
 

Shri G. Mohan Kumaramanglam] he action 
taken against Mr. Srivastava was >erfect1y 
bona fide. Ultimately it is a matter or the 
tribunal to decide. 

Secondly, the hon'ble Member asked ne : 
How is it that 10,000 people joined i strike ? 
Does it not show a not very happy state of 
affairs ? I think the management itself is quite 
conscious of the fact hat a strike taking place 
on issues like this )r any other issue is not a 
happy thing. Therefore, they will certainly 
examine to what extent their policies have 
contributed o it, how they should improve 
their work ind see to it that such strikes do not 
occur (gain. But you will appreciate that these 
things are not always solely in the hands of 
[he management. There are other gentle-Tien 
and other forces at play who also act n a way 
which may not contribute towards he health of 
the project. That also plays ts own part. 
Therefore, it is not merely a luestion of 10,000 
people going on strike >ut also of other 
individual") coming into iperation for their 
own reasons which have ilso contributed 
towards this unfortunate iituation. 

MOTION FOR ELECTION  TO THE 
NATIONAL SHIPPING  BOARD 

THE MINISTER OF STATE IN THE 
JEPARTMENT OF PARLIAMENTARY 
AFFAIRS AND IN THE MINISTRY OF 
IHIPPING AND TRANSPORT (SHRI )M 
MEHTA) : Sir, I beg to move : 

"That in pursuance of clause (a) of sub-
section (2) of section 4 of the Merchant 
Shipping Act, 1958 (44 of 1958), read 
with sub-rule (2) of rule 4 and rule 5 of 
the National Shipping Board Rules, 1960, 
this House do proceed to elect, in such 
manner as the Chairman may direct, one 
member from among the members of the 
House to be a member of the National 
Shipping Board in the vacancy caused by 
the retirement of Shri Lokanath Misra 
from the membership of the Rajya Sabha 
on the 2nd April, 1972." 

The question was put and the motion 
was adopted. 

MR. CHAIRMAN : The programme ir 
election to the National Shipping Board 

will   be   published     in     the   Parliamentary 
Bulletin. 

MOTION RE-   AGREEMENT  ON 
BILATERAL RELATIONS BETWEEN 
INDIA AND PAKISTAN, SIGNliD AT 

SIMLA ON 2ND JULY 1972 

THE MINISTER OF EXTERNAL 
AFFAIRS (SARDAR SWARAN SINGH) : 
Sir, I beg to move : 

"That the statement made in the Rajya 
Sabha on 31.7.72 regarding the Agreement 
on bilateral relations between India and 
Pakistan, signed at Simla on the 2nd July, 
1972, be taken into consideration." 

Mr. Chairman, Sir, I have no intention to 
make any further statement today and in order 
to accommodate the hon'ble Members who, I 
know, are anxious to participate in this debate, 1 
would not like to take any more time. 1 have 
already made . a statement giving the salient 
features of the Simla Agreement when I placed 
a copy of the Simia Agreement on the Table of 
this honourable House. With these words I 
commend this motion for adoption. 

DR. BHAI MAHAVIR (Delhi) : Sir, I 
move : 

1. "That at the end of the Motion, the 
following be added, namely :— 

"and having considered the same and 
noting that : 

(a) the Agreement fails to assure 
'durable peace' which the Prime 
Minister had solemnly promised to 
obtain through a 'package deal' with 
Pakistan ; 

(b) 'bilateral negotiations' and 
•causes of conflict which have bede-
villed the relations between the two 
countries for the last 25 years shall be 
resolved by peaceful means' mentioned 
in the Agreement have lost all meaning 
after President Bhutto's declaration in 
the National Assembly of Pakistan that 
he was free to raise the Kashmir issue   
in the   U. N. O., 

199        Motion re. [ RAJYA SABHA ] Simla Agsccment        200 



201        Motion re. [2 AUGUST 1972 ] Simla Agreement        202 

and   that   Pakistan   would   'shed   its i 
blood', 'whatever   the   consequences' to   
support   any     'Liberatijn   War' 
launched by Kashmiris to   free them-
selves from the 'Indian Yoke' ; 

(c) about 5,000 sq. miles of territory 
now under control of Indian Army is 
being restored back to Pakistan without 
requiring the Pakistani Army to vacate 
the 30,000 sq. miles of territory in 
Kashmir which is legally and 
constitutionally part of India ;" 

this House disapproves the Agreement.' " 

SHRI   J. P.   YADAV   (Bihar) :   Sir, I 
move : 

2. "That at   the   end   of the   Motion, 
the following be added namely :— 

'and having considered the same, this 
House disapproves (he Agreement'." 

SHRI N. G.   GORAY   (Maharashtra) : Sir, 
1 move : 

3. "That   at the  ond   of the   Motion, 
the following be added, namely :— 

'and having considered the same, this 
House disapproves paragraph 4 (ii) of the 
Agreement which deals with Jammu and 
Kashmir'." 

SHRI LAL K. ADVANI (Delhi) :    Sir, I 
move : 

4. "That   at   the   end   of the Motion, 
the following be added namely :— 

'and having considered th3 same and 
noting the reference to 'a final settlement of 
Jammu and Kashmir' in the last paragraph 
of the Agreement, this House urges upon 
the Government to keep in view during the 
proposed discussion the fact that whole of 
Jamma and Kashmir State, including areas 
under the illegal occupation of Pakistan and 
China, is an integral part of India'." 

SHRI DWIJENDRALAL SEN  GUPTA 
(West Bengal) :    Sir, I move ; 

5, "That at the end of the Motion, the 
following be added namely :— 

'and having considered the same, this 
House regrets that the whole process 
including the signing of the Agreement 
without taking Parliament into confidence, 
w as undemocratic'." 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA (West Bengal) :    
Sir, I move : 

6. "That at the   end of  the   Motion, 
the following be added, namely :— 

'and having considered the same, this 
House welcomes the Agreement as a 
significant constructive step in the 
direction of achieving amity and good 
neighbourly relations between India and 
Pakistan and a durable peace in the sub-
continent and with this hope and confi-
dence the House calls upon our people to 
mobilise with determination their united 
will and effort for the implementation of 
the Agreement'.'1 

MR. CHAIRMAN : The next amendment 
stands in the name of Shri D. P. Singh and 
Shri Yashpal Kapoor. They are not present.    
Next, Shri N. H. Kumbhare. 

SHRI N. H. KUMBHARE (Maharashtra) :    
Sir, I move : 

8.    "That at the   ■md   of  the   Motion, 
the following he added, namely :— 

"and having ^considered the same, this 
House welcomes the Agreement as a 
significant constructive step in the 
direction of achieving amity and good 
neighbourly relations between India and 
Pakistan and a durable peace in the sub-
continent and with this hope and confi-
dence the House calls upon our people to 
mobilise with determination their united 
will and effort for the implementation of 
the Agreement'." 

The questions were proposed, 

MR. CHAIRMAN : Now, the Motion and 
the amendments are open for discussion. Mr. 
S. D. Misra. 
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SHRI S. D. MISRA (Uttar Pradesh) : Mr. 
Chairman, Sir, the 25 years' hisiory of country 
after independence has been a struggle bitwcen 
India and Pakistan. We have seen three wars 
with Pakistan and every time the war was 
started by Pakistan against India. Even the 
latest war was started by Pakistan against us. 

[MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN in the Chair.] 

There has always been mounting tension 
in this sub continent . . . 

SHRI D. P. SINGH (Bihar) : Mr. Deputy 
Chairman, may I move my amendment V I 
just happened to be not here at the relevant 
moment. I missed it by a split-second. Not 
even half a minute has passed. 

SHRI PRANAB KUMAR MUKHER-
JEF, (West Bengal) : He should be allowed, 
Sir. 

SHRI DWIJENDRALAL SEN GUPTA: 
Allow it. 

(Interruptions) 

 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN It    is 
the same   amendment   which   was already 
moved by Mr. Bhupesh Gupta. 

SHRI N. K. SHEJWALKAR : It   will 
become   a   precedent    for     the future. 

 
MR. DEPUTY   CHAIRMAN    :    Yes, 

you continue your speech, Mr. Misra. 

SHRI N. K.   SHEJWALfCAR   :    What 
happened to the amendment ? 

MR. DEPUTY   CHAIRMAN   :    It   is 
identical to the amendment which was moved 
by Mr. Bhupesh Gupta and Mr. Bhupesh 
Gupta's amendment will be put to vote. So the 
question of Mr. Singh's amendment being put 
to vote does not arise. 

SHRI S. D. MISRA :      Every   time   it was 
Pakistan which attacked India.   During these 25 
years, the tension between the    two neighbours, 
India and   Pakistan,   has   been very evident,      
Even   last   time   on   some plea   or  the   other   
India   was attacked by Pakistan.   We have had 
three or four agreements wiih Pakistan even   
b;fore,   like   the Noon   Pact  and  the Tashkent 
Pact.    And this is the Simla Pact.    To the   
extent   that there is relief in   the   tension,   it   
gives  us some   hope and   we   welcome the   
Simla Agreement.    Our   party  or   our   
President of the Congress has welcomed   this   
Agreement to the extent  that  there   is   relief in 
the tension.    We were getting really   hopeless.    
At   Simla   there    were    discussions between 
our Prime Minister  and the   President of  
Pakistan,   and   for   three   days   it came   out   
that  the   talks   were   breaking down. And the 
result   of  breaking  of the talks   would   have    
been    really disastrous according  to   us.    
Therefore,  if    the   talks were still on and if 
they did not   break,   to that extent also it was 
an   anti-climax;   and suddenly on   the   last   
day,   rather   in   the night at 12 O' clock,   
something   happened miraculous. We   do   not  
know.    Somehow the talks were   saved.     
Therefore,   we  are happy and we   welcome   
this   Simla  Agreement to that extent.    We also   
welcome this because we hope that   the   two   
neighbours, that is, India and   Pakistan, which 
have not lived in peace since the last  25   years,   
will, at least in future, find ways  and  means   to 
live   in   peace.       This    is only  a first step 
surely. 1 am sure our   Prime   Minister   and her 
Government will soon have further talks and not 
lose much time,   no' let time   pass, because  
even   after   the   Simla Agreement, 
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we find   that  there   are   tensions   growing. 
With our Foreign Minister givin? some state-
ment, our Prime vlinister giving some : tate-
ment and   the   P esident   of  Pakistan   and the 
authorities and   spokesmen  of   Pakistan 
giving some othei statement,   on   the   -same 
clause   there   arc   different    interpreta ions. 
And our Foreign   Minister   somewhere   not 
here, said that  p obably   Mr.   Bhutto   was 
speaking for som   consumption.    I   do   not 
know whether he   was   speaking   for 
consumption.   I do not know   whether   and 
how far our Fore ;n Minister hsre  is   sneaking 
for home co sumption.    At least we in this    
country   ar.',   and   everybody   i:.  the world    
is,   entitled     to   one   interpretation from the 
Presiden  of Pakistan, our Government, our 
Foreign Minister and  our   Prime Minister. Sir, 
it is   unfortunate   that   there is   some    
disappointment   in   this   country about the 
Simla Pact.    There is disappointment I must 
say.    And that disappointment is the direct 
result of what the Government itself has 
created.     I must say the Government 
spokesmen, including the Prime Minister, 
before they went to Simla,   created high hopes 
and talked   of  package   programme, package 
deal, etc.    And   when   those   high hopes are 
not realised,   naturally   they   will be blamed. 
Why create these   high hopes   ? After all, 
there was a pre summit conference between   
Mr.    D. P.   Dhar   and Mr. Aziz Ahmed when   
you   could   have   understood these were the 
limitations. We welcome this Agreement not 
because it solves   the   problems.     I   must   
say   it   does not solve the problems. But it is a 
first   step, only one of the steps which   may   
solve   the   problems. And now, what   was   a   
package   deal   has become a packet deal or a   
patch deal,   not even a deal. It is just a talk.    
The analysis of   the    solution   to   the   
conflict   between Pakistan and India is not in   
more exchange of some hundred or thousand 
miles of territory.     If   this   was   so, we are 
not worried that Pakistan has got back   5000  
sq.   miles of its area. They   deserve   it   
because   it   is their area.    We find that the   
ultimate solution which should have come to   
the   problems that exist is not in sight.      And 
therefore, I say, let   the   second   summit    
meet. Let us not waste time.    Our Foreign 
Minister, our Prime Minister, should 
immediately try to have the next   summit   and   
come   to the point. What are the problems   ?     
How has any of these problems   been   solved   
by this Agreement ?     We   thought  that   
there would be a no-war     pact;   we thought 
that there would be something like a   
declaration 

that there would be reduction of arms; we 
thought that there would be a real solution to 
the Kashmir problem ; we thought that there 
would be a real bilateral talk. Now there is 
some mention of the bilateral talk undoubtedly 
in the Agreement. But how is this talk going to 
be ? As soon as you come out of the 
conference table, the President of Pakistan 
goes to Islamabad and he says that Kashmir is 
not out o( UNO. He says he will support any 
rebellion in Kashmir. If he is still thinking that 
UNO is the forum for Kashmir issue, what do 
you t h i i k  about it in spite of your interpre-
tation thai it is a bilateral agreement ? There 1 
as been no No War Pact for which we havo 
teen trying for the last 25 years ; there is no 
agreement on reduction in arms budgets by 
Pakistan and us ; t here is no solution to 
Kashmir problem and virtually there is no 
likelihood of bilateral talks, though you may 
say that there will be bilateral talks. If the 
Foreign Minister can bring about the above 
results, we will be happy. Future will judge 
you and this agreement will be looked at from 
that angle. Today we welcome this. But why I 
am cautioning you is that the country is a little 
disappointed because in spite of whatever you 
may say, Pakistan got back its lost territory. 
India did not get back its lost territory in 
Kashmir. We had also lost some 3,000 sq. 
miles to Pakistan in Kashmir at some time. 
Pakistan is getting back 5,000 sq. miles and 
some argument is coming up from Government 
spokesmen sometimes that no blade of grass 
grows in this area and they are all desert areas. 
Such arguments, I must say. . . 

SOME HON. MEMBERS :  Not in respect 
of this land. 

SHRI   S.   D.    MISRA :   I saw   in   the 
papers.    I correct myself. 
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What I was saying was that it is not a 
question of fertility of the area. It is just a 
question of reaching a bi t te r  and final 
solution to our problems. To the extent this 
Summit will lead to a second Summit and that 
Summit will result in the real solution of our 
problems which I have enumerated, we will 
welcome it. We will welcome it today because 
this Simla Agreement gives you another 
opportunity to meet and discuss and come to 
certain lasting solutions. We request you not ts 
wiste time or take 3 or 4 months in 
preparation. You go strongly, have a meeting 
with Mr. Bhutto and come back with som; 
concrete results. 

As I said, Kashmir problen is very 
disappointing to us. I have a feeling that this 
problem is not being handled properly. Release 
of the Sheikh just before the Summit was not, 
according to some of us, a very wise step. He 
is going on giving statement after statement, 
which have no meaning, contradicting himself. 
This his cormlicated the issue of Kashmir. He 
S3.n;times supports us ; sometimes he 
supports self-determi i;rion ; somi'imes h; 
goes to the previous history of 1947-48 and 
then again he talks of his religion. His release 
just before the Summit was a further 
complication in the matter. If you think it was 
a proper step and he will heed your advice, 
either the Foreign Minister or the Prime 
Minister or any of vour spokesmen should tell 
him that he should behave properly. 

Otherwise, his place is not there where he 
is today. According to me, Sir, that was not a 
wise step I may be wrong. But, I think so. You 
thought that the atmosphere was very much in 
yo ir favour. But, according to us, that 
atmosphere is not in your favour through him, 
but it may be through events. 

Then, Sir, President Bhutto's statement, 
Sheikh Abdulla's statement and Mr. Bhutto's 
statement after his going back to Pakistan, all 
these are really confusing. He says something 
opposite to what our Foreign Minister says and 
our spokesmen say. Therefore, Sir, while we 
have high hopes about the Simla Agreement, 
we will only request you to be very watchful. 
The other day, the Prims Minister ta lked    of 
Asia and 

South Asia in the other House. We are 
happy that there appears to be some re 
orientation in our foreign policy. Some of 
us on this side have always been saying 
that our policy regarding South and South- 
East Asia is not properly appreciated by 
the world. Take, for example, our immi- 
diate neighbours. Take Sri Lanka, take 
Malaysia; take Thailand; and take Indone 
sia. Of course, I am not mentioning 
Pakistan because Pakistan has fought three 
or four wars with us. These countries 
always misunderstand us. In 1965, when 
there was the war with Pakistan, Malaysia 
supported us. But Sir, the Arab World 
even then supported Pakistan. Malaysia, 
though a Muslim country, supported us 
in 1965 war. But, Sir, now as I see in the 
papers, even Malaysia is not with us. There 
fore, when you talk of Asian security, you 
should have some consideration for our 
neighbours and you should really think of 
real non-alignment. According to our 
understanding, their complaint against their 
Big Brother, that is, India, is that we are 
with the Powers and so we are aligned. 
Sir, last year, I had been to Thailand Phili 
ppines, etc. I hid personal discussions 
with        some        officers and        some 

senior people in the political hierarchy and I 
was told at least that is the impression and that 
impression should be washed off from amongst 
our neighbours—that our Government is 
aligned with Russia. I am not saying that you 
are aligned. But it is your duty as Fo eign 
Minister to rermve that impression and your 
Foreign Office and your Ambassadors must 
take the opportunity and wash off this 
impression- Why should this happen ? 
Therefore, raeri statements about neighbours 
will not help, but only actions will help and I 
am sure that the Government will see that there 
is real brotherly feeling amongst the countries 
in Asia and also amongst our neighbours. 

Sir, it will be the happiest day when there 
is real agreement between Pakistan and India 1 
find that such agreements have been three or 
four so far. But there are only words. We are 
trying to compare the words in the Tashkent 
Agreement and those in the Simla Agreement. 
There is a competition in the choice of words. 
Somewhere the Tashkent Agreement itself 
seems better and somewhere the Simla 
Agreement seems to be   definitely   better.     
But,   apart 
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from mere words, what happened after 
Tashkent ? There was again war between InJia 
and Pakistan. Therefore. Sir, we are not to go 
by the words of the enemy countries who give 
some statements for home consumption, we do 
not expsct you also to give something for 
home consumption and something else for 
foreign consumption. It will be the most fatal 
and disastrous thing if that is the politics of the 
world. 

AN HON. MEMBER : It is also a part of 
the agreement. 

SHRI S.D. M1SRA : No, I do not agree 
that it is a part of the agreement. 

Sir. I have alseady welcomed this Agree-
ment. I am not saying anything in a spir i t  of 
criticism. You should not misunderstand. It is 
the spirit behind the Simla Agreement which 
we support, because we feel that it may really 
bring in an ultimate solution of the problems I 
have stated. And it is no new problem that I 
am stating. This problem is before the country. 

It is said that this Government could not 
have done better than what they have done at 
Simla. Sir, I am not going to analyse what 
could have done better, because when across 
the table there are two parties there is always 
give-and-take. Tnere-fore, it may be that the 
Government was in difficulties. As I said, we 
were getting disappointed for the first three 
days when we heard the radio and read news-
papers that the talks were failing. Something 
miraculous happened, what is that miraculous 
thing that happened ? The allegation is that 
foreign influence was there. Of course, the 
Foreign Minister has denied; the Prime 
Minister also denied. I take that denial as 
correct. But, they must state this very 
categorically that it is neither Russia nor 
America because these are the two powers. Of 
course, China may be there, but China does not 
come into the picture. 

 

 

Sir, I will like to state another problem. 
After this Agreement, what will happen to 
thousands and thousands of people. This 
country has been a refugee centre somehow 
since the last 25 years. Its independence started 
with refugees. Then there were once, twice, 
thrice refugees. It may be fourth, fifth or sixth 
time. Now, what will happen to those Smihis 
and those Hindus who have corns to that area of 
5,000 square miles, living in the hope that they 
will continue to live there ? Where will they go 
? I do not see any statements from Mr. Bhutto 
about this. Of course, 1 see statements of 
Government spokesmen here. But it is just like 
the statement which Sardar Swaran Singh made 
some time ago in this House about the Russian 
map, saying that it would be corrected by Russia 
to our satisfaction. But never has there been any 
statement from Mr. Kosygin or his associates in 
Moscow. Similarly, we have seen no statement 
from Pakistan also about our refugees as to what 
they are going to do about it. I shall request this 
Government to see that these refugees go back 
to Pakistan and are given the right treatmont. In 
case that is not done, on humanitarian grounds, 
on many other grounds, you should treat this 
problem as your own problem as we treated the 
refugees of Bangla Desh and others. Of course, 
they were temporarily here But we may have to 
keep them permanently. Therefore, a permanent 
solution has to be found out. And it is better that 
even before the next summit talks with Pakistan, 
through some agency, have a discussion on this 
issue. You must have given thought to this 
matter, I am sure. There was some statement 
from the Prime Minister or somebody yesterday 
about this problem. President Bhutto is a 
Fascist. What is democracy there ? Some person 
is nominated. Here we have a completely 
elected Government. Of course, there also they 
are elected but then there is a difference in their 
democracyand our democracy. Here it is a 
completely elected Government. He takes into 
confidence all the opposition parties and the  
National   Assembly  for the 
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Agreement. And before the Summit he 
summoned all the opposition parties and took 
them physically to Simla. 

You see what has happened here. Oppo-
sition parties were not consulted; opposition 
parties were not invited to Simla. And after that 
Agreement Parliament is being given the 
opportunity of post mortem. Just two or three 
days before Parliament was to begin the 
President's assent is there. Of course, 
technically you may be right; legally you may 
be completely right; constitutionally you may 
be right. But what harm would have been there 
to this democracy or to you or to this 
Agreement if you had just waited for another 
three, four or five days and given Parliament 
the opportunity. Even then you could have got 
the approval with your massive majority. For 
anything you have so much of majority. . . 
(Interruptions). . . If Mr. Kesri gets up and says 
"Now it is night" it will be approved. 
Therefore, that problem is no more there. There 
are Kesris and Kesris and their followers. . . 
(Interruption). 

Sir, I may be allowed to go on. Why this 
interruption ? 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Mr. Misra. 
you will have to conclude now. 

SHRI S. D. MISRA : Sir, I will take some 
more time. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : But there 
is one more speaker from your party, I am 
told. 

SHRI S. D. MISRA : That we will 
decide—whether you will give time. I want 
ten or fifteen minutes more. 

SHRI MAHAVIR TYAGI (Uttar Pra-
desh) : You can continue after lunch. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : How much 
time will you take ? 

SHRI S. D. MISRA : Fifteen minutes. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : You do not 
have that much time; even your party does not 
have that much time. 

SHRI S. D. MISRA : After lunch I can 
finish. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Either you 
take ten minutes more and no other speaker 
from your group speaks, . . 

SHRI S. D. MISRA : That guarantee, I am 
afraid, it will be difficulty to give. 

DR. BHAI MAHAVIR : If he can speak 
for fifteen minutes let him continue after lunch. 
Let us break for lunch. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : If the party 
has one more speaker it is better he conclude 
in five miore minutes. 

SHRI S. D. MISRA : That we will decide 
later. 

DR. BHAI MAHAVIR : They say they 
are not expecting another speaker. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Conclude in 
ten minutes. 

(Interruptions) 

SHRI S. D. MISRA : Therefore, as I said, 
the Agreement is in two parts—one dealing 
with the issue of the recent conflict with 
Pakistan and the cease fire and the other 
expounding the principles which should guide 
the two countries in resolving the basic 
differences. As regards the ceasefire, etc., these 
are temporary problems. We are not interested 
in taking over the territory of Pakistan either 
by conquest or by any other means because we 
do not want lo buy head-aches. If we lake the 
territory of Pakistan it will be just buying head-
aches and nothing else We are not interested in 
that. Therefore, that problem you have only 
temporarily solved. 

There is another disappointing aspect of 
this cease-fire territory. We return 5,0C0 
square miles and take 50 miles of what they 
had taken. But on the Kashmir side you should 
have been really alert and you should have 
really taken and given. You have only talked 
and rcactivised (he problem of Kashmir. You 
may solve it at the next Summit—that is 
different. We have yet to see that statements of 
Mr. Bhutto, the President of Pakistan. 

SHRI SITARAM KESRI (Bihar) : Have 
you read between the lines, of the Agreement ? 
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SHRI S. D. MISRA : I am not so 
intelligent as to read between the lines. 

SHRI SITARAM KESRI : Then you 
accept my intelligence. Thank you very much. 

SHRI S. D. MISRA : I always appreciate 
and still appreciate your intelligence. 

I am sure at least when the Prime Minister 
is there you will not sit quiet. Not only you, 
there are some others also hut that is another 
problem. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You must 
try to wind up now. 

SHRI S. D. MISRA : Sir, you ask him.    
He is disturbing me, what can I do ? 

As regards the fou.iding principles which 
should  guide   the   two contries in resolving the 
basic issues and causes of conflict which have   
bedevilled   the  relations   between the j two 
countries in the last 25 years   we   have not seen 
any high hopes in this   Agreement  I excepting 
that there will be another summit. ' Let   us   
hope   and   pray   that   this   second summit 
will really solve the problem. 

On more aspect of Kashmir I would 
like to point out and that is with regard to 
the problem of integration of Kashmir. We 
are bewildered that in every session of 
Parliament there are Bills from almost every 
Ministry coming up in which it is said that 
this Act will now apply to Jammu and 
Kashmir. Now even after 25 years of 
independence        if       Kashmir which 
is considered to be part of India which all the 
Government spokesmen have always said and 
even today say, is part of India, is not 
completely integrated how would we claim 
before the world that Kashmir is ours ? Neither 
Kashmir feels that India is theirs nor India 
feels that Kashmir is ours. There is some 
reservation in your mind. 

SHRI SYED HUSSAIN (Jammu & 
Kashmir) :    You are wrong. 

SHRI S. D. MISRA : If I am wrong, I am 
happy. 

SHRI SYED HUSSAIN : This may be 
your presumption, a presumption will never 
take you anywhere. 

SHRI S. D. MISRA : If I am wrong I will 
not be sorry because this is a national issue. 

SHRI SYED HUSSAIN ; It may be your 
individual opinion but the nation  does 

SHRI S D. MISRA: I was saying. Sir, that 
this problem must be solved at least now after 
25 years. I am sure the Foreign Minister and 
the Prime Minister will exercise the i r  minds 
on this. Sir, can I today go to Kashmir—let him 
answer this question—and by a piece of land 
as an Indian ? No, not at all. Can I seek elec-
tion as a Member of the Lok Sabha from there 
? Again, no. But here is Mr. Om Mehta, Dr. 
Karan Singh and others and the latest is Mr. D. 
P. Dhar. They can not only become Members 
of the Rajya Sabha and Lok Sabha but they can 
be Ministers also. 1 am not only talking about 
them but about others also who are Members. 
These are small miners but there are many 
such matters where there is disparity. I say you 
yourself are creating this cleavage. I am not 
saying that you should go with your army, 
march into Kashmir, and try to settle these 
things. You must convince them, persuade 
them, tell them that it is in their interest. I am 
sure Sardarji will look into this be-caus any 
visitor going to Kashmir, even an ordinary 
tourist, when he comes back to this country 
comes with the feeling that there is lack of 
integration between Kashmir and India. Why is 
it so ? The time has come when there should 
be real integration. 

SHRI SYED HUSSAIN :     It   may   be 
somebody from an imperialist country like 
America. The reporting may be on that basis, 
otherwise every patriotic Indian who goes to 
Kashmir will find that Kashmiris are Indians. 

SHRI S. D. MISRA : I know patriotism is 
your monopoly these days. 

But you cannot level charges against many 
of the other parties that they are not patriots. 
This is probably not your charge, and 
patriotism is not your monopoly. Therefore if 
we make a point, it is not that we are 
unpatriotic and therefore we are making the 
point. It is the patriotism alone which is 
driving me to make that point, and I must say it 
is unpatriotic to talk like that. Even after 
twenty-five years this is the posi- 

not think like that, nor the Kashmiris think like 
that. You must excuse me for this interruption.
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, 
tion regarding Kashmir, and you yourself will 
say after a few years that "we made such a 
statement and we were wrong," Don't you 
think ? You are in the Government today. Can 
you be sure of this position tomorrow ? I was 
in your Government till yesterday; today I am 
not there and I am in the Opposition. So, who 
can say what is going to happen tomorrow ? 
Within a period of three years a lot of currents 
and undercurrents and division of the 
Organization, and things, ;ood bad and 
indifferent, have happened. Therefore, try to 
judge issues on merits, not on sentiments, and 
all the advice you give me is based on your 
sentiments, not on realities of the situation. 

Sir, I won't take much more time and 
make you get impatient. Even though you 
promised to give me ten minu>es, you have 
given me only eight minutes, and I am sure, if 
I go on speaking, you will go on ringing the 
bell. Therefore, Sir, with these words I support 
the Simla Agr-ement, the spirit behind it, in the 
hope that this Government will be able to bring 
about a permanent solution to this problem, not 
in the distant future but very immediately, and 
that the summit conference, the next one, will 
be held not after months but within weeks. 

Thank you. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : The first 
speaker after lunch will be Shri Bipinpal Das. 
The House stands adjourned till 2.15 P. M. 

The House then adjourned for 
launch at twenty-three minutes past 
one of th? clock. 

The House reassembled after lunch at 
quarter past two of the clock, MR. DEPUTY 
CHAIRMAN in the Chair. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Mr. 
Bipinpal Das. 

SHRI THILLAI VILLALAN (Tamil 
Nadu) : Before that, with you permission, I 
wish to say that I was not present when the 
amendments were moved . . . 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : No, no. 
Amendment is over now. 

SHRI   BIPINPAL      DAS     (Assam) : 
Mr. Deputy Chairman, Sir, at the very outset I 
would like  tojjoffer   warm   congratulations   
to   the   hon.   Prime   Minister, to the hon. 
Minister of  External   Affairs   and the entire 
Government   for having taken a bold and   
significant   step   in   the    direction   of 
durable peace by   signing   the Agreement at 
Simla with the   President of Pakistan.    The 
Simla   Agreement   may   not have, by itself, 
solved all our problems   with Pakistan but I 
have absolutely no   doubt  in my mind that this 
is a   sound   and   excellent beginning, a right 
step   in   the right   direction, and who knows 
that this   agreement   may ultimately turnjout   
to   be the herald of a new era, an era of peace,   
progress   and   prosperity not only for India  
and   Pakistan,   but   for   the whole of Asia and 
perhaps   a   shining lighthouse for the entire   
world.    To win peace is much more   difficult   
than   to win a war. By signing this Agreement, 
our Government and our   great   Prime   
Minister have shown the same courage matched 
with wisdom, the same   determination   
matched with skill, the same firmness matched   
with vision and the same self-confidence 
matched with far sight-edness   as   they   did   
in   the   war last year. Once   again I   
congratulate them for giving a   correct   lead   
to   the   nation at the most critical juncture of 
its history. 

I look at the Simla Agreement from three 
different angles. Firstly, we are inheritors of a 
great civilisation which has taught us 
throughout ages one great principle of peace, 
tolerance and mutual accommodation. This 
great country of ours, land of lofty thoughts 
and ideals did certainly export thoughts and 
ideas to countries all around, did certainly 
establish friedly relations with others through 
trade and commerce, but never in history did 
India try to grab others' territories, nor have a 
design on another nation's land or property. 
From Asoka down to Gandhi our great saints, 
leaders and rulers held a loft only one message, 
the message of peace, friendship and co-
operation. It is in keeping with this great 
tradition that Nehru initiated the policy of non-
alignment and the great principles of peaceful 
co-existence. And now what our Prime 
Minister has done at Simla on the 2nd of July 
last is nothing but to uphold and honour those 
very high principles, our great traditions and 
our proud heritage. Anybody who opposes t he 
Simla Agreement   is,   in   my humble opinion, 
not 
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only against the spirit of our times, but also 
against the very soul and the spirit of our great 
civilisation. 

Secondly, Sir, I look at this Agreement in 
the context and in the background of the recent 
developments in the international scene. 
The'West European countries, in spite of deep 
political and historical conflicts and differences, 
have come together to form what may be called 
an economic confederation. The sharp 
ideological difference between the East and the 
West of Europe has not been able to resist the 
pressure of compulsive factots of real-politic 
and there are positive moves for a detente and 
for a European security system. In spite of all 
their conflicts and confrontation, ever since the 
close of the second wprld war and right up to 
this day, the USA felt compelled to come to 
terms with MOCON and Piling on a number a 
vital issues. All these ternds towards a global 
detente, indicating that the forces of peace and 
co-operation are forging ahead by pushing back 
the forces of war and confrontation, make it 
imperative for India to continue her struggle for 
peace in this sub-continent with much more 
vigour and much more determinatipn. In any 
case we cannot afford to be fools so as to be 
occupied with fruitless confrontation with all the 
attendant miseries of poverty and backwardness, 
when the affluent nations have chosen the clever 
path of peace and further prosperity. For 
hundreds years the forces of world imperialism 
have taken full advantage of the poverty and 
backwardness of the poor nations of Asia, 
Africa and Latin America, have exploited the, 
have divided them, have made them fight 
against each other only in order to keep them 
eternally poor and backward, to maintain them 
as permanent colonies for free exploitatione and 
to prevent them from coming up \o play their 
honorable roles in the unternational field. 

Should we consciously become tools in 
their hands or become victims of their designs 
? Certainly not, and Simla is the indication of 
our firm and determined resolve. Those who 
oppose this agreement are consciously or 
unconsciously acting asthe agents of those 
external imperialist forces and in that sense 
their conduct has proved to  be   inimical  and    
hos.ils   to   the  true 

interests and   aspriations   of   the millons in 
this sub-continent. 

Sir, my third consideration is what were our 
objectives in the last  year's   war ?   Let us 
remember that it was not we who started the war.   
We forced   to take up arms when we were 
suddenly attacked and in the course of defending 
our security and soverignty we had to enter 
Bangla  Desh  as well as Pakistan.    But we 
made   it   abundantly   clear at every stage   
before   the war, during the war and also 
immediately   after the war that we had   
absolutely    no   design     on   Pakistani 
territory.    We   helped   the   Mukhti Bahini to 
liberate their country because the situation then   
obtaining   in Bangla Desh constituted a constant   
and  serous   threat   to our own security and 
independence.    But we did not go   there   to 
conquer Bangla Desh.    When Pakistan army   
surrendered we handed over the country to the   
people  and Government of   Bangla    Desh   
and   withdrew   all   our forces.    We wanted 
peace to be established in that part of the  world 
and once that was accomplished we decided   to   
pull out.   Let us also remember that immediately 
after the surrender     of     the     Pakistan     
Army   in Bangla   Desh,   the   s^me   day   we 
declared unilateral   ceasefire   in the   western  
front, and why ?      Because   we   were   
convinced that the immediate   threat   to   our   
security and independence had   almost   
disappeared, Pakistan was decisively beaten and 
we never had   any   intention   to   conquer   
Pakistan. That single act of unilateral   cease-
fire,  Sir, was a master-stroke of  military   skill   
and stiategy,  of  political   wisdom,   and   may I 
also submit, in the   ultimate analysis a great 
diplomatic victory achieved   by   our   Prime 
Minister.    It was therefore   clear   at   every 
stage that we never wanted   to  grab  Pakistani 
territory, and so our   decision at Simla to 
withdraw our forces across the international 
border was not only   correct,  just   and wise but 
also   absolutely   in   keeping   with our declared 
objectives.    First by the ceasefire and now by 
agreeing   to withdraw  our forces from Pakistan 
territory we have established   our   bona fides   
beyond   anybody's doubt   and   1   would   say   
that our Prime Minister has given a new   lead to 
the whole world in this regard. 

We have been asked what we have gained 
or achived at Simla. In my humble opinion we 
had four major  achievements to 



219 Morion re. [RAJYASABHA] Simla Agreement        220 
'Shri Bipinpal Das] 
our credit. For long years we have been 
proposing a no-war pact between India and 
Pakistan, and all these years Pakistan has 
refused to agree to it. But now President 
Bhutto has put his signature to a firm 
commitment that there will be no threat or use 
of force for settlement of disputes. This in my 
opinion almost amounts to or comes very near 
to a no-war declaration. Secondly, for the first 
time both the countries have agreed to settle all 
disputes not only by peaceful means but also 
by bilateral negotiations. Involvement of any 
third party, friend or foe, always creates 
complications and does not lead to real 
understanding and peace. So I think that the 
acceptance of the principle of bilateralism by 
Pakistan as the only means of settling disputes 
is a major diplomatic achievement from our 
point of view. Thirdly, President Bhutto has 
also put his signature on the Agreement that 
"Neither side shall unilaterally alter the 
situation and both shall prevent the 
organisation, assistance or encouragement of 
any acts detrimental to the maintenance of 
peaceful and harmonious relations" Sir, I need 
hardly point out and emphasise the 
significance of this clause which will naturally 
relieve us of much of our worries about the 
borders, and particularly about Kashmir. To 
obtain such a commitment from Pakistan is 
certainly a significant thing. 

Fourthly, I would emphatically say that we 
have compromised nothing about Kashmir, 
whereas Pakistan's agreement to recognise the 
line of actual control and their commitment 
not to use force to finally settle the problem is, 
in my opinion, a very significant advance of 
our cause and stand wilh regard to Kashmir. 
Because rejection of the cease-fire line of 1949 
amounts to deinternationalisation of the 
Kashmir issue and denial of any further tole of 
the UN in this matter. This has not only 
brought about a redical change in the situation 
but has also improved our position very much. 

Sir, I do concede that the Kashmir problem 
has not been finally settled or solved. As I said 
earlier, we have never claimed that all the 
problems have been settled at Simla. This is 
only a beginning. We have yet a long way to 
go to establish permanent and durable peace 
between the two countries. None can expect to 
solve everything in one single meeting. The 
Pakis- 

tani mind has been trained in a particular line, 
in a particular direction and with a particular 
philosophy. We must give them reasonable 
time to revise their attitude. But none can deny 
that we have made a very significant start at 
Simla and, if the Agreement is honestly and 
faithfully implemented, it is bound to lead to 
further fruitful and more significant 
agreements on other issues and thus, to an era 
of lasting peace in this subcontinents. 

Some people have referred to President 
Bhutto's speech in Pakistan's National 
Assembly, particularly to his remarks about 
Kashmir. Sir, we all know Mr. Bhutto for the 
last 20 years and he has been saying different 
things about our problems at different points of 
time. Some time ago, Mr. Bhutto talked about a 
thousand years of war with India. When 
questioned about it in the last session of the 
Pakistan National Assembly, President Bhutto 
explained it away as nothing but a metaphysical 
concept. Who knows, what he said about 
Kashmir recently in the same Assembly may 
also ultimately turn out to be another 
metaphysical concept. 

SHRI S. D. MISRA : If this is the 
argument, you cannot depend upon Mr. 
Bhutto. 

SHRI BIPINPAL DAS : You are entitled to 
have your own meaning. I have only said that he 
talked about a thousand years of war and has 
said that it is a metaphysical concept. And who 
knows what will become of tomorrow ? We are 
not to go by what any particular Pakistani leader 
says or does not say. We have to depend upon 
what the Government of Pakistan has committed 
to us in writing and how they implement their 
commitments. After going through the recent 
speeches of President Bhutto, I have come to 
believe that he is at least sincere about the Simla 
Agreement and intends to implement it. But the 
basic question is not how much reliance we can 
place on Mr. Bhutto or Pakistan. The real 
question is how much we can rely upon 
ourselves. (Interruptions) That has been 
established last year—how much the people of 
this country and the Government of this country 
have relied upon themselves—that has been 
amply shown, in spite of all your doubts. 
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Sir, there is no need to be   unnecessarily 
pessimistic about implementation.    No man, no   
nation,   conscious   of  its   strength   and ability 
to face   any situation,   gives   way  to 
pessimism.    We have   to follow   the   saying 
"Hope for the best and be   prepared for the 
worst."   And   I   am   confident   that     our 
Government   and   our   people    know—and 
have given enough   evidence  already—as to 
how to face any   situation   as   and   when it 
arises.   Sir, the funniest and   most   childish 
story circulated by some small-minded people is 
that our Prime Minister was   compelled to sign 
the Agreement under telephonic pressure from   
Russia.    These   very   people  used to say last 
monsoon that we   did not   recognise Bangla 
Desh   because of  Russian   pressure. When   
we   did   it,  it was  again   the  same Russian 
pressure.    Whether   we   decided   to fight 
back Pakistan or we declared unilateral cease-
fire, it was all under Russian   pressure 
according   to   these   people.    They see   the 
Russian  ghost   everywhere and   every time. 
What can I do ?    Now,   Sir,   tell   me   how to 
answer the arguments of these gentlemen. If 
they suffer   from   some   kind  of  mental 
disease they can be treated only   by  a psy-
chiatrist and  not   by us.   I   would   like   to 
challenge these   people to   produce   a single 
and slightest evidence to   prove that Russian 
hand was   anywhere   near the   Simla Agree-
ment, either directly or   indirectly.    If  they 
cannot prove they should publicly   apologise 
for spreading such a canard.    It is a   matter of 
shame and   disgrace   that   we   have   still 
some peoDle   among   us   who   can   degrade 
themselves so much that they do not hesitate 
even to humiliate the  whole nation   by such 
kind of stupid   talks only   in order   to serve 
their petty and narrow political interests. 

Whether it is war or peace, only that nation 
succeeds which has invincible faith in itself, in 
its own strength and ability to face any 
situation with courage, conviction and 
determination. This nation stood the test of a 
war only last year under the bold and 
imaginative leadership of our Prime Minister. I 
am confident that under the same leadership 
this nation will march forward towards the 
achievsment of a durable peace in this sub-
continent, regerd-less of whatever little noise a 
handful of chicken-hearted people may make 
either out of a panic or out of lack of self 
confidence or out of a desire to fulfil ulierior 
motives or, perhaps, out of an anxiety for 
political survival. 
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"Both governments agree that their 
respective heads will meet again for a 
final settlement of Jammu and Kashmir." 
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"If that is offered, and in the same spirit 
if we are prepared to talk about this matter 
without any precenditions with Pakistan, 
does it mean that the condition of the 
integrity of India also is not going to be 
insisted upon ? Even now, the Honourable 
Minister has repeated that Jammu and 
Kashmir is an integral part of India. If it is 
an integral part of India, are .ve going to 

keep this as a precondition in our 
negotiations are not ?" 

"About the second question I would like 
to say that there is no talk or discussion of 
accepting the cease-fire line in Jammu and 
Kashmir as the international boundary." 

"I warn the honourable Member to be 
very careful in making such observations." 

"To a question why India did not insist 
on the cease-fire line in Kashmir being 
accepted as the international boundary, the 
Prime Minister reportedly said that the 
limits to which Pakistani President could  
go were quite clear." 

"... to which Pakistani President could 
go..." 
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"India held far more of Pakistani 
torritory in Kashmir than the 80 km 
stretch occupied by Pakistan in the 
Chhamb Sector." 

What   is    the   Pakistani     territory   in 
Kashmir ? I would like to know. 

". . .which disclaims, questions, disrupts or 
is intended to disrupt the severeignty and 
territorial integrity of India." 
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"Don't they understand that by bi-
furcating and delinking the international 
line from the cease-fire line in Kashmir we 
have done a service to the people of 
Kashmir ? We had it admitted — I 
repeat—We had it admitted that Kashmir 
is a disputed issue".    Kashmir is a 
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"If I wanted to surrender Kashmir, I 
would have said : "Let us go about it the 
way Ayub Khan did". Mr;. Indira Gandhi 
had originally said; "It must be a package 
deal and a basket dea ". Mr. Dhar said to 
rns : "It must be i bouquet of roses all in 
one". I said : "No, one rose at a time". 
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people to drive out the aggressor frona the 
sacred soil of India, however long and 
hard the struggle may be". 

"Territories of nations are sacrosanct. It 
is not a question of which is more valuable 
and which les3. Every piece of Pakistan's 
territory is mother earth to us. The 
Member may not like Tharparker. 
Tharparker may be far away from where 
he stays. But I am in love with Tharparker 
and every part of Pakistan from Khyber to 
Karachi and any p; t of Pakistan, whether 
alluvial or d ;sert, productive or unpro-
ductive, it is sacred to me. For me it was a 
great sense of achievemem that we could 
get back our territory." 

 
THE PRIME MINISTER SHRI 1ATI 

INDIRA GANDHI : Sir, I would lequest the 
honourable Member not to say ai thing which 
would create difficulties for these people. 

SHRI OM ! .EHTA :    Yes. Sir. 

SHRIMATI INDIRA GANDHI : And I 
must tell him that in the other House his leader 
agreed to this. 

'While hi made it clear that India's so-
ereignty over Kashmir was not negotiate , 
he a ked Government critics not to ignore 
tie hard realities that a part of Kashmir was 
still under Pakistan's occupation and there 
were United Nations observers in the 
region." 
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"It is for them to   see   whether   they 
should recall them or not." 

SARDAR SWARAN SINGH : I would 
repeat it again. What I meant was that there is 
an area there which is under Pakistan's 
occupation. 
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SARDAR SWARAN SINGH : Sir, I would 

like to say that he cannot quote press 
statements against me. If there is any 
authorised version of what I have said auy-
where, on the floor of the House or anywhere 
else, then you can quote it. You cannot quote 
pre<s statements. And when I further clarify 
you still go on hammering on the point and still 
you say that you cannot follow anything. It is 
not my fault if you cannot follow anything. 

 

"What was the basis for the United 
Nations to say that Pakistan forces 
withdraw from Azad Kashmir and the 
Indians would remain in occupied Kash-
mir ? Was not India the aggressor ?" 
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"Was not India the aggressor ? Why 
was the aggressor allowed to remain in 
Kashmir and the aggressed to withdraw 
from Kashmir ? Who equated the aggressor 
with the aggressed ? Who gave an unequal 
treaty ? Who gave respectability to the 
concept of agreesion in Kashmir." 

"I was going to quote from the United 
Nations Charter, but it was getting late in 
the night. Otherwise I would have 
established to you by quoting some article 
from the Char'er that we have in no way 
compromised our position. There is article 
103 which provides that if an agreement 
between two countries is inconsistent   
with    the  Charter   of  the 

United Nations,   the Charter   prevails. 
So, if we   have come to an   agreement 
which is   inconsistent with the   United 
Natigns Charter,  the Charter   will still 
prevail." 

This is article 103. 

"What did it mean when we said in the 
Simla Agreement 'without prejudice to the 
recognised position of Pakistan and India' 
? There is only one recognised position." 

"What did it mean when we said in the 

Simla Agreement 'without prejudice to the 
recognised position of Pakistan and India' ? 
There is only one recognised position, that 
is the international position, Pakistan's 
position of self-determination is an 
internationally recognised position. India's 
position of usurpation of Jammu & 
Kashmir is not the recognised position 
because international law, the United 
Nations and the WjrIJ dj not reca»iisj it." 
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"When we say 'without prejudice to our 
respective positions' it is really without 
prejudice to our position because India's 
position is not based on principles. At one 
time India said 'self-determination'. Now 
India says 'usurpation'. Tomorrow better 
wisdom might prevail on Mrs. Indira 
Gandhi after reading the 'Glimpses of 
World History' and she might again say 
'self-determination'." 

 

"When they said 'Settle Kashmir if you 
want prisoners of war' I would havi got 
them back. When I refused this Indira 
said, 'At least settle the princi pies'. 'If I 
settle the whole thing,' that is what I told 
them 'because there is only one principle 
and that is the principle of self-
determination which you do not accept. ]f 
1 give another principle it means partition 
and partition would be on the basis of the 
present ceasefire line. I cannot give 
another principle." 

'Territories vs. Prisoners. India hai 
accepted the withdrawal of troops from th< 

borders. Troop withdiawal is more diffi 
cult to obtain than the return of prisoners 
Prisoners cannot be kept indefinitely; terri 
tory can be kept indefinitely. Israel hai not left 
an inch of Arab territory but thej have 
returned all the prisoners of war Territory is 
more sacred, more permanent Once 
withdrawals take place, what is th: rationale 
for India to keep the prisoners ' The war has 
ended.    There is a   cease-fire 

"So let me try it out because there is 
only one recognised position."

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN   :   Please
wind up. 
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lere are withdrawals. Why should they «D 
the prisoners ? Certainly we will obilise 
international opinion. Certainly we ill tell 
our brothers and every one else to ilp in the 
process. We will certainly get ick our 
prisoners of war—if not today, en tomorrow 
they will come back ''ln-allah". They have to 
come back. India nnot keep 'hem 
indefinitely. So, once we Feet the 
withdrawls, we shall mobilise linion on the 
question of the   prisoners." 

 

 
"Opportunities can never remain at the 
doorsteps of a nation for all time. Opportunities 
change. Situations change The Americans, with 
all the slur that has been cast on them, had 
given us weapons and equipment which in the 
1965 War gave us superior armament and a 
superior Air Force. This is known to the 
Indinns. This is known to the whole world. Mr. 
Neville Maxwell has written that he was 
waiting at Bangkok because he expected the 
Pakistan army to be in Delhi because of the 
Armoured Division. In the Rann of Kutch—and 
Generals are silting here—we could have wiped 
out the Indians.  In 1962, 

  
In 1962 certainly we could have taken Kashmir 
because India had withdrawn all her forces 
from the border. But, if you lose your 
opportunities, if you lose your chances, if you 
turn turmoil into greed, into avarice, 
then

no one can help you. 
Delineation of the line of control has to 
Proceed side by side with the withdraw! of 
troops. 
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SHRI PRANAB KUMAR MUKHER-JEE 

: Mr. Deputy Chairman, Sir, Dr. Bhai Mahavir, 
in his maraihon speech almost in the fashion of 
Mr. Bhuito, said that Mr. Bhutto may not be 
trusted and should not be trusted. But Sir, we 
could not build up his case without quoting 
Bhutto If you go through the proceedings of his 
speech you will find that three-fourths of it 
contained quotations from the speech of Mr. 
Bhutto in the Pakistan National Assembly. In 
the course of the discussion sometimes it 
appeared to me as if I was sitting in the 
Pakistan National Assembly in Pindi and 
somebody was criticising Mr. Bhutto for his 
speeches. He quoted profusely from Mr. 
Bhutto. I have not studied at such great length 
the speeches of Mr. Bhutto as Dr. Bhai Maha-
vir has done, but I only want to   quote one 
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[Shri Pranab Kumar Mukherji] speech of Mr. 
Bhutto which he delivered at the Lahore airport 
as soon as he went back from Simla. He 
pointed out that it was neither a victory for 
India nor a victory for Pakistan. It is a victory 
for the principle which aims at bringing about 
durable peace in the sub-continent. He also 
made a reference to the patty of Dr. Bhai 
Mahavir and expressed the hope that the people 
of India would not be guided by the perverted 
interpretation of facts as done by Dr. Bhai 
Mahavir and his camp-followers. 

Mr. Deputy Chairman, Sir, Dr. Bhai 
Mahavir first started his speech on the pre-
sumption as if the Government of India have 
accepted something as Pakistani territory in 
Kashmir. He built up the whole structure of his 
speech on the basis of that particular point as if 
the Government of India and the Minister of 
External Affairs have said that there is 
something as Pakistani territory in Kashmir 
When the External Affairs Minister pointed out 
to him that this is not so, he did not correct 
himself. He dwelt, on based on wrong 
premises, that it has been accepted by the 
Government of India that there is some 
territory of Pakistan within Kashmir. The 
Government of India has never made the tall 
claim anywhere that by ths mere Simla 
Agreement, by the mere bilateral agreement, the 
problem will be solved. I would like to request 
him to read the few lines from the statement of 
the External Affairs Minister which was read 
the other day. It has been stated : "The 
agreement is only a first step, a beginning, in 
the process of establishing peace, friendship 
and co-operation. The success of this 
agreement and the process it has initiated will 
depend on its faithful implementation." 
Nobody has said that durable peace has already 
come Nobody has claimed that merely by this 
agreement, by this treaty, by this pact, our 
problems are solved. What was the problem ? 
He is accusing the Government, the Congress 
Party, because they had accepted that there is a 
problem of Kashmir. Does not his party accept 
the problem of Kashmir ? Does not his party 
start a movement for one Nishan, one Vidhan 
in Kashmir ? Does he not know that at least 
half of Kashmir or a part of Kashmir is still 
under the actual control of Pakistani forces ? Is 
that not a fact ? Is there not a problem in 
Kashmir ? Is it not still hanging in the United 
Nations ? If Government of India says that 
there is a problem in Kashmir and Pakistan   is 
a party 

to it, is there anything wrong in it ? If in a 
bilateral talk, in a bilateral agreement, that 
question comes up, is there anything wrong ? 
Can he come to such a conclusion that merely 
by accepting that there is a problem in Kashmir 
and Pakistan is a party to it the Government of 
India has given up its stand on Kashmir ? From 
what source does he get this information ? I 
would like to know that. He is not here. He has 
made the statement and he has built up his 
whole argument on the thesis that Kashmir has 
gone out of India. When I listened to him, it 
struck my mind that as if Kashmir is no longer 
in India. From what source has he get this 
information ? How did he build up his argument 
in this way ? If we want to have an amicable 
settlement, if we want to have a solution, we 
may not like it but we cannot deny the fact, we 
cannot deny the reality, and in every bilateral 
talk bilateral agreement the issue of Kashmir 
may come. When he spoke and profusely quoted 
Mr. Bhutto, he tried in fact to justify, to fortify 
his argument by quoting from Mr. Bhutto that 
out of this agreement, out of this summit, 
Pakistan has gained all its points, all they 
wanted to do. I do not know whether Mr. Bhutto 
has made such a claim. If a person speaks for 
three long hours, he will base to speak many 
things. If Mr. Mahavir had to speak many things 
in his own 45 minutes' speech, it is natural that 
in a lengthy speech the last part will contradict 
the first part. If some of the utterances of Mr. 
Bhutto contradict the first part of his long, 
marathon speech, I have nothing to say, but the 
whole situation is to be taken into account. If 
Mr. Swaran Singh says that Mr. Bhutto has 
changed, it does not make any reflection in the 
personality of Mr. Bhutto. It makes a reflection 
on the situation. The situation in which Mr. 
Bhutto spoke in 1964 or 1965 that situation does 
not exist in 1972. Pakistan is no more united. 
Bangla Desh has come to exist, and a sovereign, 
democratic republic of Bangla Desh containing 
750 lakhs people are friendly to India. This is a 
fait accompli. This is the reality. If in this reality 
Mr. Bhutto is to come to Simla and have dis-
cussion with our Prime Minister, Shrimati Indira 
Gandhi, for an amicable settlement, surely he is 
changed man not known to htm —he is a 
scholar, he is highly educated—is it not known 
to him that Bhutto's main purpose was to get 
back the prisoners of war ? Has he   succeeded   
in   it ?    Is   Mr,   Bhutto 
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successful in getting back the prisoners of war 
? Is it not c'.es r to him that Bangla Desh has a 
definite say ? Has not the Government of India 
made it clear to him that without the 
concurrence of the Government of Bangla Desh 
no settlement is possible in regard to the 
prisoners of war ? He tried to justify Mr. 
Bhutto. 

He tried to find out the reasons from the 
speeches of Mr. Bhutto. At the same time lie 
said that Mr. Bhutto is not to be trusted. Mr. 
Deputy Chairman, I fail to understand another 
point which he put forward. That is about the 
integrity of the territory. Actually, I do not 
understand what he meant by it. Does it mean 
that the portions oc;upied by the Indian Army 
form part and parcel of the Indian territory? 
Tnen you will have to create another inter-
national law. 

SHRI N. G. GORAY ; He never said that. 
SHRI PATAMBER DAS (Uttar Pradesh) : 

Nobody would take that stand. He did not say 
that. 

SHRI PRANAB KUMAR MUKHERJEE: 
Anyway, he may not have said it here, but it 
has been pointed out by other leaders and by 
your pary. 

SHRI PITAMBAR DA.S : Anybody who 
knows the Indian Constitution cannot take that 
stand. He has not taken that stand. 

SHRI PRANAB KUMAR MUK.ERJEE: That 
is correct. Only the other day, Mr. Pitamber 
Das, he was raising the slogan —we have 
betrayed the jawans. I do not realise how we 
have betrayed the jawans. You spoke this 
slogan on the floor of the House. If you say 
that the jawans by laying down their lives and 
making supreme sacri. fices have captured 
certain territories of a foreign country, and for 
that these should be integrated with India, that 
they form part and parcel of India and as that 
has not been done by the agreement and 
therefore we have betrayed the jawans, if this is 
your interpretation, I am sorry I cannot accept 
it. What did he say ? It is a betrayal of the 
jawans. You said that our jawans have not 
been deRat-'d, our countrymen have not been 
defeated, but this Government has been 
defeated. This slogan you raise on the foot-
padis of this metropolitan city,   this 

slogan you are raising outside  and  on   the 
floor of this House.    What is meant by it ? Who 
has been   betrayed ?    We   have   won the 
battle of war and we have won the battle of 
peace.    You should not forget   it.    And I can 
tell you.    Even   those   people,   when 
unilateral   cease-fire   was   decided   by    the 
Prime Minister of India on the fateful night of 
16/17th December, they  objected   to   it. They 
forget the lessons   of  history.     I   can remind 
them that in   1869,   when   Bismarck invaded 
Austria and when the Prussian Army was ready 
to into march the palace in Vienna, he   halted   
then   and   Bismarck   told them, "We have 
conquered Austria in   the   battlefield of war 
and now will have   to   conquer them   in    the   
bettle-field   peace."    It  was a master stroke  of  
diplomacy.   The   same thing has been done by 
the Government  of India by declaring a 
unilateral cease-fire. 

Now, coming to the Simla Agreement, Mr. 
Deputy Chairman, nobody has claimed that 
merely by one agreement, the whole problems 
of the country will be solved. But it is also a 
fact (hat during the last 25 years we have 
desired peace with Pakistan and we have 
entered into so many pacts and those pacts 
have f.iiled to paoduce the desired results. The 
Nehru-Liaqu.it Pact was there after which the 
Jana Sangh came into existence. If somebody 
says that it was the creation of partition, it was 
a creation out of animosity towards Pakistan, it 
was a creation out of hatred for Pakistan, as a 
student of history I do not find anything wrong 
in it. When was it created ? It was created in 
1950. After ths Nehru Liaquat Pact Dr. Shyama 
Prasad Mukherjee required from the Central 
Cabinet and went to form the Jana Sangh 
because he was opposed to that pact. If 
somebody comes to the conclusion that the 
Jana Sangh is a party which has the political 
creed of fighting Pakisian, of destroying 
Pakistan, a neighbouring country, as a student 
of history, / must say that he is correct. They 
cannot deny that. Out of partition it was 
created, out of animosity towards Pakitan it 
was created. When such a party lends supports 
to Bangla Desh, it is not for the cause of 
democracy or humanity or for the 750 lakh? 
suffering people of Bangla Desh but for 
weakening Pakistan they support the issue of 
Bangla D.-sh—if I come to this conclusion 
would I be much wrong ?    We wanted 



 

[Shri Pranab Kumar Mukherjee] to create and 
support Bangla Desh not because we wanted to 
weaken Pakistan but for the cause of 
democracy we wanted to support it, for the 
cause of the suffering people of Bangla Desh, 
we wanted to support it, for cause of the ideal 
of liberty we wanted to support it, not to 
weaken Pakistan. But these people took up the 
issue of support to Bangla Desh with a motive 
they came to the conclusion that as Pakistan is 
in a tight corner now and let us now settle all 
our outstanding issues with it. If the 
Government of India, if the Prime Minister of 
India takes a generous attitude today, should 
we condemn them ? Should they be finished? 
Should they be arrested as suggested by Dr. 
Mahavir ? It is a good gesture that they have 
shown which is in accordance with the Indian 
tradition. 

Dr. Bhai Mahavir mentioned the name of 
Asoka. He forgot when Asoka stopped the war. 
He stopped the war as soon he won the battle of 
Kalinga and forsook the path of war, the path of 
violation. These people talk of Indianisation. 
Sir, it is the Indian culture and tradition which 
teaches us to be magnanimous in victory. And if 
India today in the better bargaining position 
assumes the role of a magnanimous party, I do 
not find anything wrong in it. This is clear in 
every wording of that Treaty, every wording 
made by the Prime Minister and the honourable 
Minister of External Affairs. They have never 
accepted that something miraculous will come 
out of it. They have never said that some magic 
would come out of it. Much depends on the 
attitude of Mr . Bhutto. Who denies that Mr. 
Bhutto may change his att i tude ? Nobody can 
stand surity for Mr. Bhutto's attitude. Dr. Bhai 
Mahavir may stand guarantee for Mr. Bhutto 
because he quoted profusely from him. From 
his speech it appeared that Mr. Bhutto has sent a 
strong advocate in Dr. Bhai Mahavir to this 
House. But we cannot stand guarantee for him. 

SHRI MAN   SINGH   VARMA   (Uttar 
Pradesh) :    It is strange. 

SHRI PRANAB   KUMAR   MUKHER 
JEE : It may be strange 
but it is certainly my understanding and I can 
speak of my own understanding and not the 
understanding of Mr. Man Singh Varma. Who 
can give guarantee of Mr. Bhutto. Nobody can 
guarantee ? He is   an  unpredictable   man.    
Everybody   is 

unpredictable in such a situation. It is the 
situation which has to be judged, which has 
to be reviewed. In the present situation 
if one can come to the conclusion that there 
is some genuine earnestness in the attitude 
of Mr. Zulfiqar Ali Bhutto to come to a 
settlement with India, then I do not think 
as a man of ordinary prudence, as a man 
of ordinary common sense he is doing any 
thing wrong. And what is the way out. From 
his 45-minute speech 1 failed to understand 
what he expects of the Government of India 
to do. Should they use force ? Should they 
continue war ? Should they destory the 
entire developmental activity of this country 
because some big power wants it that way ? 
Are they echoing the feeling of that big 
power ? Are they playing to their tune that 
India  should go on a perpetual war with 
Pakistan so that all the developmental 
activity, all the constructive activity of 
the country comes to a standstill ? I follow 
what they want. In that case they would say 
that this Government has failed to imple 
ment the programme of "Garihi Hatao", 
they have failed to implemenl the develop 
mental programme. They want to seize 
such an opportunity out of that. 
We        desire        peace. We        want 
development of this country. For the last 25 
years they have tried to come to mutual 
agreement with Pakistan. But because of the 
leadership of Pakistan it was not possible. It is 
because of the attitude of hatred for which Dr. 
Mahavir and his party have contributed in this 
country, and in that country it has not been 
possible. Let us not forget that there are 
communal parties in this country and that 
country who are trying to perpetuate communal 
riots, who have been trying to keep an anti-
peace atmosphere in this sub contii.ent. And 
because of these things it was not possible to 
come to a no war pact with Pakistan. There-
fore, Mr. Deputy Chairman, Sir, if we can get 
the opportunity why should we not take the 
earliest opportunity, howsoever humble it may 
be, howsoever simple it may be, howsoever 
minimum it may be. What stands in the way of 
taking this opportunity to arrive at a peaceful 
settlement with Pakistan 7 This Agreement 
should be viewed only in this context. No tall 
claim has been made. The only tall claim that 
we can make is that we have showed 
generosity, that we have showed magnanimity, 
and on that issue definitely we are to 
congrulate our leaders.   They   have   taken   
the right path. 
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They have taken   the  right   course.    There 
wis no other alternative. 

Dr. Bhai Mahavir has profusely quoted 
from Mr. Bhuttu and certain other newspapers. 
Mr. Deputy Chairman, 1 have not studied as 
much as he has. But I can quote from certain 
foreign newspapers who have expressed their 
reaction on this Agreement. 

I quote from the Times : 

"The Simla meeting may suggest a very 
slow beginning but for all that a sure one." 

This is according to the Times. 

The Guardian says : 

"Simla considered coolly seems the best 
possible start—one that in constructive 
statesmanship puts many other long 
running world crises to shame." 

This is from the Gunrdian. Then, 

"Simla would not only enhance the 
promise of undisturbed economic progress 
for the countries concerned but for the 
development of the entire South East 
Asia." 

This is from the D.iily News, Colombo. 

Then there was a newspaper report about 
the comment of Mrs. Vijaya Raje Scindia. I 
think she is the queen of Owalior or something 
like that. 

AN HON. MEMBER : Not now. 

SHRr PRANAB KUMAR MUKHER-JEE 
: Whatever it may be. She has praised highly 
Mrs. Golda Meir, the Prime Minister of Israel. 
Now what does Mrs. Golda Meir say ? She 
say3 : 

"The Indo-Pakistan Agreement is an 
encouragement for improving relations 
between hostile countries by mutual and 
bilateral talks." 

SHRI PRANAB KUMAR MUKHER-JEE : 
They have quoted her. Therefore, I referred to 
her. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I would advise 
you not to quote her. 

SHRI PRANAB KUMAR MUKHER. 
JEE : [ quoted her because Mrs. Vijya Raje 
Scindia while criticising our Prime Minister, 
referred to Mrs. Golda Meir. 

So, this is the reaction of the world Press, 
this is the reaction of the people of this country 
excepting a handful of them who believe in 
perpetual animjsity with Pakistan, who believe 
in the destruction of Pakistan. If they think that 
destruction of Pakistan is the goal of Jan 
Sangh, I humbly say that not a single Indian 
would support it. They cannot have this 
attitude. We want to live in peace with our 
neighbouring countries. We cannot forget that 
till 25 years ago, they were part and parcel of 
us. Mr. Depuly Chairman, a country as friendly 
as Bangladesh has come. And another friendly 
country can come out of West Pakistan ; West 
Pakistan itself may turn into a friendly country. 
Nothing is a closed chapter in history. 
Therefore, we should take this opportunity ; 
whatever minimum start it may give us, 
whatever minimum dividend it may give us, we 
should take this opportunity. And I congratulate 
our External Affairs Minister and our Prime 
Minister for the bold step that they have taken. 
Thank you. 

SHRI S. G. SARDESAI (Maharashtra): 
Mr. Deputy Chairman, Sir, there is not the 
remotest doubt that the vast majority of the 
people of our country have already given their 
verdict on the Simla Agreement, There is no 
doubt that they have welcomed it. And there is 
no doubt that they are happy about it. For what 
reason ? I want to say that the people of our 
country are happy and have welcomed the 
Simla Agreement paecisely for three points to 
which mj friend, Dr. Mahavir, did not make 
any reference at all. Those three points are the 
question of peace with Pakistan, good 
neighbourly relations   with Pakistan . . . 

SHRI BHUPESH   GUPTA :   Do   not SHRI   PITAMBER DAS :   He has lef 
quote her. them for you, 
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SHRI S. G. SARDESAI : Yes, he has, ind 
the implications of it you will know in five 
minutes. He did not refer to the question of 
friendly Hindu-Muslim relations within this 
country and he did not refer to ihe sinister 
policies of the British .Government before 
India became free and the sinister policies of 
the Anglo-American mperialists after lnd>a 
became free in the relationship between India 
and Pakistan. They are just three minor points 
for him. They are so insignificant for him that 
he joes not even consider it necessary to men-
;ion the question of good neighbourly rela-
tions, to mention the question of Hindu-
Muslim amity inside the country, to mention 
the question of   imperialist    intrigues    with 
egard to Indo-Pakistan relations. I want to 
assert that it is precisely because of these 
three reasons which are upper most in the 
ninds of crores and crores   of Indians   that 
hey have welcomed the Simla Agreement. 

Now, first and foremost I want to refer to 
the question of imperialist intrigues. MI the 
time he was saying Pakistan did his, Bhutto did 
this, Ayub Khan did this, io and so did this. 
Very true. May I ask lim a simple question 
because it is necessary n this debate. First and 
foremost who was irimarily responsible for the 
creation of 'akistan ? I ask this in all sense of 
res-lonsibillty. I say not Mr. Mohammad Ali 
innah, not the Muslim League, it was the Jritish 
Government which was primarily esponsible for 
the creation of Pakistan . . . I 

SHRI BANARSI DAS (Uttar Pradesh) : 
^nd the CPl also. 

SHRI S. G. SARDESAI : You will not 
inderstand the CPI. I am dealing with the timla 
Agreement now, not the CPI. I am tiling you 
something whicn you should now. As early as 
1905 and 1906 Minlo's teminiscences point 
out that long before tie Muslim League went to 
Lord Minto for separate electorate, it was 
Minto who lought of the separation, of a 
separate lectorate. It was he who suggested to 
the aders of the Muslim League in 1909. In 
930 the representatives of the Muslim eague 
appeared before the Joint Parlia-lentary 
Committee with regard to the idian 
Constitution. It was the British abourites, the 
Conservatives, on the Joint arliamentary 
Committee in Great Britain ho  asked   the   
Muslim   League  leaders, j 

"Don't you want Pakistan ?" They replied "No, 
no, some student has written it." There again it 
was the British rulers who first brought in the 
question of Pakistan. That thing has continued 
even after independence. When India went to 
the United Nations with the complaint that the 
raiders had come through Pakistan, Zafrullah 
Khan was there in the United Nations and he 
was turning and twisting just to explain how 
they came from Pakistan. It was the British 
representatives, it was the American repre-
sentatives, who first said in the United Nations 
that Jammu and Kashmir has the right of self-
determination. Of course, I am not excusing the 
leaders, the rulers, of Pakistan. What I am 
saying is, what hurt me, what offended me, 
most in the speech of Dr. Mahavir was there 
was no one mention of the fact that formerly it 
was the British rulers, it was the imperialists, 
who intensified the Hindu-Muslim conflict. 
And after Pakistan it is once again the Anglo-
American rulers who are intensifying this. If he 
had first pointed out this and then he had come 
to Bhutto, 1 would understood it. But not one 
word about the British imperialism, not one 
word about the American imperialism who are 
pouring billions and billions of dollars of 
military aid into Pakistan. Then I say it is the 
voice of America, it is Nixon's voice, it is not 
the voice of Indian patriotism. How do you 
forget this ? And that is precisely why I say that 
the common Indian for decades and decades, in 
the last hundred years, fought for freedom and 
always wanted Hindu-Muslim friendship. He 
knows it is the imperialists who created 
Pakistan. So the moment he feels some 
opportunity is open, some chance is there, to 
keep imperialist intervention outside, to have 
direct contacts with Muslim leaders, that very 
moment, the good heart of the Indian concept 
sees that there is some hope . . . (Interruption) 
that is the meaning of bilateral talks—The most 
important thing is I would welcome and my 
party welcomes this Simla Agreement. Once 
again the situation is arising and here is the 
Indian mind asserting itself, that is, if you can 
keep out imperialists, if you keep out their 
intrigues. I believe, if not today tomorrow, if 
not tomorrow the day after tomorrow, our 
differences enn be settled ; sooner or later we 
can settle these differences. That is my 
fundamental difference with what Dr. Mahavir 
said. I may repeat a hundred times,   you   do 
not  have a word 
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of condemnation about the Americans, you do 
not have a word of condemnation about the 
Britishers, and you are only accusing the 
leaders of Pakistan. This is something which 
no Indian is ever going to tolerate And that is 
what is in your mind. Let me pass on step by 
step to the other things you were saying. The 
first thing which strikes most Indians who 
want peaceful relations with Pakistan, who 
want good neighbourly relations with Pakistan 
is . . . 

SHRI BANARSI DAS : Why Roosevelt 

(Interruption) 
SHRI S. G. SARDESAI : Please listen to 

me. I am talking of Nixon, not of Roosevelt. 
Please listen to me. Why do you fight your 
battles with me ? Why are you shouting at me 
? While I am attacking the   Americans, why 
should   you   be hurt ? 

(Interruptions) 

A question has been raised about Kashmir. 
I want to be very blunt and straight about it. 
Surely our position is that the accession of 
Kashmir to India is correct and val'd and it 
stands. Surely, we have taken that position. 
But whatever may be the legal position, the 
fact remains that four invasions have been 
there. The fact remains that this question has to 
be settled as a question of history. I am not 
going into the legal rights and so on. I am 
asking a straight question. Should we go to 
war with Pakistan for the liberation of the 
occupied Kashmir territory ? And so long as 
there is imperialistic intervention, there will be 
no solution whatsoever to this problem. Now, 
war must be ruled out. If you rule out war, 
then what is to be done to solve the problem ? 
What was the position of the rulers and leaders 
of Pakistan all these days ? Their position 
was—till recently even Bhuto's position was 
this—"Whatever may happen in Kashmir, the 
people there are our oppressed brethren. We 
will enter Kashmir and we will liberate them". 
That has been their position. On this particular 
point the Simla Agreement is absolutely clear, 
that there will be no intervention through 
infiltrators or otherwise. There is a specific 
clause there. It further goes to say that the 
ceasefire line after 17th December is not to be 
violated. All these years the position   of  the   
Pakistani rulers has been 

that they have the right to go in and liberate the 
people there. Now for the first time the rulers 
of Pakistan said that they cannit go. This is the 
change. This is the nevv thing which has 
happened, After this, if you sav you want to 
negotiate, what is wrong in it ? 

Another point is th's. The Prime Minister 
was accused just no .v. Sardar Swaran Singh 
was accused. I want the Foreign Minister to be 
very frank on this point. There is no d.iu)t that 
the question has been reopened. If you >vant to 
argue like a lawyer, it is a dilTe-ent mitter. But 
what is the position ? I want to remnd this 
House that it was the late Pan lit J ivii trial 
Nehru who, years agi, offered to Pakistan that 
"if you are prepared to settle on the cease-fire 
line and accept it as a permanent, international 
line, I am prepared to consider it." Qjota'ions 
have been given from that great patriot. Tnis 
was the offer made by him. We all know it. If 
that is so and if in the course of this entire 
development in the coning years a certain 
situation arose when the ceasefire line with 
certain changes is accepted as the intern uional 
line, I want to ask, will the Heaveis com; d:>.vn 
? I wait to ask this straight question. Of ourse, it 
will be with the sanction of Parliament. I do not 
want that to be dine at the back of Parliament. 
We say Parliament is supreme and I am 
supremely confident that if that issue comes 
before Parliament as a practical question, the 
wisdom of Parliament and crores and crores of 
Indians will come to this conclusion that rather 
than going to war with Pakistan and keeping this 
question eternally pending and thus opening up 
chances for China and America to intervene. this 
is in the interests of the wholecountry. . . 

(Interruptions) 
SHRI  BANARSI DAS :   On   a  point of 

order. . . 

SHRI S. G. DARDESAI  :   I   am   not yi 
elding. . . . 

(Interruptions) SHRI BANARSI 
DAS : I am on a point of order. . . 

SHRI S.   G.   SARDESAI   :   No,   Sir. 
What I am saying. . . 
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SHRI S. D. MISRA : He is on a point of 
order. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : But he is 
not yielding. 

SHRI S. D. MISRA : On a point of order, 
Sir. 

 
(Interruptions) 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : No, this is 
no point of order. 

SHRI S. G. SARDESAI : This is a 
distortion of what 1 said, I said that Parliament 
is suprems, that Parlismsnt is sovereign and 
that the Indian people are supreme and the 
issue should not be decided and will not be 
decided without the supremacy of Parliament 
and Parliament has to decide that. I said that if 
and when the issue comes, Parliament has 
surely got the right to change the position It is 
not wrong. I am saying that Parliament should 
do it and that it has got the right to do. I am not 
saying that you should do it against the 
Constitution. But I am giving the opinion that if 
and when the issue arises, we would know 
what the opinion of the Indian masses will be, 
what the opinion of Parliament will be and the 
opinion of Parliament and the Indian masses 
will be this : "Settle the issue for good. Let us 
be friends and let us go ahead." . . . 
(Interruptions). I am stating my opinion, when 
the time comes, we will see what the opinion of 
the Indian masses and this Parliament will be. 

Now, Sir, I want to go to another question. 
. . They talked of Patriotism. . . (Interruptions) 
. . We all know who are patriots. . . 

(Interruptions) 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Please let 
him go on. 

SHRI S.G. SARDESAI :   I am placing 

all my cards en the table.   We Communists do 
not hide our views. 

Sir, the last point is the question which 
has been raised and that is about the trust 
worthiness. Can Mr Bhutto be trusted ? 
This is the most important question which 
perturbed Dr. Mahavir very much. I have 
to give a reply to him. Now, Sir in politics, 
one word nowaydays has become very com 
mon and we should fully understand that 
word and that word is "reality", that word 
is "realism". The question is not about the 
subjective sincerity or insincerity of any 
person; the quetion is not about the subjec 
tive honesty or dishonesty of a certain per 
son ; but it is about the completely changed 
situation which has come about in the 
recent times. And what is the change in 
the situation that has come about, not 
only after 1962, but after 1965, particularly 
during the last one year or two ? First o 
all, the whole part of what was formerlf 
East Pakistan has gone out. Thay 
is      point       one. That        is      mucht 

more   important.    You   are   quoting   from 
Mr. Bhutto's speaches.    One   thing  he has said   
again   and   again.    They   went to the. United   
Nations;   they   joined the SEATOt They    
joined      the    CENTO     they     gos two     
billion     dollers    worth      of     army aid from 
America;   and   they   have got ana amount of 
aid fiom China   So they pursue, a policy of  
confrontation.    But, ultimately^ what did they 
gain ? They lost East BengaV' Now Sir, this is a 
question of experience. It is a question   of 
reality.    Now,  my point is this :   Granting   for 
the   sake   of argument that Mr. Bhutto is 
extremely unsteady, that he is cheating   us—I 
am not arguing for his honesty—even Mr.   
Bhutto   has to see that 25 years of  confrontation   
together with the American   support,   together   
wiih the UN, SEA To, CENTO and China, has 
not bought him Kashmir, but the confrontation 
has made them lose East Bengal.    Now, this is 
something   which    even   a   man   with bad 
intentions   can   see.    You   are  raising the 
question   of  honesty and dishonesty, trust-
worthiness and  untrustworthiness.    But, my 
point is that you should know the reality in 
Pakistan.    The   main   running   thread   of Mr. 
Bhutto's speech this time is this j   "We did this. 
But it has not given us dividends". You can take 
the entire speech.    The main running thread of 
his speech   is this  :  "We followed a path which 
did not get us what we wanted.  We wanted 
Kashmir". That is why 
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are they changing. My point is that you must 
see the change in th; s i tua t ion .  The whole 
situation has changed. This is the most 
important point. 

Now, take the question of the democratic 
forces inside West Pakistan. Does not Mr. 
Bhutto see this ? On the question of langu 
age, that is, Sindhi and Urdu, for the first 
time Mr. Bhutto has made a compromise 
which, in Pakistan, earlier no one could do, 
no one dared to do. Did Mr. Ayub 
Khan do it ? Did Mr. Yahya Khan do it ? 
They       could       not       do     it. But, 

Mr. Bhutto has done it. Then, take the 
discontent in Baluchistan; take the discontent in 
Sind; and take the discontant the North-West 
Frontier Province. Mr. Bhutto understands that 
if this question is to be settled, if the unity of 
Pakistan is to be maintained, the policy of 
confrontation with India cannot be pursued, any 
more. "If you pursue a confronlation with India, 
military dictatorship in Pakistan is inevitable. 
You cannot have confrontation with India and 
follow the other course". 

Another thing — the most interesting thing 
— which struck me when Bhai Mahavir was 
speaking was that I thought his entire speech 
was just like a Jamait-e-Islami speech in the 
Pakistan's National Assembly . . . 
(Interruption) They denounced    President   
Bhutto.    For what ? For 
selling   out   Pakistan   to   India"--------- just 
as Bhai Mahavir was denouncing our Prime 
Minister for selling India to Pakistan . . . 
(Interruptions). There they are saying to 
President Bhutto, "You are a coward; you have 
gone back; you have sold ourselves; you have 
sold our principles". I hope Bhai Mahavir will 
learn at least something from  them. 

But the point is not that. The point is that 
whether it is Bhai Mahavir or Jamait-e-Islami, 
both them forget America and Great Britain. 
That is my point : America and Great Britain 
are very much there down to this moment. 
They are there, unfortunately for us, Chinese 
are there. The direct reference to Kashmir in 
the Nixon-Chou statement indicates that they 
have still got interest in these matters: they 
want to precipitate matters: they want to 
continue the tension. In this situation, if you 
end the confrontation, if you put an end to the 
situation where India and Pakistan are kept at 
logger heads that is a good day  for us; 

that is a happy day for us. Sooner or later, we 
will settle all our differences. I am not saying 
that Bhutto is fully dependable. He would not 
change overnight. But you must see the history. 

Now, the whole question has been raised 
here whether we should have confidence in 
Bhutto or we should have confidence in the 
Indian people. I may simply say : You should 
have confidence in history. There is such a thing 
as history of Asia and history of the world. And 
step by step we can go on. 

Another point that I would like to make, 
Mr. Deputy Chairman, is to the Treasury 
Benches. That is also necessary. Particularly in 
recent statements we find it very often being 
said that now we are having billateral talks and 
all these kinds of things should eliminate 
intervention of any third party. Very good. I 
am not for the intervention of any foreign 
party, including the Soviet Union. 1 want to 
make it perfectly clear before you ask me this 
question . . . (Interruptions). That is your 
disease which I am anticipating . . . 

 
SHRI S. G. SARDESAI ; I want to ask this 
question. In the Uniled Nations, from the very 
beginning, the Soviet Union has stood by us. In 
the matter of Bangla Desh they stood by us. on 
Goa they stood by us I want to know which is 
the issue on which they did not stand by us. 
They have absolutely accepted it as a principle 
that we should settle our differences ourselves. I 
do not want any intervention. But so far as our 
Indian history is concerned — pre-Inde-
pendence and post-Independence •- it is the 
Anglo-Americans who have always intervened. 
The Soviet Union has never intervened. You do 
not have a shred of evidence of any such rols of 
the Soviet Union. There is no such evidence. If 
that is so, I am entitled to know as to why you 
go on bracketing the two together : This is like 
the Grammarian Panini who bracketed together 
the dog and the Lord Indra because the two form 
the same group of nouns in Sanskrit. But politics 
is not gramnar. Here I 4 P.M. am talking of 
politics. 1 am talking of history; I am not talking 
of the real role ef the eountry in this world. The 
two   should   not be bracketed together. 
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We have a Friendship   Treaty with a certain 
couniry.     Let us not do it. 

So, what I am saying is, I fully welcome 
this Agreement; my Party welcomes it, wel-
comes it for the first time because inperia-list 
intervention gets no chance, 

I do not think that any ruler of Pakistan 
will have to change. History bihovcs him. 
Therefore, a new prospect is there of new 
tendencies in the support of democratic forces 
all over the world. Let us go ahead with 
confidence; I am sure we can go ahead with 
confidence and determination. 

Let me once again repeat. Having made 
certain kinds of concessions, against which the 
Jana Sangh will shout, similar concessions, 
will have to be made. I am not going into the 
future. In the past, Nehru was attacked; 
Mahatma Gandhi was attacked. I would go a 
step further. In 1916, when Lokmanya Tilak 
made the Lucknow Pact—1 have got Tilak's 
speech in my hands—even he was attacked. 
'You are selling out India to Muslims", they 
said. It happened in 1916. This has been the 
continuous shout of Hindu communalism in 
this coutry-before independence and after 
independence.    Let us ignore it. 

Only one thing I will state. Dr. Bhai 
Mahavir's speech reminded rae of a story of 
Bernard Shaw. Bernard Shaw went to see a 
play written by himself. There the audience 
shouted "Come to the stage". Shaw went to the 
stage. One man in the audience shouted "Boo". 
Shaw said to him "even if I were to agree wtth 
you, but we are in a hopeless minority". Thank 
you. 

DR. BHAI MAHAVIR: Good pleading for 
the Soviet Union. 

SHRI VIDYA PRAKASH DUTT 
(Nominated) : Mr. Deputy Chairman, Sir, I 
should like to consider the Agreement arrived 
at Simla between the leaders of the two 
countries in a somewhat larger context. I 
should like to point out to this House the 
framework in which the world moves and the 
framework in which the present national 
developments have taken place. 

I believe that we can shut our eyes to 
what is happening around the world only to 

our  own   peril.     If   we   look around   the 
world, and if we delve into   the   history   of the   
last   twenty-five   years,   especially    the 
history after the second jWorld   War,   what do   
we   find ?    We   find   that   everywhere there 
was the hand of big and small powers, 
everywhere there was foreign intervention— 
whether in Korea or in   Indo-China   or   in 
Germany   or   in   West   Asia   or in Africa. 
Everwhere    there   has   been   the   hand   of 
foreign intervention.     And   what   has   been 
the result of this foregin intervention? What has 
been the result of trying to   get   results, trying 
to a hieve peace   through   third   parties ?    The 
result has   been   that   countries have been torn 
asunder, nttions have   been divided, peoples   
have   been   pulled   apart, neighbours have   
been   pitted   against   one another.  It has 
created   vicious   spheres   of influence    All   
this   has   been  the result of foreign   
intervention,   all   this   has been the result   of   
trying    to    get    what you want through   third   
parties,   through   the    good offices of other   
countries. Learn one lesson which the people of  
Germany   have   learnt and they learnt it to   
their   better   cost.    If there is one lesson that 
the people of Korea have learnt, they have also   
learnt it to their better cost. And if there   is one 
lesson   that the people of  Africa  and   West   
Asia   are painfully  learning, it is that   the   
resolution of the problems lies in their taking   
matters in their own   hands   and  excluding   
foreign intervention. Sir, we can only look   at 
what is happening   in Indo-China,    in   
Vietnam. Though I am not blaming anybody I 
am only pointing out the   facts that   when   
Vietnam was burning, when   it   was   being   
bombed, maimed and crippled,   being destroyed 
yard by yard, foot by foot, and   almost   inch   
by inch there were other big powers concluding 
agreements among   themselves.    Now I am not 
blaming them for concluding agreements among 
themselves. They thought that it was necessary,   
in   their   interests,   to   conclude them but what 
I am pointing  out to you, to this   House,   is   
the moral and that is that whatever the powers do 
would   be   in   their interests, no matter who 
burns, who is killed who dies.  And what    has    
been    our    own experience ? For 20 years or 
more we have had foreign intervention in (he 
sub-continent we have had   foreign   powers   
meddling   in our affairs.   That is one aspect of 
it.    You may not agree with it but the facts are 
there and   it   is   for   others   to   draw the 
moral. What I am saying is that our own 
experience in India of foreign   powers meddling 
in our 
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affairs has been that in the case of every prob-
lem that has come up before them they have 
looked at it in the content of their own interests, 
in the context of their own needs and objectives, 
in the context of what was happening elsewhere 
in the world, and not necessarily in the context 
of the merits of the case at all. We know for 
instance that there have been foreign powers 
who have taken interest, who have had their 
finger in the pie so to say in the affairs of the 
subcontinent for the last twenty years or so and 
what has been the yardstick, what has been the 
criterion of looking at those things ? I do not 
want to delve into ancient history but 1 should 
only like to mention what was the attitude 
towards Pakistan of one great power and why 
that attitude was adopted. Well, I would only 
quote the Director of Mutual Security 
Administration, Mr Harold Stassen, who 
defended military aid to Pakistan in these words 
: 

"We feel that Pakistan will become a 
second Turkey. They are a stalwart people 
and will provide an achor in the Near East. 
We have one another in the Eastern 
Mediterranean pretty well developed and 
at the end, the Near East the protection has 
been weak. Now we are develooping what 
may be an opposite anchor in Pakistan, It 
may be a slow process. Things might be 
upset but that is the direction in which we 
are moving." 

Therefore the support to Pakistan v. s in order 
to make ii another Turkey, in order to 
strengthen their sheet anchor in this part of the 
world, no! because Pakistan was right on 
Kashmir or Pakistan was right in its disputes 
with India  Their approach was not determined 
by tl.: fact that India was wiong or India's po 
lion in Kashmir was not morally right bu; the 
approach to Pakistan was determined by the 
fact that Pakistan had to play the role of a 
Turkey in this part of the world. 

Similarly we know what role another great 
power has played, that is, China We know that 
China has been functioning on the premise that 
our enemy's enemy is our friend, that we 
should have a counterpoise against India, we 
should have a counterweight against India in 
Pakistan. Therefore the question was not 
whether the struggle of 

the people of Bangla Desh was jus: and moral 
or not, whether the people were fighting 
against injustice and for principles or not, but 
the question was would Pakistan be weakened 
as a count r-weight against India. Therefore as 
I said we know what has been our experience 
of foreign meddling in our affairs. Mr. Deputy 
Chairman, this is one aspect of the situation, 
one aspect of the problem that I would like to 
present to the House. 

There is the other   aspect of it too and that is 
the developing situation in the world. the trends 
in the world of what is   happening all around.    
I would   like   to  say   that this is the decade of 
detente.      If the fifties could be called ihe 
decade of the   cold   war and the   sixties   
could   be called the decade of  thaw and   
reorganisation,   the   seventies could    be   
called   the   decade   of   detente. There is the 
USSR detente.    There   is   the U. S.—China 
detente.    There is   the West-East German 
detente.    There is the North-South Korea 
detente.      There is detente in Europf.    Now 
this detente   obviously has a certain meaning 
and   a  certain   implication for this country 
also, and   that   implication is. while the world   
is   going   towards   one direction, there are 
voices here,   shrill   and strident, which 
demand that we   go   in   the opposite direction.    
While   countries of the world are searching for 
new ways and areas of   co-oreration,    of   
peace   and   stability, unforlun; tely, some 
people here are looking for new ways and   
areas   of enlarging    the conflict and 
consequently of  foreign middling and 
interference.    Mr.   Deputy   Chairman, Sir, it 
is a matter of   regret   that any effort at peace is 
being described as   a   sellout and any attempt   
at   lowering   tensions is   referred to   is a 
betrayal, that any approach in balance and   
sanity   is described as surrender     Sir, this   
logic   wns   abandoned long    ago    in    ;he   
four walls of the White House    of   the   
American    Administration. This ai'pioach was 
buried deep in the plants of   Europe   and   this   
concept   has     been scuttled even at the 30th 
Paralbl   in Korea. I am reminded of the words   
of   Jawaharlal Nehru that in the fifties to   talk 
of peace as if    it was   an   appeasement   was 
dangerous nonsense   and we   should not 
submit to   it. This House will recall that only 
two decades ago to talk of peace was   heresy   
for  some countries   of   tne world.    Whether   
it was Korea, whether it was   Indo-China, 
whether 
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it was Palestine, whether it was Europe, any 
effort, any movement,   towards   peace,   any 
mention   of   peace   was  considered to   be 
tantamount   to   softness,   to   surrender,   to 
appeasement.    And when   I heard this talk about 
surrender and appeasement, my   mind went back 
to those days and   I said to myself, "Haven't we 
heard these words before?" There was a time in 
the   fifties when, whenever we put forward   any   
peace  proposals, immediately we were   accused   
of   appeasement, of being soft to certain   
countries,   of surrendering     They   said   that   
Panchsheel was born in Sind ?    And where   are   
those cold warriors now ?    Today, a chief propo-
nent of the theory of appeasement   goes   to the 
path of revolution and declares his faith in 
Panchsheel.    It is in black   and white in the 
communique that has come from Peking And 
then it goes to the citadel   of  communism and 
negotiates other agreements.    B'Jt unfortunately 
there are cold    warriors   here who have learnt 
nothing and forgotten every thing. The    United   
States   gave   a   decent burial to its 
McCarthyism but, unfortunately the Indian 
variety of   McCarthyism has not yet been dealt 
with. Sir, there have been history   h u n d e d    
years    of wars, five hundred years of enmi.y 
small wars, big wars religious wars, even global 
wars,   between   countries. But where are all 
those conflicts and   enmities today ? Today, 
history   mocks at those conflits and those  
enmities.     Today, those very countries, which 
had enjag;d   in   such prolonged  conflicts   and  
periods of ennity are now engaged in the exercise   
of   finding areas of peace, of trying to find  
agreements. Now, certainly sometimes a war is   
cast   on the people, and whenever a war is thrust 
on the people, they have to fight.    People have 
to fight for th-ir independence, and we hive 
fought for our   independence   many     times 
before, and if   we  have   to do it again, we will   
have   to   do   it again.  But to make a virtue of 
war a principle of conflict, a policy of hatred, is 
what   I   would   call disastrous nonsense      To 
talk all   the time in the language of war and 
victory is   to   ignore    the lesson of history, the 
warning of   experience and the trend of presenl-
day    developments. Unfortunately, there   are 
people for   whom the only term   of  reference   
in the world is what ei ther    Israel does   or   
what   Formosa does.  1 have nothing against 
Israel.    I wish the people of Israel well.    I hope 
there will be  peace there,   but   certainly   you 
cannot say that Israel has set a   model of  
conduct 

in   this   world.     Certainly   you cannot say 
that what Israel   has   done   is   worthy   of 
emulation by everybody else in   this   world. In 
fact, the   model   of  conduct that   Israel has 
established is a model which most people agree 
should not be followed by   the rest of the   
world,   that   is, conquest and retaining the 
fruits of aggression.      Now, for the first time a 
beginning has been made.      A   first step has 
been taken.    For the first time the foreign 
powers had no   rule to play in what was 
happening in Simla.    After   the   194-7-48 
conflict, the Western powers entered the scene.    
After the   1962   conflict   a number o! 
gentlemen cams here and   under cover of 
assistance put pressure on us for negotiations 
with Pakistan.    After 1965   we   had   Tash-
kent.      We   do   not   have   to be apologetic 
about Tashkent.      I do not think there was 
very much to be proud of Tashkent. At the same   
time,   there   is   no   doubt   that some 
countries did look up to   other   powers   in 
order to resolve the   problems here.    Now, for 
the first time, a   move has been made, a step   
has been   taken   towards   a   bilateral 
discussion   of   the    problems    and   issues, 
keeping out the foreign hands.   Is this good or 
is this bad ?    Is this   to be welcomed or is this 
to be decried ?    At the same time, it seems to 
me that, some realisation is seeping down 
among the people in the neighbouring country 
that   foreign    intervenlion   has   got them 
nowhere, that it is   in   their   interests and our 
interests that we should resolve our problems 
directly.     Should   not   this   trend be 
encouraged ?   Should not this   trend be taken 
forward ?  Should we not give a positive 
direction to this   trend ?    It has   been said 
again and again that   Mr. Bhutto   has been 
insincare.    Will, Sir, in   tht first   instance, Mr. 
Bhutto will not   be a   convert if he were to 
hear the   deba'e here.    Some of the things said 
today would   not make   him a convert to a 
policy of friendship   towards this country.    
However, that apart, I should like to rem.nd the    
House   that   sincerity is not regarded as a 
particular virtue   in international relations   and 
the   question   is not one of   siucetity or   
insincerity.    Are   those people sincere who 
talked of revolution yesterday and talk of  
dialogues  today ?    Are those people sincere 
who preached holy war of freedom yesterday   
and of  peaceful   coexistence today ?   Are 
those   people sincere who talk about the 
independence   and freedom of  the   people   of 
Bangladesh   today, but who  did   not   
distinguish   between one 
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Pakistani and another only a few years ago ? 
The question is not one of sincerity or 
insincerity in international relations. The 
question is what is the actual objective 
situation to which you are reacting, to which 
you are responding, what is the situation faced 
by us ? There is a certain situation and that 
situation is that there is a certain reality. There 
are certain realities. One such reality is the 
emergence of Bangladesh as a friendly, 
progressive, non-aligned, democratic country. 
That reality cannot be wished away by Mr. 
Bhutto, whether he is sincere or insincere. A 
second reality is that the war in 1971 did take 
place and it had certain consequences. The 
reality of the war and the reality of the 
consequences of that war cannot be wished 
away. Certainly another reality is that India 
emerged as a stronger force to reckon with, to 
deal with in this sub-continent. Therefore, India 
has emerged as a more viable and stronger and 
stable country. That reality cannot be wished 
away whether Mr. Bhutto is sincere or 
insincere. Therefore, my submission is that we 
cannot go on looking under the carpet to see 
what the other person's motives are, whether 
the person is sincere. We have to look at the 
objective situation as to whether the person has 
any other alternative and whether he has some 
other course of action he can take. 

It has been said again and again in this 
House that we did this or we did that. I should 
like to say tint there were two or three 
objectives for which this country was fighting, 
and this country had accepttd those objectives. 
Those objectives had been made quite clear 
before the end of the war. Objective number 
cue as that the people of Bangla Desh will have 
the right to decide their own future. Objective 
number two was lhat those people who had 
come here and sought shelter here would be 
sent back in honour so that they could go back 
and live there peacefully. The third objective 
was that we had no territorial claims against 
Pakistan, no territorial ambitions against 
Pakistan, that our objectives in fighting the war 
in the west were limited, limited to resisting the 
aggression, to meeting the aggression. Why 
then those objectives were not challenged at 
that time 7 Nobody challenged those   
objectives at that 

time. Therefore, today for someone to say that 
those objectives have been sacrificed is flying 
in the face of reality. 

It has also been said that there is no 
package. Statements of Mi. Bhutto have been 
quoted. Unfortunately, Mr. Deputy Chairman, 
this business of quoting people is a very 
difficult and a very unrewarding process 
because you can quote it eitger way, Did some 
of my friends expect Mr. Bhutto to go back to 
Pakistan and say, "I am sorry, I have 
surrendered everything ; I am a defeated man ; 
this agreem;nt is iimosed on me ; please take 
it" ? Did they except Mr. Bhutto to say that ? 
Would he have gone before his people in 
sackcloth and ashes and have said, "Well, my 
countrymen, I have lost everything, India has 
won everything, here is the statement" ? I am 
sure nobody is so naive as to expect that this 
kind of thing would happen. 

There are various other things which can be 
quo'ed from Mr Bhutto, and Mr. Bhutto himself 
has said that the real question is the question of 
relationship with India. What kind of 
relationship do the people of Pakistan want 
with India ? That is the real question. He has 
also said that the right of self-determination 
was lost in 1948. I do not want to quote all 
those things Mr. Iihutto has said. Mr. Bhutto 
has also sa d that those who are asking for 
confrontati m with India  are agent provo-
cateurs. Mr. Bhutto has also said that if they 
want to fight, they will have to ha>'e another 
leader. Mr. Bhutto has also said that Pakistan 
cannot fight India for another five or ten or 
fifteen years. That i s what he said. That does 
not matter. That is not the question, what Mr. 
Bhutto said or did not say. The question is, 
what is the objective reality, is there package or 
not 7 I say thei\i is a package of three points 
which has emerged out of the Simla Agree-
ment. Number one is that the two countries 
shall resolve t oeir differences through peaceful 
means an i b i la te ra l  negsiiations, and this 
also I say tint for the first time it has been 
stated so explicitly that the two countries will 
resolve all their issues bilaterally and through 
peaceful negotiations. Of course you can say 
that they can go back to the United   Nations.     
Even   if   you    have   an 
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agreem;nt saying in bla:'c and white that there 
will be reference to the United Nations, daes it 
bind any leader of Pakistan not to take it to the 
United Nations. Does it bind any leader in this 
country not to take any problem anywhere ? 
The question is what is the spirit behind. I say 
that what has emerged out  of the   packaae is 
that the 

two conntries have agreed to resolve their dif-
ferences through bilaieral means and through 
peaceful negotiations. The second package is 
that there will bs no unilateral altering of the 
situation. There will be no support to 
subversion, there will be no clandestine arms 
supplies given, there will be no activities 
which will tend to change the situation in the 
sub-continent which is already existing. 
Thirdly, gradual steps will be taken to promote 
friendly relations between the two countries. I 
say this is the package, and what we have to 
consider is, is it a package worth looking at or 
not ? Is it a package in our interests or not ? Is 
it a package which advances the interests of 
the two countries this is only the beginning, or 
not ? Now, I realise that this is only the first 
step. Nobody has claimed that we have solved 
all the problems .v:ih Pakistan. There are miles 
and miles to go. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : You have 
taken quite some time. 

DR. VIDYA PRAKASH DUTT :    For 
25 years now there has been a conflict, there 
has been cold peace, there has been hot war. 
Whom does it all benefit ? These bloated 
military budgets, the suicidal arms race, this 
crushing poverty of the people— whom does 
all this benefit ? Certainly not the people of 
India or the people of Pakistan or the people of 
Bangla Desh. Vigilance is always called for. 
But if there is a chance for peace,  let us grap 
it. 

In the end. I would say that the situation is 
being transformed in the sub-continent, that 
there is a new movement in Pakistan, in India 
and in Bangla Desh. that the people are 
realising that the era of conflict is over, there 
is the begining of a new thinking, and if this 
new thiking can be encouraged and developed, 
if the people of this sub-continent come 
together in peace and cooperation this 
subcontinent will be a force to reckon with in 
the whole world. 

SHRI   A.  P.   JAIN   (Uttar   Pradesh) : Mr. 
Deputy Chairman, we on this   side  of the 
House have certain objectives before us. We 
want a certain type of peaceful order to be 
established in the world, we do not want 
confrontation, we want peace  to   be   estab-
lished in this sub-continent between its different 
components, India.   Bangla   Desh  and Pakistan 
.    It is in that light that we evalute the Simla   
Agreement.    On   the   countary, there are some 
friends here   in   this   House who look at it 
otherwise.    They consider it to be bad.    Now, 
Dr. Bhai Mahavir, about the  end   of  his   
speech,   pleaded   that the Jana Sangh   had   
given   some   amendments and they want this 
Motion might be accepted with his amendments.    
Let   us   understand the implications of it.     It 
will be   a   virtual denial of the Simla 
Agreement.    And what are the options open ?    
Either we revert to the position of the last 25 
years when   there have been three or four wars 
with   Pakistan and a whole period of cold-war. 
Or we make another war upon Pakistan.    Is it 
that they want ?    I am sure that it is not their 
intention.    But the   unavoidable result   of  
what they say is, declare a war or revert to   con-
formation of the last 25 years. Now, certain 
other consequences may also flow.     If there is 
a break with Pakistan that   if   the   Simla 
Agreement   is   repudiated,   then    the    big 
powers,   the   outside   powes,   which   have 
been interfering in the affairs, of their  area 
might again be brought into the picture.    It is   
possible   that   Mr.   Bhutto   may lose his 
office.    And what is the alternative ?    The 
alternative will be military rule   there.    So, we   
have   to   see   what   is  going to be the 
consequences   of  the    repudiation   of  this 
Agreement.    And  judging  from    that,     I 
have no doubt in my mind that  this   Agreement   
is   a   good   Agreement,   it is a sound 
Agreement.    It is an Agreement which may 
lead to the stabilisation of the   situation   in the 
sub-continent.  It is an Agreement which aims at 
keeping the   foreign   powers   which have been 
interfering in   the   affairs   of the sub continent   
for  a   long time away from this   area.    It   is   
an   Agreement   which  if successful will bring 
in about  peace  in   this area.    Another point 
raised   by   Dr.    Bhai Mahavir was that we 
made tall claims about this   Agreement.    Sir,   
anybody   who   goes through the statement 
made by the   hon'ble Foreign Minister   here  
yesterday,   will   find that   they   did   not sit   
in the   Simla  Conference as a victor and a   
vanquished.     We sat there as equal   parties   to   
negotiate   an 
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agreement. Is that a tall claim ? He has himself 
quoted the Prime Minister. She is reported to 
hive said that it was a worthwhile Agreement. 
In fact what the Government have said so far 
about this Agreement is a very modest claim It 
is a beginning. It opens the channel for further 
negotiation. We want these negotiations to be 
successful. We want peace with Pakistan. We 
do not want Pakistan to be broken into pieces. 
We do not want chaos in Pakistan. We do not 
want military rule in Pakistan. And therefore, 
we have been quite considerate in dealing with 
Mr. Bhutto. 

Another question has been raised about 
package deal. Dr. Bhai Mahavir could not 
quote the Prime Minister. He could not find 
anything in any of her speeches or 
announcement which promised a package deal. 
Bhai Mahavir appears to have becime very 
fond of Mr. Bhutto, always quoting him and 
finding support from him But even supposing 
we take the literal mealing of package deal. 
Package deal is not necessarily one shot affair. 
Its special significance is that one agreement or 
a number of agreement put together should 
cover all the points on dispute. The agreement 
could not be package deal because it is not the 
final Agreement but a preliminary agreement 
which opens a way for the final agreement. 
That can be package deal. 1 quite agree that 
this is not a package deal. But who said that it 
was going to be a package deal. 

Now, Sir, the main disag-eement in the 
Agreement has centred round three points. One 
is the vacation of the territories occupied by us 
during the !4 days' war. The second is 
repatriation of POWs. The third is about 
Kashmir. Coming (o the first question, let us go 
into history. Did not the Prime Minister make it 
clear even when the war was on that we did not 
have any designs on the territory of Pakistan? 
On 17.12.71 when India ordered unilateral 
cease fire and the Indian forces where in fine 
shape, if we desired our forces could have 
smashed Pakistani armies and occupied much 
larger portion of Pakistan. But we did not want 
to occupy the territory of Pakistan. What we 
wanted was that Bangla Desh should be free. 
Bangla Desh has been freed. Therefore, we 
stopped the Indian army to move forward. But, 
a unilateral cease-fire was declared. It was clear 
that we are not going to keep, if with us    the   
territory  captured 

by forces and they should be returned. I think 
that the agreement has honoured that 
intention. If we had done otherwise we would 
have gnne back upon the word pledged during 
the 14 days' war and we would have done 
something contrary to what was expected 
from the unilateral ceasefire on 17th 
December. 

As regards P.O.Ws., our position is very 
clear that the P.O.Ws. had surrendered both to 
the Indian army and to the Bangla Desh army. 
Their future will have to be decided in 
consultation with Bangla D:sh, and, therefore, 
no vital decision was taken about the P.O.Ws. 

SHRI SYED AHMAD   (Madhya   Pradesh) 
:    You are in a bloody mood. 

 
As regards Kashmir, Dr. Bhai Mahavir 

referred to the last paragraph of the Agreement 
whicli says that the question of the final 
settlement of Kashmir will be taken up later. 
Now we have to understand fully the position 
of Kashmir. Kashmir has acceded to India. The 
whole of Kashmir, whether in our possession 
or in the illegal occupation of Pakistan is 
legally part of India Have we surrendered any 
part of that claim ? Can Dr. Mahavir pMnt out 
to any portion of the Agreement or any 
discussions of talks, formal or informal where 
India  has surrendered that claim ? I would 
respectfully say that we have not. But agai a 
there is the reality. The reality is that a fairly 
large chunk of Kashmir is in the illegal 
occupation of Pakistan. That is a fact which 
neither the Members sitting on the other side 
nor the Members sitting on this side can 
deny. Now if, we want to take back that chunk 
of territory which is in the illegal occupation of 
Pakistan, there are only two ways of doing it. 
The first is, we march our army into Pakistsn. 
We ha/e certainly denied ourselves that right. 
Even the Jan Sangh would not ask us to move 
the India army into Pakistan to recover the 
chunk of territory now in the illegal   
occupation of Pakis- 
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tan. The other way is through negotiations. 
Now, if we stop all negotiations, what does it 
mean ? It means that we accept the status quo 
as it is, namely, that the entire Kashmir 
consisting of portion in our possessions and the 
Kashmir in the illegal occupation of Pakistan 
remains where it is, that in one part of Kashmir 
remains in their occupation and the other part 
of Kashmir remains in our possession. 
Naturally this thin has to be settled. There will 
have to be talks. It does not mean that we are 
going to surrender only territory to Pakistan. 
But you cannot deny that this matrer has to be 
settled. 

Then, Dr. Bhai Mahavir raised another 
objection to what the Foreign Minister is 
supposed to have said in the other House, 
namely, that there will be delineation of the line 
of action control Now for this purpose, we must 
go back a little into the history. In 1948 a 
cease-fire line was declared; it was accepted by 
us, it was accepted by Pakistan. That cease-fire 
line was delineated and on both sides, U. N. 
observe are posted to see that it was observed. 
Unfortunately that cease-fire line has been a 
very flimsy ceasefire line. It has been valid in 
good weather, but with foul whether it had 
shifted to this side and that side. As a result of 
the 1971 war, we occupied about 500 sq. miles 
of the territory of Kashmir whi;h was in the 
illegal occupation of Pakistan. They occupied 
about 50 or 60 sq miles of our territory. Now 
there the position stands. The Agreement 
provides that neither India nor Pakistan would 
violate the line of actual control as it existed on 
the 17th December, 1971. Therefore, a new 
delineations of the actual line control has be 
done. These 500 or 600 sq, miles of territory 
which was in the illegal occupation of Pakistan 
before the 14-day war but is now in our 
occupation will have to de delineated, and the 
50 or 60 miles of territory which was ours and 
which is now in the occupation of Pakistan will 
also have to be delineated. That is all that it 
means. But I would like to point out one thing 
to the Foreign Minister, that after the 17th 
December 1971 Pakistan occupied two of our 
posts in the Lipya Valley. They are still in their 
occupation. The Agreement is explicit that 
India and Pakistad would revert to the position 
as it stood on the 17th December 1971. 
Therefore, we are entitled to the return of these 
two   posts.    The  withdrawal   of the 

Indian forces from the territory of Pakistan 
along Sind and Punjab border, within our 
possession must synchronise with the return of 
the two posts in the Lippa Valley must 
necessarily be returned to India. There are 
many advantages of this Agreement and as 
many speakers before have pointed out future 
our negotiations between India and Pakistan 
will be bilateral. But there are always 
limitations to even solemn agreements. I think 
we Pakistan and ourselves, must avoid the 
interference of any third power whosoever it 
may be, whether an Asian power or American 
or a European I think there are good prospects. 
But we must not forget that the present 
Agreement is only a provisional agreement and 
all what has been agreed here will depend upon 
what happens finally. Assuming—I do not want 
it—that there is a break of negotiations. We 
must understand its implications of what we 
have done. We must try to make a success of 
the agreement. But we must not forget its true 
implications. I commend this Agreement to the 
House, (end) 

SHRI K. P. SUBRAMANIA MENON 
(Kerala) : Mr. Deputy Chairman, our party 
welcomes and supports the Simla Pact arrived at 
between Governmen) of India and Pakistan 
represented respectively by the Prime Minister 
of India and the President of Pakistan. Now it is 
worthwhile recalling here that our party from the 
beginning, that is, since our party was formed as 
a separate party in 1964, and before when our 
party was united, has always asked for and stood 
for good neighbourly relations with Pakistan, 
stood for peace and amity between the peoples 
of India and Pakistan. In fact, the situation was 
such that very often our stand has been misre-
presented, misquoted and distorted and we have 
been maligned many a time as even agents of 
Pakistan. But history has proved us right and our 
pleadings with the Government have proved to 
be the correct thing. Even in 1965 when the then 
General Secretary of our party, Mr. E.MS. 
Nanboodiri-pad, called for a peaceful settlement 
of the disput with Pakistan, he was branded as 
the agent of Pakistan and was even jailed. Now, 
this is part of history. Therefore, our party does 
not not have any inhibition in supporting this 
Pact and thinking it that this is a good beginning 
to start with. In international relations it is very 
nice,   (q   sound     v y 

 



277 Motion re. J2 AUGUST 1972 ] Simla Agreement        278 

courageous, to sound very hardhitting, but 
things do nr>r happen like that. As you know, 
right or wron? is not decided according to tha 
iite-ei's of a particular couitry or even the 
interests of a particular group of countries. Bat 
in international relations right or wrong is 
decided according to the interests of 
dominating powers in the inier-national fhld. 
Therefore, it is not always possible, even if our 
case is completely right, for our country to get 
what we want and it is not alway? possible for 
our country to enforce our will on another 
country. It has been clear that if it is a question 
of right, then the Vietnam war need not drag or 
so long because there is hardly anybody in this 
world who disputes the correctness of the 
Vietnamese people and their stand. Still war 
goes on and the whole world is standing aghast 
at it. Buf nothing happens and no settlement is 
arrived at and the aggressor carries on merrily. 
Therefore, the question of what is right and 
what is wrong is not decided according to 
certain absolute principles, but according to 
certain relative principles which are dictated 
by the dominant powers. 

Secondly, in deciding the foreign policy of 
a country, what is necessary is not to forget the 
long-term interests and not to sacrifice the 
long-term interests for the short-term interests 
or what seem to be the short-term interests. 
This is very important because it may seem to 
us that in the immediate future holding on to 
the territory of Pakistan which our troops had 
occupied during the recent war w;II be better 
for us. But is it worthwhile to hold on to it ? Is 
it good for the policy of c infrontation to 
continue for long ? The history of the last 25 
years has shown that confrontation with 
Pakistan and for that matter Pakista 's policy of 
confrontation with India has not paid 
dividends. It is no consolation to our people 
that Pakistan has suffered more in this policy 
of confrontation than India.  But the fact is 
India has also suffered in this policy of 
confrontation. We have been loaded with a 
heavy defence budget. Our development plant 
and programmes have gone astray and our 
whole approach to international relations has 
been tainted by this policy of confrontation. 
Therefore when we decide on the question of 
international policy or even internal questions. 
we have to go by long-term interes's of the 

country, by the necessity of developing the 
country's economy, by the necessity of deve-
loping the democratic structure of the country 
and by the necessity of having a united and 
contented people within the country. That 
purpose can be served only by abandoning the 
policy of confrontation, by abandoning the big 
defence budgets which are imposed on us by 
necessities and by creating conditions for good 
neighbourly relations with Pakistan. 

In this context I am reminded of an old 
rural proverb of Kerala. In Kerala we say that 
a neighbour, even if he is an enemy is to be 
wood in preference to a friend who is far 
away. This rural wisdom which corresponds to 
the actual reality of life is also applicable in 
international relations. Therefore, Sir, even if 
a neighbour is at times unfriendly, is at times a 
little difficult to deal with, it is always a good 
policy in international relations to woo our 
neighbours to see that our neighbours are 
friendly with us and we have always good 
neighbourly relations with them. 

Therefore taking all these points into 
consideration, we feel that this Pact is a good 
beginning. First of all, Sir, the Pact stipulates 
that the disputes between the two countries 
will be decided by mutural negotiations and 
the chances of imperialist intervention in the 
affairs of the two countries are lessened. I say, 
Sir, definitely it is lessened, because, things 
being what they are, our country and Pakistan 
being dependent on foreign aid, on so many 
other things from the foreign countries, it is 
not always possible for us to keep away the 
pressure of foreign interests, foreign impe-
rialism, from interfering in the affairs of these 
two countries, especially in the relations 
between Pakistan and India and this has been 
so all these years. But, I do not think that by 
this declaration itself all the possibilities of 
imperialist intervention in the relations 
between India and Pakistan have been 
eliminated. But, Sir, the very fact that the 
declaration stipulates and accepts this thing is 
a great advance on what the situation was 
earlier. Therefore, our party welcomes it and 
feels it is necessary to request the Government 
of India to see that this declaration is carried 
out in all its import to the full meining of the 
term and also to   see   that   we do not   give   
any 
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chance for foreign imperialism to interfere in 
the relations between us and our neighbours. 

Then, Sir, the Pact also expresses the desire 
of the two couutries to maintain harmonious 
relations and this is definitely a very good thing. 
All these years, as I have said earlier, both the 
countries have suffered because of the policy of 
enmity pursued by them which gave a chance 
for the foreign imperialism to interfere in our 
affairs. The Pact also gives opportunities for the 
exchange of cultural, journalistic and such other 
terms between the two countries. As you know, 
Sir, the culture of Pakistan, that is Punjab, Sind, 
Baluchistan, the NWFP, etc. is very much akin 
to the culture of North-West India and whatever 
may be the situation, whatever may be the 
present international situation, the fact is that 
essentially the people of North-West India and 
Pakistan are culturally, e'.hnically and in many 
other respects a homognoeus group. Therefore, 
cultural exchange between these countries will 
definitely improve the people-to people 
relations and will pave the way for lessening of 
the tendon between the two countries and will 
pave the way for better understanding of each 
other's standpoint. 

Lastly, Sir, we also support the stipulation 
in the Pact that the two countries will withdraw 
their  forces to the pre-hostility line that is, to 
the international border except in Kashmir. 
Now, Sir, our party has immediately af.er the 
war, also declared that this should be done, 
because, if we are not going to gain anything 
by keeping this territory with us except a 
momentary passion, a momentary emotional 
satisfaction that we are holding another 
country's territory, there is no point in keeping 
it. In the long run it will not help us and 
therefore, it is a good thing that the Pact has 
stipulated that the troops will be withdrawn. 
Lastly ; I come to the question of Kashmir 
which is yet to be the most important dispute 
between the two countries and which has 
dodged our all efforts for peace. For better 
understanding with Pakistan, our policy 
stands—with the^ approval of Parliament, of 
course—for declaring the ceasefire line as the 
international border. 

Now, here I want to remind the   House 
again that whatever  may   b«   our    desires, 

whatever may be our wishes, the fact remains 
that during the last 25 years we have not been 
able to dislodge Pakistan from the territory 
occupied by them. And it is no use saying that 
we will one day be regaining it. It is hardly 
possible. The international situation is not in 
our favour to get this sort of thing done 
because Pakistan has been supported on this 
issue not only by imperialist countries but also 
even by China. . . (Time Bell rings). Therefore, 
Sir, it is worth while for us to have a rethinking 
on the whole issue and settle the whole thing 
and bury the hatchet once for all so that we can 
have a permanent solution for this problem and 
can have good relations with Pakistan. 

Lastly, before concluding, I wish to point 
out one thing. Sir, It is very rarely that the 
Government of India does a good thing. But 
even when it does a good thing, it does it so 
badly. I am referring to the question of 
discussing the issue in Parliament before the 
formal ratification of the pact. Sir, I agree that 
the Constitution does not stipulate that the 
Parliament should ratify it, but propriety 
demands that when the Parliament is about to 
meet and when there is enough time for taking 
action for withdrawal and olher things, wo 
could have discussed this issue in Parliament. 
After all, the Government has got a big 
majority. Therefore, Sir, the Parliament can 
ignore such a frontal attack on its dignity and 
on iis sovereign character only at its own peril 
Therefore, I would say that while the pact is 
good, while we welcome the pact. 
Government's action in rushing through 
ratification of the pact by the President before 
discussing it in Parliament was highly 
improper. And I hope that the Government 
will not try to do [his sort of thing, will not 
perpetuate such an affront to Parliament in 
future. 

MR.   DEPUTY    CHAIRMAN  :     Mr. 
Abu  Abraham. 

SHRI ABU ABRAHAM (Nominated) : 
Mr. Deputy Chairman, Sir, much praise has 
been showered on the Prime Minister in this 
House and in the country as a whole for the 
manner in which she has handled the complex 
and explosive situation in the subcontinent 
during the last eighteen months. I would like to 
add my own simple admiration for the    
firmness   and   cou- 
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rage with which she the led country  in   war as 
well as in peace 

Obviously, if is too optimistic to say that a 
lasting peace has been achieved; nobody has 
made such a claim. A lasting peace will 
depend on many factors, most of which are 
unknown. But it is safe to say that a certain 
beginning has been made for a new and 
happier phase in the relations between India 
and Pakistan. 

Now, this is not the way everyone in this 
country has looked at the situation. The Jana 
Sangh, for instance, has a totally different 
point of view. F.ver since the Simla Treaty was 
concluded, Mr- Atal Behari Vajpayee has been 
jumping to his own conclusions. And though 
has been falling   on  his back, he continues to 
jump. 

In the last few wieks, General Vajpayee 
and his unhappy band of soldiers have been 
waging a war of their own on the Indo-Pakis 
tan border. The spectacle of them rushing in 
where angels fear to tread would have been 
merely comic, and a good subject for cartoons, 
had it not also had its serious implications. 

5 P.M. 

What is serious about it is that a persistent 
attitude of hostility to Pakistan encourages the 
most reactionary elements in Pakistan to take a 
simihr oreven wo;s; attitude to India. These 
elements in Pakistan are the very people who 
have thrived on hostility to India in the last 25 
years, whose only foreign and domestic policy 
had been hatred for India. These are the 
enemies of democracy who have kept the 
people down so long. 

The kind of agitation that we have seen in 
the last few days, the kind of mentality that it 
represents, is a sure way of playing into the 
hands of the extremists in Pakistan. It is also a 
way of helping foreign powers who would like 
to see this region divided and backward. 

The Jan Sangh seems to have completely 
misunderstood the nature of the historical 
forces that have been at wotk on the sub-
continent in the last few years. The most 
important feature that has stood out in all »fe». 
confused happenings   in Pakistan is that 

the people of that country by and large have a 
real longing for democracy. 

The signs are clear.    The   demand   for 
autonomy in the different   provinces  is one 
way of saying ihat the   people   want   more 
democratic freedom.    In the same way, the 
language agitaiion in Sind, the   demand  of the 
nevvs papermen   for  greater   freedom— these 
are all part of the same phenomsnon. In that 
sense, it is important   to know that the Bangla   
Desh   movement   was   not   an isolated event, 
not an aberration, but it was a part of the 
movement for liberation   from oppression.    It 
is part of a general   pattern of history—of post-
colonial   history -which can be called the   
second phase   of the anti-colonial struggle.    
This is the   struggle   for democracy, the 
struggle to clear up the mess left behind by the 
imperial powers and it is happening in many 
parts of Asia and Africa. 

So, what Bhutto may or may not do is in 
this context a comparatively unimportant 
matter. Therefore, I believe that it is the duty of 
all of us in India to help these democratic 
forces. If we fail today to recognise these 
important forces at work in Asia, we shall only 
be isolating ourselves, and ultimately our own 
democracy would be in danger. The way we 
act today will determine whether the people of 
this subcontinent are going to live in peace and 
freedom for generations to come. A great deal, 
therefore, is at stake. 

We should welcome every opportunity for 
developing contacts between India and 
Pakistan on the basis of friendship and 
democracy. The generosity shown by our 
Prime Minister in the negotiations at Simla has 
paved the way for such contacts and co-
operation. We should now think of small 
practical ways in which the two countries can 
come closer together. 

There have been suggestions for large-
scale visits of newspapermen. We can also 
have similar visits of poets, writers, parlia-
mentarians. We can begin this new era with a 
cricket match. A suggestion to this effect has 
already been made by the President of the 
Pakistan Cricket Board and if the Minister for 
Fxternal Affairs can arrange a match, I am sure 
he will be on a very good wicket. 
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[Shri Abu Abraham] 
In conclusion, I would merely suggest that 

Members of this House should get free tickets. 

Thank you very much. 

SHRI D. P. SINGH: Mr. Deputy 
Chairman, Sir, the Simla Agreement comes at 
a most decisive moment in Asian history. It 
was bad enough for us in 1947, a painful 
process, to have agreed to the creation of 
Pakistan but when we reconciled ourselves to 
the situation the events that followed in the 
next 25 years were something that we had not 
envisaged, something that we had not 
bargained for. Whereas we have always tried 
to be generous and helpful and tried to 
maintain friendly relations, with Pakistan, 
others—third parties—have not very much 
relished the idea. Their intervention in Asian 
and middle East affairs started with the power 
vacum theory of Eisenhover and the 
brinkmanship of Mr. Dulles and ultimately it 
has resulted in the creation of SEATO and 
CENTO which have so much embittered our 
relations. Having armed Pakistan fully and 
having put them on the path of belli cositn after 
a couple of years we had to hear them saying, 
Asians are fighting Assians, what can we do in 
such a situation which is bad enough for the 
Asians. It is in this context that things have 
gone on. We have fought and they have 
enjoyed the history of the last 25 years is much 
too recent for us to recapitulate. But ultimately 
now what do we find? We find that various 
nations are anxious to show their Hag in the 
Indian ocean and the situation is getting 
complicated. In such a situation when we see a 
sign of easing of tensions naturally it comes as 
a relief, it comes as a welcome feature. Now it 
h not merely a relaxation of tension that has 
been achieved there but what is most 
reassuring is the new awareness. Our friend, 
Dr. Mahavir seems to be distressed by the 
various statements of Mr. Bhutto. But it 
depends on what on looks for in the statement. 
Now one of the the statements of Mr. Bhutto 
that was very reassuring was that these people 
talk about the nationhood of Pakistan at 
breakfast time, lunch time and dinner tims but 
no thinks of the man in the gutter, the people 
whose situation has been deteriorating and the 
poor man has gone on suffering and starving. 
That is the new awareness. In the same i t ra in 
Mr. Bhutto also spoke of continuous 

exploitation by west Pakistan for 25 years of 
what was at one time East Bengal, now Bangla 
Desh. Now if our Prime Minister has in the 
course of one week been able to induce in Mr. 
Bhutto a spirit of looking after his people and 
alleviating their sufferings, then she has put 
him on the path of no return because on that 
path the tanks and cannons whic h Pakistan has 
been so eagerly importing in the last few years 
are of no avail. When the country embarks on 
that venture, when they start looking after the 
interests of the people and raising the standard 
of living of the people then the question of 
confrontation is one which is most alien, which 
is most inappropriate. In that context this 
Agreement that has come about does help and 
country has was the world has by and large—
welcomed this step and we fell that what is 
beginning today will later on develop into a 
state of fruition. It is unfair on the pari of Jana 
Sangh to say that we have abandoned a part of 
our territory, that no one has this authority and 
anyone who is doing it is doing an act of 
treason. Sir, I do not know whether we have 
abandoned, but certainly we have gained at 
legst fifty square miles of territory which was 
not in our control at the time. One of the most 
significant facts that is noticeable in the 
Agreement as far as Kashmir is concerned is 
that today we are insisting on the line of actual 
control, not the cease-fire line which obtained 
during the last twenty-five years. That is a 
matter of positive advantage to us. In future, 
what will happen at the negotiating table, 
cannot be predicted. But certainly one thing has 
convinced us, the manner in which the parleys 
have gone on. If we do not eain anything, 
certainly we are not going to lose anything. 
Now the threat which my learned friend on the 
other side is most disturbed about, and that is 
the threat or Mr. Bhutto taking this issue to the 
United Nations if they are not able to solve it 
here. It is a threat which one should not take 
very seriously. I mean, that kind of a statement 
that kind of a step, is inherent in any nego-
tiation over that matter. Even in a no-war pact. 
What happens ? A no-war pact is no guarantee 
that there shall be no war at all because, after 
all, it is a matter of continuing relationship. 
Your relations do not depend on yourselves 
only. There are other powers, other factors, 
other people, who won't leave you in peace 
unless you are extremely careful and   so on 
and  so  forth. 
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Therefore, one need not be unduly apprehensive 
as to   what   is   to   happen.    The   Jan Sangh 
of course feels a little  unhappy in not being 
consulted before the ratification.    But certainly 
no   one  expected that there would be a 
departure   from   law, that there would be   a   
departure   from   practice,   that there would   be   
a   departure  from   convention. They have 
themselves   said that the Constitution does not 
envisage that but only said that a new 
convention should have been laid down this 
time. What I   hope   it is   not suggested that 
specificially laid down   as   the   powers of   the   
Executive   shall be   watered down. WJ have 
followed   the   British practice, and in the 
British practice this thing    is a special preserve   
of  the   Executive.    Article   73 of the 
Constitution  specifically provides for it. Now, 
the   power  of  the   Executive goes to the extent 
of the power that Parliament has. It is   co-
existent   with   the power of Parliament.    
Therefore,   in    the   exercise    of its powers,   
whatever   has  been   done   by the Executive is   
in   order.    I am glad that the legality has not 
been   questioned.    And the propriety of it is   
not   questionable because there   are   no  
conventions to the contrary. Sir, there is no 
question   of abandonment of any part cf the   
territory   of India.    If one were to look at the 
United Nations Charter, this   is   the   agreed 
position   that today the world has actually made 
a great   advance in matter   of   international   
law,   international law today, as   it  stands 
abjures war.    This is the very   purpose  of  the 
United Nations which   was   laid   down   in 
Article I of the United Naiions Charter, and it is 
that we the people of the United Nations ate 
resolved to eradicate war, to eradicate   all the 
evils that were flowing from war and to pull out 
from territories that  were   illegally occupied, 
and soon.    That was the very purpose for which 
the United Nations   was created     Sir, Mr. Bhai   
Mahavir   quoted  , Pandit  Jawaharlal Nehru.   
Panditji said :   If there is any conflict   between   
the   national   laws   and   the international     
law,    the   nternational   Jaw shall     prevail.        
Today      the     position in     international     
law   is     that   Charter of United Nations   
prevails,    and the entire theory which was 
prevailing  in the last fifty years has   been   
abandoned.    Now   that is established and there 
is no doubt or dispute as to that position.  I may 
quote a couple of lines   on   the   subject   from      
Oppenheim's International   Law,     
Lauterpacht,   Vol.   I, at page 574, It says :— 

"The recognition pf .title by conquest 

was, prior to the Covenant of the League, 
the Charter of the United Nations, and the 
General Treaty for the Renunciation of 
War, the necessary result of the 
admissibility of the right of war as an 
instrument both for enforcing the law and 
for changing existing rights. The right to 
terminate the existence of another member 
of the community is a legal anomaly which 
can be understood only by reference to 
other anomalies of the legal system in 
question under general International Law 
conquest is not the result of an illegal act; 
on the contrary, it is the consequence of the 
use of force permitted by Inter-naiianal 
Law. The position has, it is submitted, 
undergone change as the result of the 
Covenant of the League, the Charter of the 
United Nations, and; in particular, of the 
General Treaty for the Renunciation of 
war. In so far as these instruments prohibit 
war, they probably render invalid conquest 
on the part of the State which has resorted 
to war contrary to its obligations." 
Therefore, the entire premise on which 

our Jan Sangh friends have been questioning 
the Agreement is unavailable and un-
sustainable. 
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DR. BHAI MAHAV1R :   Is he here to 
utler such nonsense ? 
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THE PRIME MINISTER (SHRIMATI 

INDIRA GANDHI) : Mr. Deputy Chairman, 
Sir, it is a little difficult to speak here on this 
occasion because almost the entire House is 
with us on this matter, whereas . . . 

DR. BHAI MAHAVIR : Why is it difkult 
? 

SHRIMATI INDIRA GANDHI : It is 
difficult because all points have been made and 
all the questions you have ask^d have been 
answered not once but many times over. The 
member who himself started off by saying that 
we do not listen to the voice of the people, that it 
is only the Congress which is trying to promote 
a particular point of view, ended their speech—
■ I think one of the hon. Members from this side 
said that when a speech is long, sometimes there 
is bound to be contradiction—on 



 

[Shrimati Indira Gandhi] the note that they 
stand alorre and isolated. It did not begin on 
that note. It began on a very brave note as if 
the w hole world was behind them and the 
Coigress alone was trying to propagate 
another point of view. But he ended on this 
oiher note as was only natural. 

DR. BHAI MAHAV1R : In   this House 
we are alone; we know that. 

SHRIMATI INDIRA GANDHI : Sir, it is 
the same Hon'ble Member who again and 
again advises us to listen with patience, to be 
quiet, has not tl e courtesy or the decency to 
listen to a sii gle speech patiently. Not one 
criticism can be made against them. They can 
use the most abusive words, they can use 
violenct, they can make the sort of vulgar and 
rid culous demonstration as they did in the ot 
ter House. That is all right for them. But if 
anyone from here says anything about them, 
they bob up, not one but six or seven of them. 
Yesterday 1 noted that when their leader was 
speaking, it was not enough that he was 
speaking, the rest of them had to stand up and 
not allowed even his voice to be heard. This is 
their idea of decency, this is their idea of 
decorum. It is not our idea. This is another 
reason why I say it is difficult to speak. Then 
he spoke about Sardar Saheb — I think he was 
trying to have a dig at him—that he cannot 
understand what he says. Now, our Foreign 
Minister has travelled to the far corners of the 
world. Nowhere has there been any difficulty 
amongst high people, Heads of State, amongst 
low people, ordinary people, in understanding 
him. So if mere was something wrong in the 
manner of his presenting our case, surely some 
other people would have complained "We 
cannot understand him". But nowhere have we 
heard this before. Only this one party has 
objected that they do not understand him. Does 
the fault lie with Sardar Saheb or with those 
who do not understand him? Sir, here the 
question is one of a basic difference. It is not 
concerned with words or events; it is not even 
a question merely of the Simla Agreement. It 
is a question, as 1 said the other day, of the 
manner in which this party has been born, the 
circumstances in which it was born. The 
Hon'ble Member made a cheap jibe at the birth 
of my parly. No matter what the Jan Sangh says 
the Congress was born more than 80 years ago. 
The policies which the Congress 

is foil awing today as you can   see from   the 
resolutions of the Cangeis—not from   what I 
say or anybody on   this   side   might   say; are   
the   policies   laid   down   by   our great 
leaders.    To make such a cheap  jibe  only 
demonstrates the lack of any other argument Sir. 
I have not got up to answer arguments. As I 
have said, this is a matter of basic difference.  
My hon. friend opposite alsa   spoke about 
temper.    He   rightly   remarked   that those 
who have no arguments   show anger. Now, Sir, 
it is true that when 1   spoke   the other day, I 
spoke firmly  and strongly   but 1 did not speak 
with temper in my voice   or in my words.    I 
should like this House and the public to judge 
whether my speech   was a show of temper  or 
the  action of the hon. Member's party did was a 
show of  temper. It is not my opinion against   
their   opinion. The whole Parliment   was      
witness.    The records   are  witness   to    what    
happened. It may   be   that   the   member   
insists   they are    right     and   all   others    are    
wrong. If that be   so    it would mean that not 
only is the Congress wrong, not only are all   the 
other political parties of this country wrong, but 
all the countries of the   world  are   also wrong.      
This    is   an   issue   ou which the entire world 
seems to be united.    There has been 
tremendous enthusiasm for this Agreement   and   
for   the new spiri t  that they see awakened on 
our sub-continent.    Where   is the    enthusiasm   
less   ?      I   wonder   if my honourable  friends   
have   taken the trouble to examine this.    
Nabadyhas   been    quiet. But whose 
appreciation or   enthusiasm   has been muted ?      
It   is   tluise   people   whose enthusiasm has 
been muted whenever  there has   been   any   
question   of   the interest or strength of India—1   
would even say that it is   those   peaple   svho   
have   been   actively againu our interest     
T n > s e  are   the   voices in the world   today w 
\leri    are not so strong and enthusiastic in 
favaur of this A'jre-ement. Wojld   it   be   
wrong   if   we say,   as some honourable friends 
hive said, that this party is echoing those outside 
voices ?    I have no hesitation   in   repeating   
that    what the Jan Sangh   wants   in    India is 
what the military regime in Pakistan had   
wanted in Pakistan. History   has   shown   that   
this   policy   has failed.     (Interruption)    It is 
no use shaking your head.    This is the picture, a 
picture of confrontation.     When I spoke of toys 
I did not mean that land was a toy 
(Interruption). I was speaking about the   
conception or the 
attitude of demanding a tooth   for  a   tooth ( 
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and   an   eye   for  an  eye.   That   is   not a 
mature   attitude nor   an   attitude   which in ! 
today's world can be   advantageous to   our j 
country. Neither is the spirit  of bargaining, 
which another honourable friend has advised. 
We   are   not   out to   bargain.     We   are a 
mature   people   who   have   only   one   aim 
before us   and   that   is   how  to   make our 
country strong. And by strength   we do not 
mean merely military strength.   I think that that 
is a small part of a   country's strength. When   
we   talk   of   strength,   we moan the strength 
of the people.    And that can come only when 
the   people   have   understanding, when   they   
have   maturity   and   when   the affairs of the 
nation are dealt with a certain amount of 
sagacity and foresight.      Nobody has made the 
claim for the Simla Ag'eement that all ptoblems 
are   solved.      In   fact   I would   say   that   
this is simply not possible at any time anywhere 
in the world. Problems will always remain.      
Our  endeavour is to take each step so as to   be 
in a better position   to   face   the   new   
problems that must arise.    With the Simla 
Agreement India   is in a better   position   to 
face the future.    In fact I would say   that the 
Simla Agreement is in pursuance   of  the   
domestic   and   the international policy which 
India has foil wed all these   years.      Since   
independence   and even   before   independence   
this is what the Congress Party has believed in.     
It believed even then in friendship   with   all   
countries. It    believed    even    then    in   peace   
in   the world    and   a   cooperative  endeavour   
to end   the     poverty   and   the     misery    of 
the       underprivileged       of     the      worli. At 
a time when we had no strength   in our hands or 
in our voices,   we had no   wealth, no 
armaments   or  a tything,   even   at   that time, 
we   stood   sol; lly   by all   those   who were 
equally oppressed.     We did not maice the 
excuse that   we had   our   own   struggle and 
never could he! 3 the people of   Africa, that we   
could   not  pay   attention to   what was 
happening  in Asia. On the contrary we stated 
this even   though   we were   poor, we were   
weak,    but   whatever   we   had,   the strength 
of our voice, our moral   support or when ever 
we   can give   m.ire   than   moral support, that  
wouUi be   at the   disposal   of all those   who    
were in    similar   situations. Whatever our   
relations   with China   today, India was the   
first   and   the   only   country which sent a 
medical team to China   at that time.    And    in   
what   conditions   did   this team live ?    I saw  
some   of  the   members 

when they left and I saw them on their return. I 
could not recognise them when they came 
back. They looked more like skeletons. This 
was because of lack of food and lack of sleep. 
They could have refused to stay in such 
conditions and said. "We cannot work". But 
they had gone to do a job and they did it. This 
was the spirit. This was the spirit of our 
policies and it is in this spirit that wa act today 
also. 

Shri S. D. Misra saw a change in our 
foreign policy because I mentioned Asia and 
said it was tim; for Asian countries to 
cooperate more closely. May be I .shall 
disappoint him. But there is no change in our 
policy. Why should we change when the rest of 
the world is coming round to our way of 
thinking ? if it is necessary and if we find that 
this policy no longer serves the interests of 
India, then we shall not stick to it. We shall be 
the first to change. But what do we see today ? 
We see that the countries which had opposed 
us and which had abused us are one by one 
coming round to our policy. I think it was hon. 
Member Shri V. P. Dutt who spoke of this. 
They may not use the word 'non-alignment.' 
But what does 'non-alignment' mean ? It means 
that regardless of the political s j sk m of a 
country and regardless of the attitude of a 
country, you can build bridges wih hat country. 
Between no two countries wa> there greater 
enmity than the United Sliie- of America and 
China. In fact if there vas a certain amount of 
tension between us and the United States it was 
on this ground, namely, our friendship with 
China and the Soviet Union. What do we find 
now ? We are left behind and they are more 
•bhai-bhai' than anybody else. The best food i; 
Chii.ese food and the best medical treat-neat is 
Acupuncture. In the United State and many 
parts of Europe many think that the best is 
Chinese soon after, a jouiiiey to the Soviet 
Union was arranged an^ there were soms more 
embra-cings and ha id shakes. What for ? If 
any vindication or proof is necessary—I do not 
think it is necessary—this shows ours is the 
right policy. On one point I agree with Dr. Bhai 
Mahavir and I have said in my public meetings, 
not only now but from the beginning, that I 
s:and for certain things. I am very hip iy if he 
people are with me. If they are not, yet   I 
consider   my stand to 
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[Shrimati Indira Gandhi] be the right one, I 
mast   stand alone.    WJ stand for particular 
policies.   Today a great change is taking   
place   all over the  world. More and more 
people are accepting certain realities.   May be 
the U. S.   Administration in spite of its new 
found friendship with some countries, is    not 
changing.    But we cannot ignore the   fact  
that   the   young   people of America are   
giving deeper thought to th;se matters. So th; 
world is ch ing ing .  W; hive been told by 
soms   H>n'ble   numbers   that there   have   
been   other   agreements    with Pakistan, what 
has happened to th;m ? And is spite of 
previous talks about  peace   have there   not   
been   wars ?    There   have bsen wars.    We 
cannot deny this. But we cannot deny also that 
today th; situation   in   India has changed.    
Today there is mare polit ical ' cohesion   and   
greater   unity   atmgU   the people. In every 
way the country is stronger and   I   think   that   
our   people   have better understanding of the 
problem? of the country and are wil l ing to 
sacrifice, to fight   and   to face the challenges 
of the future.     Th;re  is a great change in 
Pakistan.    It may be that the   Pakistanis did   
rot   want   that change. But the change is (here 
regardless of whether they desi-e it or   not.    
They  cannot ignore that charue. Wh;n we look 
at the situation, we cannot also ignore that this   
change   has taken place.    Even President 
Bhutto hims;lf his admitted that he wis th; 
fathv   of   th; policy  of  confrontation   with    
I n J ia .      He himself now acknowledges that 
th; s i tua t ion  has changed today and that the 
need of the times is peace. So things hive 
changed. Some opposite members heve taken 
m; and Sardar Sah;b, to task bscause we   hive   
not  cat;-gorically asserted that we kn)vv   that   
there will be no war,   that   we   know   that   
President Bhutto is a different man.    I don't 
do so.    I am not used   to   making  such  cate-
gorical statements.    I can only describ; our 
assessment of the situation and  I   can   also 
say with some assurance that so far  I   have 
not often been wrong in my assessment. So, 
what   I  say   is my assessm;nt of the situation. 

Some of the questions which are being put 
today, "How do you know that this will not 
happen?", "Peace will not be peace", etc., those 
same questions were posed at the time of 
Bangla Desh also. It was said very 
categorically, "You say that the refugees will 
return. But we know that they will not return 
and we know that you will not be able to send 
the n back."    They 

do   not   think   that   Bangla   Desh could be 
freed.     But,   all   those   events did happen, 
this is obvius to all.    A hundred   and   one 
events are taking place every day which are 
equally true, equally relevant, which are not so 
tangible to the opposition or even to some of us. 
Nevertheless, these things are happening.   
There are vast forces at work in India in 
Pakistan and all   over   the   world.    The 
question before us is this :    Do   we encourage   
these   good   forces   or   do   we put a spoke in 
its wheel ?    To my mind,   this   is a 
straightforward question before us.     It  is 
possible that one makes the best effort possible 
and yet one fails. But is that reason to say that 
we should not   make   that   effort ? So, we have 
made an effort   and   I   believe that we have 
succeeded, in so far as we can, in the first step.    
I do not   know   whether at the second step we   
can   go   very   much furiher.    But I know that 
a   beginning   has beew made from which it   
will   be   difficult for anybody to go back.    If 
something untoward does happen, as I have said   
in   the other House and at other places, if there   
is war, well, we are ready,    Then   we   cannot 
say,   "No,   W;   have   accepted   peace and 
therefore, we are not ready for this attack". But, 
we will di everything   possible   to   see that   
pea e  sue :;edi   and    succ;eds    with honour.   
Why ?    B;cause—i have said this many 
times—peace is an   ideal   and   we do believe   
in   ideals.    But   peace   is   also    a necessity. 

I have always believed and I do believe 
even today that India's major enemy is not 
Pakistan, it is not even the big powers which 
are interested in their spheres of influence. 
India's greatest enemy is the economic 
backwardness of the country. It is the poverty 
of the country. If we did not have that heavy 
handicap, we could have done many things in 
the world. But, we have the handicap and 
nobody is going lo help us to over come it 
except we ourselves and we cannot over come 
it unless w« have peace. Therefore, peace is 
essential for our country and I believe that it is 
essential for Pakistan. I also believe that 
tension between the three countries of the sub-
continent, will always be a weakening factor 
and one which may be exploited by outside 
forces. So, the second question before us is this 
: Do we want interference by outside forces or 
do we want to settlo our affairs ourselves 
however  difficult they may 
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be ? We have believed that we must settle 
differences amongst ourselves hoover como-
lexe they may be and a beginning in that 
direction has also been made. 

I am sorry, I have diverted from ray point 
about Asian unity. I have spoken about Asia. I 
sho j ld  lik; th; countries of Asia to be un i t ed  
Bit tnity for what purpose ? You cannot hive 
u n i ty  by givhg up your ideals, values or your 
basic principles. In Asia, we follow a certain 
policy. Wny ? Not hecause we do not like 
America and so if America does somjihiiig we 
must be perverse and criticize A nerici M)t at 
all. Personally I am not agi inst  An;r ic i  or 
any other country. Bat, we do disapprove of 
what the U.S. Administration is d ) i n g  in 
Vietnam We believe that this U.S. action is not 
only against the interests of the people of 
Vietnam, it is against the interests of every 
country in Asia and every country in the world. 
But, there are countries in Asia which are 
supporting this American policy. What can we 
do ? We want to be friends with them. But we 
can't have that close friendship with them as 
we have can with countries which agree with 
our policy. 

Just a few months back, hon. Members 
opposite were very anxious that we should be 
friends with Taiwan. I do not kaow whether 
their enthusiasm is as great today. The 
enthusiasm of the Western countries in this 
matter is not only waning, it his completely 
collapsed. The situation is developing as we 
had always thought it would one day We could 
not prophesy that it would happen in 19 0, 
1971 or 1972. But we knew that it wou'd 
happen. 

We want the countries of Asia to stand 
together not against Africa or Latin America. We 
want them also But when we can look after our 
own home first, only them can we be effec'ive in 
a larger urcle. From that point of view, what 
happens in Asia is onr more immediate concern 
But we are equally interested in the peaceful 
development and peogress of the under-
privileged and developing countries of Africa and 
Latin America. But we can play a greater role in 
Asia and therefore, ve must at least try to solve 
the quarrels ;ind tensions of Asia as soon as  we 
can. 

Hon. Members, I hope, will   forgive me if 
I digress a little. If you   look back   into 

history, you will see that every country started 
with small units, gradually increasing India is 
one coantry. We know that each of our Slates 
has som; problems with neigh-bourin? State*. 
NJW, they can quarrel and they can go to war as 
did the old rajas on all kinds of s mil and big 
matters or they can settle these matters 
peacefully. One State may suffer a little or 
another may suffer a little. But in the process we 
evolve something by which we can all become 
much stronger. Aad it is this that makes a 
natioi. Fortunately, in our country we have that 
spirit in the States now. A number of long 
standing problems of the States are being 
gradually solved, because each realises that by 
not coming to an agreement both suffer equally 
and the whole country suffers. 

So we have to look at the problem of 
friendship with PakcStan from that angle—■ 
not can we get something from Pakistan ? Can 
Pakistan take something from us 7 But, 'can we 
create an atmosphere and a situation in which 
we can together face the far greater outside 
dangers that threaten us ?' 

The other point raised was. How was it 
that at first no agreement could be reached and 
then suddenly at the end there was agreement ? 
Now, nothing happens so suddenly. There is 
preparation for whatever happens. You can say 
that war was won on a particular day. But we 
did not arrive at it suddenly ; we were working 
towards that end all the time. The battle is on 
before the war ; the preparation is there. As 
Kesriji said, factories are working, people are 
working and training is goin» on. All that goes 
in>o the ultimate winning of the war. When 
you are having talks, you proceed gradually. 
Immediate decision does not come because 
naturally during the talks you make certain 
points and so on. But the prepa ai ion is there 
all the time. With every meeting you are 
moving. The agreement was signed at a certain 
time. Well, that was because of circumstances. 
A dinner had been arranged. It was a formal 
dinner; it could not be postponed. A Press Con-
ference hfd been arranged ; that could not be 
postpone .1. Obviously, the final thing had to   
waii until   after all   this was   over. 

If we could have said, "Let us 6 P. 
M.       | ostpone   those   and   finish   the 

business" well, that business 
could perhaps have been   completed   by six 



[shrimati Indira Gandhi] 
O'clock.    It need not  have   waited   for so 
long.   These are all small points. 

It is not my intention to compare this 
agreement with the Tashkent one because as I 
have said, the situation, the circumstances in 
both the countries, the attitudes of the people 
all are entirely different. But since my hon'ble 
friend opposite has quoted President Bhutto at 
such length. I shall also refer to a remark. 
President Bhutto has said that he had not 
accepted the Tashkant Agreement. He did not 
accept it while he was in Tashkent. He went 
back and told his country he had not accepted 
it and, according to him, his country also did 
not accept. Well, whether it was so or not I do 
not know. He has said this. But the Simla 
Agreement he has accepted and other parties in 
Pakistan have accepted it. Whether we like 
hirn or not, he has also got elected with a fairly 
big majority. His party has the majority there 
but even in places where he has not, other 
parties have accepted the agreement President 
Bhutto is trying, and I think trying with 
success, to get the people of Pakistan to accept 
it. just as there are some voices in India against 
it, there are voices in Pakistan against it. So, 
this is also a big difference between the two 
agreements. 

Now I do not want to go into the business 
of the United Nations. Quite honestly I am not 
bothered whether they go to the United 
Nations or whether they do not go to the 
United Nations. I am sure of ourselves, I am 
sure of whatever delegation we send there. If 
Pakistan goes to the United Nations we can 
meet them there. I have no fear of their getting 
a.vay with anything at the United Nations. If 
they want to go to war—as I said, we do not 
want to go to war—we should like to do 
everything possible not to have war. But if 
they attack us we are prepared for that also. I 
am not afraid of that 1 have full confidence in 
our armies ; I have full confidence in our 
people. These are all false bogeys or red 
herrings to divert us fiom our real path. 

Mention was made of opportunity. This 
was the very first opportunity we have had of 
making a new beginning towards peace and 
we have grasped that opportunity If we had let   
this   opportunity   pass,   I do 

not think it would have come our way again at 
least in this gene-a t ion.  So we have not let 
any opportunity go. 

In his brilliant and lucid speech, the hon. 
Member, Shri V. P. Dutt, said that we respond 
to situations. Of courses we respond to 
situations but I hope he will concede that we 
also take some initiatives ; we also make 
rajves which will create new situations. We d) 
not always wait far a situation to develop. 
From the beginning we have taken a number of 
steps and we do not Intend to let the initiative 
out of our hands. As in this counlry so abroad 
also our tactics hive not been the tactics of 
onfroita'ioi even with the Jana Singh miiehas 
they woald take to provoke us. Oeasionatly 
some of our Members do get pro/oked but I do 
not t h ink  that this gains us anything and I 
have never supported this sort of taing M< way 
of handling situations, is entirely different here 
or anywhere. It is to work for a situation which 
is cjnda;ive u certain th in '<ng  action. No*, 
the Jana Sangh was very vocal against 
soeialism; we do not hear that now. The Jana 
Sangh was very vocal against non-alignment; 
we do not hear that now. And not only the Jin 
Sangh. You wili not hear such remarks from 
alrcnst anybody in public now. A situation is 
created, public opinion is created in which such 
remarks are not acceptable. It is in our hands to 
create a situation where on a larger screen, 
even in international affairs, certain things do 
not happen. I cannot prophesy that all will go 
as we want but we do have a certain strength, a 
certain initiative in our hands and if we can use 
it to good purpose that is a much better way 
then to aggravate the atmosphere of confro 
itation. Now if I say something about the Jana 
Sannh they may be very upset but one thing 
has to be said it is too important to let pass; 
otherwise I do not like provoking anyone Shri 
Pranab Kumar M.ikherjee drew our a t t en t ion  
to a valid point. During the Bangla Desh 
struggle the Jan Sangh were not really con-
cerned with the p o ile of Bangla Desh, they 
were intersted in how they could exploit the 
situation for party ends. I am sorry that they 
have dealt with the present situation of some of 
the refugees who have come over to Rajasthan 
and Gujarat in the same manner.    Some wotds 
have been uttered, as 
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they were in the other Hou?e, which can bring 
great harm to those people. They do not affect 
me in any way; they do not affect our party in 
any way; but they can cause trouble for the 
people living there. This is why I asked the 
Hon'ble Member not to utter them. 

I was also sorry regarding and the manner 
in which Shri Misra spoke about Kashmir. 
Here also it is not a question of what I say 
about the people of Kashmir or what the hon. 
Member who actually comes from the valley 
says. What is the test of a people's loyalty ? 
The test is that every time there was an 
invasion of Kashmir, the people of Kashmir 
stood solidly by India. Does this not show that 
they are with us ? To doubt their loyalty and 
sincerily is not good—I am not saying that the 
hon. Member is deliberately echoing the 
remarks of some foreigners, some enemies of 
India. For an Indian to say such thing does not 
help the situation in any way. I should like to 
express my deep appreciation of the past that in 
spite of religion being evoked—and we know 
that when religion is injected into any 
arguments people sometimes tend to lose their 
reationality—the people of Kashmir have been 
solidly wit h us in everjr crisis and I have no 
doubt they will remain so. I am not afraid of 
any speeches. The actions which the hon. 
member considers necessary are such as we 
might take if we were afraid we are not afraid. 
We know we can face the situation. We think 
that this is a better way to handle people rather 
than being frightened or giving the impres-
sion—that we are frightened. 

There was some talk about our relations 
with our smaller neighbours. We want to have 
good relations with all our neighbours and we 
have done everything possible to convince 
them of our friendship for them, of our concern 
for them and of our desire to help them but 
whether the sort of jingoistic and chauvinistic 
speeches which are sometimes made in the 
House or outside, it is for the hon. Members 
themselves to consider will inspire confidence 
in these small countries. If the feeling is created 
that we are out to get what we can in a 
chauvinistic manner, will these countries be 
confident of these safety ? 1 am just posing the 
question. 

I think it was Shri D. P. Singh who said 
that I have changed President Bhutto. I make 
no such tall claim. Events have changed him 
and it is in our hands to see and guide events 
in such manner that he remains changed, that 
he remains convinced that peace & friendship 
are in his interest, and in the interest of 
Pakistan. 

So,  Sir,   the   basic  issue   before us is, 
what sort of world do we   want ?     Are we 
concerned   with   the   world or are we con-
cerned   only   with   India   and   do we think 
that India can   develop   isolated   from   the 
world ?    The Jana  Sangh,   although   born 
much later than our party,   lives somewhat in 
the past and, if I   may say so, they look further 
back, into the    more   remote   past. We live in 
the present and *e look   to   the future.    It is 
only by looking towards    the future   and   
endevorine to shape the future that the present 
can be made   livable.   And to make it livable 
we must have peace. We must   have    a   
constructive   and   creative attitude.     The   
Simla   Agreement, with all its   faults,   is   a   
good  step.    I know that would   get   a   wry   
face   from   Mr,   Bhai Mahavir. 

DR. BHA.I MAHAVIR : No, but there are 
the faults. 

SHRIMATI      INDIRA    GANDHI    : 
Everything has faults.    Nothing is   perfect. It is   
not   only   the poet   who has said this. In the 
world   nothing is perfect.    There   is no rose 
without a thorn.    There is no solution which 
does not create problems.     This is part of life 
itself.    There   is no life without death.    There 
is no point in   using the word 'perfect'.    
Nothing in life   is  perfect unless   you are 
willing   to  settle for something much less and 
call   it -perfect\ which I am not willing to do. 
My sights are rather higher. So,   we   are    
looking   towards the future and we believe that 
the Simla Agreement has taken us a step   in the 
right direction.     We are  in   a position to go 
further along that road. So far  as  we  can   
make out—I have also read   Mr. Bhutto's 
speech very   carefully—Dn   the   whole   the 
speech does not give the same impression that 
some isolated excerpts had conveyed even   to   
nv when I  first read the reports in   our   news 
papers. So, it seems   that   President Bhuttc also 
believes that his future   and the future 



 

[Shrimati Indira Gandhi] of   Pakistan   lies   
in   peaceful   neighbourly relations. This is 
all we can hope for.     We cannot hope to   
convert   him   that peace is an ideal situation, 
or that he must be friends wnh India for the 
sake of friendship.   That is far too much to 
hope   and   we   are   not hoping. We are 
only hoping that conditions will be such    
that  he   will   realise—as  he does seems   to   
do—that   this  is   the   only way for them. 
Actually,   even   between the debate in the 
Lok Sabha and the   debate   in the Rajya 
Sabha   I   think   there has   been zzzz slight 
change in the Jana   Sangh attitude.    
(Interruptions) tactics   ? Even their 
substitude motion is an   indication.    So,   I 
sincerely   hope   that   since they have corns 
this little way they will go a   little    further 
and will join the whole country   and   prove 
that they also want peace, cooperation   and 
friendship with all our   neighbours so   that 
together we  can   work   towards   a   better 
world. 

DR. BHAI MAHAVIR : Sir, one small 
clarification. With your permission I wish to 
seek one small clarification. Permit me to seek 
one small clarification from the Prime 
Minister. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN ; No. 

DR. BHAI MAHAVIR : Sir, please bear 
with me for just five seconds. I wish to seek just 
one small clarification if the Prime Minister 
would be kind enough to give it. Has there been 
any change in the Government's stand on the 
question of Pakistan-occupied Kashmir, on the 
need for its liberation or our constitutional rights 
on that ? 

SHRIMATI INOIRA GANOH1 : Sir, since 
Mr. Btui Mihavir reads press conferences aid 
s p j j j i j i  van grsjt attention, I world to read the 
while of the press co.ifere/i:a. I was asked this 
question and I gave a firm answer. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : The House 
stands adjourned till II A. M. tomorrow. 

The House then adjourned at 
fifteen minutes past six of the clock 
till eleven of the clock on Thursday, 
the 3rd of August, 1972. 
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