
 

(SHRI JAGANNATH PAHADIA): Sir, I 
beg to lay on the Table a statemi ni (in 
English and Hindi) regarding the introduc-
tion of Postal Index Number Code for 
delivery of letters. [Placed in Library. See 
No.  I.T-3217/72], 

' ---  

STATEMENT    RE     DELHI    
UNIVERSITY      (AMENDMENT)  

ORDINANCE, 1972 

THE MINISTFR OF EDUCATION, 
SOCIAL WFLFARE AND CULTURE 
(PROF. S. NURUL HASAN): Sir, I beg to 
lay on the Table a statement (in English and 
Hindi) explaining the circumstances which 
necessitated immediate legislation by the 
Delhi University (Amendment) Ordinance 
1972. (Placed in Library. See No. LT-
3279/72]. 

THE   DELHI    UNIVERSITY 
(AMENDMENT;)     BILL.   1972 

THE MINISTER OF EDUCATION 
SOCIAL WELFARE AND CULTURE 
(PROF S. NURUL HASAN): Sir, I beg to 
move for leave to introduce a Bill further to 
amend the Delhi University Aci,  1922. 

The question was put and the motion was 
adoqted. 

PROF. S. NURUL HASAN: Sir, I 
introduce the Bill. 

MOTION RE AGREEMENT ON BILAT 
ERAL RELATIONS BETWEEN 
INDIA AND PAKISTAN SIGNED AT 

SIMLA— contd. 

SHRI THILLAI VILLALAN (Tamil 
Nadu): Mr. Chairman, Sir yesterday we 
heard the heated discussion on the Simla 
Agreement, which has emerged from the 
cool heights of the Himalayan hills. With 

a new and fond hope, on behalf of our party, 
we welcome this Simla Agreement for the 
following reasons. Our Prime Minister has 
stated that it is a simple agreement marking 
a good beginning. Also our Minister of 
Foreign Affairs Mr. Swaran Singh, 
categorically stated that this agreement is 
only a beginning in the process of 
establishing peace, friendship and co-
operation and also the agreement is a first 
step towards establishing durable peace on 
the sub-continent. This is only a new chapter 
in a big volume of peace between the two 
countries, that is between the border country 
Pakistan and our country. Of course. Sir, we 
are recording our welcome to this 
agreement. We want to submit certain points 
in this connection, Sir. The first of those 
important points would be this that there is 
no constitutional bar in ratifying an 
international agreement entered into between 
the two countries. As far as our Constitution 
is concerned there is no specific mention 
that this agreement should be discussed here 
in Parliament and get its sanction for 
ratification. But, Sir, this Simla Agreement 
has got the approval of most of the 
opposition parties, but it has been ratified by 
our President two days before Parliament 
started its present session. I regret to note 
that it is a hasty and hurried action on the 
part of this Government. The Government is 
fully aware that this agreement will be 
welcomed by all of the parties who are 
functioning here. Still the agreement has 
been already ratified. Whatever we say, 
whether the points are justified or not, that 
will not definitely affect the agreement. But 
this discussion will be a mirror to know to 
see how the people of this country view this 
agreement. Only for the purpose of knowing 
the mind of the people this discussion will 
be useful. 

As far as the D.M.K. is concerned it 
welcomes the agreement since it is always 
for  peace, international  peace, and that 
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too peace between two countries which are 
very hostile to   one another,   which are 
already inimical for the past quarter of a 
century.    Further, Sir, the agreement has 
been welcomed by all other   countries in 
this world.   They are look ing at our country 
as the victor nation ard FakisUr as the 
defeated nation in the military warfare. They 
expect that we should be generous, we 
should be magnanimousat the conference 
table.   They  expect   that  we   should   be 
very liberal in fixing the terms.   So, this 
agreement has been concluded with mag-
nanimity and at the same time with a goods 
beginning.   Therefore, we welcome it, Sir-
Further, as the Minister of External Affairs 
has correctly put it, this Agreement is based 
on the principle of equality of sovereign 
nations and not in the spirit of the victor 
dictating   his   terms   to   the   vanquished. 
Even though it appears that we have lost 
more and gained less, being the   victor-
nation we must be generous and magna-
nimous.     This    Agreement   has   to   be 
accepted by us because we are the victor 
nation in the recent struggle against Pakistan 
in connection with Bangla Desh. 

My approach to this Agreement is this. I 
am looking at this Agreement as a lawyer 
looks at an exhibit marked in a civil case. 
We know that the terms of this sort of 
agreements will be very vague and will not 
be specific; they will be elastic also at the 
same time, and because of this, this can be 
put under different interpretation ty the 
International Court, by the internaticral 
organisations and by different international 
legal luminaries. I also find that all the 
clauses are framed with words which can be 
interpreted in both ways. I am not accusing 
that they are dubious. They are not legally 
defective but they are liable to any sort of 
interpretation. Here I find clause 4. As I have 
stated earlier, as a lawyer, I find that the 
purpose of entering into this Agreement is 
only for the purpose 

of clause 4.   Sir,  with your permission, I will 
read out this clause — 

"In order to initiate the process of the 
establishment of durable peace, both the 
Governments agree that: 

(i) Indian and Pakistani forces shall 
be withdrawn to their side of the 
international border. 

(ii) In Jammu and Kashmir, the line 
of control resulting from the ceasefire 
of December 17, 1971 shall be 
respected by both sides without pre-
judice to the recognised position of 
either side. Neither side shall seek to 
alter it unilaterally, irrespective of 
mutual differences and legal interpre-
tations. Both sides further undertake to 
refrain from the threat or the use of 
force in violation of this line. 

(iii) The withdrawals shall commence 
upon entry into force of this agreement 
and shall be completed within a period 
of 30 days thereof." 

This is the crux of the whole problem 
because the Jana Sangh has attached this 
Agreement mainly on this ground that we are 
going to lose a portion of the territory 
acquired by us. They say that according to the 
Agreement we have to part with 5139 sq. 
miles to Pakistan within one month and we 
will get 69 sq. miles of area in the Chamb 
area. But the problem of 53 sq. miles will be 
settled along with the Kashmir issue. 
According to these terms we have to give back 
5,000 sq. miles roughly to Pakistan and we 
will get only 69 sq. miles. This must be 
considered carefully because in diplomatic 
action if you give s omething, you get 
something. But here the area i s very large—
the area which we are giving—and we are 
getting only a very small territory, a small 
portion of the land which has been conquerred 
by Pakistan. As a lawyer I have already stated 
I find I certain things are not mentioned in this 
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[ Shri Thillai Villalan ] Agreement. They 
are mainly three. One is that there is no 
mention about the repatriation of war 
prisoners because this Agreement has been 
arrived at Simla only after the military 
defeat of Pakistan. Now that they have 
come to table for agreement the first 
question will be the repatriation of the 
prisoners. That was not mentioned or that 
was not considered. 

Another question, much discussed by the 
Jana Sangh and other parties here, is the 
Kashmir issue. Third thing is there is no talk 
about the revival of diplomatic relationship. 
So far as the Kashmir issue is concerned we 
are directly connected. We have 
categorically stated to the world that it is a 
closed book, and we would not open the 
book once again. It has been decided once 
and for all. But Mr. Bhutto claims that this 
is an issue which will have to be settled 
even after 25 years, even after our 
categorical statement that it has been an 
integrated part of India and it has been 
settled once and for all. 

The next thing is repatriation of prisoners. 
Unless and until Bangla Desh joins in this 
discussion that question will not be decided. 
Therefore, we can leave it. 

So far as the question of diplomatic 
relationship is concerned, Pakistan volun-
tarily severed all relationship with our 
country. Therefore, it is they who have to 
consider the restarting of relationship. These 
things are not mentioned. 

Now I come to the terms and conditions 
of the Agreement. I find the following 
salient features of the Agreement. The main 
features can be catalogued like this : 

1. No conflict and confrontation; 

2. No hostility or enmity; 

3. Only friendship  and  harmonious 
relationship. 

 

4. Settlement of differences by peaceful 
means through bilateral negotiation or 
agreed mutual means. 

5. Conflict which has bedewilled the 
relations for the last 25 years should be 
resolved by peaceful means; 

6. No hostile propaganda; 
7. Officets should meet to implement, 

to resume communication in all ways; 
8. Resume all trade relationship. 

These ate the main salient featuies that I find 
in the Agieement. The Legislature of 
Pakistan has also given its approval to the 
Simla Agreement. These things can be done 
only by proper implementation. The Miniser 
of External Affairs has stated that the success 
of this Agreement will depend on its faithful 
implementation. We welcome this 
Agreement but we cannot hope that the 
faithful implementation will be done by this 
Government, 

To conclude, I welcome the Agreement 
because it is only a beginning, but good 
beginning. Sir, good beginning will be 
considered as half done and also it will be 
construed as well done. Thank you. 

SHRIMATI SUMITRA G. KULKARNI 
(Gujarat) : Mr. Chairman, Sir, since 
yesterday many speakers have examined_the 
Simla Agreement and almost all points have 
covered. Therefore, I would not like to 
repeat them again. It will be almost an 
infliction on this House if I were to go over 
all those points. However, Sir, I would like 
to appraise the Simla Agreement from the 
perspective of taking a look at the future as 
history. Many of us here have been students 
of history, all kinds of history, political, 
geographical economic, social and cultural. 
And we as students of history would be able 
to appreciate the value of the lessons of 
history. The foremost lesson of history, of all 
history is that a good statesman actively 
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and consciously cultivates an ability to look 
into the future as if it were history and then 
accordingly plan his actions and policies, so 
that this future which he is trying to create, 
which he is planning himself, will conform 
to what he would like others to perceive as 
history. This ability to view the future as 
history is the ability to take a long range 
view of events that are taking place and also 
separate the events fiom the emotions and 
the heat of the moment. Unless we aie able 
to take an objective view of any event that is 
taking place in oui own times, we can never 
look into the merits of a case in the correct 
way. Therefor, I suggest, let us hive a lojk at 
the Simla Agresment as if it weie history. 

With this criterion Sir, let us examine the 
Simla Agreement. What is the future of Indo-
Pakistan relations ? How would we like it to 
appear when viewed as history by posterity? 
Against this background, 1 would like to 
submit a few points for yours consideration. 
All of us agree that if Pakistan prospers, 
India, too, will propser. If Pakistan develops 
sound democratic institutions, Indian 
democracy will also flourish. If Pakistan 
enjoys durable peace and political stability, 
India, too, will have durable peace and 
political stability. If Pakistan remains poor—
let me emphasise this point—it will exert 
pressures, and if not she, some other powers 
through her will exert pressures and India, 
too, would remain poor. Sir, none of us here 
would like to risk the prosperity of India. I 
am sure that all of us here are agreed that we 
want India to prosper, we want our 
democratic institutions to flourish, we want 
to perpetuate durable peace and political 
stability, and surely every Member of this 
House desires to eradicate poverty in India. If 
we want our country to make progress, we 
should be guided by the criteria which will 
ensure that Pakistan dsvelops  s:mnd   
democratic     institutions, 

sound programmes of fighting against 
poverty and sound and stable democratic 
government. Sir, if we examine the Simla 
Agreement from these ciitciia, it appears that 
it satisfies all of them. 

I am surprised that in this latter half of the 
20th century, there are some Members in this 
House who are siill thinking in terms of 
acquiring territory, in terms of solving issues 
at one stroke. India has never covered an inch 
of territory from any other country. In fact, 
the basic tenet of our political philosophy is 
that we respect the territorial integrity of 
other countries and we respect their 
sovereignty. Do we want to chage our basic 
philosophies of life at this stage ? Don't we 
respect our own philosphic values ? Or do we 
want lo make a volte face now and change 
over to some convenient principles at this 
stage 7 Let me tell you that no country, no 
matter how powerful it is, can in this latter 
half of the 20th century acquire any territory 
by merely marching its army into someone 
else*s territory. This notion of acquiring 
territory or retaining territory is an outmoded 
style of solving international problems. 
History has shown us repeatedly that when a 
victor has tried to dominate the defeated 
nation, it has always been impossible to 
achieve durable peace. Peace gets shattered 
the moment there is an idea or a notion of 
domination. The ready example that occurs 
to my mind is that of Hitler and the Second 
World War. Both of them were the direct 
consequences of the Treaty of Versailles. If 
Britain and France had" shown a little more 
consideration, a little more compassion and a 
little less of venom against Germany I am 
sure this world of ours could have been 
spared from the holocast of the Second 
World War. If France had been less greedy, 
if it had resisted the temptation of possessing 
the provinces of Alsace and Lorraine and if 
they had resisted the temptation of exploiting 
the rich district of Saar, 

137       Re Simla Agreement [3 AUGUST 1972] between India and        138 
Pakistan 



 

[ Shrimati Sumitra G. Kulkarni ] Germany 
would never have felt this frustration,   this  
humiliation,  this   oppression, so as to throw 
up a megalomaniac   like Hitter.   Do   we   
want   to   have    another Hitler in Pakistan ?   
Not that I am suggesting that   Yahya Khan 
was a Hitler.   Still I am suggesting that if we 
take a rigid attitude ai this stage, we are 
likely to turn the face of Pakistan against 
India for all times to come. This is an 
opportunity which we have to grasp.    Some 
of our ftiends in this House aie wonied about 
returning 5,000 square    miles    of territory 
back to Pakistan.   I  think the  greater cause 
for wjrry would  be how   to tide    over the 
avenging hatered that the retention of this 
territory   would   let   loose   in   the   hearts 
of the people of Pakistan.   At least today the 
general public of Pakistan has no desire for  
waging  war against  India.   At least today 
they are tired and they have done with war.   
They want peace and prosperity. Do we want 
to disappoint them at this stage   ?   Today   
President   Bhutto   is  a symbol   of    
democratic   Government   in Pakistan.   And 
if we want that he should have an   
opportunity to establish a democratic    
Government    in      his      country, establish        
democratic     institutions    in Pakistan,   if 
we   desire   peace in our sub- ! continent, 
then   we have to give him time ! and create 
an atmosphere so that he can persuade his 
countrymen, so that he can tell them to 
change this posture of hatred that    Pakistan    
had adopted in the past 25 years.   We should 
treat Pakistan with respect,   with some   
consideration,   in   the hope that we might 
succeed in establishing durable   peace   in   
this    sub-continent.   If this  principle   of the   
Victor   treating  the vanquished   with   
courtesy   and   concern were  not  true,  you  
will  agree  that  the American  people  and   
their  Government would never have 
launched  the  Marshal Plan   for   the    
regeneration   of Germany and   Europe.   
The   Marshal    Plan   was started   only to 
help Europe.   They say— I 

some people, I am not sure; it might be an   
exaggeration—that   if   the  whole  of 
Germany was filled up with so huge an 
amount of U.S. Dollars that it would have 
made a carpet of one inch thickness. When 
this is what they did after everything, they 
suffered after the holocaust of the Second 
World War, can we not show a fraction of 
that    generosity to our neighbour also  ? 
This is a lesson that the Allies learnt from 
the Second World War.   After the First 
World War all of them were greedy. Even 
though    the Congress of Peace at Paris 
was   presided   over   by   President    
Wilson and there were fourteen points of 
peace, yet   nobody   sincerely   believed   
in   them and    everybody    went    out    
greedily   to carve out his own portion out 
of Germany one way or other.    And    that  
is   why w i t h in  twenty years there was 
the Second World  War.   Do wc want to 
repeat the same   experience   ?   After      
the   Second World War   these   allied   
nations   learnt the lessons of history and 
they   behaved quite    differently    with    
the    vanquished Germany.   Therefore,   I   
ask   my  friends on the other side: Do we 
want to throw away all the accumulated 
wisdom of this past history   ?     The  
philosophy   underlying this attitude     of 
treating   defeated nations  is that  the more 
we   try  to build other people in our own 
image, the lesser are the chances of  
distrust  and   estrangement.   After all.    if 
we have prosperity, i f we have food to eat, 
if we have industries to produce things, 
then, let   Pakistan also have these     
opportunities   of having all the  similar   
benefits.    If  they   have   these benefits, 
they will one day feel less hatred towards  
us;  they  will  be more  trustful, they will  
be less insecure at our hands. After the 
Second  World War     America went out to 
help Europe materially, financially, 
technically and socially and thereby helped  
to  create sound  domocratic  institutions 
and traditions in Europe. The same we will 
have to do to help Pakistan. But please do 
not imagine that I am advocating 
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any Marshal Plan for Pakistan. Thai wili be 
a stupid thing to suggest. But I am certainly 
advocating peaceful and earnest 
implementation of Article 3 of this 
Agreement. This Article talks about the 
steps to be taken to restore and normalise the 
mutual relationship between the two 
countries. Four specific categories of steps 
are envisaged by Article 3. They are : 

(1) Reopening of all types of communi-
cations; 

(2) Promoting travel by mutual 
nationals; 

(3) Restoration of trade and coopera 
tion in economic and other agreed fields; 
and lastely; 

(4) Exchange in the fields of science 
and culture. 

We can call this Plan as Indira-Bhutto Plan 
for the Indian sub-continent just as the 
Marshal Plan was for Europe. If such a Plan 
can help restore normalcy in our 
relationship and can help Pakistan develop 
democratic inst i tut ions and create a 
stable government, it can achieve a lot. It 
will also help solve many problems of this 
country. 

I wish to say that we should focus our 
attention on Article 3 and impress upon the 
Governments of both countries to ensure 
that the delegates of India and Pakistan do 
meet in actual practice and work out 
necessary details envisaged in this Article. 
Unless we get going with these details and 
our officers meet together and work out as to 
how to find out the ways and means of 
implementing Article 3, we will never make 
a start. If article 3 succeeds there will be 
fewer lndo-Pakistan problems. We will not 
have to incur heavy defence expenditure and 
naturally there will te some relaxation for 
both of us and we can look at our bordeis 
with ease because  they will be more secure. 
■ But wt 

will continue to be prepared. Still, that kind 
of tension or risk to which we have been 
used will not be there and as such we will be 
able to divert large finances from the defence 
budget towards industrial development  of 
our country. 

If Article 3 succeeds, then we will not be 
afraid   of   any   foreign   intervention.    We 
will not be afraid of  becoming a   pawn in 
their    international    games.    However,    if 
article 3 is to succeed, India will have to show 
the initiative.     We will have to give much 
more to Pakistan than we can lake from them   
because India    is    a     bigger   and stronger 
nation.    I am afraid some of our friends on 
the other side are not convinced that we are a 
bigger, better, stronger and greater   nation   
then   Pakistan.    I   think they have fallen a 
prey to the foreign propaganda that  "Hindu 
India" and "Muslim Pakistan"    are   two   
equal   groups    and they should be 
condidered    on a one-to one-basis.        This      
falsehood       started when   Hindu   majority   
and    the Muslim minority   were  given  
equal   weighlage   as a result of Pakistan 
which came into being. Afterwards,    after    
independence,    some foreign  powers 
continuously     carried  on this refrain and 
some of the distinguished economists of 
America said that Pakistan's progress was far 
superior to India"s and they      continuously    
made    unfavourable comparisons of India 
with Pakistan.   They said  that   Pakistan  
was  developing  much faster and much 
belter because it had adopted Western   
inslitutions for their economic development.    
I   want to   ask : Where   is this  the  
accelerated   growth?      Where  is this 
substantial growth rale of Pakistan  ? Where  
is  this  belter  and  faster  progress thai  
Pakistan has achieved  in  the    past? The 
events of last  December have amply proved 
that Pakistan has no real backbone to fight  a 
war. It can import armamenls; it can get   
aeroplanes and many things for their aisenal.   
Still to fight a war, background  efforts  were     
missing.    Can   any country light a  war 
without   factories  to 
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and can any country fight a war without 
fields producin graw materials and 
foodgrains ? Pakistan was ill-equipped to 
fight the war and it was admitted by them-
selves. You will remember that it was in 
Simla, I think, it was said that they were not 
producing even an ounce of iron and Steel. 
There was not even one steel plant in their 
country. As against that, in this country we 
are producing 4 million tonnes of steel per 
year. 

They do not manufacture from the scratch 
practically anything. They merely assemble 
products. They do not produce any drugs. 
For example, if somebody falls sick in 
Pakistan, they do not have drugs made in 
Pakistan. They merely pack these things in 
pretty covers. Beyond that they do not have 
any know-how. Can this be called better 
progress and better industrialisation? This 
sort of ill-equipped and this sort of 
industrially backward Pakistan of 55 million 
only, can it ever fight our country, with our 
economic background, with our industrial 
development, with our agricultural security? 
Though this year we are facing a drought 
situation, yet we have got our Food 
Corporation which has sufficient stocks to 
meet at least the shortfall of the Kharif crop. 
So, I am asking only this: Can we ever be in 
danger from such a Pakistan which has no 
industrial background to help it? At the 
same time, I would say that we need not be 
complacent also on this ground that we are 
600 million strong in this country; but 
certainly, Pakistan with 55 million can never 
defeat us or go on with  this confrontation. 

(Time bell rings) 

Sir, I may take only five minutes more. 

MR. CHAIRMANH: onurable Members 
will remember, particularly the Congress 
Membejs. that I have got a long list of 
speakers and the time is limited. 

SHRI C. D. PANDE iljttar Pradesh) : 
Sir, she is making a good speech and let her 
continue. 

SHRIMATI SUMITRA G. KULKARNI : 
Anyhow, Sir, such a Pakistan can never 
constitute a danger to India and it is 
ridiculous to feel insecure. Our friends 
should never feel that there will be danger 
from Pakistan. But, at the same time, it is 
not as though we are not prepared. Such a 
weak Pakistan can, of course, become a 
pawn in the hands of other parties and other 
foreign powers and then, there is danger to 
India. So, it is not Pakistan which poses a 
danger to India, but it is the other powers 
who are playing politics through facade of 
that country and that is the reason why India 
is perpetually in a state of confrontation with 
it. If Pakistan is stabilised, if it is helped tc 
progress, if we help Pakistan in eradicating 
poverty, I am sure, Pakistan will feel less 
insecure, will have greater faith in our 
sincerity and will look for help to India 
instead of looking to a distant horizon. 

Sir, my only request is that it is in our 
enlightened self-interest to see that Pakistan 
prospers. It is again wrong to feel that we 
have got a conflicting interests and not 
complimentary ones. In fact, ours are 
complementary economies for each other 
and if we co-operate and collaborate on 
economic grounds, we will make progiess, a 
steady progress. Therefore, Sir, I believe 
that the Simla Agreement has achieved this 
very important economic objective and, 
therefore, we must not allow any grass to 
grow under our feet and we should not get 
lost and waste our energy in this sort of 
controversy, in f*TC "TSTT as they call it in 
Hindi, over this Agreement. Instead of doing 
that, let us all support this so that the 
Government will ensure rapid 
implementation of Article 3. 

I will take only one minute more, Sir. I 
would like to reply to the gentleman who 
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was speaking right before me. He said that 
it was only two days—personally I think it 
was three days—before Parliament was 
summoned that the Agreement was 
ratified. 1 would say that this is the exe-
cutive power and whatever is within the 
powers of the Executive, they must be 
made to take the responsibility for the 
same. Why should Parliament take the 
responsibility for the actions of the 
Executive ? They have been entrusted with 
this job, they have been chosen for this and 
they have been selected for this work and 
it is their duty to take this responsibility 
rather than shirking this responsibility and 
placing it on Parliament. 

Then, Sir, he also felt that we are going to 
give away 5,000 sq. miles of our territory 
and asked what we are getting in return. This   
is   not   something  like   one-to-one, a horse   
trading that you take away this and we take 
away that.   There are some long-range 
views and just as I said earlier, let us view 
this from the standpoint of future history and 
then decide and judge. Are we doing 
anything or conducting ourselves in a way 
worthy of the generations which   will   in   
future   be   inhabiting   this land of   ours ?   
Do we want to live in a peaceful and 
prosperous country or do we want   a  war-
ridden     and   poor   country which will not 
have that prospect for the young children of 
today  ?   Therefore, it is for their sake that 
we must follow this policy.   Let   the   Simla   
Agreement   gain momentum  and let us 
support our Government    to implement it in    
right earnest. Thank you. 

 

SHRI     DAHYABHAI     V.      PATEL 
(Gujarat) : I am one of those who welcome 
the Simla Agreement. But there are a few 
comments which necessarily one would like 
to make. 

The manner in which the Agreement was 
concluded perhaps leaves something to be 
desired. When the conflict with Pakistan 
started, we had consultations. The Prime 
Minister called leaders of different parties for 
consultation—very offten even at night—and 
everything was settled in a spirit of 
unanimity. Similarly, in this Agreement also 
perhaps the same spirit would have 
prevailed, and even the few dissenting voices 
that we have been hearing would not have 
been heard, if the Prime Minister had cared 
to take the leaders of other parties into 
confidence. 

As far as my Party is concerned, we are 
not opposed to the Agreement. We are in 
favour of the Agreement. We welcome the 
Agreement. The only thing that we did not 
like the manner in which it was done. 
Perhaps, the consent of Parliament could 
have been obtained because there was time; a 
couple of days' delay would not have 
mattered. 

i     The other point that I   would   like to | 
urge is that we have had 25 years of con-' 
frontation   with   Pakistan.   I   would   like I to 
see that  this   Agreement would   put an end to 
this confrontation once  and for all and India 
could    behave   generously ' as an   elder 
brother, be generous when the | time comes for 
making permanent peace and set all  points of 
disputes at rest.   I am not convinced that all   
points of   dispute have been settled.   The 
great point of dispute,   Kashmir,   remains   
unsettled. Besides that,  there may be many   
other problems—smaller     perhaps.      Has   
any solution for them been found  ?     Or has 
any method by which these would be solved, 
been   evolved   in   this    Agreement   1   I 
would like to see it. I would like to see it 
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such a manner that there is no room for 
future dispute. 

On the matter of Kashmir, there may be 
many opinions. I am one of those who fed 
that the defence of Kashmir has cost this 
country so much. Perhaps instead of 
defending it, it would have been better to say: 
Take it,—our friends; we are friends; we were 
brothers till yesterday; we are brothers today; 
we cannot be parted. How much money has 
been spent on the defence of Kashmir ? If 
you take it in rupees, annas and pies, perhaps 
this country could have built five Kashmirs 
on the Himalayan range, if you take into 
account the erores of money that we have 
spent. I am not asking the Government to do 
it just now in that way. But in a generous 
way, if you look at it, that would be one of 
the angles from which it can be examined. I 
am glad that this Agreemet does show a 
generosity on the part of the Government to 
come to a solution which would be per-
manent. Let us put an end to these 20 years 
of useless conflicts, which have done no 
good and only spread bitterness. And it 
should be least done by a country owing 
allegiance to Gandhiji, claiming to be 
following the Gandhian way. We should 
have been generous. We could be generous. 
We should do so even now. Let us correct 
these mistakes of the past and try to follow 
this Agreement in this spirit. While saying 
so, may I suggest that Government and its 
officers may also look to its implementation 
and see that there are no irritation points 
anywhere. There have been many matters of 
conflict and dispute during the dispute 
several times. There are matters of evacuee 
property, of properties seized during the 
conflicts and so on. All these matters are 
hanging still. 

Property has been seized on both sides— 
at some places it is more and at some places 
it is less. Some people have been suffering 
because of this.   Some people have  been 

f suffering more than they can afford to 
suffer. If it is due to the action of two 
individuals, one can understand—the 
Government can wait. But where the 
individuals suffer through actions taken by 
the Governments, the Government should 
take a generous view and try to help these 
people find a way out because, as long as 
these points of irritation remain bitterness 
and reaction will remain. With these few 
words 1 support the Agreement. 
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MR.   CHAIRMAN   : Mr.   Hamid   Ali 
Schamnad will speak at 2 O'clock.     The 
House stands adjourned till 2 P.M. 

The House then   adjourned for 
lunch at one of the clock. 

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

SHRI     HAMID    ALI    SCHAMNAD 
(KERALA) : Mr. Deputy Chairman, Sir, I 
support the motion moved by Sardar Swaran 
Singh on the 2nd of August. I am really 
happy to note that the Sm ila Agreement has 
got some salient features. One salient feature 
is that the Agreement has been arrived at by 
the head of our Government, by our Prime 
Minister, Shrimati Indira Gandhi, and the 
head of the Pakistan Government, Mr. 
Bhutto, without the intervention of any third 
party, without any cajoling or threat from 
any corner of the world. These two heads of 
Governments independently thought about 
the best interests of their respective countries 
and they arrived at this Agreement. This is a 
salient feature that I find in this Agreement. 
This is really remarkable and a turning point 
not only in the history of India and Pakistan, 
but in the history of the entire continent. This 
will go a long way in maintaining peace 
between these two countries for years to 
come. This Agreement is more significant 
than the previous agreements, namely the 
Nehru-Liaquat Pact and the Tashkent 
agrreement. When we consider the previous 
agreements we find that the present 
Agreement has got more significance bcause 
it comes out 

of the experiences of the past. Mr. Bhutto 
and other Pakistani leaders for the last 
twenty-five years were thinking only in 
terms of war with India. They were 
speaking only in terms of war with India 
and confrontation. Nothing more than that. 
Now, he has realised from his own ex-
perience, because experience makes a man 
wiser, from his own experience and from the 
experience of the leaders of his country he 
has realised that the only way to achieve 
peace and prosperity for Pakistan is to have 
bilateral talks with the Government of India 
and their leaders. I find it is a remarkable 
thing. I am of the view that India has 
achieved something by this Agreement. We 
all know that for the last so many years Mr. 
Bhutto was speaking of a thousand-year war 
with India. He was declaring Jehad to take 
Kashmir. He had insulted our Minister of 
External Affairs in the UNO in the past. 
Such a man has been brought-down to India, 
to Simla, and he has come to an agreement 
with our Government, with our Prime 
Minister and with our Minister of External 
Affairs, Sardar Swaran Singh. Is it not an 
achievement on our part ? Definitely it is an 
achievement and it is of significance to the 
people at large. No doubt, some of the world 
leaders may not be happy about this, because 
they feel that India would stand on its own 
legs. India can stand on its own legs and 
India can decide what view she should 
adopt hereafter. It is because of this that 
some of the power blocks may not be happy 
over this agreement. But at the same time 
the image of India has gone high, also the 
name and fame of our Prime Minister and 
our Foreign Minsiter, Mr, Swaran Singh. 
Our Foreign Minister, very sober, very 
passive in spite of all difficulties and hurdles 
and in spite of the insult that has been meted 
out to him by Mr. Bhutto, did stand very 
firm and brought round Mr. Bhutto and he 
has made him see reason. For what he has 
done definitely   credit should go to   Mr. 
Swaran 
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Singh and also to the Prime Minister of India 
for this great  achievement. 

The Prime Minister has made it very clear 
yesterday that our intention is to be peaceful 
with other countries of the world, and that 
was the foreign policy of India. Our great 
leader and great Prime Minister, Pandit 
Jawaharlal Nehru, was declaring that our 
foreign policy was a policy of neutrality. 
Whatever differences we may have with 
other countries, and there could be 
differences, those could be narrowed down 
by mutual discussion and mutual dialogue. 
That has been kept up by the present Prime 
Minister. 

Another thing. Yesterday the Prime 
Minister very categorically said, and I 
perfectly agree with that, that our biggest 
enemy is poverty in this country. To wipe 
out poverty from this land, to build up a new 
India, to reconstruct our country, to build up 
the economic backwardness of this country 
to the level of the other, forward 
economically developed countries, it is 
definitely necessary that we should have 
peace in this country. For that it is 
absolutely necessary that we have a dialogue 
negotialtions with other coun tries. When 
once we drive out poverty from our country, 
we can make use of all our reosurces that 
are at our command to strengthen our 
country, so that we may meet all our 
enemies with confidence and maintain peace 
in this country for ever. 

With regard to Kashmir also, I should like 
to say one point. As far as Kashmir is 
concerned, no doubt Kashmir has been 
declared as an integral part of India, but at the 
same time there is criticism th at Kashmir has 
been one of the topics at the Simla talks. 
There also you will find that Mr. Bhutto has 
come down even with regard to Kashmir. All 
these years Mr. Bhutto was saying that he 
would  send an 

army to Kashmir.   He was saying  that a 
Jehad   would   be   declared   in   Kashmir. 
Such a person has said the other day that as 
far as self-determination is concerned that 
is for the people of Kashmir to decide, not 
for the people of  Paskistan. He   has 
categorically said so the other day.   Is it not 
a changeof mind which is being reflected 
from that talk ?   Another important speech 
of Mr.  Bhitto would show how he has 
changed.   He  has  told  in  his National 
Assembly at Islamabad, "Yes, if you want 
war with India or  if you want confrontation 
with India, you should look foranother 
leader, not me." That definitely would show 
that he has changed.   Anyhow, Sir, even if 
he does not change himself, if at any time 
he thinks of anything other than peace, we 
could also change our mind.     Under the 
present circumstances the best thing is the 
agreement that has been arrived at by our 
Prime Minister and by our Foreign 
Minister.   All credit should go   to them. 
Not only the Members of Parliament be-
longing to all shades of opinion but   the 
entire people of this land are with them and 
behind them in defending our country. 
Definitely   India's   position and   prestige 
and image have been pushed to the top in 
the world. 

With these words I conclude, Sir, 

SHRI HIMMAT SINH (Gujarat) : Mr. 
Deputy Chairman, yesterday when I sat 
throught the debate, I was watching very 
carefully the utterances which came from 
the opposite side particularly from the 
friends belonging to the Syndicate or the Jan 
Sangh or the Swatantra Party. One could see 
and almost feel an under current of unity in 
their thought and in their outlook and in the 
mobilisation of their arguments which are as 
hollow as their utterances. I am sorry to 
say—when Mr. Dahyabhai Patel spoke this 
morning, he said that a huge amount of 
money has been incurred in order to keep 
Kashmir within India and 
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therefore he would go to the length of 
giving away Kashmir to Pakistan and buil-
ding up a new Kashmir on the Himalayas. 
Unfortunately, he does not have to go and 
live in that Kashmir in the Himalayas and 
therefore in that fashion he put forward that 
argument which only means that territories 
and human beings can be transferred like 
chattels. Thisis the attitude which these 
people have toward human beings, towards 
territories, which we in this country regard 
as very sacred. 

Mr. Shyam Dhar Misra talked about what 
he had discussed in countries like Taiwan or 
Formosa. These people are the recipients of 
warm hospitality from there and that is the 
reason why these people refer only to those 
countries. To these people, only those 
counties are very important. I would never 
wish that this country should be reduced to 
the size of those countries either in politics 
or in stature. This country has a big role to 
play. This country's future will also be 
determined by the geopolitical importance 
which this country enjoys in world affairs. 

Sir, when, Dr. Bhai Mahavir spoke, he 
completely ignored the realities of the sub-
continent as they have emerged as a result of 
Bangla Desh liberation. Not one word did I 
find about it in the speeches of these 
gentlemen. Do they realise that during the 
last one year we have witnessed situations 
which perhaps will remain unprecedented in 
the history of the world. Seven hundred and 
fifty million people have been liberated 
within the shortest possible time in a 14-day 
war, it will be recorded in human history as a 
glorious war of human liberation, and I say 
that was a glorious chapter which India 
wrote into the annals of world history when 
an army of the size which Pakistan sent to 
Bangla Desh had capitulated and 
surrendered to a joint command as a result 
of the 14-day war, the like of which I do not 
think we have seen anywhere 

else in the world except in this  sub-conti-
nent. 

The other event which showed the self-
confidence of our country's people and the 
self-confidence of the leadership in the 
ultimate objective of this country was the 
fact that while the war was going on, it was 
our Prime Minister who had the daring to 
call a puplic meeting which she addressed 
wherein—with what confidence—she said 
that our objectives are clear, we have not 
gone to fight this war in order to acquire 
anyone else's territory, we have gone into 
this war because of the high ideals to which 
we have been wedded, the ideas which are 
enshrined in the foreign policy of this 
country, a foreign policy which has been 
evolved by the great leaders of the country, 
which was not something which was drop-
ped from the sky, but for which our people 
have sacrificed. I belong to that generation, 
Sir, which has witnessed two World Wars. 
We have seen economic crises in Europe, 
America and in other parts of the world, we 
have seen the fascist crisis in Ethiopia, we 
have seen the fascist crisis in Europe and we 
have seen fascist aggression in Republican 
Spain. And we know what happened in 
Europe, and what happened in Africa and 
also what happened in other parts of the 
world. Therefore, our objectives have been 
declared very clearly, very unambiguously 
and in a most fortt-right manner that we 
went into this war for the cause of 
democracy, for the cause of liberation of 
people who were subjugated by foreign 
elements. Pakistan's part in the east may 
have been determined by the support to 
Pakistan by the British. But it was against all 
cannons of geography and politics and 
national considerations and other reasonable 
factors which have to determine the 
character of a people. That was the most 
heinous crime that the British committed in 
this sub-continent. They created two chunks 
of Pakistan separated by a thousand miles of 
foreign territory and with that part of 
Pakistan 
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[Shri Himmat Sinh] which could never be 
integrated with Pakistan and demanded self-
determination. We went to the aid of that 
part of Pakistan and we saw the liberation 
of that people in 14 days. These are 
historical facts of which the Indian people 
should be proud. We on this side of the 
House have more reason to feel proud 
because it was under that leadership that 
these achievements were made. 

Sir, coming to the main question of the 
Simla Agreement, I would like to state that 
an agreement is slightly different from a 
treaty. A treaty is more specific while an 
agreement is something which is based on 
higher ideals. I refer here to the Agreements 
at Yalta and Potsdam. What was it that 
brought the Allies together and made them 
sign the Agreement ? The importance of 
these Declarations, in my opinion, is as 
important as the declaration that was made 
at Simla on the 3rd July. This Agreement is 
not just a mere treaty. In this Agreement we 
have declared to the whole world to listen 
that hereafter in this sub-continent we shall 
not allow any foreign intrigues to take place. 
We shall not allow any foreign powers to 
iter-fere or middle in our affairs, that what-
ever the difficulties, whatever the problems 
they will be solved by us on this earth by 
bilateral discussions, by mutual adjustments, 
etc. etc. This Declaration, in my opinion, is 
even more important than the Potsdam or 
the Yalta Agreements. And, therefore, every 
person in this country realises the historic 
achievement between India and Pakistan. 
While these friends opposite, particularly 
those who belong to the Syndicate and the 
Swatantra and the Jan Sangh. 

SHRIBANARSI DAS (Uttar Pradesh): 
Can he say where his Congress was ? He 
should be asked to correct himself. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : This is 
irrelevant. 

SHRI HIMMAT SINH : This is your 
illusion and if you want to live in your 
illusion you are welcome to do so. Your 
individual illusion is not going to make any 
difference to the people of this country. The 
people of this country know which is the 
Congress. History is on record to show 
which Congress can claim that heritage for 
which the Congress stands. I know what 
you have in mind and what you stand for. 
By projecting your image you cannot 
delude the people. Let your illusion ever 
remain illusion for you. 

Therefore, the highest traditions of this 
country, the highest historical records of 
this country... 

SHRI BANARSI DAS : He is talking 
nonsense. 

SHRI HIMMAT SINH : ... has given the 
lofty ideal that it will [never have an eye on 
any one else's territory or what belongs to 
others... 

SHRI BRAHMANANDA PANDA 
(Orissa) : Sir, he has never been in the 
swatantra Party. He was all along in the 
Congress. 

SHRI BANARSI DAS : Sir, this Member 
has no business to call us by the name 
which does not belong to us. We are a 
recognised party. He has been a turn-coat 
and a defector with no scruples and 
conscience, a man who was loyal to the 
British, a defector who went over to the 
Swatantra Party. 

SHRI HIMMAT SINH : On a point of 
information, if the honourable gentleman is 
interested in knowing my bona fides he can 
meet me after the Rajya Sabha is over and I 
will tell him. 

Coming to the question of the Agreement, 
the Agreement has been in the highest 
traditions of this counry, as a result of this 
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shortest war ever imaginable as a result of 
the biggest surrender that we could claim to 
have achieved under the joint command of 
ourselves and the army of Bangla Desh, the 
Mukti Bahini, we said that : 

Has any country ever proclaimed before 
the world when its armies are marching 
forward victoriously that here we snail stop 
and here we shall declare that our intentions 
being clear, our objectives having been 
achieved, we shall now fight for peace in 
this sub-continent ? And that is exactly what 
we did. The conception of the Simla 
Agreement was implied in that very 
historical and momentous decision about 
cease-fire which we declared to the world. 
Let those who want to support this 
Agreement say so categorically without any 
reservations as friends on the opposite side 
have done. After all, you cannot adopt the 
attitude of "ready to strike but afraid to 
wound". To-da> you have no place, no 
position, to go to the country and say that 
this Agreement is something which you will not 
support Therefore, if this Agreement is to be 
supported, it has to be supported catego' k !. 
. unequivocally and in a forthright manner, 
because there was no other course left open 
to any sector of this sub-continent excepting 
this, namely, to negotiate in a peaceful 
atmosphere so that instead of fighting to 
share in each other's poverty, we can share, 
for a change, in each others' prosperity. 

Mr. Deputy Chairman, when our friends 
ignore completely the reality of the situa- 

sub-continent about the libera 
tion of Bangladesh, it is a deliberate attempt 
on  tfa< lo  misguide people.   Then 

they try 10 rivet  (heir entire attention on 
Kashmir.    Who says that Kashmir is not 

Kashmir  has been a problem 25 years. But 
whose creation 8 R.S.S./72—6 

was the problem of Kashmir? The Kashmir 
problem was never a creation of this country 
Rather Kashmir was created as a problem by 
those very elements, those very interests, 
those very powers, which divided this sub-
continent into three sectors, two politically 
and three geographically. Therefore, when 
we have to solve every problem on the basis 
of the realities of the situation, I have no 
doubt in my mind that the Kashmir problem, 
too, will only be solved on the basis of the 
realities of that problem and in no other way. 
At the United Nations the representatives of 
Pakistan fretted and fumed. They brought in 
observers and they are still stipporting the 
observers. But they know that the reality 
says that the observers have no locus standi. 
Therefore, in the eyes of the world, in the 
opinion of those who look at things in a 
realistic m nner, the Kashmir problem cannot 
be solved in the United Nations, either 
through the intervention of foreign powers or 
through the mediation of anyone. The 
Kashmir problem can only be solved on the 
basis of mutual understanding, on the basis 
of bilateral discussions, and in no other 
fashion. Therefore, in order to divert the 
attention of the people from realities, from 
facts, these gentlemen want to r ivet  t h e i r  
attention on Kashmir which is a problem to be 
solved as a direct consequen e of this 
historical Agreement, the Simla Agreement. 

Lastly, Mr. Deputy Chairman, I would 
like to remind this House that this country 
has always practised what it has preached. 
This country has always preached about 
universality of       broth rhood       and 
fraternity of man. Therefore, it is en-
rshrined in or scriputres as much as in the 
utterances of our saints. We say : 
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[Shri Himmat Sinh.] It means, let 
everyone be happy, let everyone be without 
fear, let no one be under any sufferance; and 
that is the aim and objective of this country. 
This is what we have preached for thousands 
of years. This is what we have practised. 
And this is what we shall go on with, no 
matter what my friends on the other side 
may say. I would also like to remind the 
House of what the great saint of Dakshine-
swar, blessed by the great Paramhamsa Dev 
said. He said : "The reason that we Indians 
are still living in spite of much misery, 
distress, poverty and oppression from within 
nd without is because India has her own 
quota yet to give to the general store of the 
world's civilisation", and if 1 lay add, "to the 
wormd's wisdom." Thank you. 

SHRI N. G. GORAY (Maharashtra) : Sir, 
I rise to participate in this debate not because 
the Simla Pact is a live issue any more. The 
Simla Pact has been signed, sealed and 
delivered and, however much we may argue 
here and however much we may chop logic 
here, not even a comma of that Pact is going 
to be altered. So it becomes like flogging a 
dead horse. But I thought of speaking 
because during the debate some very 
important issues were raised and some very 
important formulations were put forth before 
the House. I would like to say something 
about those issues and those formulations. 
But before saying that I would plead with the 
House to bear with me because I found that 
the general mood seems to be that these who 
differ, those who do not accept th-Pact as it 
stands today, are being denouced, cursed, 
called names. I do not understand this mood 
at all, this position at all, the attitude at all. 
Yesterday I found that the Jan Sangh was 
criticised not only by my Communist friend, 
Mr. Sardesai. but even my distinguished 
friend, the cartoonist; he also lampooned 
them. Why should it happen ? Why should it 
happen that any dissent on matters like 

this, very important from the point of history 
of the country, the future of the country, 
should be sort of ridiculed as anti-progressive 
or as an expression of Chauvinism ? I do no! 
understand. And therfore, at the very 
beginning I would like to make it very clear 
that though I am one of those who have 
pleaded not only for peace between Pakistan 
and India, but have pleaded orally and in 
writing that the sooner Bangla Desh, India and 
Pakistan become part of a confederation, a 
democratic confederation, the better still I 
have to express certain differences so far as 
this Pact is concerned. I was grateful to one of 
our distinguished speakers here, Dr. Dutt, who 
told us about the new decade of detente—
detente between the USSR and the USA, 
between the USA and China, between South 
Korea and North Korea, so on and so forth. He 
also said J you must try to understand the 
historical trends which are working in the 
direction of more and more cooperation. True. 
But I would only remind the learned Doctor 
that this is a very strange decade. It is not only 
a decade of de detente. It is a decade of 
detente and also ambivalence On the one hand 
they meet as friends; on the other hand, they 
prepare for war. Only the other day you must 
have read in the newspapers that in spite of the 
fact that the USA and the USSR have come 
together and entered into a period of detente, 
the Soviet Navy Chief has declared in very 
clear terms that the Soviet Navy is so strong 
that it can destroy any ship a nywhere on the 
seas of it belongs to the enemy. He has also 
said that the building programme of nuclear 
submarines will continue unabated. For whom 
are these submarines being built ? For what 
purpose the Soviet Navy is becoming stronger 
and stronger ? Therefore I am saying tha t 
there is detente because there are deterrents 
with both the USSR and the USA and this 
means that if there is a war both the   contries   
will   be destroyed.    That is 
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why there is detente. But at the same time 
there is a parallel development of nuclear 
forces, nuclear submarines and nuclear  
war-heads. 

So far as India is cocerned, I think every-
body will agree that right from the day of 
independence, India has always tried to be 
friendly with her neighbours. Is it any new 
policy that we are following ? Is it that we 
have been belicose and have been pursuing 
an aggressive policy and it is for the first 
time at Simla that we have pursued some 
other policy ? It is not like that. Therefore, 
if people like me oc my friends or other 
people criticise the pact, it is not as if we 
are—to quote the words of D,-Dutt—
making war as a basic principle of our 
policy. It is not like that. But we have the 
right to point out the defects and we have 
the right to point out the lacunae in the pact. 
We have a right to point out that the pact as 
it is drafted today is not satisfactory. Have 
we not exercised that right before ? We 
have done it and for this sin we have been 
misunderstood also. Right from the days of 
Jawaharlal Nehru our policy has been one 
of mutual understanding and one of 
resolving all conflicts across the table. And 
that why this period of 'Chini bhai-bhai' was 
there. That is why we entered into one pact, 
the second pact and the third pact with 
Pakistan. But at the same time is it not a fact 
that every time there was a surprise for us 
from them ? Is it not a fact that in spite of 
Pandit Nehru's high philosophy and 
ideology and his concern for human welfare 
and mintenance of peace, when the Chinese 
invaded this country, did not that great man 
say—was he not forced to say— that "I was 
living in a dream world omy own" ? When 
that great man was there, we small people 
tried to point out that taking into 
consideration the philosophy which guided 
every |step of the Chinese , Communists, it 
was not proper on our part to trust them.   I 
do not want to take 

the credit myself. But I would only tell you 
this that no less a person than Pandit 
Jawaharlal Nehru himself in the other 
House—I was then a Member of the other 
House—said on that occasion that the party 
to which Mr. Goray belongs has vested 
interest in keeping the enmity between 
China and India. That was two years before 
the Chinese Attack. Why did we say that ? 
Not because we failed to understand the 
history, but because we understood it well. 
Yesterday I was surprised when Sardesai 
made fun of Jan Sangh. He said the Hindu 
Muslim was a creation of the British. But, 
Sir, who was fighting the British ? It was the 
Congress, Sir. under the leadership of 
Mahatma Gandhi and Shri Jawaharlal 
Nehru. I am very sorry to remind the House 
that this has happened. I would not have 
done it. But, because he raised this question, 
I am doing it. What was their 
characterisation of the Congress'! Sir, this is 
the "Action Parogramme" published in the 
Pravda in 1930. What is their chracterisaion 
of people like Jawaharlal Nehru and 
Gandhiji and Bose ? This is the 
characterisation :— 

"The most harmful and dangerous 
obstacle to the victory of the Indian 
revolution is the agitation carried on by 
the left elements of the National Congress 
led by Jawaharlal Nehru, Bose, Jinwala 
and others." 

This   attitude continued till the 50's when 
Mao-Tse-tung,   in  reply   to  the   letter of 
congratulation    sent  by  Shri    Ranadive, 
who was at that time the General Secretary of 
the Communist Party    of India,   said, "1 
hope that the Indian people will succeed in   
emancipating themselves from the yoke-of 
the imperialists   and their    collabora -tors".   
By thai he meant Nehru. Therefore, Sir,   I   
am not accusing   the  Communist Party any 
more, because these are the facts of history, 
and they cannot be changed. But   as they 
have a right to change, why 
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[ Shri N. G.   Goray. ] cannoi the Jan 
Sangh also change ?   They can change   If 
you can change, they can also  change.    
Therefore, what I am saying 

simply because somebody says that 
he does not agree with this Agreement, 
don'i run him down as a chauvinist and 
don'? run him down as somebody who is 
.1 reate some sort of enmity between 
communities.   The   communists   look   at 
the pack keeping in mind the impact that 

to be there on the Muslims in India. | 
Perhaps this pact might not have come at i 
all.    noes  it  mean  that  if the  pact had 
me, the Muslims in India aie going to rise in 
revolt ? Is that the proof of their loyalty that 
our talks with Mr. Bhutto must yield some 
positive results ? It is Therefore, 1 am saying 
that you should not raise these questions. 
You should only look at the pact as it is •   
:u   the realities in  the midst of 

this pact was born. 

Sir, yesterday, the Prime Minister said that 
those who are opposing the pact seem 'i so 
much of their enthusiasm. Quite true. Here 
there were not such demonstrations as they 
took place there. Bui. Sir, may I say that 
you also seem to M a good deal of the 
euphoria ? You also said... 

THI    MINISTER   OF   EXTERNAL I RS 
(SARDAR SWARAN SINGH) : We were 
never in a state of euphoria. 

I   N.G.  GORAY   : Yes,  you were 
it.    On   the walls in    the    streets 

Iht, everywhere, this pact is hailed as 
something mighty.    Therefore, you yourself 

i a slate of euphoria in favour of the 
those who    were opposed to it 

were   maligning  it  from   their   own   point 
.'..    I   have   no   brief  for   them.    I 

good debate is impossible when 
charges   and   counter-charges   are   thrown 

.nl  bandied about  like that.    I 
good  debate.    //'  1  am  wrong.    I | 

want to be convinced that I am wrong. But, 
you must also have an open mind and you 
must also say, "All right. If the Opposition is 
putting forward sonic points of view, we 
shall also accept them if we are convinced." 
That is the way in which a good Parliament 
should function and that is what we wanted 
to say when you were very much in a hurry 
to ratify the pact. Nothing would have been 
lost if you had discussed it here. You were 
bound to win and you were bound to carry 
the House with you because you are having a 
majority. You have loestablish a good 
convention. I know that under the Consti-
tution we cannoi challenge you, because the 
Constitution has given you the right to ratify 
treaties. Yes. But, there are equally good 
democratic countries in the world where the 
Senates can discuss and even throw out such 
pacts that are arri\cd ai between their 
governments and the other governments. 
USA is one such country and it is not a small 
country. It is a mighty democratic country and 
even the League of Nations which Wilson 
brought into force, that concept was thrown 
out and Wilson had to go. because the 
ratification clause was there. You have to 
establish good conventions. I was sorry you 
did not. I am not saying that you went 
beyond the Constitution. Not at all. But a 
good convention could have been estab-
lished. If you had ratified the pact two 
months before the Parliament met, I would 
have nothing to say. But here one day or two 
days before the Parliament met you ratified 
it. Legally your position is correct. But from 
the point of view of establishing a good 
parliamentary practice it is inproper. The 
President can promulgate an ordinance. He 
does it. But supposing one or two days 
before he promulgates an ordinance, that is 
not a good exercise. .. 

SHRI LAI.  K. AOVANI (Delhi) : That is 
what they have been doing 

167        Re Simla Agreement [RAJYASABHA] between India and        168 
Pakistan 



 

SHRI N. G. GORAY : Therefore, I am 
saying, 1 am pleading with you that you 
should have a good democratic functioning 
in this country, no matter how small the 
Opposition. If the Opposition is saying 
something which is worth while... 

(Time bell rings) 

SOME HON. MEMBERS : Allow him to 
continue... 

(Interruptions) 

SHRI N. G. GORAY : Sir, a point was 
raised here by many : Why is it that you are 
quoting Bhutto? In fact. Sir, I wish that all 
the Members of Parliament were provided 
with copies of what Bhutto said in the 
National Assembly. Why ? This is because in 
that speech which came on the morrow of the 
Simla pact you find the interpretation that 
Mr. Bhutto puts on the pact. That's why it is 
important; not because Bhutto is an erudite 
man, not because he is a philosopher. Bui his 
speech has to be studied, has to be 
understood because he holds the key to the 
pact, so far as the pact is concerned, as our 
Prime Minister does. I would ask : Why 
should we not also try to understand what his 
interpretation of the pact is ? Therefore, Sir, I 
think that you would have done a great 
service to the House if you had provided 
every Member of the House with a copy of 
his speech in the original. 1 am saying 'in the 
original' because, Sir, I am sorry to say that 
the copies or the versions that were given by 
the Pakistan Government to you and the 
original version of his speech differ in 
material respects. They have deliberately 
deleted some of the portions. A strange 
thing, Sir ! Unbelievable ! When there is a 
pact between two nations, a copy of the 
speech of the President, explaining the pact, 
is given in a garbled form. The most 
important points were deleted. I am not 
going to quote him again because some 
people may ask : why are you   quoting 
Bhutto ? I shall nol 

quote him now.   I read his speech three, 
four,   five  times   to   understand what   he 
means.   Supposing, Sir, immediately after 
the pact the man goes back and sa>-.: Give 
me time for mobilization, and when we are 
properly mobilized, we come   lo the next 
stage.   If the man says, "Well, it is for the 
Kashmiri people to rise in revolt ; it* they 
rise in revolt, no matter what  happe our 
commitments under   the pact we shall stand  
behind the Kashmiris     when they are in 
revolt", then, Sir, what do you make out of 
this pact ? There are many   other instances 
like this.   Many other like this are there 
where   Bhutto ha> told in so many words,  
"If the Kashmiri people were to rise in revolt 
we are here to -them".   And   he   has   
named       persons also.   He has said that if 
Abdullah dees it, if Farooqui does it, " we 
shall be I do not know whether these brave 
people will do it but you see. the intention is 
vefy clear.     Therefore,     Sir,    I    am     
saying that   it   is   very   difficult   lo   und^ 
the intentions  of the man.    1   have said 
that you must talk with    Mr. Bhutto but 
when you talk it, does not mean that   you 
must come to an understanding or a pact or a 
treaty with him because he is having parallel 
lines of t h i n k in g  a double fhink. He would 
like to take revange but then he says that we 
are not in a position to take it.   That is what 
he said and he has revealed   certain things.   
He said that in 1965 there was an occasion, 
in 1962 there was an  occasion   and   then    
he  quotes  from the autobiography of 
Maxwell Tailor.   He says that Maxwell 
Tailor has written in his autobiography   that   
he   was   waiting   in Bangkok because he 
thought that within a couple of days the 
armoured divisions o' Pakistan would be in 
Delhi.     He further says : if we have   had 
the proper type of people to lead us, we have 
had   a!(    the material  but  unfortunately we 
could not seize the opportunity.   This is one 
way of doing it.   The other way is that he 
tells them   :   You   have been divided.    If 
yon 
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[Shri N.G. Go ray:] 
want to fight with India immediately I am 
not the leader to lead you, you will have to 
find some other man. You see how the 
man's mind is working and, therefore, I 
say that while you are having talks while, 
you are saying that we must have a pact, an 
understanding with Pakistan etc. etc. 

Everytime you say that the conquered 
territories must be returned. I have no 
objection to that beause they were conquered 
territories and I am not a fool to say that all 
the conquered territories should have been 
absorved in India. We never wanted 
that. Nobody does it unless it has an 
expansionist idea. Therefore, you return 
them,it is all right, but, so far as the Kashmir 
issue is concerned, could you not have said 
to Mr. Bhutto that since we want to have 
friendly relations with you, you want to end 
this chapter of conflict, confrontation, war 
and destruction and hatred and since 
you are handing over to him the territories 
that you have taken in war, he also will 
have to give back the territories that he has 
occupied ? I would like to know what 
wrong would have been there. What wrong 
would it have been on our part to say 
that ? Mr. Bhutto, while addressing the 
members of the National Assembly, said 
that he had no card in his hand. 
Indiraji had all the trump cards. 
What happened then ? Sir, I was reminded 
of the chess match which is going on 
between the existing world champion, 
Boaris Spassky and the aspirant Bobby 
Fischer. Bonis is very solid, very steady, 
very sobber and the other men is losing I 
his temper, comes late, removes cameras, 
shouts at people and people say that under 
those circumstances Boris Spassky does 
not undertand what to play and that 
is why he is losing. I sometimes feel 
that it is the result of a similar hyponosis 
produced  by  Mr.  Bhutto. He    
was 
shouting,  twisting,  saying  this and that 

thing and our sober Swaran Singhji was 
complelled to yield ground. Now in order to 
save Mr. Bhutto he had to be given 
something. Sir. I suspect that we have 
acquired some vested interest in Bhutto, we 
think, that we must save Bhutto, otherwise 
somebody worst will come. He knows it and 
this is why he wants to play this card. 

Sir, I would 1 ike to say that nothing would 
have happened, nothing would have been lost 
if in   the first meeting you had not come to a 
pact.   Go on talking with them, go on 
exchanging ideas, go on meeting it does not 
matter at all.   Nobody had told you that at 
the first meeting you must come to a pact   
that   you   must   not come to Delhi withut a  
pact.   Nobody had said that.   The 
conversation could have continued.   You 
could   have   met him once, twice and  
thrice.   You could  have done it but you 
ought to  have taken this position that once 
for all this problem which has bedevilled the 
relations between India and  Pakistan will be 
solved.   Therefore, Sir,   we   are    not    
taken in.       Nothing can   be   done   about   
it now.       I only wish and pray that your 
good intentions should  succeed.   I  only  
wish  and  pray that between the two trends 
that Bhutto is following the trend for peace 
and friendship  with  India will dominate the 
other trend   which   is   for   confrontation   
witti India. 
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I am sure that victory is for socialist 
forces and for the forces which are for peace 
and not for the forces which are for war. 
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All these historical acts are a challenge 
to imperialists and imperialism and their 
design  has  got   a   setback.
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1 am sure thai \iciory is for socialist 
forces and for the forces which are for peace 
and nol for the forces which are for war. 
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".... the two sides will meet to discuss 
further the modalities and airangements for 
the establishment of durable peace and 
normalisation of relations, including the 
questions of repatriation of prisoners of 
war and civilian internees, a final settlement 
of Jammu and Kashmir and the resumption 
of diplomatic relations." 
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SHRI DWIJENDRALAL SEN GUPTA 
(West Bengal).• Mi. Deputy Chairman, Sir, 
1 have moved an amendment which I do not 
want to repeat. But on the question of my 
amendment, I have with me a copy of the 
Hindustan Standard, Calcutta, dated August 
2, 1972. The last four lines of its editorial 
say: 

"After all the Prime Minister is not 
obliged to consult the Opposition Parties 
on important national issues. Yet, she 
does it to build up a healthy democratic 
convention. This convention would have 
been strengthened if the Simla Agreement 
was ratified by the President after a debate 
in   Parliament." 

This is also the substance of my amend-
ment. Now, Mr. Deputy Chairman, I fully 
endorse the view expressed by the External 
Affairs Minister when in a written note 
circulated   he   says, 

"The experience of the past 25 years 
shows that outside agencies and third 
party involvement have made the solution 
of problems between India and Pakistan 
extremely difficult." 

True. It was the foreign powers that tried to 
play with Pakistan and we have as many as 
four wars with Pakistan. But I cannot 
understand Mr. Swaran Singh, our External 
Affairs Minister, when he says in the last 
page, "As far as India is concerned, we are 
prepared to treat the new Pakistan as a 
friend". What is the meaning of this "new 
Pakistan"? Does he want to convey that old 
Pakistan was something different from   
new   Pakistan? 

SARDAR SWARAN SINGH: That is, 
without Bangla Desh.
 
j 
8 R.S.S./72—7 

SHRI DWIJENDRALAL SEN GUPTA: 
I know. Our stand has always been we want 
friendly relations with all neighbouring 
countries. Old Pakistan, undivided Pakistan, 
was also a neighbouring country and our 
relations with old Pakistan from our side 
were always good. Now we have given 
handle to those who want to use it against us 
that wc only want the new and truncated 
Pakistan to be our friend and we never 
wanted the old, undivided, Pakistan as our 
friend. 

SHRI M. P. SHUKLA (Uttar Pradesh): 
No, no. 

SHRI DWIJENDRALAL SEN GUPTA: 
Anyway, I do not want either 'yes* or 'no' by 
way of running commentary. I have now 
before me the printed Agreement on bilateral 
relations between India and Pakistan signed 
by our Prime Minister India Gandhi and 
signed by Islamic Republic of Pakistan's 
President Zulfikkar Ali Bhutto. If it was not 
signed by our Prime Minister Indira Gandhi, 
if it was a draft given by Great Britain or 
America or China or even Russia, we would 
have ourselves said that these foreign powers 
want India to be bracketed with Pakistan or 
put the aggressor at par with India.   What 
have you said here?— 

"The Government of India and the 
Government of Pakistan are resolved that 
the two countries put an end to the con-
flict and confrontation that have hitherto 
marred their relations and work for the 
promotion of a friendly and harmonious 
relations...." 

Now, we never declared war against Pakis-
tan. We could categorically say that we 
reciprocate the ideas expressed by Mr. 
Bhutto and could give him thanks for his 
belated wisdom. I say there should not have 
been a bilateral agreement in this language. 
This line only indicates as if we say, let us 
forget and forgive, let us now 
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open a new channel. This is the significance 
of this line. In all the pages you will find as 
if India and Pakistan are a counterpart of 
each other doing the same good or the same 
bad and they have, now come to a sense of 
urgency "well, in future wc should not do 
like that". Now, on the question of this 
Agreement, I have very little to say because it 
is ajait accompli. We have signed this 
Agreement and President has ratified it 
without knowing the views of the Parlia-
ment. Internal problems exist in Pakistan 
and that is against Bhutto. Bhutto is the 
leader of the Peoples' Party there and has 
the strength of the Punjabis behind him. 
Most of the prisoners of war are Punjabis. 
Bhutto was being questioned by his people 
as to when these POWs will be released. He 
could not guarantee it. He was in hot water. 
Now we have given him a handle to say, 
'well, something will be done now. | Wait a 
few days'. We have helped Bhutto to save 
his face definitely. The people of Sind are 
fighting for autonomy. The people of 
Baluchistan are fighting for autonomy. The 
people of North-West Frontier Province are 
fighting for autonomy. Bhutto is being 
troubled like that. And our sympathy, I 
should say, my sympathy goes with those 
people, with those exploited people, of Sind, 
the exploited people of North-West Frontier 
Province, and the exploited people of 
Baluchistan but our action is positively 
against their interest. Exploitation was there 
in East Pakistan earlier, they rose in revolt 
and we played our part. Now you have 
strengthened the hands of Bhutto by signing 
this Agreement and have put cold water to 
the movement for autonomy of the different 
units of Pakistan. What was the urgency on 
our side? No urgency. We could have 
waited and seen. Again, Mr. Deputy 
Chairman, how can we forget that this 
Bhutto is not the leader of Pakistan with 
any dignity and honour, as it stands today.   
He was 

the leader who honoured the hijackers of 
Indian plane. When the hijackers went to 
Pakistan, it was Bhutto who garlanded them. 
It was that Bhutto who called our very 
respected External Affairs Minister the 
'Indian dog'. It is that Bhutto who decried 
Tashkent pact and ultimately was thrown 
out of Pakistan Cabinet. It is that Bhutto 
who after the 17th December, 1971, after the 
war, consulted America and China as to 
what should be done. Possibly—why 
possibly, in all likelihood—it was under 
Chinese and American advice that Bhutto 
signed this pact at Simla because America 
and China knew t,hat they could not do 
anything now for their friends in Pakistan. If 
anybody from the Congress side or this side 
of the opposition feels that Bhutto is changed 
and he has no link with China and America, 
he is living in a fool's paradise. America is 
now with thorn in his flesh on Vietnam 
issue. They cannot help him. The internal 
leadership conflict in China does not permit 
China to be involved in any war with India 
at this time. It was thus a very favourable 
time for India to see how Bhutto shapes 
himself and how he comes to his senses. But 
we have gone out of our way to strengthen 
him and instal him as the true leader of 
Pakistan. How can we forget that it was this 
Bhutto who on the 25th March 1971—the 
day when the army crack down took place in 
East Bengal—said at the West Pakistan 
airport when he landed there by plane that 
"Pakistan is now saved". He said that in 
support of mass killing. He directly 
supported the Yahya Khan regime. Bhutto is 
a man who is capable of changing sides 
every moment and Bhutto is thus not a 
dependable friend. I have every confidence 
in the people of Pakistan. I have every 
confidence in the leadership of those 
progressive elements in Pakistan. But 
Bhutto does not belong to those progressive 
elements, nor is he a true leader. He has now 
established himself by giving false hopes.   
He was in the confidence of China 
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and that was the reason why he was accep-
table as leader by a section for reasons of 
convenience and not because of any faith. 
His patriotism is very much in doubt. He can 
sell Pakistan and he can tell our Prime 
Minister any nonsense. But we have tried to 
strengthen that man's hands. Again when we 
look to the question of strengthening, I have 
had no hesitation in saying that we have to 
leave this acquired territory to Pakistan. Why 
we did not do it earlier, as we have not 
bargained over that even now. Our 
Government, however, said that so far as this 
acquired land is concerned, it will never be 
given back. Now, I am quoting our Defence 
Minister, Shri Jagjivan Ram. Not once, but 
on various occasions he had said it. If he 
says that just to keep up the morale of our 
Army, and our people, I say, Sir, that is not 
what the top man in the Defence Ministry 
should say. Such things create complications. 
But, day in and day out they make such 
statements. Mr. Deputy Chairman, Sir, our 
Prime Minister said something, ojr Enteral! 
ATiirs Minister said something and our 
Defence Minister said something. So, there is 
no Government in'that sense. Everybody 
"speaks either on""his own behalf or on 
behalf of nobody. Our Defence Minister said 
that, If he says today, 'No, I did not say that', 
then I can give him the cuttings, press 
cuttings, wherein he has said that; Sir, his 
speech was never contradicted by himself or 
even by  the  Government. 

When in the war so much of money and 
so many precious lives were lost, were they 
lost for nothing? That is a big question and 
that has to be answered. Sir, we can sign 
anything, we can also agree to whatever we 
honestly feel, we can give something to 
Pakistan also, because we have certain 
idealism, we have certain traditions, we have 
certain history and we are a matured nation,  
as  some  speakers  have    spoken. 

But, will they serve the cause of security of 
India? Then, why spend so much on 
defence? Then why don't you spend that 
amount for our culture and tradition and 
history by giving it to the Universities? Will 
our Army and our people believe us 
tomorrow if the Prime Minister or the 
Defence Minister says that we shall not give 
any land acquired by us, if we go to war. It is 
because of this they will say, 'Well, this is 
the fashion with the Government. You do 
not talk what you mean or you do not mean 
what you talk.' Government may say that 
they have got something to settle the 
problem of 25 years in this Agreement. Sir, 
the Kashmir problem was in the cold storage 
so far. Now we have allowed it to be revived 
and it is one of the basic problems—that is 
the language used—according to us, 
according to Pakistan. What does the 
Government mean by 'basic problem.' All 
these twenty-five years we have had only 
one basic problem with Pakistan and that 
was Kashmir's false claim by them. And, 
regarding that problem, you have not 
advanced anything and you have only said 
that the basic problem will be settled by 
mutual negotiations. Very good. When we talk 
of mutual negotiations, we ultimately say 
that I take this part and I give you that part. 
So, I want to know are you going to nego-
tiate with Pakistan in respect of Kashmir 
which is declared as an integral part of 
India? Let us know whether Kashmir is 
negotiable. If we are going to negotiate on 
Kashmir in the second or third summit, it 
becomes something negotiable? Do you say 
that it is negotiable? Then, you go out of the 
Constitution. I know, Sir, Government have a 
huge majority and by a two-third majority 
they may get constitution amended even on 
this issue, or on any issue they like. But, is it 
fair enough? Is   it   a   democratic   process? 
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[Shri Durjendralal Sen Gupta] Sir, lastly, I 
would like to give a warning to this 
Government that war is not over and there 
might be a repetition when Mr. Bhutto will 
feel encouraged by the foreign powers. He is 
just taking time, he is biding his time and he 
will be lying low for some time only. Our 
External Affairs Minister said that Mr. 
Bhutto's speech was for home consumption, 
and that you should not take, Mr. Bhutto on 
his words. When Mr. Bhutto told our 
Foreign Minister 'Indian dog', that was for 
world consumption, that   was   not   for   
home   consumption? 

Mr. Deputy Chairman, I know you have 
given me time. The last thing is this. Some 
of us have criticized the Government. The 
Government should understand the criticism    
objectively,    not    subjectively. 

Pakistan lost the war because of a united 
India. But the whole credit is being mono-
polised by the Congress Party. It is unfair.. . 
(Interruptions). Yes, yes. You won the 
election of 1972 on the slogan: 'We have 
won this war'. The election of 1971 was won 
on the slogan "Garibi Hatao", which was a 
big hoax. The election of 1972 was won by 
another hoax that "Congress Party has won 
this war and made Bangla Desh free". But 
supposing tomorrow there is another 
national crisis and you go to the nation, the 
people and the parties will think thrice 
before responding to the national 
emergency. Such bad precedents are 
pregnant with grave consequences. With 
these words, I thank you. 

MR.    D3PUTV    CHAIRMAN:    Mr. 
Panda. 

SHRI    BRAHMANANDA     PANDA: 
Sir, to relieve the monotony of repetitions, I 
shall begin with a story of Swami Rama-
krishna Paramhansa. Two young fisher 
women selling their fare in the villages one 
day about sun down they came to a village 
three or four miles away from their J 

own village. Not to risk the journey in 
darkness, they took shelter in the house of a 
florist, an old lady. The good old lady made 
some space for them in the room where she 
had kept a variety of scented flowers. Their 
fish baskets were thrown in the inner court. 
At about mid-night the old lady found them 
wide awake and talking to each other. She 
asked them what the matter was. They 
replied, "mother, we feel suffocated by the 
scent of your flowers. If you can get us our 
fish baskets then we can go to sleep". 
Similarly, there are certain elements in this 
country who cannot rest or sleep  with  the  
mere  mention  of 'peace' 
or  'amity'___ (Interruptions).   I  need  not 
name them. They stand exposed before the 
people today. And if some people relish the 
smell of blood and burnt earth, I cannot 
help; neither the people of India can help. I 
cannot forget the bullet that stilled the frail 
frame of the Mahatma. The people of India 
will also not forget that little Muslim boy 
who died alongside Ganesh Shankar 
Vidyarthi to uphold communal unity and 
harmony in the country. 

Sir, I was very much surprised that my 
hon. friend, Shri Goray, was trying to shield 
the Jan Sangh, saying that they have a right 
to correct themselves. But when the question 
of ideology comes, we will have to expose 
them, and their politics behind it. If I am 
harsh towards them, well, I am not at fault. I 
am not one of the persons like Shri Goray 
who are prisoners of history. Throughout the 
world today, great changes have been taking 
place. We must strive to write the history of 
the future. A great change is sweeping the 
world today. Resistance to change is a 
disease, and a diseased mind cannot plan for 
the health of the future ... (Interruption) I am 
not a prisoner of history or the past.    Our 
Prime Minister many a time has 
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said that the real enemy of the sub-continent, 
the real enemy No. 1 in the sub-continent 
today is poverty.   So, India, Pakistan and 
Bangla Desh with their 800 million people 
who constitute one-fifth of ihe population of 
the globe can never remain silent.   They are 
going to have a role to play in world politics 
and that role can be played only through 
peace.   If there is no peace we cannot  build  
up that either; we cannot make ourselves felt 
in the comity of nations; nor can we develop 
our country to   take our people to a high 
pedestal.   A weak neighbour can neither be a 
steadfast friend nor a formidable foe.   He is a 
mere headache creating tensions. As the 
Prime Minister said  yesterday, even rational   
people, when injected with a little religion, 
become irrational.   But India is a country 
wilh ancient   wisdom.   I  am    reminded   of 
that great   man   of   ours,   Pandit  
Jawaharlal Nehru, when   he said "Wars have 
become out date    offence     negotiations,   
negotiations—hundred times".   So, when we   
say that the Simla Summit is something out  
of that theory, it is wrong. TheSimla Summit 
is only a stage in the process of our search for 
peace.   And we must understand the mind of 
the people of Pakistan also. 

In India for the last twenty-five years wj   
have  a  demscratic  Government.   In 1 
Pakistan,   for  the   last   twenty-five   years 
| they have been fed with jchadism only un-
der    military     dictatorship.    When    Mr. 
Bhutto is now striving to change those 
people gradually to create a different 
atmosphere I in thai country, shall we not 
bear with them and   help  them   and   help   
him? 

[THE VICE-CHAIRMAN   (SHRI   V. B. RAJU) in 
the Chair] 

My  friend,   Dr.   Bhai   Mahavir—he is 
not   here—was    mischievously     selective 

| while quoting Mr. Bhutto. He forgot I that 
the same Mr. Bhutto is now the President of 
Pakistan and who has said "If we have to fight 
with India you must select another President. 
If you want to fight, it may not be possible for 
another ten or fifteen years. The basic thing is, 
what relationship you want to have wilh India. 
Decide yourself." Shall we not see a change 
through this? That Mr. Bhutto j who had said 
in the UNO "We shall vvajic j a thousand-year 
war against India —the same Bhutto—also 
can talk about a thousand year peace because 
the entire nature of the world, the political 
pattern in thewoild is changing. And if 
anybody in this subcontinent feels that we 
remain in the past, then history will show that 
we are not forgiven. This is a fear complex 
which, I think, my people will not suffei, my 
party will not suffer from. 

My friend there has   said—1  think  he 
has left... 

AN   HON.   MEMBER: He   is   there. 

SHRI BRAHMANANDA PANDA: I am 
very sorry; he is there. He said gcribi hatao 
is a hoax. For him it is just a slogan or a 
voice. But, for me it is an article of faith 
because we know that the real enemy of the 
sub-continent is poverty, poverty, and 
poverty alone. 

I will quote another sainl, Thiiuvafluvar, 
of the South. Five hundred years ago he 
said: "If you lose a battle, you remain an 
enemy. If you win a battle, you leave an 
enemy. Therefore, avoid confrontation." So, 
it is not merely a policy of friendship and 
amity among nations or peace with 
neighbours. It is not merely a policy that 
rellected the Congress Parly's Resolutions. It 
is the ancient Wisdom of his country. As a 
sub-continent we have i special role not in 
this area of Asia or in \fiica alone but we 
have a role to play in 
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[Shri Brahmananda Panda] the 
whole world. And that will be clear when 
you read histoiy objectively and try to write 
history for the future instead of being 
prisoners of history. I must say that Mr. 
Gcray, by asking the Jarta Sangh people to 
change with his very intellectual speech, 
only wanted to shield them for the time. I 
repeat again, when ideological differences 
come, we must thrash them out. You can 
have a clear exposure then; then only can 
you know what we stand for and   what   
they  stand   for. 

Sir, now much is being talked of the 
conquered teiritory that it is being given 
away. 1 would again remind our critics that 
battles are always fought on the battle fronts 
but the problems of war and peace are always 
settled at the diplomatic table and through 
negotiations alone. What is happening in 
Vietnam? They are bombarding there; B-52 
bombers are now smashing all their massive 
bases and even dykes, but in Paris they are 
also having peace talks. Even if the battle is 
won things are not settled at the theatre of 
war; the question of war and peace has to be 
decided by negotiations. If you take things in 
that pei-speaive then the Simla summit is 
relevant and if you come to some agreement 
there is nothing wrong. (Time bell rings) Sir, 
please don't be harsh on me; probably I will 
take two or three minutes more. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI V. B 
RAJU): There are quite a number of 
speakers   yet   in   the list. 

SHRI BRAHMANANDA PANDA: 
Some Member referred to some Vijay Raja 
Scindia; I cannot even pronounce it properly 
and it has been said that Vijay Raje Scindia 
is unhappy about this Agreement. Sir, the 
less we talk of the Sciendia House the 
belter. History will show that in 1957 but 
for this House, this notorious Scindia 
House, which played a traitorous role the 
history of India would have been different. 

SHRI N.G. GORAY: The Scindias have 
a very glorious history and also a history  of 
treachery,  both. 

SHRI OM MEHTA: What was their role   
in      1857? 

SHRI    BRAHMANANDA   PANDA: 
But for them 1 can tell you that the great 
Rani of Jhansi would not have been killed. 

SHRI N.G. GORAY: But they have also a 
glorious history. 

SHRI BRAHMANANDA   PANDA: If you 
look to the brighter side of the mcon I do not 
forget the darker side. (Interruptions) 

SHRI MAN SINGH VARMA (Uttar 
Pradesh): You always see the darker side; 
that    is   the   difficulty. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI V.B. 
RAJU): Mr.   Panda,   your time   is up. 

SHRI BRAHMANANDA PANDA: 
Therefore I say that a psychological change 
has started in Pakistan. People are now 
beginning to think whether they should be 
friendly to India or should be inimical of 
India. If Mr. Bhutto can play his role and 
bring about this change then I think it would 
be better to deal with him rather than with 
Tikka Khans and Yahya Khans. He is the 
civilian President, democratically elected 
Piesident with the masses behind him and if 
you want to deal with them any day he is a 
better man to deal with then than the trigger-
happy army Generals who always talk in 
terms of bombs and bullets. We have seen 
Yahya Khan ; we have seen Ayub Khan. 
There are so many already doing their best 
for sabotaging what has been achieved at the 
Simla meeting and what may be achieved in 
future. To say that Mr. Bhutto will not 
change is not correct.   With the charge 
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that is sweeping the whole world is bound to 
change. After all he has political sagacity; he 
is a clever man and he would   not   abolish   
himself   politically. 

I won't take much of your time because I 
always feel that the greatest danger to society 
is the intellectual bore. The House has had it 
to a great extent and I would not like to add to 
it. 

AN HON. MEMBER : You have already 
added. 

SHRI N.G. GORAY: A good way of 
complimenting   yourself. 

{Interruptions) 
SHRI BRAHMANANDA PANDA: I 

seldom indulge in that luxury. Well, Sir, the 
Jana Sangh people have said that the Simla 
summit is a sell out but if I cite the real sell 
out they will be unhappy. Sell out of what? It 
is not a sell out of our national honour or 
dignity; it is not a sell out of our national 
sovereignty. It is a sell out of the Jana Sangh 
cult. 
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"The agreement is the first step towards 
establishing durable peace in the sub-
continent. It provides a framework which, if 
faithfully worked out. can bring about an 
altogether new relation between India and 
Pakistan." Then it says : 

"The Agreement is based on the principle 
of equality of sovereign nations and not in the 
spir i t  of a victor dictating his terms to the 
vanquished." 
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"including the questions of repatriation 
of prisoners of war and civilian internees, a 
final settlement of Jammu and Kashmir and 
the resumption of diplomatic relations." 
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I can understand that the proceedings of the 
other House cannot be discussed. But a 
running speech made in the other House can 
always be quoted because it is a public 
document. 

AN HON. MEMBER : He is talking 
about   the   UN    proceedings.  . 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA (West Bengal) 
: Don't be too rigid about it. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI V. B. 
RAJU): The practice is what is actually said 
in the other House cannot be quoted here 
excepting a Minister's staterrent. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : I do not 
know, if he just reads out what was said in 
the other House without mentioning that it 
was said in the Lok Sabha, it would be 
perfectly valid. These are just parliamentary 
niceties. How long must we follow   May's   
Parliamentary   Practice ? 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI V. B. 
RAJU): Anyhow, he is giving agist of it. 

SHRI PITAMBER DAS: I have asked it 
so that it may not become precedent for  
future. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : I think we had 
better forget it. It is a minor thing. 

SHRI PITAMBER DAS (Uttar Pradesh) : 
Mr. Vice-Chairman, I would like to know one 
thing. Since it is a question of procedure I 
would like to know this : What is it that cannot 
be quoted ? What after all did the honourable 
Member want to quote which you said cannot 
be quoted ? 

"In Jammu and Kashmir, the line of 
control resulting from the cease-fire of 
December 17, 1971, shall be respected by 
both sides without prejudice to the 
recognised position of either side." 

THE      VICE-CHAIRMAN   (SHRI V. 
B. RAJU): No, no.   It cannot be quoted. 

SHRI NAWAL KISHORE : All right, I 
will give the g st if it cannot be quoted. 
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Muslims in particular—is hailing the Simla 
agreement as a very salient achievement for 
stabilising and normalising the relationship 
between India and Pakistan. And I 
congratulate our hon. Prime Minister and the 
President of Pakistan for their wise 
farsightedness and statesmanship. The leaders 
of the two countries have shown vision, 
understanding and courage. As specifically 
mentioned by our honourable Minister for 
External Affairs, this Agreement is the first 
step for establishing durable peace in the sub-
continent. It is not the final one by any means 
or any manner in the bilateral relations of the 
two countries and we have to go a long way. 
In fact, we had to wait patiently for a long 
time, for more than two decades and a half, to 
see the budding of this beginning. It is said 
that India and Pakistan would now settle their 
disputes and differences by peaceful means 
without any third party intervention. By 
saying "third party" it is also meant that the 
paramount powers of the British and 
American imperialism, which have been 
causing division between the two nations for 
a long time and enjoying the benefit thereby. 

Sir, it is foolish on the part of any country, 
I say, to have a policy of utter dependence on 
foreign imperialist powers, both economic 
and military dependence, and I am glad that 
Pakistan has realised this after 25 years. The 
very same idea of getting away from the 
clutches of the imperialist countries is 
prevailing in almost all the nations which are 
presently going through turmoil including the 
countries like Philippines, the Government of 
South Vietnam and the Government of 
Islamabad. As far as Pakistan is concerned, 
her military dependence on the US and China 
and her diplomatic dependence on the UN, 
are still existing and this may, of course, be 
reflected in the Kashmir issue.   Although we 
are vi tal ly  

SHRI M.S. ABDUL KHADER (Tamil 
Nadu) : Mr. Vice-Chairman, I rise to speak 
with the wholehearted intention of support-
ing the Simla Pact.   The whole of India— 



 

[Shri M. S. Abdul Khader] interested in 
the peaceful co-existence of the three 
components of the sub-continent, namely 
India, Pakistan and Bangla Desh, I fear, Sir, 
that there is still the possibility of third 
party intervention. Obviously, external 
forces like China and America will raise the 
Kashmir issue in the UN seeking to turn 
against us by means of the majority re-
solutions.   No doubt, we have our friends 
there who, on sim ar occasions defeated the 
resolution by the use of the  veto. May I 
hope,  Sir,  on  this  occasion  that  this 
Simla Agreement would put an end to the 
fear of confrontation and would open up 
new vista on the basis of bilateralism. 

Sir, the term 'bilateralism' is very 
specific, as enunciated by our Minister for 
External Affairs. We could not find this 
word in the Tashkent Agreement which talks 
of peaceful measures, peaceful consultation 
and peaceful means. The term 'bilateralism' 
means bilateral negotiations, peaceful 
means which are to be mutually agreed 
upon, so that no country can unilaterally 
take the help of some mediator or 
conciliator or any UN agency or anybody 
else unless the other party has agreed to it. 
As far as India is concerned, Sir, as stated 
by our honourable Prime Minister we are 
not at all afraid of any country. Our people 
are one and strong and loyal and we have 
confidence in ourselves and can stand on 
our own strength. 

Sir, I conclude now with   my expression  
of     heartfelt   gratitude  and  I  once again 
reiterate what I have been telling from the 
beginning that the Muslims of I India  do  
welcome  this   Agreement  cordially and I, 
on my bshalf, congratulate j the  honourable  
Prime  Minister  and  her associates for 
bringing about such an Agreement and  I call  
upon  the  people to stand by the Government 
and strive for the proper   implementation of 
this Agreement.   Thank   you,   Sir. 

SHRI JOACHIM ALVA (Nominated) : 
Sir, I would at the outset like to refer to the 
700th anniversary of British Parliament. It 
was about the month of June in 1965. 
General Ayub Khan came out of the hall at 
the end of the proceedings and was followed 
a little later by his then Foreign Minister, Mr. 
Bhutto. I had known him in India and at the 
United Nations. I asked Mr. Bhutto as to how 
many children he had. He told me that he had 
five children and his eldest daughter ' was 
thirteen years old. I laughingly told him, 
"You will have to clear up the borders before 
she is married," meaning thereby that Muslim 
boys in India or Muslim girls in India could 
marry Muslim girls and boys respectively in 
Pakistan. Now the borders are open and we 
are very happy about it. We were also happy 
to welcome Miss Bhutto who made a very 
graceful gesture by wearing the saree above 
her back. Her father, she declared, had 
advised to do it always. 

SHRI N. G. GORAY : What about the 
knees ? 

SHRI JOACHIM ALVA : You are not 
interested in this problem as I have been. 1 
had moved a resolution twice, giving notice 
for a resolution, in Parliament, demanding 
ban on foreign films, which did not come 
off. We want this to be stopped. We want to 
stop the import of all foreign indecent films 
which make our young boys and girls forget 
the culture of their great land and they show 
their backs. We want to stop the whole 
thing. 

My second point is this. The Jan Sangh 
wants India to be brought to the level of 
Ireland where man tears man to pieces and 
bombing takes place every day even now, 
and even if Vinoba Bhave were to go there 
to restore peace between the parties, even he 
could have the fear of being killed there. 
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I remember the late Major General 
Bhandari, Superintendent of Nasik Jail, 
wherein my friend Mr. Goray and I were jail 
companions,—Mr. Bhandari being a 
Punjabi—having told us later after the 
partition how the Hindus and Muslims and 
the Sikhs would fill each other's houses on 
the occasions of marriages and what fun 
there was by such gatherings. All that has 
been shattered by the British partition of 
India. But for the British, we should have 
been all together. Now the British are 
watching the fun far away, though, they have 
been liquidated. 

I recently heard Pakistan Radio and 
landed on the Multan station. How lovely 
was the music. It thrilled me. It sounded like 
Indian music. The music of Afghanistan, 
India and Pakistan is so much alike. We are 
of the same flesh and blood. I heard Afghan 
music in Kabul.   All  this  will come back. 

I must mention another incident. At the 
Simla conference of All India leaders 
summoned by Lord Wavell, the then Viceroy, 
Mahatma Gandhi and other leaders were 
present. The late Mr. Dev-das Gandhi, son of 
Mahatma Gandhi, asked me to go and see 
Mohammed Ali Jinnah. Jinnah asked me as to 
who had sent me there. When I told him that 
Shri Devdas Gandhi had sent me there, he 
began to talk cordially and we talked on six 
days. He wanted a letter from Mahatma 
Gandhi, asking him to go and see him. Then I 
told that I had seen with my own eyes 
Mahatma Gandhi going to his house in 
Bombay for 18 long days to talk about 
communal unity, though he had lost his 
beloved wife, Kasturba a little before that, 
and that Shri Jinnah had never condoled with 
him. He felt guilty and embarrassed. But the 
point remains that he was not invited and 
thereafter the Simla talks broke 8 R.S.S./72—
8 

down and we had no reconciliation there-
after. Lord Wavell and his ICS Secretaries 
had sabotaged all efforts to bring the two 
communities together. Now the Prime 
Minister has shown some remarkable talent 
when she said that this was a great occasion 
in the history of a nation which has 
happened after 25 long years. 

I have seen the first riots in Bombay in 
1928 on killing a dog and the British 
encouraged it and made it dangerous for the 
national unity. I was in Calcutta after the 
Bhubaneswar Congress Committee when 
riots were on in 1964. We cannot be more 
politicians. We have to be at places where 
riots take place and find out the causes and 
suggest remedies. 

When Indiraji said that this was a great 
occasion in the history of a nation, we 
should let go and go by. She did it in a 
determined way and so how can you find 
fault with her  ? 

Then there are the Americans and the 
Chinese who are working behind the scene. 
The Americans and the Chinese are not our 
friends at present. The history shows that 
they have vested interests. Then why do you 
talk about Russians ? About 20 million 
Russians died in the last war and about 7,000 
villages were destroyed but not one 
American was killed or a village destroyed 
by fire from the sky by aeroplanes in the 
USA as described by Marshal Zuksv, the 
Soviet Army Commander of world war II in 
his memories. Yet people here say that the 
Americans are the greatest folks and they run 
after the Americans. You can see what the 
Russians have done on the issue of Goa and 
Kashmir, in the field of steel and oil, how 
they helped us in the last two wars. Not one 
substantial thing has been done by the 
Americans or the British in tho matter of war 
or on most vital issues. This is what the 
Russians have done. Why 
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[Shri Joachim Alva] do you mix Russia 
with China and America? When the British 
walked away, these two countries, America 
and China, came in. The Chinese Hindi Chiiti 
bhai bhai came in and the result was that this 
sub-continent has never been allowed to live 
in peace. 

The Jana Sangh is indulging in the most 
malicious and unkind propaganda that could 
have ever been done. There could not have 
been better politicians. In Mahatma Gandhi's 
Young India he has said that the Hindus and 
the Muslims drank and smoked from the 
same pipe but those days are gone. We are 
trying to build up a new nation. When you 
look at the history of India, Russians have 
been trying to bring the two countries 
together. The Americans sent espionage 
planes from Pakistan into Russia. You 
should also not forget the kind of 
arrangements that were made by Shrimati 
Indira for the stay of Mr. Bhutto. Please do 
not forget that. Mr. Bhutto had uttered very 
unkind words about Indiraji much before he 
came to India; yet she went herself, 
forgetting it most graciously, and saw the 
arrangements that were made for Mr. Bhutto. 
That was the great magnanimity she showed. 

We have still confidence in our Army. 
Our defence forces are ready. We were 
recently taken to Visakhapatnam. That is the 
most interesting tour. There what you will 
find is the young men of the ages of 30 to 35 
years going down the submarines as leaders 
of submarines. They stay there down below. 
They say that they cannot eat tinned food 
after three days and that they are getting 
tired of each other. They are prepared to take 
care of our borders. The two Commanders 
took the M.Ps to the submarines. There are 
less than five submarines and we will have 
to build up at least 50 submarines if we have 
to protect our long borders. 

We shall not allow monopolists to interfere 
with the construction in self-defence. 
Whatever the sources may be, we will have 
to build up this submarine fleet. 

While I talk of Jana Sangh, I have had the 
happiness of knowing Dr. Shyama Prasad 
Mukherjee whom I hailed the other day in 
the Aligarh Muslim University debate here 
as the greatest orator of the Indian 
Parliament. But he was always suffering 
under the mighty grievance of the sufferings 
of the Bengalis by the partition of India. 
They were different days. His followers have 
taken a different line from him altogether. I 
am sure Dr. Shyama Prasad Mukherjee, had 
he been alive, would not have adopted the 
present lines as the Jana Sangh. "He died in 
very unhappy circumstances in Kashmir and 
my wife and I met him two days before he 
was arrested. He never gave us a hint that he 
was entering Kashmir and would be arrested. 
Before Liaqat Ali Khan came to India in 
1950, there was a terrible turmoil going on in 
India. We had then a stormy Congress Party 
meeting presided over by Pandit Nehru. 
Everyone advocated strong steps but I as a 
new member said that it was not easy—we 
cannot run away from here—now the bombs 
will fall above the hall just as we had a fear 
of the bombs on the 3rd December, 1971 
right outside this hall. I was shouted down by 
Acharya Kripalani and others. They asked 
me to shut up ! He is the one who is now 
presiding over Jana Sangh meeting. But 
Pandit Nehru asked them all to keep quiet 
and he wanted to hear me. This is what is 
happening in this country. Dr. Shyama 
Prasad Mukherjee would never have 
tolerated this malicious and rotten ideas that 
they are now bringing up of one community 
hating each other. 

Now I come to the role of Maharani of 
Gwalior.   The Maharani never opened 
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her mouth in Parliament. She was ab sent 
even during the Budget debates, though 
present in Delhi. That is the sort of interest 
she had in tht affairs of the country. Now she 
leads a procession in the border, and it is 
played up. The Statesman which is run by 
the wealthy people of India writes in a box 
that the Maharani walked in great nobility, 
silence and dignity. She did not even stir; she 
strode like a leader. I ask, where were these 
people all those years during the days of the 
British when people were being butchered 
and shot down ? They were busy looking 
after race horses. 

Sir, I would like to talk about the Birlas just 
as my friend there talks about Kashmir. They 
would like to see Kashmir being thrown 
open to everybody and do you know what 
will happen when Kashmir is thrown open ? 
We in Mysore have been fed up because of 
the entry of Birlas into our State. Birlas are 
holding hundreds of acres of land there and 
now the Jains have come too. We did 
wonderful things in Mysore and Mysorew as 
a strong State under late Viswesarayya. Mr. 
Veerendra Patil was there as Chief Minister 
but slowly the Birlas came in and entrenched 
themselves there under Nijalingappa and idra 
Patil Ministries. How ? Lots of money has 
passed by. Tnto whose corrupt hands has it 
gone ? Similarly Goa is being exploited and 
sought to be destroyed by the Birlas. In my 
own State Mr. Thapar is now coming up and 
buying up all the land in my old constituency 
of Karwar. I say such people should be asked 
to go to hell because he is going to damage 
the land and pollute the fish. These are the 
sort of people whom you want to get into 
Kashmir. Let the Kashmiris remain where 
they are untainted by these monopolists who 
have representation here and political friends 
amongst corrupt Chief Min'sters. I do not 
want to say anything more on this. 

Sir, the last thing I want to   say is   this 
The   Prime Minister has done a wonderful 
thing in the  history of the world.   In   the 
history of the world you cannot    find such 
an example when 5,000 miles of territory 
have   been   returned.   She   has  shown a 
great example to Mrs. Golda Meir;   she has 
shown a great example to   the Jews who are 
setting up Israel.   She has shown that it is 
immoral and unjust to hold on to other 
people's land.   I was at the United Nations I 
remember on the 18th   November 1967 or so 
when that Resolution   on Egypt-Israel was 
passed.   1 had a   hearty laugh   when I was 
told that there  would be no peace for years.   
So, Sir, our prestige has gone up very high.   
Shrimati Indira Gandhi has done something 
magnificent, something unprecedented   in   
the   history of the world by giving away 
5,000 miles of territory.   She  has  shown    
to  the  Arabs and above all to the Israelis 
what real morality is that should govern 
relations between two  countries. 

SHRI S.D. MISRA (Uttar Pradesh) : Sir, 
we request that the whole of his speech 
should be circulated because we have not 
understood his pronunciation. His high 
flown English we have not followed and it 
should  be   circulated. 

SHRI BHLPESH GUPTA : I suggest 
that you should go to his house tonight and 
live with him and get him explain the whole 
thing. 

SHRI S.D. MISRA : In that case I would 
send Mr. Bhupesh Gupta because he is 
nearer to   him. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI V. B. 
RAJU) : Professor Rasheedtiddin Khan. 

PROF. RASHEEDUDDIN 
KHAN (Nominated ) : Mr Vice-Chairman, 
Sir, let me first recite two couplets in Urdu, 
for reason which will be evident presently. 
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[Prof. Rasheeduddin Khan] 

 

Sir, poetry in Urdu comes in handy when a 
man feels frustrated, and for the last two 
days I have been feeling frustrated 
because all that I wanted to say had been 
said rather well. I have been robbed of the 
newness of my thoughts ! Anyhow, Mr 
Vice-Chairman, Sir, I would like to say 
what I have to. 

Sir, there are occasions in the life of 
people when they should take some 
satisfaction, indeed even a modest pride in 
having done a job well. One such occasion, 
I submit, has now come, when we have not 
only conducted a just and righteous war 
successfully, in repulsing a needless 
aggression on our land, but in the process 
we have also helped an oppressed 
neighbour, the struggling people of Bangla 
Desh, to assert their democratic right to 
liberty and freedom. And what is more, we 
have also been able to negotiate an 
Agreement with dignity, honour and good-
will, the first of what can well be called a 
series of 'just' Agreements which, if all 
goes well, will establish the age of lasting 
pjace and prosperity in this sub-continent-
This occasion, however, should neither lead 
us to a state of Euphoria and complacency, 
nor to a listless state of unconcern, much 
less to a position of shortsighted, partisan 
oppositoin for a small group interest. This 
is an occasion, Sir, which calls for a 
national consensus. It calls for transcending 
the narrow party considerations. It calls for 
transcending the sentimentalist style of 
passion-politics. It calls for transcending 
the habitual suspicion and mistrust. 

Sir, what is the criterion for judging the 
recently ratified Simla Agreement between 
India and Pakistan ?  Let us apply our mind 
to this fundamental consideration in a    
constructive manner.   Should there be some 
objective and rational  basis of judgement,   
or  merely   a   subjective   and partisan basis 
of evaluation?   Should we judge it by 
remembering the times when the successive   
regimes   in Pakistan have gone  back  on  
their assurances of peace-towards India  ? 
Should we judge it   by recapitulating   the   
habitual   animositites generated among both 
the people by   interested parties ? Should we 
judge it by making a balance-sheet of gains 
and losses in each sector of war by measuring   
the areas captured and lost ? Should we judge 
it by the exhibition of nostalgia for the 
Pakistan territories of Sind which had come 
under our occupation during the war  ? 
Should we judge it by probing into the 
motives of Pakistani elite and of the ruling 
party ? Should it be by indulging in a sort of 
pseudo psycho-analysis of the irregularities 
in the behaviour pattern and the conduct of 
the flamboyant and self-contradictory 
President of Pakistan ? Or should it be that 
we dismiss all these as unworthy of our 
consideration at this great hour of triumph, at 
this great hour of responsibility when India 
has been able to vindicate the majesty of its 
domocratic system   ? Should we not judge 
the Agreement and the negotiations that led 
to it on the stable basis not only of the 
realities of the situation but also in the 
context—and this I submit  is  more 
important—of  the  ends and purposes for 
which India has stood for the last twenty-five 
years ? Should we not judge the Agreement 
on the basis of the operative policy of our 
own national life and  international   conduct   
?  Should we only react to  what  Mr  Bhutto 
says,  or should we act in a more positive 
manner ? 

I will submit that among the important 
aspects to be kept in mind are not only the 
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international context but also the national 
context. Three important things in the 
international framework need some em-
phasis. One has already been mentioned in 
this House by my good friend, Professor 
Dutt, that there is an alround atmosphere of 
detente, the atmosphere of detente not only 
between the super-powers, but an 
atmosphere of detente between all regional 
powers. This has resulted in the collapse of 
bipolarity and Super-power dominated 
politics. 

5 P.M. 

The second is the fact that the UN Tias 
declined in its political role in solving 
disputes, reducing tensions and avoiding 
conflict between neighbours. This is a 
consequence of the shift from multilateral 
approach to the settlements of disputes, to 
bilateral negotiations between the concerned 
parties, outside the UN forum. The third is 
the generation of regional consciousness and 
an attempt to promote direct talks and 
negotiations for regional peace and 
cooperation. This is a consequence of the 
creation of, what may be called, 'viable 
security communities' in different parts of 
the world, which has increased trade, 
cooperation and transactions of goods and 
services resulting in regional economic 
collaboration. The EEC is a good case in 
print. Therefore the spirit of detente, of 
bilateralism, and regional cooperation has 
also a direct relevance and a lesson for India 
and Pakistan. 

All these things impinge on us, but what 
is more important is the context of the 
inernal situation and the collossal problem 
of socio-economic growth. I am happy that 
our Prime Minister, even in this hour of 
triumph, has said that our enemy is neither 
China nor Pakistan nor any other power. 
Our main enemy is the rampart poverty of 
our people. Therefore, the first  national  
problem is  the problem 

of stabilising the foundations of our eco-
nomy by eradication of poverty, rapid 
industrialisation and overall development. 
The second important national problem. I 
submit, as a consequence of this war. is that 
we have emerged as a big regional power in 
South Asia. And since we are a big regional 
power in South Asia we must also accept the 
responsibilities which flow from this 
position. Now, what do you mean by being a 
big regional power ? Is it in terms of 
military force ? Is it in terms of the capacity 
of India to strike against her neighbour ? Or, 
is it in terms of India's capacity to stabilise 
the whole region as an area of peace and 
prosperitj '.' This responsibility has to be 
taken into consideration by us. It is the 
responsibility of promoting goodwill, of 
constructive mutuality, of building bridges 
between people as part of Asian solidarity. 
Therefore, in pursuance of this 
responsibility one important compulsion is 
(hat ive should do everything to strengthen 
and help the progressive forces within 
Pakistan as indeed we must do everything to 
help and strengthen the progressive forces 
within India. 

Now who arc the enemies of the Agree-
ment ? If we examine that we will find that 
both in India and Pakistan the enemies of the 
Agreement, the enemies of bilateralism and 
the enemies of negotiation are precisely 
those people who stand to gain by conflicts, 
tensions and disputes between neighbours. 
Hence, I would say that we must not look to 
the passing phase of any leader in Pakistan 
or the self-contradiction in (he statement of 
any leader, but to the larger purposes for 
which the people of Pakistan have also been 
struggling. 

Now, Sir, we must look at the Agreement 
in its totality. It is futile to look at its letter 
only without examining its spirit as well.   
What is the   spirit of the 
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I would say that it is the spirit of political 
wisdom which has brushed aside the 
animosities of the past and rejected the 
recriminative style of conduct of foreign 
policy. It is the spirit of Asian solidarity, it 
is the spirit of regional fraternity. It is the 
spirit of international responsibility for 
peace and above all it is the spirit that 
would help the radical transformation of 
political relationship between India and 
Pakistan to establish, instead of hatred and 
suspicion, an enduring basis for peace. It 
is in this larger context that the spirit and 
not the letter of the Agreement has to be 
considered. 

I would say that the Agreement can be 
broadly   divided    into   three   parts.   The 
first  part contains agreements on certain 
principles for conducting mlitual  relations. 
The  second   part  contains  agreement   on 
certain specific issues  of immediate con-
cern.   The   third   deals   with   certain   
unresolved issues. In the first set, three 
important principles have been agreed to. 
Firstly, that  both  countries renounce  the  
use  of force and the policy of 
confrontation and conflict.    Secondly, that   
the two countries shall  work on  the  basis 
of bilateral nations. At this   point I may 
mention that the Charter of the UN lists in 
Chapter VI seven ways of solving a 
problem by peaceful means.   The first is 
negotiation followed by enquiry,  
mediation,    conciliation,    arbitration, 
judicial  settlement    and resort to regional 
agencies  or   arrangements.   It  is, 
therefore, evident that even the UN Charter   
emphasizes   negotiations,   which   are 
bilaterally conducted  between the parties 
concerned, as the first method of solving 
disputes and  conflicts.   Today  the stage 
has  come   where   the  first   instrument   
of peaceful   settlement   that   is   
negotiations has   acquired   greater 
importance.   When we speak of 
bilateralism, we mean to extricate 
ourselves from third party interference. 
Third party intervention within the frame-
work of our regional  politics  means the 

intervention of super-powers, particularly 
the United States. And we are aware that 
United States has been a continuous 
supplier of arms to Pakistan, and is a power 
responsible for unsettling the conditions in   
the  sub-continent. 

Hence the emphasis on mutuality bet-
ween the two countries, the emphasis on 
bilateralism ultimately for the extrication of 
the problems of the sub-continent from the 
direct and indirect influence of other 
powers. 

In the second set the agreement speaks 
about progressive normalisation of relations, 
resumption   of   communication,       trade, 
economic co-operation, and so on. What is 
significant  is that  when  the agreement 
speaks  of withdrawal of troops  to  their 
respective sides of the international border, it 
also speaks of maintenance of the line of 
actual control in Kashmir as on 17th of 
December, 1971. I submit that the signi-
ficance of India's  emphasis on the mainte-
nance of the line   of actual control as on 17th    
December,   1971,    should be  read with 
much more care, because this is a step 
forward in which we have said that we do not 
recognise the boundary created by  the 
ceasefire  in   1948.   We recognise Kashmir 
to be an integral part of India. Therefore, we 
sh£>ll neither go back to the old line of 1948 
nor do we accept any necessity of UN 
observation team in Kashmir.   This is a  
distinct change with far reaching   
repercussions.   I       would   not like   to   
emphasise   this   point   too   much either   in   
this House   or   outside   because we are at the 
moment engaged in a process of  
approachment with Pakistan and anything 
said by us will be repeated there and might be 
given a construction which might almost 
appear as if India is dictating terms. 

The third set of Agreement speaks of the 
question of repatriation of the prisoners of  
war,   final  settlement   of Jammu  and 
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Kashmir and the resumption of diplomatic 
relations. 

Most of the objections to the Agreement 
relate to this part, and are based on a rather 
sentimentalist approach. But two objections 
have to be nevertheless answered carefully. 
One objection is that withdrawal of our army 
from occupied territory without a quid pro 
quo by miking Pakistan vacate occupied 
Kashmir amounts to a sell-out to Pakistan. 
The second objection is that the phrase "final 
settlement of Jammu and Kashmir" gives rise 
to the impression as if we are reopening the 
whole issue of the State's accession once 
again. 

Regarding the first objection, four valid 
answers come to my mind : One that 
withdrawal from territories occupied by us as 
a consequence of the war has been stated as 
our goal and purpose from the beginnirv: 
both by the Prime Minister on the floor of 
both the Houses of Parliament and by the 
Foreign Minister in his speech in the 
Security Council of the United Nations in 
December 1971. But quite apart from this 
we had not gone to war with Pakistan to 
annex territories. We had gone to repulse 
aggression. Our objective was limited and 
specific. As the world's largest democracy I 
submit. Sir, it is incumbent on us to uphold 
the principles of democracy which involves 
serupulous regard for the territorial integrity 
of other countries and our concern not to 
annex, conquer or appropriate regions for a 
shorter or a longer period of time. We refuse 
to be conquered as we refuse to conquer. 
Further we have enough of problems on our 
hands, then why should we even temporarily 
retain areas involving tremendous 
administrative   responsibilities. 

Tin second argument is more important. I 
submit for the consideration of the House 

that as long as the prisoners of war are with 
us, from a strictly bargaining angle the 
added occupation of Pakistani territory does 
not make a difference. But, however, their 
continued occupation on the contrary would 
make a difference, in so far as it would 
impede the generation of a more cordial 
atmosphere between India and the people of 
Pakistan. Our withdrawal will help in still in 
the minds of thee progressive sections of the 
people in Pakistan a confidence about India 
that India has no claim on any part of 
Pakistan either bv right, reprisal or 
conquest. 

And thereby, we would strengthen the 
democratic forces in Pakistan whose stren-
gthening indeed should be an enlightened 
policy of a big neighbour like India. Indeed, 
we should not look to any President of 
Pakistan but on the other hand we should 
look to the people of Pakistan in the hope 
that they would first put their house in order 
and in that process would also feel the 
necessity and desirability of peace with 
India. 

Finally, a word about occupied Kashmir. 
The question of occupied Kashmir should 
not be confused with the question of the 
solution of issues of immediate concern 
resulting from the recent war. It will only 
add to more mistrust, suspicion, tension and 
a basis for conflict. We must take a political 
rather than a juristic and restrictive view. 
We must keep in mind the larger problem of 
building up a friendly and viable sub-
continent. Therefore, I would say that the 
inclusion of the phrase "final settlement of 
Jammu and Kashmir" in the Aggreemenl is 
to be looked at from a larger angle. In terms 
of our constitutional law, after the due 
accession of the State, Jammu and Kashmir 
has become an integral part of our sovereign 
nation. The last 25 years have also shown, 
notwithstanding    some voices of dissent, 
that 
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the people of Kashmir have endorsed thro-
ugh many elections and even otherwise that 
they have ratified the accession as final and 
complete. But let us not lose sight of the fact 
that since we and not Pakistan had gone to 
the United Nations under the articles of the 
Charter invoking the authority and help of 
the United Nations to get Pakistan vacate its 
aggression and withdraw from the occupied 
area, therefore what is known as the Kashmir 
question in the lobby of the United Nations 
remains on the agenda of the Security 
Council. Further as long as Pakistan remains 
in occupation of parts of Kashmir and 
continue to lay claim to them sometimes 
directly and at other times indirectly by 
proclaiming the right of self-determination 
of the people of Kashmir, we cannot shut our 
eyes to the necessity of doing everything 
through peaceful means to come to an 
understanding with Pakistan. By the 
inclusion of this item in the Agreement, far 
from compromising, what we have done is to 
take the first realistic step which through 
bilateral talks and negotiations will yet pave 
the way for durable peace. 

In conclusion, I would say, let us look at 
the real nature of the conflict. What is the 
real nature of the conflict ? Looked more 
carefully Sir, the real conflict between India 
and Pakistan over the years has been the 
conflict of the system, the conflict of values 
of political life and political culture. It is a 
conflict between secular popular democracy 
and autocratic elite rule, depending on a 
non-secular and non-democratic base. This 
was the reason why even the leaders and 
people of Pakistan are saying and rightly so 
that their defeat is essentially the defeat of 
their system. 

Let us remember ultimately that we 
cannot fight hate with hate, but hate with 
compassion and understanding; we cannot 
fight bigotry with bigotry, but bigotry 

with enlightenment and reason; we tallr not 
fight obscurantism with obscurantism but 
obscurantism with rationalism and wisdom. 
What we have done in the Simla Agreement is 
hopefully to make an attempt, to take the first 
step to initiate an era of sanity, of good 
neighbourliness and constructive mutuality of 
relations. It is not the be-all and end-all of 
lndo-Pakistan relations. It is the first step but 
an important step. Therefore, wh'le rejoicing 
in the majesty of our democratic system which 
has been upheld both in war and in peace, let 
us hope that wisdom w'll dawn on the 
democratically elected leaders of Pakistan —
indeed elected by adult franchise for the first 
time in their history. Let us not, therefore, 
look at this Agreement from a narrow 
perspective but from a broad vision for the 
stability and peace and prosperity in   this  
sub-continent. 

[MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN in the Chair] 
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in Bangla Desh.     And one of the major 
consequences of that development was the 
outflow of a crore of men into our country, and 
we were faced with a certain difficult situation.   
I  am  not  one  of those who held that our army 
intervened for the liberation of Bangla Desh. I 
hold the view that our army was forced to 
intervene to remove the cause which resulted in 
the outflow of a crore of foreigners or people 
belonging to another country into our country 
raising many vital issues and raising many 
burdens on our    country.   That was the reason 
why we  intervened.  This  had led to the 
combat and    this had led   to the ceasefire and 
them to the Simla Agreement. We must view 
this matter, therefore, in a larger perspective 
and while I am addressing the House I am 
largely addressing the Opposition and when I 
am addressing the Opposition,  I  am  not 
appealing  to them or talking to them as 
members of certain Parties.   I want to talk to 
them as fellow Indians and fellow Members of 
Parliament— Parliament which  has to  take 
charge of the country's fortunes in the coming 
future. As fellow Indians and responsible for 
the governance of the country, let us see what 
is before our eyes.    I do not see Pakistan or 
Pakistani Army before my eyes.    I see 
something else before my eyes.    I saw that 
just before Pakistani Army invaded Bangla 
Desh.   What 1 saw was that as a result of 
elections to the Lok Sabha, the masses rose to 
a new awakening and the masses spoke and 
the masses acted and this awakening of the 
masses gave rise to certain problems for   the    
Government.   Twenty-five years have passed  
after we got  Swaraj. I am one of the creatures 
of the   Gandhian movement.     Gandhiji  told   
us repeatedly and he wrote repeatedly that "I 
am talking of Swaraj  in  terms of the   
masses." "In terms of the masses" means in   
terms of the welfare of the masses.   At the 
end of 25 years the awakened masses find that 
ii has become a swaraj not for the welfare of 
the masses largely, but it has resulted 

SHRI    JAIRAMDAS    DAULATRAM 
(Nominated):  Sir, I do not often take the 
time of the   House.   But on this  occasion 
I think it will not be proper for me to be 
silent.    I want to make no debating points 
on this occasion.    I want to place before 
the House certain fundamental considera-
tions which should guide our attitude with 
regard to the Simla Agreement.   It is not 
correct and it is not doing justice to the 
Agreement, it is not doing justice to our-
selves and the country, if we considered 
the Simla Agreement  as an isolated event, 
as an   isolated    document, to be separa-
tely   considered.    The   Simla   
Agreement must be viewed in a larger 
perspective. The Simla  Agreement   lias  
arisen  out of the csease-fire, ordered 
unilaterally. The ceasefire has   flowed   
from a combat between Indian and 
Pakistani forces.   That combat arose out of 
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in the welfare of the classes. The masses 
today are awake. They were awakened by 
the Gandhian mass movement. They are not 
only awake, but they are conscious of their 
poverty, backwardness and their urge to 
satisfy some basic needs. They started using 
more and more radios, newspapers and other 
media. These masses have get the political 
power of the vote and they can exercise that 
political power and make and if necessary, 
unmake governments. These masses, as a 
result of Gandhian movement and 
subsequent developments, have get the 
power of action. In the big industrial towns 
they can bring life to a standstill, if they 
want to. And in rural areas, by refusing to 
produce food-grains in the fields, they can 
strave the whole country. There are many 
other actions they can take. This is the 
position to which we have to attend to, as 
Parliament and as Indians. This mass 
awakening swung the Prime Minister into 
power. But it is not only that the Prime 
Minister who was swung into power, but 
these awakened masses desire certain things 
to be done for them. We have to deal with 
their power to act. Can we now d'scharge 
those responsibilities if we have a relationship 
of continuous tension with our neighbours? 
That is the issue before us. It is this issue 
which has to guide not only this simple 
Simla Agreement which is a mere begin-
ning, of the coming talk, that we are jioing 
to have hereafter. We are facing a time when 
many discussions may have to take place. 
We may be able to solve the disputes, or we 
may not be able to solve the disputes. Are we 
going to be driven into a running race for 
arms either by diversion of our energy and 
money and manpower for production of arms 
or by being dependent upon foreign powers 
for our defence. There is no doubt that we 
have to be self-sufficient for defence. But, 
are we going to increase our difficulties ? 
We have to be aware of the failure of talks 

and we have to be prepared for the conse-
quences also. But, we must make a genuine 
effort to create conditions when the 
Government and this Parliament which is 
governing the Government is able to do 
something for these awakened masses who 
today are prepared to take action for their 
rights. That is the challenge which we have 
got to face and 1 am, therefore, appealing to 
the Members of the opposition parties not as 
parties, but I am appealing to the Indian 
within them and asking the Indian within 
them whether the situation which faces us 
and them does not require a change in the 
attitude with regard to the relations with the 
neighbouring countries in our own interest, 
in our own national interest. 

I issued a public statement recently. You 
are talking about Thaiparkar border areas in 
Sind. It was a mishap not to have secured 
that area in 1947 when partition took place. 
It is not correct, as some people hold that the 
Tharparkar district, as a whole, was a Hindu 
majority, district, the 1941 census was the 
basis of partition. In the district there was a 
smail Muslim majority. It could not be 
treated as a Hindu majority district. But the 
border tehsils were a Hindu-majority area 
where the Muslims were a small minority. 
The Census of 1941 may be consulted and it 
will show this. I had suggested that the 
border Hindu areas at that time might be 
attached to Rajasthan just as Sylhet was 
added to East Bengal. But that was not 
finally agreed to. There was resistance and it 
could not be done. So in 1947, that area 
became a part of Pakistan. Now, this war 
was not fought for the purpose of 
conquering Pakistan. Our Army entered 
there because it had to go theie in view of 
the developments when the fight was going 
on in Bangla Desh. Therefore, what I was 
saying was this that the Prime Minister, in 
spite of my wish that this area 
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should have been with us, had acted wisely in 
handling over this area earlier, some six 
months earlier than otherwise, because the 
return of this area was inevitable, just as the 
return of the area taken over in Punjab by 
Pakistan was inevitable. It is a question of a 
few months here or there, the area had to be 
returned, because it was not a part of our 
country in 1947. Now, why was it done now 
? Wliat was Mr. Bhutto otherwise taking to 
Pakistan ? What kind of an agreement was he 
to sell to his people in Pakistan? All that he 
had to say was that there would be no war 
between India and Pakistan, that Pakistan 
will not fight India. That is Clause 1, Clause 
2 is that Pakistan will only talk with India 
and settle dispute with India and through 
nobody else. We returned the occupied area 
earlier because, it was our idea to work for a 
settlement with Pakistan for durable and 
enduring peace, in our own interest, peace in 
our own national interest and the return of 
the occupied area earlier would enable 
Bhutto to commit Pakistan to the Simla 
Agreement. And, when I am talking of 
enduring peace, I am looking forward to the 
kind of peace betwween the USA and 
Canada, between Norway and Sweden, or 
between Switzerland and the rest of the 
world. I am not talking of peace which is 
only transitory and uncertain, but dependable 
and durable peace. Therefore, we should 
view this matter as Indians and not as Jana 
Sangh Party members or mem -bsrs of any 
other party. As a matter of fact, if my friends 
do not mind my saying so and I am saying it 
with all humility— that the Jana Sangh has 
not raised its stature before the world. You 
see the manner in wliich thay have acted. 
They are all my friends and some of them are 
my relations also. Mr. Lai K. Advani is my 
relation, many Membsrs may not know that 
and I call them as my friends. Now, can I 
imagine tomorrow a situation in which the 
Leadet of the Opposition in the British 

Parliament goes to Northern Ireland and sit 
in 'dharna' there because the British 
Government may want to transfer Northern 
Ireland to Iceland ? What would the world 
think of it ? Can I imagine the Leader of the 
Opposition in the American Congress going 
to Korea or elsewhere and sit in 'dharna' ? 
You cannot stay in the occupied area 
because the moment the Pakistan army 
comes there you have to come back. So, this 
is not the way in which any party should 
function. Minority has to be a minority and 
may fight constitutionally. Minority has to 
accept the democratic ways. The majority 
decides and the minority, for the time being, 
submits to it. It may cultivate opinion and 
become the majority But, this kind of 
demonstration, this kind of leading proces-
sions, dharnas etc. are not, in my opinion, 
dignified for them. The world is looking at 
us today. The world is looking at India and 
the Indian Parliament...(Time bell rings) My 
appeal to you is: Kindly act as Indians first 
and as Indians last. We have got a challenge 
to face today which we must face and deal 
with...(Interruptions) 

I know that Bhutto is, as I call him, one of 
the most mercurial politicians in his country, 
in the sub-continent, and possibly in Asia. He 
is meicurial. You cannot fix him up 
anywhere. And I have mentioned this to the 
Prime Minister that he is one of the most 
mercurial politicians. But we have to deal 
with him, because today there is nobody else 
in Pakistan, with whom to deal. He has to 
some extent been able to hold the five units 
together,, Baluchistan, Frontier Province, 
Punjab, Sindh and Azad Kashmir. He is 
trying somehow to control the situation. If 
we have to deal with Pakistan, we have to-
deal with him and deal with him with open 
eyes, being aware that what he says may not 
actually happen. In my opinion, it is the 
people of Pakistan who have to decide to be 
at peace with the people of 
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It   is   not   the   Government,   the 
Government there must be influenced by the 
people... 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You must 
wind up. 

SHRI JAIRAMDAS DAULATRAM : I 
am not taking more time. It is my appeal to 
ths Members of the Opposition not to carry 
on this agitation for months together. After 
all, the talks have yet to take place and they 
are as much responsible as anybody else for 
India's future. Let us face the internal 
challenge as Indians. 

MR.   DEPUTY   CHAIRMAN   :   Mr. 
Chinai. 

SHRIBABUBHAI M. CHINAI (Maha-
rashtra) : Mr. Deputy Chairman, Sir, I am 
thankful to you for giving me five minutes to 
express my views on this very important 
matter. I have been listening to the debate in 
this House for the last two days. I have found 
an overwhelming support of this Agreement. 

We must not lose sight of the fact that this 
war with Pakistan was not at our pleasure. It 
was forced on us in order to, liberate the 
people who were attached by Pakistan. We 
liberated them. Those who fled to our country 
were about a crore of people. At least I was 
one of them who beluved that they will never 
go back to Bangla Dosh. But I heard the 
Prime Minister say in this House and on 
every other platform that she would see that 
these people go back to Bangla Desh. This is 
her victory. This was her achievement. And I 
am glad she could do it. 

The second part of it was that she has 
always been saying that we will square up 
with Pakistan, we do not want any third 
party  in it.   She    stuck  to  it.    United 

Nations and other Big Powers wanted to 
interfere with it. She said: Nothing doing. 
Even China and the United States wanted to 
do it: She said: Nothing doing. The United 
States uesd gunboat diplomacy. She said: 
Nothing doing. And ultimately it was 
between India and Pakistan, and we arrived   
at this settlement. 

Much has been made about giving away a 
part of the land of West Pakistan which we 
kept. I do not understand why we aie doing 
this, because, to my mind our attack on the 
west was just to see that we get more chance 
to do what we were planning on the eastern 
side and see that Bangla Desh can be freed. 

But coming to the main point of my 
observations, Sir, I would say that we want 
peace for ourselves, we want peace for 
Pakistan and we want peace for Bangla Desh. 
I do not want to say what they should do. I 
want to say something to our own 
Government, to our own people: why we 
want peace, We want to establish peace for 
the uplift of the millions of the people of this 
counti y who are downtrodden even though 
we have independence for the last twenty-five 
years. Unless we have peace we cannot direct 
all our energies to the uplift of our people. 
Therefore, I much more welcome this 
Agreement so that all our energies can be 
spent for the good of the people of this 
country. I wish the younger generation also 
who will be coniing up now will take this hint 
and cooperate with the Goverrment so that 
those who are coming up will also te tertfited 
and those who are there will also be bene-
fited. Sir, 1 am thankful to you, I have made 
my point. 

Much has been said—and it is rot my 
desire to repeat—and, therefore, 1 rn wind-
ing up my speech with only one thirg and it 
is this: Whatever has been done is good but I 
also hope that it would have   teen 
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far better if this House was taken into 
confidence first and then the President's 
assent taken. Why ? That would not hive 
made any difference to the Government 
which has such a massive mandate, the 
majority of their own party and also the 
overwhelming support in this House. There 
would not have been any difficulty for the 
Government to get this Agreement through 
both the Houses. I wish in future at least 
Parliament will be taken into confidence first 
and then the President's assent taken. That 
would be dignified and in keeping with the 
practice of all the Parliaments in the world.    
Thank you. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Mr. 
Papi Reddi, two minutes ..............  

SHRI PAPI REDDI (Andhra Pradesh): 
Standing itself takes two minutes. 

Sir. having heard the debate yesterday and 
today, I feel that the Agreement has the 
aspects of both a triumph and a tragedy. 
Tragedy in the sense that some of the pessi-
mists amongst ourselves... 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Please 
come to the mike. 

SHRI PAPI REDDI :...have magnified the 
tragedy portion of it and minimised the 
triumph portion of it. But fortunately I am 
glad to say I whole heartedly support the 
Agreement and accaJa'm the success at 
Simla. But then it is high time the Prime 
Minister also dealt with the other problems 
of the nation. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Please 
con; to the front because the Reporters will 
not be able to hear. 

SHRI PAPI REDDI : As in Simla I wish 
our Prime Minister deals with the other 
smaller problems of the nation like the 
Burma refugees and Ceylon repatriates by 
b»lateral talks with those Governments. 

For the success of this summit I would 
like to congratulate the advisers who advised 
the Prime Minister, Mr. Piloo Mody who has 
been keeping Mr. Bhutto in good spirits all 
the time and, finally giving the devil its due, 
Mr. Bhutto also. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : Why Mr. 
Piloo Mody ? 

SHRI PAPI REDDY : He was responsible 
for keeping Mr. Bhutto in good spirits. 

AN HON. MEMBER : Indian or im-
ported. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : I think 
that will do. 

SHRI PAPI  REDDY  : Then, Sir... 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Please 
wind up now. 

SHRI PAPI REDDI : Sir, you have given 
me only two     minutes.   I would say only 
one thing. 

Now we should be careful about our so-
called friends who are getting closer to the 
Prime Minister becase a new era has started 
in the world, that is, what is called the Sadat 
Era. 

It is high time because all these years we 
have been hearing about the cartographic 
errors by our fiiends the Russians. This has 
become a chronic disease and so far they 
have been trying to sell our land in this way.   
Yesterday, one of our friends... 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : That will do. 

SHRI PAPI REDDY : Thank you. 

MR.   DEPUTY   CHAIRMAN   :    The 
Minister. 
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SARDAR SWARAN SINGH,: Mr. Deputy 
Chairman, Sir, I am extremely grateful to the 
lion. Members who have participated in this 
debate. It is a unique occasion in the sense 
that as many as 34 Members have 
participated in this debate. The quorum is 
only 24; so it is much more than the normal 
quorum. Then again there was massive 
support to the Simla Agreement by as many 
as six parties which sit in opposition to us. 
Their spokesmen have supported the Simla 
Agreement, the strength behind it and the 
objectives that are sought to be achieved. I 
would not like on such an occasion to 
introduce any heat in my reply and I will try 
to be as brief as possible. There are several 
reasons why it is possible for me to be brief. 
For one thing the opposition from certain 
hon. Members has been, if I may say so, 
more subdued and then the points that were 
raised by sonic hon. Members who criticised 
the Simla Agreement and put forward their 
own viewpoints have been very amply 
replied to by several hon. Members from this 
side as well as from the opposition benches. 
Prime Minister's intervention raised the level 
of the debate, and in all humility I would like 
to pay a tribute to this august House for 
fielding some of the important Members. 
And generally the level of the debate, if I 
may say, has been very high, and I am 
grateful to the hon. Members. If I may say, 
this gives us greater strength to be able to 
take further step for implementing this 
Agreement. The support of Parliament—we 
are at the final stage now—will go a long way 
in telling the whole world that the entire 
country 
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is behind the Agreement. And this will 
enhance our abilty and our capacity to take 
follow-up action in a purposeful manner, 
and will further enhance the prestige of our 
country. I have no hesitation in saying that 
this Agreement has been universally hailed 
throughout the world, and by all parties in 
the world. It is not only the Governments of 
those countries, but even those who are 
opposed to Governments in other countries, 
they have also hailed this Agreement. 

I would like also to take a somewhat 
charitable view of the critics who have put 
forward their viewpoint in this House. I have 
carefully tried to understand as to what is the 
real thing that appears to be bothering them 
and what are the essentials of this Agreement 
about which they feel worried. After very 
carefully listening to the arguments and 
suggestions, I have no hesitation in saying 
that we don't adopt this attitude that no one 
has got the right to criticise us or criticise the 
Agreement. This is part of democracy and 
we welcome it, and I would like to assure 
Mr. Goray that that is not the spirit in which 
we approach this problem. In a democratic 
setup it is our duty to listen to the 
Opposition point of view and also try to 
benefit if there is any benefit that we can 
derive. If some of the hon. Members on this 
side used rather strong words, they were 
rather feeble as compared to the exhibitionist 
attitude that was adopted by a certain party, 
not only in this House but in the other House 
also. It was not that we were not prepared to 
listen to any points that might be urged. But 
this type of attitude which the entire House 
would agree is not consistent with the 
smooth functioning of democracy, is 
something which did enrage some of the hon. 
Members. In spite of that, the counterattack 
has been comparatively mild, and therefore 
there can be no reasonable grouse on this 
score. 8 R.S.S./72—9 

Sir, after a careful consideration of the 
various points put forward by way of criti-
cism, I can say that anything that is con-
tained in this Agreement is not objected to, 
and I would like to repeat that all the clauses 
in the Agreement and the essentials of the 
Agreement are not being objected to. That 
does not appear to be the central point in the 
criticism. The cri t icifm is only this that 
they have fears that what has been agreed 
upon may not be im plemented. 

DR.   BHAI   MAHAVIR   (Delhi): Not 
only that. 

SHRI LAL K. ADVANI: Kashmir. 

SARDAR SWARAN SINGH: Now I will 
come to that. Be a little patient. I will try to 
enunciate as to what are the points about 
which there is agreement Can there be any 
disagreement that all. differences should be 
settled by peaceful means? None 
whatsoever. Can there be any disagreement 
that this peaceful settlement should be 
through bilateral negotiations? No dissent. 
Now, can there be any disagreement on the 
point that neither 

side shall unilaterally alter the 6 P. 
M.   situation ?    There  is no   dissent. 

Both sides shall prevent the 
organisation, assistance or encouragement of 
any acts detrimental to the maintenance of 
peaceful and harmonious relations. No 
dissent. Both sides agree that they have a 
commitment to peaceful coexistence, respect 
for each other's territorial integrity and 
sovereignty and non-interference in each 
other's internal affairs, no one can object and 
no one has objected. Then, the basic issues 
and causes of conflict which have bedevilled 
the relations between the two countries for 
the last 25 years shall be resolved by 
peaceful means. There is no dissent. They 
shall always respect each other's national 
unity, territorial integrity, 
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[Sardar Swaran Singh] politic.il 
independence and sovereign equality. How 
can there by any objection? There is none. 
What is then objected to and what is the 
essence of their argument is that although the 
Pakistan President has said that there should 
be settlement by peaceful means or there 
should be bilateral and mutual agreement in 
order to arrive at a settlement, is he likely to 
stick to it? This is the argument. Now, if the 
Head of the Government of a country enters 
into an agreement, signs that agreement and 
then also gets it ratified by his own 
Parliament by an overwhelming majority, by 
near-unanimity, then it is not an individual 
act. It is an act which binds the country, 
binds the people of that country. The moral 
approval of the people of Pakistan has been 
obtained by President Bhutto. I am men-
tioning this bscause some rem?rks unfor-
tunately were made by an lion. Member 
sit t ing over there. Mr. Sen Gupta, in which 
he tried to ask: who is this Mr. Bhutto? 
What did he do in 1965? What did he do at 
the time of the Tashkent declaration? He 
may have done many thigns. [ am not an 
apologist for him. It is for him to defend 
himself in his own country and if there are 
critics then it is for him t o answer those 
criticisms, but here he has entered into this 
Agreement as the President of Pakistan. As 
President he has been inducted into that 
office because he commands an 
overwhelming majority in the Pakistan 
National Assembly. The elections were 
conducted not by Mr. Bhutto, but by the 
military regime against whom every day 
President Bhutto is making statements which 
are not very flattering to the erstwhile 
military regime, including to the ex-President 
General Yahya Khan. So, we are dealing 
with Mr. Bhutto who represents the 
mamority opinion in Pakistan, who is the 
President of Pakistan and who has got this 
Agreement approved by his Parliament, a 
democratically elected Parliament. 

^ r r i e i se  do you want?    I am not at all 

concerned with the earlier history of Mr. 
Bhutto. In fact, if you ask me, perhaps I no 
other Indian knows Mr. Bhutto more 1 than I 
do. I have dealt with him on numerous 
occasions, in bilateral talks, international 
talks, talks in other capitals, in New York, in 
London, in Dacca, in Karachi, in Islamabad, 
in Delhi and Calcutta. There are so many 
places where we have discussed several 
matters. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: It is not 
necessary to go into that subject. 

SARDAR SWARAN SINGH: Mr. Bhu-
pesh Gupta, I know your views on this, but 
there are people sitting behind you who are 
doubters and also on your side, Mr. Sen 
Gupta. In fact, I was amazed when he used 
this type of language. 

DR. BHAI MAHAVIR: Do you rem-
ember what he said some time back in the 
UN? 

SARDAR SWARAN SINGH: I am 
greatful to Dr. Bhai Mahavir, but I do not 
require his protection for that. 

DR. BHAI MAHAVIR: It is a waste of 
protection. 

SARDAR SWARAN SINGH: I Thought 
"Bhai" was a soft word, but he has become 
unnecessarily militant. I am saying (hat we 
are dealing with the Head of a Government 
who has got this Agreement approved by 
Parliament. Should we proceed on the basis 
that person who signed the Agreement, 
notwithstanding the approval of the Pakistan 
Parliament, and his own personal history 
should be the guiding factor for us for 
judging the possibility or lack of possibility 
of implementation of this agreement? 1 
would plead with the hon. Members that ihis 
is not the way to have an approach to an 
international agreement. International 
agreements have a certain sanctity and the 
hon. Members must be aware that even when 
Governments have 
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changed, not even by constitutional 
means, the first declaration that is made 
by any new Government who style 
themselves as a revolutionary 
Government, perhaps the first 
announcement on the radio, is that "we 
will abide by the international agreements 
entered into by the earlier Government." 
This is something which does not depend 
on individuals, does not depend on the 
case history of any individual who may 
be signing the Agreement. It binds the 
country, it binds the people. Therefore, 
we should view it in that context. 

Then again, is there anything in this 
agreement which,  having  been approved... 

SHRI N. G. GORAY: May I put you a 
question? 

SARDAR      SWARAN   SINGH:   You 
note down your questions.    You may also 
: have this practice.    Is there anything 
which would be repugnant to the normal  
thinking of the people of Pakistan ?   Is 
there anything in this Agreement which 
would not be liked by the people of India   
? That is a certain guarantee to which  we 
look.      If the agreement gives an 
impression to the people  of Pakistan  that  
it  is something which is unjust to them or   
if it gives an impression to our people that 
it is unjust to  India,  then  also  there is  an  
inherent weakness in it, and history is 
replete with such instances where countries 
who were in a dominent position dictated    
treaties, i What was the fate of those 
treaties  ? The world knows that at that 
time they might I have been satisfied with 
obtaining the signa-ture on a piece of paper 
or  on a document which they thought 
served their interests ! and that perhaps it 
would serve their interests for all time to 
come.   But what is I the judgment of 
history in such cases   ? ' They have not 
proved to be durable.   In I fact they lay the 
basis for eruption of fresh trouble, fresh 
conflict and fresh misunderstanding   
which   ultimately   again   develop 

into conflicts. Therefore, the important thing 
in this connection is, as was pointed out by 
my friend, Shri Nawal Kishore, opposite 
that we did not sit in this summit as 
conquerors or as those who had obtained a 
decisive military gain or military victory. Of 
course that fact is there and even if you do 
not tomtom or announce it, everybody 
knows that. But what should be the 
approach ? Some people say, "You were in 
a position to dictate terms, why did you not 
dictate terms ?" We did not want to dictate 
terms, I want to be quite clear. We were in 
search of not only durable peace but a just 
peace, and where just peace is involved 
there is always an element which we have to 
take into consideration the reactions of what 
we decide upon the people of the other 
country and our own people. Our 
predominant consideration was the effect of 
this agreement on our own people because it 
is our basic duty to see that our own 
interests, our counlry"s own interests are 
safeguarded. At the same time if while 
adhering to this basic consideration we can 
also arrive at an agreement which gives 
satisfaction to the people in the 
neighbouring country, that is worth pursuing 
and trying. And this is what we have to tried 
to achieve in this agreement. 

Then, Sir, u hat has been the thrust of the 
Criticism ? It is not that anybody is opposed 
to the Agreement in principle but that there is 
little likelihood of it being implemented. This 
was the main point that was urged. And it 
was a very interesting spectacle that a great 
deal of reseatch was done in culling out 
sentences from President Bhuiio's speech, 
and they were quoted in a veiy selected 
manner. And I have no intention tc quote 
other paragraphs because I presume that the 
hon. Member who has taken such pains to 
select three or four sentences and omitted 
completely what followed or what preceded 
those few sentences, when he goes back and 
studies them again and again as   Shri  Gorey 
has 
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[Sardar Swaran Singh] done—I am sure—he 
will be convinced that the basic agreement 
which was signed by President Bhutto has not 
been departed from in his speech, if you take 
the speech as a whole. If you point out this 
sentence or that sentence, other sentences can 
be pointed out, but I have no intention to do 
that because that will be a public document. 
And when the records of the discussion 
appear in print, then certainly people can 
judge as to what he has said or what he did 
not say. It is not for me to defend President 
Bhutto's position. I do not accept that 
everything that he has said is even entirely 
consistent with the Agreement. There are 
parts in his statement which cannot be fully 
understood in terms of this Agreement. But if 
you take the speech as a whole, 1 find that 
basically he has tried to stick to the basic 
elements of the Agreement, although being a 
great speaker an electric speaker, he has on 
many occasions used language of overstating 
the case or understating the case but the 
essential thing, I think, has not been departed 
from in his speech. 

Then the main point that was said was 
about Jammu and Kashmir. Now, what is 
there in this Agreement which, to the sligh-
test degree, compromises our stand that 
Jammu and Kashmir is an integral part of 
India? I claim that there is not a single word 
in this Agreement which to the slightest 
degree compromises our stand on that. 

DR. BHAI MAHAVIR : The words 'final 
agreement'. 

SARDAR SWARAN SINGH : Now, a 
great deal of research appears to have been 
done by the hon. Member on this. 
(Interruptions) Listen, do not be in a hurry 
now. What have we said in this Agreement ? 
The words are 'final settlement of Jammu and 
Kashmit.' Now, for one thing, we have not 
used the word 'dispute'. Then, I put it in all 
earnestness to all those who are 

critics because no one else has got this doubt 
in his mind—I put it to the critics— Is there 
nothing to be settled about Jammu and 
Kashmir ? Many things have to be settled. 
(Interruptions) Please. Then, is that outside 
Kashmir ? 

SHRI LAL K. ADVANI : Pakistan's 
occupation... 

SARDAR SWARAN SINGH : Therefore, 
there is something to be settled. Why do you 
say that nothing  is to be settled'? 

DR. BHAI MAHAVIR : Say that. I did 
not mean that. 

SARDAR SWARAN SINGH : Why do 
you say you do not mean that ? 

DR. BHAI   MAHAVIR   : Say,   that 
we welcome it. 

SARDAR SWARAN SINGH : I do n ot 
want your welcome.   I would start... 

(Interruptions) 

The main point is, why is this tamasha 
being carried on by means of these demons-
trations in the House, and those demons-
trators—these great conquerors going into 
that territory, some one going to Gadra and.. 

SHRI   BHUPESH   GUPTA   :   He is 
going. 

SARDAR SWARAN SINGH .. the 
Maharani Saheba has gone. And what was 
most amusing is that Mr. Joshi from 
Maharash:ra has gone to Punjba across 
Gurdaspur as if we do not know what is 
happening in Gurdaspur and Shakargarh. 
You see, even after losing this debate this is 
the respect for democracy which this party 
has. They carried on a big debate here. Then 
Mr. Joshi goes to Amritsai, addresses some 
of his followers who are gieally worried 
because most of them are commercial 
people.   They are looking forward to a 

263     Re. Simla Agreement     [RAJYA SABHA] between India and 264 
Pakistan 



 

period of relaxation of tension. They want to 
have trade with the Lahore people. But Mr. 
Joshi goes there, makes a speech that Sardar 
Swaran Singh and the Prime Minister should 
resign because they have indulged in a sell-
out of India. I am amazed that thdy are so 
isolated from the people that th3y cannot 
understand even what is in the interests of 
the people. When the guns are pointed, 
when the border areas are bombed and when 
people die, it is not Joshis or Atal Beharis 
who go there, it is the great Punjabis who 
face all that. At that time they come to Delhi 
and want to live here. Now they go to 
Shakargarh. What is Mr. Joshi doing in 
Shakargarh? It is amazing that now he is 
leading the brave Jana Sangh volunteers to 
Shakar -gath. I bow befote their bravery if 
this is bravery 

DR. BHAI MAHAVIR: What a stan-
dard of speech from the Foreign Minister 
? 

 
DR. BHAI MAHAB1R : You are rais-

ing the level of the debate. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA  : You have 
not referred to the Joan of Arc from 
Gwalior. 

SARDAR SWARAN SINGH : I wanted 
to be a little chivalrous. 

SHRI  PITAMBER    DAS :  Mt.    Vice-
Chairman,   I   presume   that   the  hon'ble 
Minister    is    sincere    about  explaining 
things.    I want to know only one thing. In 
this Agreement we have   talked about the 
settlement,   of the Kashmir problem. I 
admit there is some problem, but   that 
problem   is   about   one-third   portion   of 
Kashmir which    is    being    illegally   left 
by them in their possession.   Can you raise 
that issue now when the Settlement men-
tions that no fresh issues can he raised ? 
The Government of India so far has never 
taken the stand that one-third portion of 

Kashmir should be vacated. Can you raise 
that issue now in view of the clause that no 
fresh issues can be raised   ? 

SARDAR SWARAN SINGH :  Where is the 
caluse that no  fresh issue can be raised    ?  
There  is  none.   Where  is  the clause, Mi. 
Pitamber Das, where we have said that no 
fresh issue can be raised   ? In fact, the clause 
is that all issues, all differences between ihe 
two countries will be resolved by two means 
:(!) peaceful, and(2) bilateral.   So whatever 
may be the differences which may be   raised 
or which may arise at any time, present or 
future, this is ihe agreement, f am amazed that 
all this misrepresentation   is   being   made.    
So   I would  appeal  io  the  hon'ble     
Members that in a matter where such   vital 
national issues arc involved, where there is 
not much objective served just by heightening 
tension by making strong    speeches, by   
criticising heads of Governments of other 
countries, even when   you   may not   like, I   
would strongly urge that  we should    resist  
that temptation.   It  may  be very tempting to 
use that strategy.   But while dealing with 
people who are democratically    elected— I 
do not like all the people who have been 
elected on the Jana Sangh ticket because they 
oppose me always but still I listen to them 
with the greatest care and I show all possible 
respect and regard to them—we should be 
more careful, no matter what we do 
internally,  since  we   say harsh  things, 
sometimes  unjustified   things  about  those 
who are elected by their  people.   He is the 
head of a government.   We have to deal with 
a country   which geography has placed next   
door   to   us.   We   have  got a long border, 
roughly about 1,800 miles or so.    And all 
along the border, we have to create a situation 
where there may be trade  between  the two  
countries.   Their followers, the  commercial   
people,  settled in the major cities are looking 
forward to an era where there may be trade 
between jthe two    countries.   It is a tragedy    
that 
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[Sardar Swaran Singh] sometimes the 
leaders do not know what their own 
followers, even Jan Sangh followers, want.   
So, this is the type of agreement that we have 
arrived at. 

DR. BHAI MAHAVIR : A person who 
does not know his own mind ! 

SARDAR SWARAN SINGH : Then the 
speech of Mr. Bhutto has been very copious 
ly quoted here. 1 am glad, I think he is 
paying me a compliment because I started 
the game in the other House. But I am 
not going to quote those speeches here, 
because if anybody wants to study them he 
can study them. Some of them are very 
good pieces. If, for instance, something 
had been quoted here which is also consis 
tent with his support for a peaceful settle 
ment, his support for bilateralism, his 
support for settling all the differences by 
peaceful means, I would have said that 
perhaps he is making a fair presenta 
tion. But It was not even a 
fair presentation of the speech from 
which he quoted so copiously. Now, 
I have been thinking what he was trying 
to prove by quoting certain portions. Was 
he trying to prove that what he has said 
there is correct ? Now, if what he says 
in his speech is correct, then all other parts 
also should be taken as correct. Or does 
he want to say that what he quotes is the 
correct position and all the rest of it is in 
correct   ? 

DR. BHAI MAHAVIR : Shall I ... 

SARDAR   SWARAN   SINGH   :    No, 
because  everybody  knows   your   position 
was absolutely untenable. 

DR. BHAI MAHAVIR : I was saying that 
it militates against what you are saying. You 
are trying to put meanings which are not 
there. 

SARDAR SWARAN SINGH : He has 
not got much experience of what I say. 
What I say cannot be contradicted by 
another person's speech. That may be his 
interpretation. 

Therefore, I submit that the Agreement 
that has been arrived at is in the best interest 
of peace and it should be given a trial. We 
are determined that it should be given a trial. 

There are one or two points which I would 
like to mention. I would appeal to the hon. 
Members who perhaps in a fit of ideological 
refinement continue to talk about a 
confedeuition, that nothing can cause a cloud 
on the friendly relations between us and our 
neighbours more than the talk of a 
confederation. I will be quite frank because 
the country has been divided. They are 
sovereign independent countries and any 
suggestion that there should be a 
confederation, whatever may be the in-
tentions, means that you want that their 
sovereignty may partially be compromised. I 
would strongly appeal to the hon. Members 
that we should desist from this because this 
does not show India in any good light. 
Bangladesh has emerged as a sovereign 
independent country, and we respect their 
sovereignty. We have accepted them as a 
sovereign independent country. Even to 
friends we should not talk of a confederation 
because this is something which is not good 
and we should be quite clear that by doing 
so, we are not advancing either our 
reputation or our prestige amongst our 
neighbours. 

Several hon. friends had said that with 
Pakistan we should have relations as bet-
ween good neighbours and the case of 
Canada and America, Norway and Sweden, 
etc., was cited.' I would like hon. Members 
to come nearer home. We have established 
such fine relationship, for instance, with 
Nepal.   Between Nepal and India, as you 
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know, there are no passports, there is no 
restriction on travel and there is no restric-
tion on movement of goods, etc.   So, we 
need not look to Europe or other countries 
for building good neighbourly   relations. 
We have built the best of relations with our 
neighbours, Burma, for instance, and now 
with Bangla   Desh.   So,   in this   region a 
new picture is emerging, a picture of 
sovereign equality irrespective of the size of 
a country, where we respect their so-
vereignty, we respect their independence. 
And if this process could result in the crea-
tion of that type of relationship that we have  
with   our  eastern  neighbours    and with 
some of our neighbours in the mountains 
like Bhutan and Nepal and Bangla Desh, this 
is something of which I think we should be 
happy.   We should see as to what we are 
doing to create an atmosphere of equality, of 
acceptance of the   sovereign rights,   of   
friendship,   of   understanding, because we 
always point out that India's strength will 
never be used to the detriment of any of our 
neighbours, and that all our neighbours have 
everything to gain if India is strong and no 
one should have any fear. Unless we 
succeed in   creating   this    feeling, we   
will always be committing a mistake.   And I 
can claim in all   humility that  this  
atmosphere,  by and  large, has already been 
created with regard to a fairly large number 
of neighbours in our neighbourhood and this 
is the process towards which we should 
move.   And any sarcastic remarks, any 
doubts, and   always trying to say, "Well, 
because I have some doubt as to whether the 
other party would    be genuinely interested 
in peace or not, therefore, I will always be    
hostile to him, I will  always create a 
situation  where the other side, even if they 
want to revert to peace, should not proceed 
in that direction, will not be wise in our own 
interest.   Therefore,    I would appeal to the 
honourable Members that perhaps it was a 
try on by Jan Saigh to boost up some of   
their sagging morale; they have seen the 
reaction 

in Parliament, they have seen the reaction 
amongst the people, amongst the other 
political parties, and they will be well ad-
vised to revert to the path and fall in line... 

DR. BHAI MAHAVIR : Receive conso-
lation. 

SARDAR SWARAN  SINGH :   No,  I 
need not be consoled. I won't mind if you go 
on in this way because you will console 
yourself more. 

Another thing was mentioned by an 
honourable Member here and I would like to 
repudiate that.* After the signing of this 
Agreement, to talk of unrest in Sind, to talk 
of unrest in the Frontier Province, to talk of 
unrest in Baluchistan, is totally inconsistent 
with the spirit of this Agreement. Those are 
their internal matters and it is absolutely 
wrong for anyone in India now to say 
anything which is purely internal. Let us be 
quite clear about our obligation. Whatever 
the matters between the people of Sind and 
the Central Government of Pakistan, or the 
people of Baluchistan and the people of 
Northern Frontier Province with their 
Central Government, they are their internal 
matters. We will not interfere in their 
internal affairs and we would not like them, 
by any means, to interfere in our internal 
affairs. . . 

SHRI LAL K. ADVANI : Their President 
himself speaks about Kashmir. Would you 
allow it ? 

SARDAR SWARAN SINGH : I think 
Mr. Bhutto is a Sindhi and so is he. There 
appears to be some old rivalry between the 
two. I would, therefore, rppeal to the 
honourable Members from all sections of 
the House that this is a futile thing to do,we 
will not get anything except making 
speeches. You create suspicion, without 
achieving anything. 1 would ask my brave 
friends of the Jan Sangh: What will they do 
in Baluchistan   ?  What will  they 
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[Sardar Swaran   Singh] do in the Frontier 
Province or even in Sind   ?  What is the use 
of adopting this type of an attitude ?   There 
is a certain code of international conduct.   
We as a mature country should    adhere to it 
and should not be swept off our fact because 
you feel what somebody else is doing is not 
palatable to us.   Even if it is not palatable to 
us, even   then, we should set  an example, 
and   1 am sure   that there will be response.   
We are in a strong position. We should set 
that example by    correct international 
behaviour,   a good    neighbourly  behaviour.    
And   I  am  sure  that this will not be go 
unheeded because it is also in the interests of 
the people of Pakistan to achieve peace.   We 
have lived with this problem for 25 years.   
Now, personally, on many occasions,   I feel 
greatly   worried because I was a party to 
partition, and after that our expectations   
were not realised.   We did not get peace.      I 
want to pay a tribute on behalf of the entire 
House to our young men, our Army, Air 
Force, Navy, for their bravery, for their 
valour, for their    great devotion and the 
great sacrifices  that  they  have  done.   I pay 
them my homage.   I want to pay them 
homage.   We owe it to  them also.   Do you 
want to keep them  perched on the mountain 
tops which are 25,000 ft. high and 27.000 ft. 
high ? Do you want to keep them all the time 
in the fields, in marshy lands and water, or do 
you want them also to feel that the two 
countries have,    by political  means,  taken  
some steps  where they can come back to 
their families   ? It is easy to talk about the 
thinking of the Armed Forces.   I  have  been  
a  Defence Minister for four years and many 
of my relations are in the Navy and Armed 
Forces and I know their thinking.   We know 
that the soldiers do not want just to be in that 
condition of no peace and no war.   They 
want either to fight or to settle down and do 
their training and other important things 
because we have to keep ourselves in trim 

even to fight. It is not best for the morale of 
the Army that they should all be scattered in 
the fields where there are not even tents on 
many occasions. These brave Jan Sanghis 
who lead these jathas to Shakargarh and 
other places from air-conditioned rooms and 
cars do not know what is the thinking of the 
members of the Armed Forces. We know it. 
To the next generation at least, we should 
give durable peace so that people of India 
and Pakistan.... 

DR.  BHAI  MAHAVIR   :  Those who 
sacrifice ... 

SARDAR SWARAN SINGH : He is 
talking of sacrifices. He does not know what 
sacrifices are. To achieve peace we should  
be prepared to  make sacrifices... 

DR. BHAI MAHAVIR : We have done 
more sacrifices than you. 

SARDAR SWARAN SINGH  :  In  the 
long run this sacrifice is much less than the 
sacrifices that war demands and for which 
we have been willingly giving sacrifices. If 
we have sacrificed many things for the sake 
of war, we should be equally prepared to 
sacrifice for peace and it is in that spirit that 
we have signed this agreement. 

DR. BHAI MAHAVIR : Will you permit 
me to ask one or two clarifications ? He 
said that we may take down notes and ask 
questions at the end of    his speech. 

SHRI N. G. GORAY : I am putting this 
question because he made a reference to me. 
Otherwise 1 would not have asked. He 
talked about research and I would like to 
assure him that not much research was 
necessary at all .. . 

SARDAR SWARAN SINGH :   I   did 
not refer to you.   I was referring to Dr. Bhai 
Mahavir. 
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SHRI N. G. GORAY : That is all right. 
Then he said that while evaluating Bhuto, 
we should not think of his past. I agree with 
him completely. But should I not feel 
disturbed when a man in his position as the 
President of a country with whom we signed 
this pact goes straight from Simla back to 
Islamabad and says as follows while 
addressing the members of the National 
Assembly ? In this there is no question of 
any misunderstanding at all. He says : 

"If the people of Jammu and Kashmir 
want their independence^ if they want to 
be liberated from the Hindu yoke, if they 
want to be a free people in the fraternity 
and friendship and comradeship with 
Pakistan, they will have to give the lead 
and we will be with them. Even if the 
Simla Agreement is broken, even if it 
jeopardises all our relations with-India, 1 
tell you, Sir, on the floor of this House, 
with solemn commitment to the people of 
Pakistan that if tomorrow the people of 
Kashmir start a freedom movement, if 
tomorrow Sheikh Abdullah and Moulvi 
Farook start a freedom movement, we will 
be with them, no matter what the 
consequence is." 

Now, I would like to ask you one thing. 

(Interruptions) 

AN HON. MEMBER : You have already 
asked. 

SHRI N. G. GORAY : Just now you told 
us that what is happening in Sind, in 
Baluchistan, etc. should not have been 
mentioned. I agree with you. Now, 
supposing the Prime Minister were to come 
back from Simla and say that if the Sind 
people rose in revolt, our Army in Naya 
Chor will back them, will it be consistent 
with the spirit of the Simla Agreement? It 
will not be. Therefore, I am saying that just 
as   she is important so far as the 

Simla Agreement is concerned, he is also 
equally important, because he happens to be 
the President of Pakistan. Now, the 
President of Pakistan goes there and makes 
this speech. What do you want us to 
understand ? 

SARDAR SWARAN SINGH : First of 
all, Sir, it is a little unfair to me that I should 
be called upon to explain President Bhutto's 
speech. It is for him to do that. .. 

(interruptions). 
SHRI N.G. GORAY : No, no. No ex-

planation.    Why  do you  mistake me    ? 
(interruption) 

SARDAR SWARAN SINGH : 
iJTT    ipff  cTfft,  JT|   5fRFT eft    ^H  'J5T |, 

Now, Sir, regarding this speech, if I may 
take the House into confidence, some of the 
remarks which were originally reported in 
the Press and which appeared to be rather 
extreme, do not occur in the speech that we 
have officially got. Now, I cannot vouchsafe 
for the correctness of even the version that 
has come to me, because it does not bear 
anybody's signature. Prerhaps it might have 
happened as it happens on many occasions 
that one makes a speech in gusto and when 
the record comes, one makes changes in that. 
I myself sometimes, try to soften it and make 
changes when the script comes to me. So, if 
he has made changes, we should encourage 
him to make such changes rather than saying 
that this has been reported in the Press and 
therefore, you are bound by this. Therefore, I 
can say broadly   only from the   version I 
have 
got .......... (Interruptions) ........ Mr. Goray, if 
you are interested I can explain it to you 
outside. I do not want to say anything more 
on this. 

SHRI N. G. GORAY : I will certainly 
seek an explanation outside. I am open to 
correction 
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SARDAR SWARAN SINGH : It is 
correct that part of the speech.. .{Interrup-
tions) ... 

SHRI PITAMBER DAS : An intelligent 
lawyer never argues   the.. .(Interruptions) 
...weak   points. 

SARDAR SWARAN SINGH : Pardon? 

SHRI PITAMBER DAS : I said that an 
intelligent lawyer never argues the weak 
points. 

SARDAR SWARAN SINGH : You 
probably ask your followers not to do that. 
They pick up some points for which they 
later on repent. .. (Interruptions) .. . Now I 
want to share another information. Now. 
about the well-known speech, about which 
there is so much feeling in India—it is the 
well-known Security Council speech— 
wherein at one stage he was reported to 
have said "Indian dogs", I looked up the UN 
records and it is not there, because as soon 
as the script came it eliminated that   part. .. 

 
SARDAR SWARAN SINGH; The point 

is that some of the parts in his speech which 
were prominently displayed   in  the 

Indian Press and wh ch, on the face of it, 
appeared to be totally inconsistent with the 
terms of the Agreement, it appears that 
when the speech went for correction, either 
the Press had wrongly reported or in the 
authorised version that we have got, a good 
part of that does not appear. I do not want to 
explain it further. Thank you. 

DR. BHAI MAHAVIR : Sir, I want to 
ask one question. 

THE PRIME MINISTER (SHR1MATI 
INDIRA GANDHI) :   mf    ^Wtx,   snr 

because if the honourable Members had 
listened to me yesterday, I had dealt with 
this point perhaps a little indirectly. I have 
read both the unauthorised version and the 
authorised version also. I have also read the 
remarks which were read out here, which 
appeared in our newspapers. But when you 
read the whole speech, even of the 
unauthorised version, the original speech as 
it came to us, the impression is riot the same 
as one gets by reading extracts. 

SHRI N. G. GORAY : Don't be unjust to 
us. We do not want to be misinterpreted. 

SHRIMATI    INDIRA    GANDHI :    I 
am not unjust. 

SHRI N. G. GORAY : It is a copy of the 
monitored speech of your own All-India 
Radio. 

SHRIMATI INDIRA GANDHI : I am not 
saying that it is not. I have not read the All-
India Radio version of the speech. I have 
got a printed one which, I was told, was 
uncorrected. When you isolate a sentence, it 
may give one meaning. After   the   initial   
remarks   on   Kashmir, 
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President Bhutto goes on to talk about the 
struggles in Vietnam, and in Algeria. I am 
not saying that the remark quoted was not 
made nor am I trying to justify President 
Bhutto. I am merely saying that when you 
read the whole speech, you get one 
impression but when you take these passages 
out of their context you get another. As Bhai 
Mahavir has pointed out, when I was asked 
this question at the Press Conference I did say 
that President Bhutto's remark was not 
entirely in the Simla spirit. At that time, I 
also had seen these passages torne out from 
their context. What is important is, as I said 
yesterday, that we are prepared for any 
situation... 

(Interruptions) 

SARDAR SWARAN SINGH : May I just, 
for the sake of information, because Mr. 
Goray read out that part of the speech, 
mention to him that this part which he 
referred about the freedom struggle in Jammu 
& Kashmir, does not occur in the official 
version that has come to us ? I must make a 
statement that I cannot swear even by the 
authorised version that has come to us, 
because it has come to me without signature 
or anything. This part does not occur in this; 
I quote: "We will be with them even if the 
Simla Agreement is broken, even if we 
jeopardize all our relations with India". This 
does not occur in the correction. "No matter 
what the consequences ..." these words do 
not occur. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : You ask 
Members of Parliament: How many of them 
would like their uncorrected speech to be 
circulated ? 

{Interruptions) 

SARDAR SWARAN SINGH : There is a 
well-known practice in parliamentary 
system, and we should not discourage that, 
that on mature thinking some of the things 
are   correct.       I   will   command   this   to 

Dr. Bhai Mahavir. He may think of correc-
ting some of his speeches probably to make 
them more consistent with what is hap-
pening in the country today, and we should 
encourage people to return to a more just 
position rather than bind them with the 
position they might have taken up. 

DR. BHAI MAHAVIR : Thank for your 
advice which I return to you, with due  
regards.    Now,  Sir...   (Interruptions). 

SOME HON. MEMBERS : No, no. .. 

(Interruptions) 

DR.  BHAI  MAHAVIR   :  Why not   ? 
.1 am asking a clarification. How is Mr. 
Alva worried about it ? We have been 
anxiously expecting the Foreign Minister 
and the Prime Minister to satisfy us about 
the situation whether during the course of 
the talks wc raised the question of liberation 
of the part of Kashmir occupied by Pakistan. 
In this connection, I would like our heroic 
Foreign Minister to tell us if it is not a fact 
that there are indications that the 
Government of India has been expressing its 
willingness to consider internationalising the 
cease-fire line. Now this is the thing which 
we want a specific assurance about.   Let us 
have it. 

SARDAR SWARAN SINGH : These are 
hypothetical questions and I am not going to 
enter into any discussion.. (Interruptions,). 

DR. BHAI MAHAVIR : Was this ques-
tion raised at all ? He can say either 'yes' or 
'no'. 

SARDAR SWARAN SINGH : The ques-
tion of internationalising the ceasefire line 
or the line of control was never discussed in 
Simla. 

DR. BHAI MAHAVIR : What about the 
question of liberation of Pak occupied 
Kashmir ? 
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SARDAR SWARAN SINGH : You heard 
the Prime Minister yesterday. If you heard 
her carefully, she said that this has always 
been our position that the entire area of 
Jammu and Kashmir including POK is part 
of India. 

SHRIMAT1 INDIRA GANDHI : May I 
make [a point? The 'Statesman' newspaper 
has written—I have not read the report, I do 
not know what they say in the report-but I 
have seen the headline which is absolutely 
false. They have attributed something to me 
which I have not said in the House. 

SHRI MAHAV1R TYAGI : I want to 
have one clarification. The last paragraph of 
the Agreement is also welcome to me in 
which it is mentioned: "for the establishment 
of durable peace and normalisation of 
relations" etc. These things will be done. It is 
all welcome. There is also a passage saying 
that a final settlement of Jammu and Kashmir 
may also be a subject—to that too I have no 
objection. But then I want a clarification 
from the Government whether we have not 
shifted from our old policy and commitment 
to the fact that the whole of Jammu and 
Kashmir State is an integral part of India. 
That is our claim. So, we have now shifted 
from the position. So long as we have not 
shifted from the position, I do not mind even 
if Kashmir is discussed and becomes a 
question of decision. 

SARDAR SWARAN SINGH : There has 
been no shift from our well-known stand on 
this issue. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : I will now 
put Dr. Bhai Mahavir's amendment to vote: 

The question is: 

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 be-
devilled 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., and that Pakistan would 
"shed its blood", "whatever the conse-
quences" to support any "Liberation 
War" launched by Kashmiris to free 
themselves from the "Indian Yoke" 

(c) about 5000 sq. miles of terri 
tory 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 Agreements," 
The motion was negatived. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : I will now 
put Mr. Jagdambi Prasad Yadav's 
amendment to vote. 

The question is: 

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

'and  having considered  the  same, 
this House disapproves the Agreement,' " 
The motion was negatived. 
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SHRI N. G. GORAY : Sir, I would like to 
withdraw my   amendment. 

The amendment (No. 3) was, by leave 
withdrawn. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Mr. 
advani do you want to press your amend-
ment ? 

SHRI LAL K. ADVANI : Yes, Sir. 

SHRI MAHAVIR TYAGI (Uttar Pra-
desh) : I hope my friend, after the assurance 
given by the Foreign Minister, will not 
press his amendment. It will be against the 
interest of the country if the amendment is 
defeated. Therefore, I am suggesting that 
you may better withdraw it. It does not look 
good. If it is defeated, it will tell on us. 

SHRI LAL K. ADVANI : Sir, I press my 
amendment. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Now I 
will put Mr. Advani's amendment to vote: 

The question is: 

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

'and having considered the 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 the whole of 
Jammu and Kashmir State is an integral 
part of India.' " 

The motion was negatived. 

SHRI DWDENDRALAL SEN GUPTA : 
Sir, I weuld like to withdraw my amendment. 

The amendment (No. 5) was, by leave, 
withdrawn. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : I will now 
put Mr. Bhupesh Gupta's amendment to 
vote: 

The question is: 

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 
confidence the House calls upon our 
people to mobilise with determination 
their united will and effort for the 
implementation of the Agreement,' " 

Those who are in favour may please say 
'Aye'. 

HON. MEMBERS : 'Aye.' 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Those 
who are against may please say 'No.' 

AN HON. MEMBER : 'No.' 

(Interruptions) 

SHRI SITARAM KESRI (Bihar) : Sir, I 
want division. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Now, 
those who arc in favour of Mr. Bhupesh 
Gupta's amendment will please say 'Aye'. 

HON. MEMBERS :   'Aye'v 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Those 
against will please say 'No.' 

(No lion. Member dissented) 

SHRI PITAMBER DAS : When you 
called for those who were against there was 
not a single voice of 'No.' There is no 
dissenting voice at all. There is no one who 
is opposing it and if there is no one opposing 
it why should there be a Division? 
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SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : In that case, 
Sir, you should say thai the, amendment is  
unanimously adopted. 

SHRI   P1TAMBER   DAS :   No,   no.   I 
would like to point out something in that 
connection. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : You asked 
for a Division.    I did not ask for a Division. 

SHRI MAHAVIR TYAGI : You may say 
that the amendment is carried unanimously.    
Why unnecessarily delay ? 

SHRI PITAMBER DAS : The situation is 
like this. You wanted Ayes and Noes to be 
expressed in the beginning. You heard one 
voice as 'No' and you said that "Ayes have 
it." meaning thereby that it was being carried 
by a majority, not unanimously. This was in 
the very beginning. Otherwise, how did the 
question of Division come in '? The question 
of Division came only when there was at 
least one voice of 'No.' Later on, when the 
question of Division came and when again 
you wanted us to say 'Aye' or 'No', nobody 
said "No'. That means that the Division is 
not needed, and that your previous decision 
is correct. 
It was by a majority.    That is what   you 
had previously    declared. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : All right. I 
will demand a Division. This running with 
the hare and hunting with the hound will not 
do. Either run with the hare or hunt with the 
hound. I can understand if you say, 
'unanimously'. Otherwise, let the country 
know how many opposed it. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Are you 
demanding a Division ? 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : I want a 
Division. 

The House divided. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Ayes— 
120; Noes—Nil. 
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Krishan Kant, Shri
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Kulkarni, Shri A. G. 
Kumbhare, Shri N. H. 
Madani, Shri M. Asad 
Mahida, Shri U. N. 
Mujhi, Shri C. P. Mali, 
Shri Ganesh Lai 
Maragatham Chandrasekhar, Shrimaii 
Mehta, Shri Om 
Menon, Shri Balachandra 
Misra, Shri S. D. 
Mohammad, Chaudhary A. 
Mohideen, Shri S. A. Khaja
Mukherjee, Shri Pranab Kumar 
Mulla, Shri A. N. 
Munda.ShriB. R. 
Musafir, Shri Gurumukh Singh 
Narasiah, Shri H. S. 
Narayanappa. Shri Sanda 
Narayani Devi Manaklal Varraa, Shriraati
Nawal Kishore, Shri 
Nurul Hasan, Prof. S. 
Pai, Shri T.A. 
Panda, Shri Brahmananda 
Parashar, Shri V.R. 
Patil, Shri G.R. 
Patil, Shri P.S. 
Patil, Shri Veerendra 
Prasad, Shri K.L.N. 
Pratibha Singh, Shrimaii 
Punnaiah, Shri Kota 
Purabi Mukhopadhyay, Shrimati 
Raha, Shri Sanat Kumar
Raju, Shri B.V. Ramaswamy, 
Shri K.S. Rao, Shri Katragadda 
Srinivas Reddi, Shri Papi 

Reddy, Shri Janardhana 
Reddy, Shri K.V. Raghunatha 
Reddy, Shri M. Srinivasa 
Roshan Lai, Shri 
Sangma, Shri E.M. Saraswati 
Pradhan, Shrimati 
Saroj Purushottam Khaparade, Miss. 
Satyavati Dang, Shrimati Savita Behen, 
Shrimati 
Schamnad, Shri Hamid Ali 
Sen, Dr. Triguna 
Sen Gupta, Shri Dwijendralal 

 

Shah, Shri Manubhai
Shashtri, Shri Bhola Paswan 
Shukla, Shri Chakrapani 
Shukla, Shri M.P. 
Shyamkumnri Devi, Shrimati 
Singh, Shri Bindeshwari Prasad 
Singh, Shri D.P. 
Singh, Shri lnder 
Singh, Shri Mohan 
Singh, Shri Ranbir 
Singh, Shri i ' r i loki 
Singh, Dr. V.B. 
Sinha. Shri Awadheshwar Prasad 
Sisodia, Shri Swaisingh 
Sita Devi, Shrimati 
Sivaprakasam. Shri S. 
Sumitra G. Kulkarni, Shrimati 
Suraj Prasad, Shri 
Thakur, Shri Gunanand 
Tiwari, Shri Shankarlal 
Tiwary, Pt. Bhawaniprasad 
Venigalla Satyanarayana, Shri 
Vidyawati Chaturvedi, Shrimati 
Villalan, Shri Thillai 
Vyas, Dr. M.R. 
Wajd, Shri Sikandar Ali 

NOES—Nil 

The motion was adopted. 
MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : The other 

amendment by Mr. Kumbhare is identical. 
So  1  am  not putting it  to  vote. 

7 p. M. The 
question is : 

"That the statement made in the Rajya 
Sabha on the 31st July, 1972, regarding 
the Agreement on bilateral relations 
between India and Pakistan, signed at 
Simla on the 2nd July. 1972 be taken into 
consideration, 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 
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peace in the sub-continent and with this 
hope and confidence the House calls upon 
our people to mobilise with determination 
their united will and effort for the 
implementation of the Agreement." 

The motion, as amended, as adopted. 

STATEMENT    RE    
CLARIFICATIONS ON   THE   

SETTING     UP   OF    THE COLLEGE 
COUNCILS    UNDER    THE DELHI    

UNIVERSITY    ACT 

THE MINISTER OF EDUCATION, 
SOCIAL WELFARE AND CULTURE 
(PROF. S. NURUL HUSAN) : Sir, the 
President had on June, 22, 1972, promul-
gated an Ordinance amending certain 
sections of the Delhi University Act. Al-
though the Vice-Chancellor, Delhi Univer-
sity, gave a categorical assurance in the 
meeting of the Academic Council held on 
July 4, 1972, that the Ordinance maintains 
status quo in respect of (a) the existing re-
lationship between the Colleges and the 
University; and (b) parity of service cond-
itions and pay scales of the teachers of the 
colleges and the teachers appointed by the 
University,    some    misunderstanding   has 

been created in certain sections of the teach-
ing community that the setting up of the 
College Councils is a move towards delink-
ing of the colleges from Delhi University. I 
should like to take this opportunity to clarify 
that the Government of India do not have 
under their consideration any proposal to 
delink the colleges from the University. In 
fact, the Government would consider such a 
proposal to be a retrograde step. 

According to the definition of "Teachers" 
incorporated in the Delhi University Act, 
"Teachers" includes Professors, Readers, 
Lecturers and other persons imparting ins-
truction in the University or in any college 
or Hall. Further, "Teachers of the Uni-
versity" means persons appointed or re-
cognised by the University for the purpose 
of imparting instruction in the University or 
in any college. I should like to state that the 
Government has no intention of changing 
these definitions. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : The 
House stands adjourned till 11 A. M. 
tomorrow. 

The House then adjourned at 
four minutes past seven of the 
clock till eleven of the clock on 
Friday, the 4th August, 1972. 
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