��
�� ��� ����� �(�  9� ���  ���� ����J� ����� $ ���� .� �K���� �(� ����� omcc� ���#�	�� $ ��.�
�$ �����(�  9����� ���� omly����J�_ /������ > %	���#���� ��#�	�� omlf����  J���	�(�
 9� ��� ����� ���%�$ ����(������0�omlk����#�	���%�$ ����(� 9� ��� ����omlc����J�_ /��
�����> %	���#���� �� omm]����#�	�� J���	�(� 9� ��� ����#��5 ��D���#�� 9� ���
��	�� > ������(��(�#�� 9� ������+(�#���	�(� 9� �����,�������(�#���2���� 5 � �.�
�	�(����A (r �+����3��K�����(���5 ����(��� �	�D��� 9� �����	�����#�������������(�
������2��(��	�(��(F�.�����	�G��(������> �������> �J� � 	=> ���	�> %����R�� ���	�(�D��
> �J� � 	=; ���		������(F�$ q��	�G��20��� �	��	���� �; ��; ��2��	���� �; ��; �����2� ��
���4���%������.�������/� ���������-������H ��� ������������	��_ ������%�,����� � ���
D�	����	��" ��������/����� �=��	������" ��r �F��r ������R�3������� �������������	����
�����	������������%.	j����5 ���������" �+�������R�3�4�� �.��R��%�� �$ ��_� ��� ��4���
���	��J�_ /���������+(��������%����	�����;���(�#���������������� ���20��	����+(�������%.�
� ���r ���%SK�������> ��0�������$ ���������.�����5 ����������(i; �����" �3� �A ������	�� ���
�� ���%$ ��J�����������#���" ���(��$ �+�$ �����(���������M���V J���g����; ��R0��	�������A (;��
5 �F��(�$ ��+������������ ��4������	������������� +��������(� � 	=; ���R������'���r ����
���� ������$ ��������;������2���(��r �������3� �A ��� �+J���%����D��+��; ��(� � 	=; ��" ��
����� �=������%�z��r �.��.3��F�.��.��.��F�.��.������ ��������4���� �$ ��+��(������R�
��> �������4���$ 	��(�4���� �J�_ /������	�� �����20��������+%�$ %��������F� J����> ����
���4�2�$ 	��(	�������+��(�����> ��	����%�����������> ,��(��� �������+����������������
5 �F��(��r �� +����		�������+��	�(�/-����� +�������> ,����D����� ��������> ������	�
�; ��0� �������	����; �0� ������� �=����; �3�4�	���r �������M�%1�K�������J�_ /�DT+%���
�����D�	����; X�����($ 	�����5 ������� �.��r ������R����5 ������������$ ��������r ������R�
� �� J��5 ���	�(�����������2� ��4	�(� 9� �����(3�4�� ���� 
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���#����� ����� <(� 4� 9���J(��h ��(����(������� �R� � ��.�; �� 4� 9���J(�zh ��(�

��(;��+�����R3�����������(��/���� ��4�� �=��������,��(��(�	�����N�+��� �.���.����	��
�� �=��	�������?����2��� ; =; �������?������ �������(����2� 3��	����#���.�������R� � ��
��	��> ������?�� 3�  �K�� �O+?�� �)+�����%A ���" �����+?�����%A ��(��$ ��+������� ����R� ��
J�_ /������$ ��+��2!; 1��4; �0�D�	������(�,�����������%�?�����������R�4� �.�����������(F�
����	�G���	����R�3�J�d /������> �J� � 	=; ���R0�4�����(F�$ ��	�G��2��� �	�J�d /������
��� > �J� �2I�; ���  +&��� ��� #F~.~.�~� V  J��� �R0� � �	��� 9�~��~��~�  +&��� ���
#F~.J~V  J����R�0�+(�N 9$ 	��9�~��~��~� +&������#F~.~.�~�V  J����R0��	���
< ����
�2I�; ���  +&��� ��� #F~.~.�~� V  J��� �R� > ��� �M�?� ��� #F~��~��~� � �� > ��� �K���� ���
#F~��~��~� +&������V  J����R�0\1k�9�~#F~��~��R����5 �� +&������V  J����R�3�of� 9S=e �Q��
������on� 9S=e �Q������(� 9i; ��� �K	���R0����5 ����������������#F~.~.�~�V  J�����R�� ���(�
.�~.�~����R����5 ���������� 9J������������20�J�4	������������2��(��	������������R6����(� �J��
D�%�,���� �.�� ��� �; ��Q����� �.�+�$ �����^ �F�������^ ������R���������?+�#��of�������
on� ��,����N�; ����?������#�X��(�#S������ +��������R3����4��N�; ���� /��J�	�G��R�0����
4�����������R�3����4� �.� ���� �=��	�	���(�4���� ����������/���2�� ��/������%$ ��J�
	������� +&������#����(�.��	1.1������� +����2�������%��������	����� �.��������9���
�������	�G��(������2�0����'��'����������2�0����(�&����(�&�����������2�0����������������23�4���
������� �%��������	�����  �.� ��� N�; ����	�� ��%���d ��� " �� �� �� ����� ����(�� 0� ����� ���
�%�?���� �� +&������������������ ������� 9JR����� �����4�����%����������3�4� �.�
���4�������4�����++��������R�4�����%/��J��	�G������3�D��B ��.����g	��+�	��> �����
�R� ��D���N������?�����#�X������" ,� �������%	���$ ����(��������.���� ���%	���$ �$ ��(�
����J���%�> ���(������J��+�����	%�����(����R�3�4����4=������������� �4���� ���?h �	�G�
�(	��> � �.�3�����+�������4�����++���	��> ������R�3��R��	���JP��	� � 	=; ����������
�%�� �$ ���	��> ��%����  ���%g���������" �#��5 �� ������	��> ������R�� ��4����  ��{	�$ 	�
�%$ ��J�5 ������������R�0���� �	��%g���������26��M�?����> �������/��(��������R�0� �	���
�+%�
� ���%����	�+(	(��R�3�#���������%g����n\�#+ ��,�����2�3���������.��5 ��#+����M�?��%���
���	�G��2�0�.��5 �����/������� ������	�G��2��3��K�������
< ������; X�	�$ 	���POu����23�
l]� J�+�������q	���+�����4����; X������" ��R3�4��������?+����������(�o]�����; ��� �=��	�
���������%.��(��0��� �=��	������J������(̂ ,�_ �.�+�	�������+��(����.�; ��4� 9��� �=������(��
�R0�������������(���(��R�0����> ����s> ���2�> ����?W��0�������<���;�$ 	�	�G�������R��� �	�������
������ ������ 4�	�� �M�?��� � �2�  �� ���� ��� �(� �%g���� ��� �(�� ������ ��� #��� �R� 3� �	�(�
j~#F~��~������
; ������%����	��%&�,����5 �����������2�3�������������������(	���(����R�3����	��
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†  Transliteration of the speech in Persian Script is available in the Hindi version of 
the debate. 
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THE MINISTER OF EXTERNAL AFFAIRS AND THE MINISTER OF 
DEFENCE (SHRI JASWANT SINGH): Madam Deputy Chairman, above all, 
mindful of the fact that the Summit itself having taken place in mid-July, I 
made as extensive a statement on behalf of the Government, as I could 
mindful of the fact that within a week thereof, the Parliament was meeting on 
17th of July. Thereafter, on the very first occasion, the hon. Prime Minister 
made a statement in the House -- if you recollect, the House had been 
adjourned on 23rd July due to condolences - on the 24 of July itself. Since 24m 
of July, in one House or the other House, this issue has been under 
discussion. It is now almost three weeks that we have been engaged in 
examining the Agra Summit in all its ramifications. Most of what there had to 
be said, has already been said, commented upon and analysed. There is a 
phrase which is quite catching that we can engage in an analysis that carries 
us forward to paralysis. Without attempting to do so, I will endeavour, as best 
as I can, to answer the substantial issues, the fundamentals also, and address 
myself to the points of criticism that the hon. Members, during their 
observations have made about the conduct of the Government or the 
approach of the Government. However, Before I do so, Madam, there are 
some haphazard observations that, I think, is my duty and function to address. 
Dr. Manmohan Singh opened the discussion as the Leader of the Opposition. 
I was very struck, Madam, by the manner, by the words of approbation he had 
for the visiting dignitary and his conduct, and equally strong words of 
condemnation that he chose to employ for me, as also for the Government on 
the conduct of the Agra Summit as also on the larger conduct of foreign policy. 
I was struck and without taking to much time, I do wish to share, I do wish to 
remind the hon. House, that the distinguished and learned Dr. Manmohan 
Singh in his intervention, used these words of approbation for the visiting 
dignitary, amongst others, 'single minded', 'purposeful', 'ruthless clarity', 
'skilfully', 'not naive or frivolous', 'master of media arrangement', 'highly skilful' 
and 'even to hijack the agenda'. This is a very generous praise indeed. I have 
no doubt in my mind with his characteristic generosity and large heartedness 
when he chose to so describe the visiting dignitary, surely, it could not have 
been only on account of the fleeting meetings that he might have had with him 
or what he has read — But I have no doubt that despite what he has read of 
him, this equity of his perception and his mind, the phraseology that he chose,  
he chose this is  how the visiting  dignitary  is best  assessed. 
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However, by whatever method he has arrived at this assessment, I do beg to 
differ and I beg to differ on the fundamentals, particularly when I see, when I 
reflect on-the severity of his observations against my conduct of the country's 
foreign policy during the last two or three years -- he specified during the last 
two or three years -- and the phraseology that he has employed to condemn 
me on the conduct of the foreign policy, I was struck by the contrast. I do not 
have to repeat the eulogies that he heaped on General Pervez Musharraf. I 
have applied myself and addressed myself to the criticism that the learned, 
the Leader of the Opposition made because he charged me, Madam, with an 
absence of studied application of mind, long-term thinking, I have not the 
attitude or the mental equity of the Leader of Opposition, but to charge me 
with an absence of studied application of mind is very severe criticism, and he 
said, because of me there is no long term underpinning to country's foreign 
policy, and he cited some instances. I can very easily elaborate on the 
instances. 

He said, "I lack conceptual clarity"; not just conceptual clarity, but I 
have no clarity about our immediate objectives. And, of course, inadequate 
preparation; again, I am devoid of a clear thinking. There seems to be a great 
deal of confusion in my mind. But the basic confusion, as the Leader of the 
Opposition calls it, is about our objectives, and he charges me and the 
Government with lack of pro-active diplomacy. It is not for you or for me to 
score any debating points. These are substantial issues. And these are 
substantial charges. It is my duty to address them, very briefly, as best as I 
can. 

On the question of long-term under-pinning, studied application of 
mind, conceptual clarity it is roughly the same thing, in one fashion or the 
other may I, with due regard to the learning of the Leader of the Opposition, 
submit to him for consideration that, in major foreign policy challenges, 
problems or issues that the country today confronts are a legacy, principally, 
primarily, of the successive Congress Governments, starting from the invasion 
of Jammu and Kashmir in 1947-48? It is not for me to remind Dr. Manmohan 
Singh that this legacy continues. Who did what in which year? Because, Dr. 
Manmohan Singh also charged that we lack an approach on Jammu and 
Kashmir. May I remind the learned Leader of the Opposition that, when he 
was a Member of the Cabinet, the incidents at Dargah Hazratbal or the 
burning down of Charar-e-Sharief took place? These are also incidents. These 
are challenges to India which I have and occasion to point out and I had 
written about them.   In the three principal foreign policy 
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challenges, Jammu and Kashmir, Sino-lndian border dispute, IPKF, we do 
believe, these were great errors of conceptual clarity that have resulted in the 
country, and successive generations of the country, having to deal with these 
issues. I have said so, on a number of earlier occasions, that it is possible to 
address the issues relating to internal management of the polity of the country 
in a reasonably short-time frame. But errors on foreign policy afflict the 
successive generations to handle. And, if there are examples to be seen, 
these examples are really best illustrated by what the country has had to do 
for the past fifty years in the case of Jammu and Kashmir, what the country 
has had to do from the mid-fifties in the case of China-India relationship and, 
of course, I continue to believe that the IPKF was a great mistake that not 
simply cost us the lives of our own soldiers, but it is the only instance when 
we had to bring back our forces. However, let that pass; because we continue 
to dwell upon the mistakes of each other. The challenges of today are very 
grave. The Leader of the Opposition, I have no doubt in my mind, has 
exercised his wisdom and his learning in approbation in the words of praise 
that he has used for the visiting dignitary. 

And I take seriously the words of criticism that he has used against 
me. I will address, Madam, as best as I can, and as God has given me the 
ability to assess afresh, and I have, since he used these phrases, attempted 
to do so, I am unable to convince myself that I lack application of mind -- I 
might lack in other aspects; I do not have his great learning; but, so far as 
application of mind is concerned, I do try and apply my mind; that I do not 
have too much mind, is possible; but about application ...(Interruptions)... 

I will come to the„substantial issues about preparation, agenda and 
all other aspects, in a minute. These are the other peripheral issues. I regret 
very much that I was not here because Dr. Karan Singh, in his Intervention, 
said, "The Minister is not here. I trust he is listening to what I have to say, on 
the television". He had some kind words to say. But he said that I made an 
error in announcing the DGMO's visit. Now, I had, Madam, then submitted a 
request, both to the Chair as also to the Leader of the Opposition, that a 
meeting had been called on Jammu and Kashmir by the Home Minister, where 
I was required to be present. And I hadn't withdrawn to my chamber to watch 
as substantial and meaningful an intervention as that of Dr. Karan Singh, who 
said that he was a part of history. Indeed, he had been the Maharaja of 
Kashmir. And when he intervenes, it is my duty to be present here. But, as far 
as the Director General    of    Military    Operations    is    concerned,    there    
were    three 
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announcements made unilaterally by the Government on the 4 of July, on the 
6th of July and on the 9m of July. The announcement of the 4th of July related 
substantially to aspects that Shri Kuldip Nayyar referred to, about enabling 
people to people contacts, trade and commerce. So, we said, "Students can 
come; scholarships are offered, easier visas so that there is people-to-people 
contact. Fifty lines were to be identified by commerce. Fishermen were to be 
released. Also that, in future, the Coast Guard would have instructions, when 
fishermen so transgress. Similarly, on the 6th of July, we announced that the 
DGMO would seek the convenience of his counterpart and visit Pakistan so 
that we can move forward on the gains that we have made, so far as the 
relative stability on the Line of Control is concerned. Plus, we will initiate 
actions in regard to confidence building measures about nuclear issues. This 
was on the 6m. And, on the 9m of July, it was the opening of Srinagar-
Muzaffarabad-Attari, also Manabu, again people-to-people related. Now, it is 
not, as Dr. Karan Singh says, that I had instructed the Director General of 
Military Operations to go the next day. I had said, normally, they confer with 
each other on the telephone on Tuesday, and when the announcement was 
made, the talk was due to take place the next day, and that they will talk to 
each other the next day. Well, the rest is now history. Pakistan did not respond 
positively to it. We have announced that these measures that we had taken 
remain in position and we will continue to move forward on these measures. 
Whenever we can implement them unilaterally, we will do so. But when we 
need Pakistan to cooperate with us, it is our expectation that they will do so. 
Now, I wish to take up an issue relating to what Shri Kapil Sibal and also Shri 
Janeshwar Mishraji mentioned. That is about foreign hand and third party 
intervention. 

Mr. Sibal averred that there was a foreign hand; that this initiative has 
been taken on account of pressures from the United States of America. Then, 
he cited a statement and also the chronology of the dates. I do wish to submit, 
Madam, -and I have said so earlier too — and I say this with a certain degree 
of trepidation because very eminent jurists and practitioners of law are 
Members of this House - the Houses of Legislatures are not court of law. 
When hon. Members who practice law as a vocation or profession, benefit us 
with their views in the Chambers of the Legislature, with great humility, I 
submit to them that it is best not to put across a case as if a legal brief is being 
argued. This is essentially a House, the main purpose of which is, of course, 
political and other aspects. So, Mr. Sibal cited a statement made by the 
Spokesman of the White House on June, 18, and said 'before the formal 
announcement was made, the Prime Minister, 
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when asked on 19th, had said such and such, the Spokesman had said such 
and such; therefore, as in a criminal law court he said 'you are guilty, and you 
acted under so and so's pressures.' Let me please clarify, the question that 
was put to Mr. Fisher was -- at that time, the Foreign Minister of Pakistan, my 
distinguished counterpart, Mr. Sattar/ was in Washington --and this question 
was put to Mr. Fisher --he is here meeting with Ambassador Condoleeza Rice, 
and if the President is planning to drop by --and the record here says 
(Laughter from the Press) -- is the Foreign Minister of India planning to drop 
by; and also, how much role the President is playing in the upcoming summit 
between India and Pakistan? No, of course, because, yet again I did not know 
that it is a standard practice for lawyers to engage in suppressio veri and 
suggestio falsi ...(Interruptions)... 

SHRI RAM JETHMALANI (Maharashtra) : Madam, I wish to protest 
this. My friend can settle his scores with Mr. Kapil Sibal but please don't 
disgrace lawyers.. (Interruptions)... 

SHRI JASWANT SINGH: I am not disgracing 
lawyers..(Interruptions)...   Madam, he is a distinguished jurist. 

SHRI RAM JETHMALANI: I do not bother whether I am a 
distinguished jurist or not ... (Interruptions)... but don't disgrace the 
profession.. (Interruptions)... 

SHRI JASWANT SINGH: No, I don't. Now, here is what was said. My 
distinguished counterpart, the Foreign Minister of Pakistan, was in 
Washington, and was due to meet me shortly. Please also remember it was 
June 18 and Washington's time is ten-and-a-half hours behind the Indian time. 
So, Mr. Fisher said, first of all, the meeting has not yet taken place; that the 
meeting between Condoleeza Rice and Sattar was to be held in the afternoon. 
Afternoon in Washington means evening in India 18th. And, if there are any 
drop- bys, I will do my best to let you know that the Administration is 
committed to building a mutually beneficiai bilateral relationship with Pakistan. 
The Administration is looking forward to a return to democracy that will permit 
fully normalised relations and the United States of America fully supports the 
upcoming ulh July meeting between India and Pakistan. Now, the whole thesis 
that was built by the hon. Shri Kapil Sibal was because the US Spokesman 
said on June i8Ih that July 14th is the meeting; therefore, India acted under the 
pressures of United States of America, because the formal date had not yet 
been announced. I 
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Let me please clarify, Madam, that there were two sets of dates that 
were under consideration, i.e., 7th to 9th of July -- because those two windows 
had been suggested and I4m to 16th of July. I had let it be known that these are 
the windows, and, Pakistan, of course, knew that these are the two windows 
that have been spoken of. Shri Kapil Sibal also said that during this period I 
was as he graphically put it flying between Delhi and Washington, as indeed 
was the Principal Secretary and the National Security Advisor. I was not 
actually there. I was, in fact, in Australia during those dates which have been 
mentioned, which is quite far, geographically, from here, and, otherwise, from 
United States of America. Before I went to Australia, I had let it be known that 
the proposed dates can be and will be finalised only after I had called on the 
Prime Minister, who was then convalescing in Mumbai. The doctors had said 
that he would be operated on the 7th of June. The doctors had advised that, at 
least, for one month, he is not to move. They said, "If you can avoid it, don't 
have the Summit meeting on 7th of July." However, I did not wish to confirm 
about the nonavailability of those window of dates, until I had a chance to go 
and meet the Prime Minister myself. I did not go and meet the Prime Minister 
then. On the 7lh of June, he was operated on. In the first week itself, Madam, it 
was very difficult to go and trouble him about such issues. It was a major 
surgery that he had undergone. I, therefore, visited Mumbai, to call on the 
Prime Minister, and discussed these issues with him only on the 15th of June. 
However, the proposed dates, i.e., 7th to 9th of July, as already cleared, would 
be very difficult to adhere to. I returned on the I6m. Pakistan was formally 
informed of the dates that were proposed, i.e. 14th, 15th and 16th of July, on the 
16th of June itself. On I6m of June, Pakistan was formally informed. And on 18th 
of June, Pakistan's High Commissioner confirmed that these dates of i4mto 
16th July were convenient. On 18th of June, Mr. Abdus Sattar was in 
Washington. No doubt, the High Commissioner here and the Pakistan Foreign 
office in Islamabad knew about it. Though, of course, they did not, in other 
regards, had the same communication with their Foreign Minister, but in this 
regard, they certainly had the communication. They informed him that the 
dates that are being spoken of are 14th July. Before this meeting with 
Condoleeza Rice, Mr. Abdus Sattar had already had his meeting with Mr. Colin 
Powell. So, the dates of 14th July to 16th July, which we formally announced on 
18th or, perhaps, on 19th' were formally announced by Pakistan in Islamabad, 
and were known to their Foreign Minister in Washington. There is no great 
mystery, there is certainly no third hand in it, there is not any third party in 
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it, and certainly there is no foreign hand in it. This Government, this Prime 
Minister, certainly requires the proving of no credentials, Madam, when it 
comes to not cleaving to any kind of foreign pressure, be it the United States 
of America or any other country. The entire history of post-May, 1998 till now, 
i.e., July, 2001, if nothing else, exemplifies that it is not under pressure that we 
worked. Madam, there were two other points. Mr. Sibal has made one other 
observation, and the same observation was made by some other hon. 
Member. 

One more observation was made by Mr. Sibal. This observation was 
also made by some other hon. Members. He said, "whereas the spokesman 
of the Ministry of External Affairs on 16th spoke of disappointment, the Minister 
said: No, we are not disappointed with this meeting." I do not know how he 
worked out these two together. Here is what my Joint Secretary (External 
Publicity) said on 16th: "I am disappointed to inform you, ladies and gentlemen 
of the media, that though the commencement of the process and a beginning 
on the journey has taken place, the destination of an agreed joint statement 
has not been reached. It is now very late and I do not wish to go into any 
detailed elaboration. We would be holding a fullfledged Press conference at 
this very venue at 10 hours tomorrow morning." So, the disappointment which 
the Joint Secretary expressed was about the absence of an agreed document. 

I cannot recall whether I said the same thing on the 17th. But, on a 
subsequent date -- it must be two or three days later at a Hindi interview  
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I will come to other issues in a minute. 

About cross-border terrorism, Mr. Sibal spent a great deal of time in 
legalistic hair-splitting that it cannot be cross-border terrorism, because it is 
cross-LoC; and LoC is not a border etc. etc. Of course, I know it is not a 
border. We have always called it "cross-border terrorism'. But, I do not know if 
the hon. Member, Shri Sibal realises that he has actually given voice to an 
argument that has been given by the Foreign Minister of Pakistan. I reject this 
notion totally that simply on legalistic hair-splitting, since LoC is 
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not border, therefore, what is it that the Government is talking about. I am i sure, 
Mr. Sibal was not inspired by what my distinguished counterpart, Mr. Sattar had 
said. But I do appeal to him that, in the enthusiasm for legalistic hair-splitting, this 
kind of an approach does not help in dealing with the menace that we face 
collectively. 

I do wish to address very briefly uft �(� $ ��J� ����� 	�� ����� about 
autonomy, about Pak occupied Kashmir, ������������#h �������	������%$ ��J���������
��������(��O�,	����J��!�,��������" �� ��#���M�?1�K�����(�5 ����� ���� �=��	������> ����
�(��4K�%���� ����R�0��� �	��%� ���(������(�������	���(���� ���%� ��#���(���J�����	���(��� ��
����(� ���� V ��%��49��K���� �20� ��� > ���� �?�> �� �(� > ����  > ����� �(� 0� > ����  �� �; � �(� 0� > ����
$ �������2����2�0��(�#��> �	��(�+��> %����R0������#�������2����R3� 

THE LEADER OF THE OPPOSITION (DR. MANMOHAN SINGH): 
Chakral has never been a part of Jammu and Kashmir. 

SHRI JASWANT SINGH: It is a northern area. But it was also 
wrongly occupied. And the Shakhasgam Valley. These were clearly pointed 
out to Gen. Parvez Musharraf  ������V ��%��49��K��������������� 0�  ������n\���;��
������.���������/����������R0��(F�$ ���$ %����	�G��(	��> � �.3  

SHRI SHARIEF-UD-DIN SHARIQ (Jammu and Kashmir) : Their High 
Court has set it aside. 

 
� ���������� � ����������	�����4�(;�����5 �������2�	P+	��. ������� �=��	���� �=���

	�G��R3�D�����4��������	������ J���(���%������������/������	���(��3�D;�����	������ ��
#��4��������(�������R��(��%� ��5 ��4�����������J���	���(��� 3�+?��������#�	��N; P	������
J���F��M�?1�K�������3�����(�� �	�=; ������������4�������������> %����R3�����������(�D H����
	�G� ���R��(�� � 	=; �����������(�E �� ��2��(��	���D H����E �� ��2���������������%A ���?�����
4�	���d ��������> %����R� ��H ����yc]������A ���; 	������(���������	�G��2� 3�.; P	��������������
�O�,	������ ������ �������$ 	�+?������`�,�������?��(������2���������������> �������2�0�
�M�?1�K�������.�� �$ �)�+�@��2�3�4� �.��������� �������$ 	����#���> ����N; P	�����������
��� ������	�� �(��� 3�  I have�no doubt in my mind that the Home Minister and the 
Cabinet will be addressing this issue. 

Sir, I must very briefly, because I have said so in the other House and 
I do not wish to tax the patience of the hon. Members who, on a Friday 
afternoon have honoured me by being here. But on India and Pakistan long-
term relationship I have said so in the United Nations General Assembly. I 
have said so in public. I have said so in print, not simply in 
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some of my speeches, I have said that what Pakistan has to come to terms 
with and decide is what kind of long-term relationship it wants with India. 

What do I mean by Pakistan having to come to terms on what kind of 
long-term relationship does it want with India, Madam, it is clear, the 
Government is clear in its mind, that Pakistan has adopted, continues to 
pursue and practise a position of compulsive and perpetual hostility to India 
because India's concept of nationhood is the very anti-thesis of what Pakistan 
is attempting to build as its nationhood. I have said, we stand for civic 
nationalism; the fundamental of civic nationalism is, irrespective of your faith, 
your calling, your caste, your creed or colour, it is civic nationalism which 
inspires India's nationalisrr. Secularism is the root of it. The Prime Minister has 
said so many times��2�%� �`���(����(� ��O�����'%� ������q�����  �����2� 3�  We don't 
have to learn propound secularism, or, the propounded secularism. On the 
other hand, Pakistan pursues compulsive hostility and perpetual hostility, 
because it has adopted the two nation theory which we cannot accept. It has 
adopted it as a means of building and keeping its nationhood alive. This 
hostility, two nations 
�+?1�%����	�D��1D����R��R	������" ���F��������> %����?��3/�#��
�M�?1�K���� ��� �K���� ��� ��+� the Valley of Srinagar, you claim because in the 
Valley of Srinagar reside my citizens who subscribe to the noble faith of Islam 
and the percentage of population is 85 per cent, 90 per cent. I will cite you 
instances of districts in India, in other parts of India, where too, rny citizens 
have similar population, whether it is Rampur or in Tamil Nadu or in Kerala or 
in Bihar, and what am I to do? And I said this at Agra. What should I do with 
those districts? Should I put all those districts on a railway rack and send them 
by train to Pakistan? How am I to accept it? I am not able to accept it. 

This is the fundamental fracture. This fracture can be repaired only if 
we enable the people of India and the people of Pakistan to relate to each 
other. There are millions whose relatives live across the border. Till today, my 
relatives continue to live in Sind. There are millions of citizens of Pakistan 
whose relatives continue to live here. Mr. Kuldip Nayyar spoke of people. I 
believe it will take time. The more the people are able to relate to each other, 
���+�/(�	�������A ��������$ ���26�#.���(�� ����.��+?�������0�#	��+� �.3��(��� �=��	����
�����Th ������M�?1�K������� �=����2�0���������(��#���+�/���(����3� 
 

I have no difficulty in sharing an experience of mine, within a minute. 
A friend of mine had some visitor from Pakistan. There was a young, newly 
married, girl from Pakistan who came to visit some of her relatives in Bombay. 
She was staying with the friend of mine. As Bombay girls would do, early in 
the morning, she put on her jogging shorts and 
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jogging shoes and went out on Marine Drive or wherever, to have a 

morning jog. She asked the friend of mine, "�D���0/�����	�0�#��������������R�6�
#��N���A (; �1A (; �� 	�����	����^ �����+q̂ ������R� 3��O�,	������ ��D��0����������2, 
Why are you astonished?������	������ ��������(������+�/����R� ��N������������� " 
l 

I do believe, I have often said so. Madam, I have said so in public 
meetings. India, Pakistan and Bangladesh are of the same womb. How much 
closer can you be? You cannot be enemies. ���.������(/�����O�����R��� �	�  

Persuasion in Pakistan is 	�G�0���.���(/����	�G��R I 

The Foreign Minister of Pakistan once said, "The problem is with 
Punjabi." I beg a pardon. Either the Leader of the Opposition or the 
distinguished journalist, Mr. Kuldip Nayyar, may find fault with the Foreign 
Minister. He said, "I do want Pakistan to belong to Arabia, but what am I to do 
with the Punjabi language?". This is what he said. This is the fundamental. 
How can this fundamental be gapped? This fundamental can only be gapped 
over time. This fundamental can only be gapped with patience. I am very clear 
about two approaches, both of which the Government is trying. You challenge 
India militarily; and that challenge will not only be met, it will be defeated and it 
will be done time and again. But we bear no enmity to the people of Pakistan. I 
have said this also in public meetings. What do we desire? We covet not one 
inch of Pakistan's territory. We have, by God's Grace, enough issues to deal 
with. We do not want issues to be exported from Pakistan to India. We want a 
politically-at-ease Pakistan. No matter how you decide your internal 
arrangement, we would like you to be democratic. But we cannot dictate what 
you should do yourselves. If, socially, it is a Pakistan that is not torn within, an 
economically viable Pakistan, it is good for Pakistan, it is good for Indo-Pak 
relations, it is good for the region. But we cannot do it for Pakistan. What we 
can do, we do to the maximum. Therefore, we will continue to do it. On Jammu 
and Kashmir, let me make it, again, very clear, Jammu and Kashmir is not a 
territorial dispute. 

It is a mistake. After all, why does Pakistan not speak if it is a 
territorial dispute of a substantial value or that 38,000 square kms area of 
Ladhak is under the occupation of the Peoples' Republic of China? We 
address that issue separately. We are dealing with that. We have been raising 
our concern that it is not a territorial dispute. It is a dispute over fundamentals, 
fundamentals that I have just mentioned. The Government is very clear in this 
regard. That is why Jammu and Kashmir is not a cause of any dispute 
between India and Pakistan. It is a consequence, and it is a 
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consequence of that mentality. I am convinced by mind that it is not a cause, it 
is a consequence. The corrective is in the correction of the approach towards 
lndia--two-nation theory. Otherwise, Pakistan, elements within Pakistan 
contribute. This is how we approach the problem. There is no ambiguity 
whatsoever in this regard. Madam, I find that I am taking too long. I must hurry 
up. Now, I come to cross-border terrorism. There is no compromise with cross-
border terrorism. Why do we keep on emphasising cross-border terrorism? 
India will simply not accept the conferring upon cross-border terrorism the kind 
of legitimacy or a kind of status that terrorism, as a pre-dialogue negotiating 
tactics, to be employed by Pakistan. In regard to pre-dialogi'r- negotiating 
tactics, I will turn the tap of terrorism on until you come and .;it vtith me, and if I 
find that the progress of the dialogue is satisfactory, then I will turn the tap of 
terrorism down or turn it up the minute in fundamentals, I accept or agree to 
confer upon cross-border terrorism this k:nd of legitimacy or status, as a pre-
dialogue negotiating tool or tactics, and compromising with fundamentals. The 
Government is very clear about it. If the hon. Members recollect, on the 11th of 
June. 1999, on the eve of the visit of the then Foreign Minister of Pakistan, 
Sartaj Aziz, I had said before the Press: "We ask Pakistan to vacate the 
aggression, we ask Pakistan to reaffirm the validity of the Line of Control, 
abandon hostile propaganda and give up cross-border terrorism." From June 
1999, deliberately, and with great sense of purpose, the Government 
undertook an international campaign to put cross-border terrorism on the 
agenda of international conferences. I do believe that we have not failed in 
that regard, and today, the international consciousness in regard to this kind of 
terrorism, is much more than ever before. That is why we continue to 
emphasise that there will be no compromise with them. There cannot be. You 
are not compromising with violence. You are compromising with fundamentals, 
and there is no way that any Government can compromise with this, leave 
alone this kind of a thing. These are some of the .fundamentals that I am 
stating. On Shimla and Lahore, it was mentioned that, on the 17th of July, 
when I addressed the Press in Agra, I said that we will carry forward the 
process. Two days later, the spokesman of the Ministry of External Affairs 
said, the foundation is still in Shimla and Lahore. Therefore, we are not 
speaking in dissonant or separate voices. We are not. It is very clear, Madam, 
that we attempted to discuss anything, and we discussed anything, and I will 
come in a moment to this point and give the chronology of how developments 
took place. You cannot, like as I have said in the other House, confer upon an 
agreement that was not 
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reached   or   the   discussions   about   that   agreement   the   status,   as   a 
document, that we subscribe to or is inscribed by signatories. 

Yes, there are some gains, but gains do not replace the foundations 
of bilateralism, which is Shimla and Lahore. Therefore, Shimla and Lahore can 
simply not be replaced by understandings reached in Agra. Understandings, 
by their very nature, can be subjectively interpreted, selectively interpreted. 
Therefore, you always have to go back to the fundamentals. Therefore, the 
Shimla and Lahore understandings will provide us some help, and help to 
continue the dialogue process. 

I have broadly four points of criticism. One was, there was 
inadequate preparation. You know, Madam, what I have to say about this 
particular aspect. Secondly, my good friends in the Opposition have decided 
that this is a stick to beat the Government with. Fine. The third is about the 
media. And the fourth was whether Agra has to be called a success or a 
failure. 

Let me start with the fourth point because, then, it is easier for me to 
put in place the other three. The success or failure of Agra should not be 
judged against the criteria of a catalyst of the agreed document. Of course, 
had there been an agreed document, then Agra would have been a success. 
That could be the assumption. So, we assessed the Agra Summit in the 
absence of a document! If there had been a document, then all the points 
about the preparations, the agenda and the media would not have arisen. Why 
was there not a document? Because, we were unable to bridge the gaps on 
these two fundamentals on Jammu and Kashmir, and on cross-border 
terrorism. In the absence of those fundamentals, a document could not be 
reached. There were also difficulties from the Pakistan side about Shimla and 
Lahore. In the absence of these three fundamentals, which I have earlier 
addressed myself to, how was the Government going to address or subscribe 
to any document? Very briefly, the chronology--I know I am pressed for time-
i4,h is spent in ceremonials here. We had suggested that instead of Delhi we 
should meet in Goa. From the Pakistan side, a request came, "No, no, no. For 
a little while, at least, let me come to Delhi!" So, it was proposed that on 14th, 
the visiting dignitary, the Head of a State, had to arrive; we would receive him 
ceremoniously, have lunch with our President, and we would withdraw to be at 
Agra. Then the second request came saying, "Please let me spend a night in 
Delhi." It is not easy for the host to keep saying r**u *Tci cflftnj The I4,h went in 
ceremonial; 15th, we started working, I think, at 11 o'clock, if I recollect right. 
I5m, at 11 o'clock, once the work started, there was to be a plenary.   The 
plenary took place, the one to 
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one went on longer. At the plenary, the Prime Minister read out from a 
prepared text which covered all these issues. The visiting dignitary spoke from 
ad hoc notes that he had made in pencil. 1 am not revealing any awkward 
State secrets. I do believe that the Pakistan delegation really did not know 
what their leader wanted to do. The full delegation was not aware of what 
actually was required. Therefore, all the I5m, before everybody rose for lunch, 
I proposed that a joint statement be issued to the Press for that day. It was 
suggested that I wrote many things with my pencil in hand. I tell you that on a 
number of pages there must be my pencil observations. 

This is part of the job of drafting, but not always. But when you come 
across awkward drafting, there is a tendency to do so. I did it and, in fact, 
suggested that these two or three lines should be issued by both the sides. 
That was the statement of the IS . Thereafter, there was no such thing. It was 
agreed that the two delegations would meet and work on the possibilities of a 
joint declaration or a joint statement. The Indian team of officials, after the 
plenary ended--l think it was at 2.30 p.m. or so-suggested to the Pakistan 
Officials, "Let us meet straightaway, instead of wasting time over lunch 
because in the evening there is a visit to Taj Mahal and there is a banquet in 
the evening". There was only a gap of one hour when these two Heads of 
Governments were to meet again. I state, with due sense of responsibility, 
that the Pak officials declined to meet because they had no clear instructions. 
We had an alternative draft, if this was not acceptable, if this was not right, if 
there had to be a declaration or a joint Press statement or just a joint 
statement, completely unaligned and bland to substantial issues like a 
declaration, the Pak Officials said, "We have no clear instructions. We have 
not prepared any document and we cannot meet". The meeting finally took 
place only at 11 o'clock in the night, after the banquet, on I5,h. The officials 
and others, who were assisting the Foreign Ministers, had worked about till 
4.30 in the morning and produced a document with six square brackets, which 
were brackets of disagreement. The Heads of Governments had agreed to 
meet on 16th in the night at 10.30 or so. The scheduled departure of General 
Pervez Musharraf was at 2.30 p.m. He was to fly from Agra to Jaipur, from 
Jaipur to Ajmer, to visit Dargah Sharief and Gharib Nawaz. He knew that 
there was lunch in between; and, between 10.30 and lunch, there was only 
two-and-a-half hours. General Musharraf then engaged in an exercise of 
drafting, with our Prime Minister, which is never done. The Heads of 
Governments sat down and they, perhaps, addressed themselves to 
substantial issues. Anyway, the rest is now history. 
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�	��������+�����$ ��J�	�G��������0� ����	���%� ������ ��#��#W�� J���3�D���

0�R��(F�#W��	�G������	������������� ���� ���(F�D��������+�����$ ��J���	��> ����� ���R�
������������	������(�?� �3��R����5 ����	����?�� ���> �	��������D��������+�����$ ��J�����R�����
������" ��;���	�������?��3����D��������	��h ����'�������	������%�%��	�G��(����(��2�����.���6�
	�G��%#�3�ok�����/��(�����3� +	�5 ������( $ $ ��%F�~���4	���ok�����/����$ ����(��	���
������$ ��J���.�3�J����2�����u���" ��0�o]1o\� �	; ���� �.��2� 	��" ���� �	�l]� �	; ����
 J������> ��3����������" ��3���	������ ���������?��	�G��(���0�#��#���� W.3� 

As regards the preparation, the agenda, there were four sets of 
agenda. The Shimla Agreement provides the agenda; the Lahore Declaration 
provides the agenda; the composite dialogue provides the agenda. We 
proposed all these, plus, in writing, sent an agenda. But the visiting Head of 
State said, "I will deal with the Head of Government and prepare an agenda 
myself". �������?��" ��4����=���	�G�~~~ That is why I am saying, "Yes", and I said". 
My distinguished and gallant friend, Gen. Shankar Roy Chowdhury is here. 
When General Pervez Musharraf was often given to lauding his military 
directness, I did suggest to him, "We are not entirely absent of military virtues 
either". 

But there is a fine dividing line between military directness and 
military simplicism. In this complexity of issues that diplomacy has often to 
address in Jammu and Kashmir talking about Indo-Pak relations and talking of 
simple issues. We are talking of complex issues involving people's sentiments. 
That is why when the Prime Minister had gone to Lahore, he used a phrase 
that is etched in my memory, �������(���� ��4=����������	�G��2����������������
�2�3�You are addressing issues that are not simply legalistic issues. �	��������
J���	������ ��=;�; ��; �����> �h ��(����2�0�� ����+����4=������+���������J������0=;�; ��; �
����> �h ��(����2 It is after all an exercise in English composition. �R�#H��'�;������	��
+�����?�� 3��(�������2����#H��'�;������	������� 3�N�������#H��'�;���������,�������	�G��(�
�����3� On media, I continue to hold that the difficulty begins to arrive on 16th. I 
can understand that. I had the difficulty.   The Joint Secretary (External 
Publicity) and other officers had�met� (Interruptions)... ��� +(� ��	�  �	; � ���/-��
������?�3� Could we have�addressed this differently on the I6,h? I was engaged 
personally as were my officers. I have explained the compression of time that 
had taken place on the 16th. I have tried to explain how much we wanted out of 
this Agra Summit for the sake of addressing the principal challenge that India 
and Pakistan have, i.e. poverty. Let there be a forward movement. I was 
certainly addressing myself to finding a way out that, after all, is my job.   My 
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job is to bridge the gaps of perception. My job is to try and arrive at a position 
that we can both subscribe to. I should have paid more attention to media 
management. Who is responsible for not paying that attention? I am 
responsible. If anybody is to be charged with any fault, I am to be charged 
with that fault. I do accept my responsibility. I have learnt and I continue to 
hold that issues of high importance cannot be discussed through media no 
matter how much the media may like to play a role not simply in formulating, 
in practising, in influencing policy outcomes of complex negotiations. It is not 
possible. It is simply not possible to do so. I recognise that we live in a world 
of instant communication far different than earlier instant communication, 
particularly the visual media. I have had something to do not with media but 
certainly with information technology and other issues. The visual media 
demands, when there are 24 hour news channels, news after every two 
minutes and ten minutes. Complex issues you cannot convert into every ten 
minutes or two minutes news. Yet this needs to be met because visual media 
goes into everyone's bedroom. Print media is tomorrow's news. Instant visual 
media is instant news. The demand was for instant news. That, I expect, was 
their priority. My priority was somehow to try and bridge the gap and find a 
position where I could reach an agreement. In the process I failed to fulfil the 
expectations of the media. If anyone is responsible, I alone am responsible. 
But I cannot use Pakistan as an example of how to conduct diplomacy. The 
breakfast meeting by Gen. Musharraf has been cited as an example of what 
Atalji should have done. 

It is not for me to advise the Prime Minister, though I can advise my 
Cabinet colleagues. But I don't think, I am persuaded that that is a matter 
which India should follow simply because Pakistan had followed it. We will not 
use Pakistan as some kind of a yardstick by which we either judge our own 
methods or alter our own methods. Madam, the path ahead is quite clear to 
us. We will continue to approach the issue, the India-Pakistan relations, on the 
broadest possible front, through people-to-people dialogue, commerce, trade, 
culture, in totality of the relationship, including complex issues like nuclear, 
military and other interests. We cannot become uni-focal like the good 
General, however praiseworthy he may be to some people. We have no 
ambiguity about the status of Jammu and Kashmir. The hon. Leader of the 
Opposition said, "I find, that is a good sentiment. But what you say is not 
understood by the people. You have said that Kashmir is not the core issue." 
Madam, Kashmir is at the core of any issue, and I said the same thing.     I 
said, "�M�?1�K������(4����	����;?/�9� 
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	�G��R0����������$ �������D����23 It appears to me, quintessentially, what 

India stands for, as a civilised nation. We cannot make a difference between 
the brother in Jammu and Kashmir and the brother in other places -- irr& tifecT, 
> ������ 9�0��q� 0� $ ��0��%O	�0������������%����(��5 ��5 �������	�� ����R3 

 

Madam, as regards CBMs and other things, we will pursue them; 
SAARC has resumed its process. On dialogue, I can only say that though 
differences are expressed in this case, a caravan of peace is in motion. We 
had set it in motion at Lahore. We were interrupted at Kargil. We were 
interrupted at Kandahar. We were interrupted by the killings, whether at 
Chattisingpura or at other places. But this caravan will continue. Agra was one 
of the padavs of this caravan. The caravan of peace will continue, and the 
dogs of war cannot stop this caravan. Thank you, Madam. 

DR. MANMOHAN SINGH: Madam, I would want to know three things 
which have not been answered by him now. I had raised this question of lack 
of preparedness, and I seek the indulgence of the hon. Foreign Minister to 
inform us: "Are there other instances where a summit of this nature has taken 
place without a structured agenda? In particular, what happened at Lahore? 
Was the Lahore Summit also a case of a summit without a structured agenda? 
That is the first question which I would like to ask. The second question that I 
would like to address to the hon. Minister is this. I know that he did provide a 
lot of technical assistance to the hon. Foreign Minister of Pakistan to- correct 
his English and, according to various accounts, he and Mr. Abdul Sattar had 
jointly initialled a draft, and, according to newspapers reports, it was left to 
Advaniji in the Cabinet Committee on Security to shoot down that draft. I would 
like to know from the Minister whether there is any truth in this statement, 
which is widely circulating in the Press? Is there such a draft which the hon. 
Foreign Minister of India and the Foreign Minister of Pakistan had jointly 
prepared and which, subsequently, was rejected by the Cabinet Committee on 
Security? The third question which I have to ask the hon. Minister is with 
regard to the role of the media. Day-before-yesterday, when the hon. Minister 
of Information and Broadcasting intervened in the debate, she informed the 
House that her intervention at Agra was a part of grand strategy of the 
Government. 

I would like to know from the hon. Foreign Minister whether that 
grand strategy was in accordance with which the hon. Minister of Information 
and Broadcasting issued a press statement at Agra and to which the 
delegation of Pakistan took such great offence. 
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SHRI JASWANT SINGH: I will address all the three briefly, but 

explicitly, and as candidly as I can. Starting with the third, our distinguished 
colleague in the Cabinet, and my friend, Sushmaji, as the Minister of 
Information and Broadcasting, was requested by me, saying that it was a 
summit between two Governments, Head of Government to Head of 
Government; it was only appropriate that you find it convenient to be present in 
Agra and that it is under your overall supervision that the entire visiting media, 
whether Indian or Pakistani or foreign ...(Interruptions)... When she intervened, 
and I think it was on the 15th, and said something to the Press, now, you 
can't... ���	�G� �� > B �5 �������� ���� �5 ������3��%)�������(����(���,��(��3���, ���� �=��	�
���=�(���2	��	����%��$ ��	�� $ �������3��%� �����������%.��(F�����J�	�G��(������23��R�
#������ ������	�G���	��> ����3��%)������	��4����������������5 �� +���" �3 As we do, a 
number of newspapers conduct a kind of survey, and a question is posed and 
some readers answer. So, he kept telling me, "Look here, this is a survey 
conducted by so and so paper and that paper is saying that 78% of India wants 
you to talk on Jammu and Kashmir, � �� #��  $ ����� ���� ��� ���� �R0� �%� �� ����� <���
.9��4���	�����" I Now, this is extreme military simplicity. The question that was 
posed was in a certain fashion,� ���#��������(���� ���� �R' that 78% of India 
wants you to talk on Jammu and Kakshmir. cial statement of the Head of 
Government of India at the delegag��%��$ �������	������  ������� ������^ �^ ������
��, �� � 	=; ��V J�4OJ��z$ 	�� ��| �9���=;��	��4	����,����> > @����� ���M�?1�K�������
���> ��� 	�G� �%F3���� ������ ����� �(�� �%	���� �(� ��� �q/��� ������� � ���	�����������  �.�
 +�����/^ ���(��������� ���������0���	������ ��+� /.0�����(�������R���� � ; 	�9���%��; �
����R3�They are part of the offition-level meeting.���	�����(�D5 �����4K�?�	�G� ��� 
only out of deference to... #��(� <���9��=;�; ��; �	�G�" ���� �������%A �i��4�Q �� �/��" �0�0�
.��;��(���(���" ��� ��������#��(�=;�; ��; ����(� ����	�G�, we believe that the two 
should be issued simultaneously. 

With due deference to the Leader of the Opposition, again, I do 
appeal to you, Sir, pay less heed to what General Quraishi said, and a slightly 
greater heed to what your colleague in Parliament, the Minister of Information 
and Broadcasting, said. By all means, take into account what General Quraishi 
says. But General Quraishi, as the spokesman of Pakistan, is not the 
authorised version. He will naturally say what Pakistan wants to be said and 
give the colour that it requires to be given to a particular thing. It was her duty 
to do so. She did it after consulting me and she, in fact, made it clear to me 
that #����(� ������	�G���, ��#���������$ �?���R3 do not carry my cell-phone. I do 
have one. But I use it only to call, never to receive telephone calls. ������(�
����� ���� J��3��%)��������� $ �����" �� � 
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#���� ��	���%SK����20�����	�G��������0��(�	���%� ���2�<����(3��R�������?� She is�right.�
4�� �.��R	������ ����� ������ �M��+�����2 it was my duty. I was not able to.. 3R A' 
Tprcr tft #���R��%)�������(����o\� �	; �����2�������������?�3�D���R�+?�����������#����?�3 
Madam, the Leader of the Opposition said that there was an agreed draft which 
my distinguished counterpart, the Foreign Minister of Pakistan and I, initialled, 
and that we worked it out in pencil. Madam, no draft was initialled. The 
suggestion here is that a full agreed text of an agreement was worked out; and 
that he and I then initialled it. No. That is the first factual error. As I said, and I 
have no difficulty in being absolutely candid, there were six square brackets in 
that document that had got prepared in the evening, really 4.30 in the morning 
of 16th; and that document went to the two heads of the Government, with a 
view to eliminating as many of the square brackets as possible. ��^ ��#����_ ��
����" �0�.��������=;�$ 	��2� �����	����2��M�?1�K���3�D�������� ��!; ��$ %d ��(��F3��	���
�����	������ ��	�G0�D;����������" ��R����(��d� �� This is again part of the military 
directive. Admirable trait, when a military issue is to be addressed. But I 
thought this is really not the way to go about it. So. I proposed #��+(	,�4������
�(�A (̂ �+� ���3 My elder, my distinguished counterpart, Sattar saheb, and I, we 
will address ourselves. Then, it was about 2.30 in the afternoon. Ajmer is 
already abandoned, or, postponed. Now, the Foreign Ministers should not be 
doing it. But we said, DsA ��>  ���� �/����R0 In the process, one particular square 
bracket, we attempted to reformulate it in a particular fashion. Mr. Sattar said, 
"Let me take this reformulation back to Hotel Amar Vilas where the General is 
staying". Because �	��������D��� �������� ���������" ���And this was taking 
place at Hotel Jaypee Palace. So, he said, "Let me take it back to the General" 
And I said, "I must take it back to my Cabinet colleagues. I am not 
autonomous. The General is, perhaps, autonomous. I am not. I must take it 
back to the Cabinet". It was not the Cabinet Committee on Security. It 
happened to become. So, because that was the part of the delegation, Mr. 
Maran, Mr. Yashwant Sinha, Mr. L.K. Advani and the Prime Minister, all of us 
sat there. I said, "This is what it is". All of us then said, "This will not do. We 
have to go back to India. The priority is not to find an agreed text. The priority 
is to find such an agreed text, as meets the acceptance of India, because, 
without the commitment of India, it is a piece of paper. We are not just working 
on pieces of paper". �%� ���(��(F�D H�������	�G�" �� ���R����������j�����4 	 $ ������
+?�0 like lawyers settle a brief. I was not settling a brief. It js a very difficult task 
when one explains. I must say, it is to the credit of my counterpart, Mr. Sattar. 
He said,�+� /���������
�����0��R�#������ �����^ ���?��� ���R�5 ���� �����^ �3������%���%SK���
����#��� �������������R3�����(  
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+(	,���J������ ���� �����3�������������23������	����������R��������} � ����(�

�	�����������������0� ��������(�������#����3��R	��#������	�(�����	�G3�#�	���?A ��
4� �.��R	�����3�***+,��- 	�.*** 

DR. MANMOHAN SINGH: If you were so convinced that India could 
never accept such a draft, why did you take it to the Cabinet? 

SHRI JASWANT SINGH: I took it to the Cabinet; I was not convinced. 
Mr. Sattar said, 4����#������> ��	�G������ I was not convinced. I was trying to 
move it beyond. So, I said that, faithfully, I will convey this. I was not 
convinced. Had I been convinced, why would I agree with my Cabinet 
colleagues and come back and say? ����(��������(���	���^ ����2����������+(	,�
��J�> �	���^ ����23�#��(���	���������?+� ***+,��- 	�.***�9�~��	�(�	� 
��������������R0�
�%���������,��.3�����0�������(������23�����������" �� �������������#	���(��2�����R�4����
#���	�G3 

� ��( ��Q P�R P
���( ������D���	�G��������0� J��5 �������(��3 
 
� ���� ������ � ��� J��5 �������(��3�#��(�F��������� 	������+��R3�.�� �	; ��R�

���i����������?�3�F��������� 	����9��; �������#����	����R3�#����4������(��(���?�3�
.���H �0������ ����; ��> ������" �3��(�,�	�������2�������?J��R0��H ���2�� ��+(	,��2+��> �������R3 

 
� ��� ���( ��# H�������(+��0��������	������(F�N���$ T+�<�%� � �������������2��(�

D���+����(6 
 
� ���� ������ � ����H ���(���	����23 
 
���  	�������H���(�����H �������3��%��$ ��> q�����0��H���(�����H ��������������23�

�H���(�4O��	�	�G��	�������R3 
 
� ���� ������ � ����(��(�,�	�����0��2�������?J��R3��H ���2�� ��+(	,��2+��> �������R3�

�(������H������2� ����3� J��" (̂ ��#����.3��(�� ���3��2��������2�/%+��H������2� ���2�� ����;���(�
�2+��> ��������23��(������������0���;���(��2� �� +��3�#���> ��3��(����	�����0�����2�����; ��
�20������(��2+��> ��������20�/%+��H������2� ���23�+(	,��2� ��.3��(����	�����0�����2���4O��	��R0�
+(	,��2����R3�+(	,������.0��H���(� �������/� +��3�D��������������0����	q����N����23 

 
���  	������J�4	������(���	�����J��� +��3�J�4	�������O�,	�� �������/���(�

�(�,�	������ ������?J��R��H���(� �������/������R��(��O�,	����������(���	�����J��� +��3 
 
� ���� ������ � ���4�� �.������������?�� �����	q����N����2�The Final point 

what Dr. Manmohan Singh wanted to know if there are any examples 
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of summit havng taken place without an agenda and also whether Lahore was 
such an example. Let me be fair with him, Lahore had been preceded by a 
meeting on 23rd September in New York between Mian Nawaz Sharief and 
Prime Minister Vajpayee. There was no agenda fixed. There was a broad 
agreement that 'we will meet and talk'. I was part of the Lahore process also. 
But with regard to any summit having taken place without an agenda, yes, 
very recently the meeting between Putin and Bush.. These are to get 
acquainted with each other. There are two Heads of States. They do not know 
each other. President Bush was just got elected. There are millions of such 
examples. But, Madam, this is not really a lesson on diplomatic history. It is a 
question that I attempted to answer because my distinguished colleague and a 
senior Member, the Leader of the Opposition asked, and I have attempted to 
address, as far as I can, the queries raised by the hon. Members.  Thank you 
very much. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Now we have a question before the 
House. We are well into the time of the Private Members' Business. I was 
reminded that there is auto-rickshaw strike also. Mr. Virumbi was telling that 
as the Leader of his Party, he has not moved out since eleven o'clock. I think it 
is inhuman. If the House so agrees, we can adjourn the House for half-an-hour 
so that the Members can have a cup of tea. ... (Interruptions)... I can also have 
a cup of tea. ... (Interruptions)... I was sitting there and I was asked to come. 
...(Interruptions)... 

 
� ��� �S ��0��H������������+��(��(������	�G��(��3 
 
���  	����������(� �	�(�4�e �=; ��2����#.���3 

SHRI DIPANKAR MUKHERJEE (West Bengal) : Madam, we have to 
adjourn at five o'clock because many Members have to catch their flights. 
...(Interruptions)... 

THE  DEPUTY  CHAIRMAN:      Do  you  want  to  continue  to   sit? 
...(Interruptions)... I have no problem.  I can ask Sureshji to come to my rescue. 

(THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI SURESH PACHOURI) IN THE CHAIR) 

PRIVATE MEMBERS BILLS 
THE CONSTITUTION (AMENDMENT) BILL, 2000 

(To amend the Eighth Schedule) 
SHRI K.C. KONDAIAH (Karnataka) : Sir, I beg to move for leave to 

introduce a Bill further to amend the Constitution of India. 
The question was put and the motion was adopted. 
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