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THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: It is
3 P.M. Mr. Chordia, you may conti-
nue on another occasion. Mr, Swaran
Singh.

MOTION RE TASHKENT DECLA-

RATION
THE MINISTER OF EXTERNAL
AFFAIRS (SARDAR SWARAN

SINGH): Madam, I beg to move:

“That the Tashkent Declaration
be taken into consideration.”

I have already placed on the Table
of the House a copy of the Tashkent
Declaration. While placing that copy
here 1 also made a brief statement
giving the salient features of that
Declaration. I would not like to take
much time at this stage. With your
permission, I would like to confine
my remarks in putting before this
House some important aspects and 1
will endeavour to reply to the fur-
ther points that might be raised by
the hon. Members, in the course g¢f
my reply which I will give when this
discussion is wound up. This Tash-
kent Declaration is a document which
was evolved as a result of long dis-
cussions and very carefu]l considera-
tion. There are several ways of look-
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ing at it. One way, which some

hon. Members either here or some
critics outside, might adopt is to exa-
mine 1t purely from a critical angle
and to try to project those points of
view which might create a feeling or
an impression that thig does not safe-
guard all the basic or the fundamen-
tal interests. Any document, even a
perfect document 1s capable of such
criticism and some of us who have,
in our other avocations, to do with
the task of examining propositions
from a purely critical or legalistic
point of view, can always muster a
number of arguments. 1 would like
to appeal, through you, to the hon.
Members of this House and to my
countrymen that we should look at
this document, at this Dec'aration,
from a national peint of view and we
should try to examine it from the
point of view of finding out if it safe-
guards our basic positions or funda-
mental interests. Then again, I would
like to say in the beginning that there
may Dbe portions in this Declaration
which might give an impression or
feeling that they are compromise
provisions, they are compromise for-
mulae, that they have been evolved
ag a result of understanding each
other’s point of view, 1f 1 may ven-
ture to add, this will be the picture
of this Tashkent Declaration whether
you view it from Delhi or you view
it from Rawalpindi. In either capital
weo can find aspects of this declara-
tion which might give, superficially
examined, an impression that this is
a compromise in favour of the other.
It is very interesting and also some-
what amusing that the phraseology
of the criticism that is adopted in
either country is almost identical. If
some of the Opposition speeches in
India are compared with the Opposi-
tion speeches 1n Pakistan, and you do
not read the mname of the actual
speaker and you alter the name that is
in that speech, if the name of a critic
n India were to be put at the top
and the criticism in Pakistan were to
be put in the body of the speech it-
seif, you will ind basically no diffe-
rence at al!  On either side the pro-

SABHA |

}
{

Tashkent Declaration 502

Jection will be, in Indiag that we have
giwven in to Pakistan and in Pakistan
that they have given in to India.

SHRI ATAL BIHARI VAJPAYEE
(Uttar Pradesh): What 1s he driving
at? Why this comparison?

SHRI ARJUN ARORA (Uttar Pra-
Jdesh): Why not? Why are you afraid
of this comparison?

SARDAR SWARAN SINGH: If
my friends will bear with me—Shri
Vajpayee is a friend of mine—I will
certainly in a very courteous manner
be able to try to dispel same of his
doubts.

SHRI ATAL BIHARI VAJPAYEE:
I strongly object to this comparison.
Let there be no comparison between
the Muslim Leaguers and we, who
are opposed to the Tashkent Declara-
tion.

SHRI ARJUN ARORA: Why not?

SARDAR SWARAN SINGH: It is
not my intention to compare the Jan
Sangh Leader with any Muslim Lea-
gue leader.

SHR] ATAL BIHARI VAJPAYEE:
The members of the Swatantra Party
and the Communist Party, both, are
welcoming the Tashkent Declaration.
What does it mean? My friend, Shri
Arora, should note ijt.

SARDAR SWARAN SINGH: 1
should say that the fact that two
important political parties besides
the Government party we'come this
Declaration is something about which
I am very happy and am very proud
and I do not know why he should
challenge any Member on this side,
why, if two parties examine this do-
cument and dispassionately come to
the conclusion that it is a good agre-
ement, that should be a matter for
excitement for Mr. Vajpayee, I do not
understand at all. It is certainly not a
matter for excitement. It is a matter
for great satislaction for me.

SHRI P, N. SAPRU (Uttar Pradesh):

It is a matter for satistaction for the
country.
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SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Vajpayee
and I agree that we should both come
to the Rajya Sabha. That is why we
are here.

SARDAR SWARAN SINGH: When
I saig that, I am hoping that Mr.
Vajpayee and his followers and
other political parties, whether they
ale represented in this House or not,
would also be good enough to view
this agreement from the national
point of view because we would be
quite frank angd quite honest in say-
ing that we do not regard the Tash-
kent Agreement as a political issue
to which we, as Congressmen, are
wedded. It is a solemn Declaration,
an agreement which has been gigned
by the Heads of Governments of two
countries and thereiore it is an agree-
ment between the peoples of the
two countries, and it is in that spirit
that he should view the Tashkent
Declaration.

SHRI P. N. SAPRU: Endorseq by
the Soviet Union.

SARDAR SWARAN SINGH: It is
an incidental benefit I should say that
this has the support of a2 large num-
ber of countries. It is a matter for
great satisfaction to us that barring
one or two countries, principally one
country—I do not want to start any
controversy—this agreement has been
welcomed by a vast number of coun-
iries, almost all countries in the
world and therefore, if it is wel-
comed by a large number of political
parties in ihe country, if it is wel-
comed by a large number of other
countries in the world, that should
be a matter for satisfaction anl not
for excitement or Yor complaint as
Mr. Vajpayee wanted to give the im-
pression to all of us.

SHRI MUKLA GOVINDA REDDY
(Mysore): China will welcome if you
hand over Kashmir to Pakistan. .

SHRI ATAL BIHARI VAJPAYEE:
Not only that but the entire world
will welcome if you hand over Kash-
mir on a platter to Pakistan. Do not
talk of the world.

SARDAR SWARAN SINGH: This
is a suggestion which I think is most

!
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unfounnded. No Congress Govern-
ment which has always made itg posi-
tion clear, will do anything of that
type and 1t is very unfair, very wrong
to make any such suggestion. We
have reiterateq times out of number
that Jammu and Kashmir is an inte-
gral part of India and I do not know
who will be satisfied if we part with
an integral part of India,

I cannot think that any country in
the world, which has got any respect
for our territorial integrity, or for
our honour, would ever think of fee-
ling happy if we handed it over. 1
do not know at all wherefrom Mr.
Atal Bihari Vajpayee, with all his
forensic eloquence, has got this im-
pression that the world would bt
happy if we were to hand it over to
Pakistan. The whole world does un-
derstand what our position on this
issue is, and it is absolutely wrong
to put forward such ideas. Now this
is the type of fear complex that I
want my countrymen, more—so, Cri-
ties like Mr. Atal Bihari Vajpayee to
shake off. Now which are the other
countries and why should other coun-
tries have an interest in snatching
away something which is part of
India? Nobody is asking us or sug-
gesting to us to do that. It is wrong
to develop a fear complex and to ima-
gine that the world is conspiring
against us and that the world would
be happy if we did this or we did
that. We know what our national
interests are and we steadfastly stick
to the pursuit of our national poli-
cies which are in our best national inte-
rests, unmindful of other peoples’
annoyance or other people being ple-
aseq or displeased. We should stead-
fastly pursue such policies. That
has been our consistent line, and if
by doing a correct thing, which we
think ig the right thing to do, we
also get the approbation, approval
and happiness of a vast variety of
countries, that should not unneces-
sarily create g fear complex and sus-
picion in our mind. That will indi-
cate lack of confidence in our own
thinking and in our own ways of
approach, and it will be a very very
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dangerous sentiment if we were to
think that, if there be any decision
which receives the approval of a
large number of countries, there must
be something wrong in it. That will
be a very very dangercus approach
and I would therefore very earnestly
appeal to all sections of this House
that the approval by a vast majority
of countries should not excite any
suspicion in our mind. It will be
very bad for us psychologically and
the like, if we develop g complex as
if other people are happy when we are

unhappy or that when we are happy
the rest of the world would be un-

happy. This is a proposition which
we should not touch, and we should
shake ourselves off from a mentality
or complex of that nature. Now it is
true that we have to take care about
international opinion, and I am one
of those who always try to explain
our basic stand to all countries and
enlist their confidence and sympathy
for us, but the overriding considera-
tion is always our own natippal inte-
rest.

Madam, the Tashkent Declaration
has to be viewed from the point of
view of the central theme in that
Declaration The Tashkent Declara-
tion, I claim, is a very great step, a
very solemn undertaking, an agree-
ment between the two countries mu-
tually to reverse the  deteriorating
trends between the two countries,
trends born of suspicion, born of the
complex of fear, which have always
been gripping our mind, that the
other party is going to put us down,
or that the whole world has combin-
ed against us. Now this corollary
necessarily flows from a  complex
which is born of lack of confidence,
born of ear, born of suspicion. After
this Tashkent Declaration we have
to shake off that complex, and we
have to look at our relationship with
Pakistan, just as Pakistan has to
look at their relationship with us, in
this new spirit, to reverse those
trends, those distressing trends, which
cause tension, cause suspicion, cause
fear cause lack of mutual under-
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standing. Those trends have to be
reversed, and the central objective
that has been achieved by the Tash-
kent Declaration is a solemn agree-
ment signed by the heads of two Gov-
ernments that they are determined
to reverse those trends ang are now
and in future pledged to develop fri-
endly relations, good neighbourly re-
lations, and to strengthen mutual
relations in the economic field, in
the cultural field and so on respect-
ing the integrity and sovereignty of
each country. These are very impor-
tant basic principles and we should
appreciate fully their significance.

If T may put it in a slightly diffe-
rent form, it is not g matter in which
we need to count that this is the one
thing that we have got, that these
are the things, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and so on
that we have got or not. Well, those
things can be enumerated and will
be enumerated, but I go appeal,
Madam, that while appreciating the
outcome of this agreement, we have
to view it from a somewhat broader
perspective and to see as to whether
it is not a real determination, a real
effort, a firm resolve subscribed to
by the heads of two Governments on
behalf of their people, six hundred
million people of this sub-continent
which stands divided between India
and Pakistan. It is a solemn dJeter-
mination to reverse those trends and
to live in future in an atmosphere
which is free from this suspicion,
which is free from fear, and to look
at each other in that spirit, in that
good neighbourly spirit. Now I
know that a very powerful speech
can be made to show that all this is
something which may be idealistic,
but from a practical point of view
we have to see what the relation-
ship was and whether it can really
be suddenly reversed or not. I my-
self am conscious that the process it-
self is likely to be a difficult one. It
is likely to be, perhaps, g protracted
one, a long one requiring a great
deal of patience. There will be de-
tractors in lour own country, there
will be detractors in Pakistan also.
But we have always to keep this in
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mind. Whether the direction, the ; Jammu and Kashmir is a matter
orientation in thinking that is sought | which is not open for negotiation.

to be given by the Tashkent Declara-
ration, whether that orientation is
in the right difection or not. If that
orientation is in the right direction,
then, whatever may be the difficulties.
whatever may be the doubts, what-
ever may be even the suspicion, we
have patiently to work in a consis-
tent manner to get over that feeling,
and by our conduct, by our speeches
and in every other way, to foster
that new spirit, to develop something
in the relationship between the two
countries that hag been lacking, and
this will have to be a process which
we will have very patiently to fol-
low. Now, in the course of this dis-
cussion I know that quotations will
be made from the speeches of Pakis-
tani leaders, from some of their Op-
position leaders, some of their Gov-
ernmental leaders pointing out their
own interpretation of this document.
We ourselves have carefully examin-
ed those points of view which have
been projected, but the more we
have examined the document itself
the more we have become convinced
that, on all essential points, on all
fundamental issues, on all basic prin-
ciples, our basic stand, our essential
interests have not in any way beer
compromised and have mot at all
suffered by this Declaration, so  that
apart from the higher objective of
reversion to a path of peace and
conciliation, our national interests,
our own points of view, our own
stand on basic points also, have been
fully safeguarded in thig agreement.
Now what were those basic stands
of our own. One of the most impor-
tant things, which has been a very
important issue before us, is the
question of Jammu and Kashmir.

About Jammu and Kasmhir our
late Prime Minister, Lal Bahadur
Shastri, had made jt clear before he
went to Tashkent, and even before
he accepted the invitation to go to
Tashkent, that the Indian position
is c¢lear and categorical namely, that
Jammu and Kashmir is an integral
part of India and the sovereignty of

¥

That position was steadfastly adher-
ed to by the late Prime Minister, Lal
Bahadur Shastrri. This matter came
up even at other levels and the In-
dian representatives at all levels
fully reiterated this position which
had been clearly stated in this House,
in the other House and also in the
country and there was no compromise
on that basic issue.

The other point, which was of
great importance for the strengthening
of the position between the two coun-
iries, was to see what were the poinis
of irritation, what were the points
of conflict which had been bedevil-
ling their relations. In this respect,
the most important thing was the
large volume of complications that
had cropped up as g result of the
armed conflict. I do not want to go
into the origin of that conflict. Our
country faced an aggression and the
manner in which our brave sobliers,
and airmen, our Armed Forces and
security forces, our railwaymen, our
workers in fact our entire popu-
lation rose to meet that aggression,
will always remain g glorious chap-
ter in our history., We are rightly
proud of the response that was forth-
coming in such a spontaneous
manner, not only from those on
whom the main responsibility of safe-
guarding the integrity of the country.
resteq but also from all sections of
the civilian population. Madam, I
belong to one of the border States
and I have visiteq those areas. I know
there may be other people who might
be making highly critical speeches
on various occasions, put I know how
our people really treated it as a
threat to their own hearths and
homes, how even women, old women
and children, everyone in all walks
o life, functioned spontaneously and
with such great discipline and with
such great enthusiasm that they did
not consider any sacrifice too great
to make in order to meet the threat
that faced the country. T am aware
of the glorious record of the services,
though they do not boast about it.
The most important thing is that
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those people who suffered most, who
have put in their very best efforts
and who have suffered most, they do
not boast about what they have done.
They have in 3 dignified and quiet
manner felt that they have done their
duty to the country, and this is the
biggest satisfaction from their point
of view, So the unity of the coun-
try and the bravery of our people
have been very fully demonstrated
and if I may venture to say so, by
this, our prestige, our honour have
been greatly enhanced not only in
our own country but throughout the
wor'd. The world knows now, even
the big powers and the small powers
everyone even those who might have
been critical about us, they know
that India is strong, that of India says
something, then India has.got the
capacity and the determination to im-
plement it and to go through the big-
gest sacrifices. And the stage has come
when the other countries have started
taking a realistic view of our pos-
tures and they know that the stage
is gone when India could be pushed
about this way or that way. 1f India
takes a particular attitude, they
know that we have taken that atti-
tude not in a huff or in excitement.
We weigh all our words before we
utter them and the attitudes that we
take are not taken in any excitement
but in a cool and calculated manner.
Also, when we say something on par-
ticular matters., For instance we say
that Jammuy nnd Kashmir forms an
integral part of India we mean what
we say. And other countries also
feel that if India says something she
means that and they should not take
that statement lightly.

Even in the course of this conflict,
statements were made by Shri Lal
Bahadur. I will not mention my own
name; and other government spokes-
men also made statements. All those
statements were made with some care
and some caution. All those state-
ments that we made even in relation
to this conflict, I am happy to say,
we were ab'e, with the united sup-
port of this House and all the parties
and all the people of this country to
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redeem the essential parts of those

statements in all these issues.

In this connection, why I am say-
ing all this is because it comes to my
mind that even when the Secretary
General of the Uniteq Nations came
here, at that time there was black-
out in Delhi. Air raids were taking
place in both countries and actual
fighting and conflict were going on.
Our vYorces were fighting. There was
the call from the United Nations that

the fighting should end and that
there should be a ceasefire, there
should be withdrawal and all that.
That Resolution was there. Even at

that time even at the height of our
conflict what was written? I would
only appeal to hon. Members that
they should read carefully the letters
that had brcen written by Shri Lal
Bahadur Shastri and compare them
with the letter that was written by
President Ayub Khan. I do not want
to criticise President Ayub Xhan.
He acted on behalf of his Govern-
ment and in the best interest of his
country. Who am I to criticise Pakis-
tan. But I would request you to see
the attitude that we took to the ques-
tion when the Secretary-General cal-
leq for a cease fire. That is con-
tained in Prime Minister La] Baha-
dur’s letter. He said that he was
prepared to respond straightway to
the call for a ceasefire, but he added
that he had to take care that, as a
result of the ceasefire in any dis-
positions arising therefrom or in any
withdrawalg or any other re-adjust-
ment that had to take place care was
taken that a situation would not arise
which might involve India in the
same type of trouble or conflict which
she had had to face in this aggres-
sion, We did not make any claims at
that time, For instance, We did
not even say: “We will
not accept the cease-fire or we will
not withdraw unless we get that part
of Jammu and Kashmir which is
under Pakistani occupation.” We did
not say that we would do this
or we would do that. We took a
very careful and a very honourable
stand, safeguarding over essential
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interests and took a certain posture.
Now I would strongly urge that the
Tashkent Declaralion even on this
question of withdrawalg and disen-
gagement should be examined with
the background of the position that
was takcn by Prime Minister Lal
Bahadur Shastri in his reply to the
Secretary-General calling for a

ceasefire and withdrawal. All that

he said on that occasion has been
fully complied with. He had said
that, in any disposition, he had to

make sure that infi'tration and such
things did not occur again. Has that
been secured? I submit that it has
been very well secured.

There are three provisions in this
Declaration which I would like to
bring to the notice of this honoura-
ble House. Numbzr one is the ag-
reement between the two  countries
not to have recourse to the use of
force for the settlement of

any disputes. Number two is that
they will not interfere in the inter-
nal affairs of each other. And
the third 1s that in Jammu and

Kashmir the ceasefire terms and the
cease-fire line will be respected. If
these three conditions are followed
by both sides, name'y, that we
do not go to their side ang they ro
not come to our side, then the
non-use of force for settlement of
disputes, and then non-interfere-
nce in the internal affairs of each
other, then this is a complete answer
and a complete vidication of the
stand that Shri Lal Bahadur had taken
when he wrote his letter to the Sec-
retary General. Nothing is left.

It is quite another thing that peo-
ple may say, “Well, these assurances
are there and this agreement is there.
But what is the guarantee that these
will be adhered to?” In g matter
like this, in international affairs when
heads of Governments sign a docu-
ment, it wou'd be very very unfair
for us to harbour the suspicion that
the other side, having appended its
signature in the presence of such a
distinguished statesman, another head
of a Government of g friendly cow:-
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try like the Soviet Union would treat

it lightly or would have appended
its signature with reservations, I
would very respectfully appeal to

hon, Mcmbers of this House not to
have these reservations and  susp:-
cions in their minds. After all, in
international affairs, what can  be
the additional guarantee that could
be required when the heads of the
two Governments pledge their peo-
ple for this idea. Then it becomes
the duty of everyone really to attune
himself to these assurances that had
been given on their behalf by the
head of their Government and then
function in pursuit of the implemen-
tation of those assurances rather than
function in this manner with this
fee'ing that, somehow, the other side
is bound to take a posture contradic-
tory to the terms which have been
agreed upon and that we should, in
anticipation, also try to take postures
which are critical of, and which aie
not in consonance with, the bas’c
objectives or the basic stand achiev-
ed by an agreement of this nature,

Another point generally mentioned
is about the withdrawal of the armed
personnel. I do not want to go at
any great length into this jssue. Why
did we go to Haji Pir? Why did we
go to Tithwal? Why did we go to
Kargil? To Kargil we went because
Pakistan wag assuming postures
which posed a real threat to us and
our line of communication to Ladakh

was in  jeopardy. Therefore we
moved into Kargil to protect our
line of communication to Ladakh

which was facing the Chinese threat.
We went to Tithwal and Haji Pir.
Before actually going we approached
the Pakistan Government asking
them to stop the menace of infilfra-
tion, the thousands of persons cro;-
sing with arms and equipment. W=
wanted them to take action and to
ensure that this type of infiltration
did not take place. We also wanted
them to withdraw these people. It
was only after they disowned their
responsibility with regard to these in-
filtrators that we had to take limited
preventive action in going to these
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areas to prevent thig type of infiltra-
tion. Thereafter there wag this attack
on Chhamb, largely populated area
near Jammu. This went intg the pos-
session of Pakistan and we had to
take defensive action when our linz
of communication, our life-line, was
threatened. Our line of communi-
cation to the Poonch area and
to Srinagar was threatened and
the ©Pakistani forces were pres-
sing ug near Akhnoor, There was ho
option left for us but to take further
defensive action to relieve the pres-
sure on our lines of communication
and to protect them. This was done
in the exercise of our right of self-
defence. After this agreement which
says that in future force will not be
used, that the ceasefire line will be
respected and that there wil] be no

interference in internal  affairs, is
there any further justifi- |
cation left either with us or

wtih Pakistan that they continue to
occupy Chhamb, Khem Karan and
parts of Rajasthan, that our brave
soldiers should be in the Sialkot sec-
tor or the Lahore sector, or that we
should continue to be in those passes
which we had taken earlier Even
when we went into those territories,
we did not go with a view {o reoc-
cupying parts of Jammy and Kashmir
which had been in illegal occupation
¢! Pakistan. The actions we haq taken
at that time were purely defensive and
strictly limited in character, forced on
us much against our will; but once our
honour and integrity was challenged
we had to act and we acted firmly
and we are never gorry for that.

There is one other thing which
sometimes confuses us. We are un-
necegsarily worried about the posi-

tion at the ceasefire line and at the

international boundary. We have
made the position absolutely clear
from the very beginning. Our late
Prime Minister, Jawaharlal Nehru,

had made statements more than orce
that Jammu ang Kashmir is an inte-
gral part of India and that any at-
tack on Jammu and Kashmir will be
deemed as an attack on India and
will be met wherever India
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thinks that she should meet it. Whern
the time came, India demonstrated

this. By any international standard,
and by any scrutiny, this position
is absolutely clear. What js the

difference between the ceasefire line
and the international boundary so
far as violations are concerned? We,
somehow or the other, secem to have
this exaggerated notion that there 1s
some slight difference., In the case of
the ceasefire line, both the parties
expressiy agree that it will not he
violated by either party. There is an
express agreement between ihe two
countries but in the case of the in-
ternational boundary, there is this
implied agreement, this jnternational
obligation that the international boun-
dary will be respected. So even if
ceasefire line is violated, it is as much a
violation of the integrity of a country
as the violation of international boun-
dary; this violation takes place in a
terrifory which i part of India.
For Pakistan to say unilaterally that
Kashmir according to them is g dis-
puted territory and therefore they
have got the right to interfere is
something which is absolutely unten-
able and we should not accept this
unilateral interpretation, That inter-
pretation is absolutely wrong  and
we reject it straightway and we will
not look at any such interpretation.
Jammu and Kashmir is part of India,
an integral part of India, and the
Government which is functioning
there i a Government elected by
adult franchise, a Government esla-
blished by law and by the Constitu-
tion. Any interference in the func-
tioning of that Government in any
form is interference in our internal
affairs and no kind of interpretation
put by any party can take away our
basic stand. We steadfastly adhere
to that stand. Therefore, let us not
get excited if other people put inter-
pretations on this agreement either
on the question of interference or on
the use of force or on the question
of the observance of the terms of the
ceasefire line, leave aside everything
else. I am placing the whole matter
before this hon. House in a very dis-
passionate manner. There are distin-
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guished lawyers present here. Thera
1s here a distinguished former Chief
Justice, Mr Chagla, and there is Mr.
Gopal Swarup Pathak. Sending arm-
ed infiltrators into any territory Ly
any definition is obviously uge of
force. Even if there is any dispute,
use of force is abjured by each party.
It is said that they will not resort to
the use of force. For what will tney
not do so? Not for wrestling or for
any other purpose but for the settie-
ment of any dispute. Even if you
take, for the sake of argument, thaf
they have any semblance of a dis-
pute or they keep this alive, that
there is a dispute which we reject,
even for that it is agreed that force
will not be used. So, their unilateral
statement that this is disputeq terii-
tory need not make our people here
unnecessarily put interpretations
against our interests. This ig neither
borne by the circumstances of  the
case nor is it warranted by the reoli-
ties of the situation. If I may be per-
mitted to add, this is not even in our
national interests to raise doubts in
a manner adverse to our own inte-
rests and to try to import interpre-
tationg on he agreement which are
bound ultimately to be quoted against
us, In our enthusiasm, in our efferves-
cence, we are prone {o use extremc
language.

know such statements have been
more damagingly used against us
earlier and so we should be very

cautious when we put interpretations |

of this type on documents which are
so clear, which are so explicit. They
have to be viewed in the spirit in
which they have been entered upon
and any type of quibbling and try-
ing to put interpretations of that
nature is unwarranted and is definite-
ly against our national interest.
I would therefore appeal that we
should not put interpretations of this
type.

There are, Madam, other positive
features of this agreement. There is
agreement that it will be the endea-
vour, it will be the determination of
the two countries, to develop relations
in other spheres, in the economic
sphere, in the matter of trade, in the

I will not quote it but I °
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matter of communications which stood
absolutely disrupted when we went
to Tashkent. @ We had ourselves to
undertake & journey in a Boeing in
which we were in the air for about
eight hours before we reached Tash-
kent from Delhi although the direct
flight is only two and a half hours.
While going from Calcutita to Gau-
hati and Tripura we had to go round
Pakistan ang when people from
Rawalpindi had to go to Dacca they
had to go over the high seas, go to
Ceylon and then go to Dacca. When
the Prime Minister and I went to
Burma we first went on the high seas

and then on to Burma. There are
thus mutual interests and , when
mutual interests are involved
we should not measure them in
terms of incheg or feet or actual

gains but we should look at them as
to whether they are in the mutual
interest of the 600 million people of
the subcontinent. We should see
whether, with these things, these
irritations which come in the way of
betterment of relations, a time has
not come when a serious effort should
be made to incorporate in our think-
ing something of that spirit which
is the central theme of this agree-
ment. So I would appeal that this
is the only approach, the only sensi-
ble approach, even from our own
nationa] interests, to adopt. Suspi-
cion will always result in suspicion
from the other side. Confidence
begets confidence. Thereforc not-
withstanding the various obstacle, the
various difficulties, we have very assi-
duously to persevere and to imple-
ment this agreement in the spirit and
in the manner in which we entered
into it.

Now, I would like to deal with
some reactions. We talk of other
countries having reacted favourably
to it. Shri Atal Bihari Vajpayee has
reacted to it and I think very need-
lessly reacted to it. There are vari-
ous areag in the country. I do not
know whether Shri Atal Bihari Vaj-
payee or his colleagues have gone to
the front areag in Amritsar or in
Ferozepore or in the Xhem Xaran
area after this declaration or even in



517 Motion re

{Sardar Swaran Singh ]

Jammuy or in Chhamb where about
70,000 people are sti'l 1n the camps—
they have to go back—or 1n the area
of Rajasthan In all these areas
there 1s a great deal of satisfaction
I myself was amazed when I found
in the city of Amritsar which I visit-
ed a few days after this declaration
was signed there was uniform satis-
faction amongst 3l sections of the
people in Amritsar and other border
areas about this agreement, not even
excluding the members of the Jana
Sangh there Their local people have
not got the courage to tell the people
in Amritsar that this agreement 1s
not in the best interests of the coun-
try Let us react to the reaction of
the people and not just argue n the
alr or argue 1n a theoretical manner
We have seen the reactions to this in
Bengal, in Assam  in Tripura and
other p'aces and you represent all
those areas You please go there and
find out what sign of relief 1s there
And the same 1s the reaction 1in Pakis-
tan, in East Pakistan and in West
Pakistan There will bhe some criti-
cism no doubt but if the basie objec-
tive 1s kept before us, I am sure that
we will be on the right path

I would also like to say that the
State of Jammu and Kashmr 1s being
tun by a Government elected by
adult franchise It 1s very very im-
portant for us to know the reactions
of the people of Jammu and Kashmir
Have you met even one man 1mn
Jammu and Kashmir who has not
supported this® Every person, from
the Mmmster to the Opposition, every
Member of their Assembly, everyone
mm Jammu and Kashmir has welcom-
ed this Tashkent Declaration

SHRI ATAL BIHARI VAJPAYEE
That 1s not correct

SARDAR SWARAN SINGH I
know Shri Atal Bihar; Vajpayee 1s a
powerful leader and if he sends mes-
sages to his own followers there I
know that next time when I go there
they will stage a demonstration
against me which I will gladly face
But the important thing 1s 1f we take
an overall national view of the situa-
tion T have no doubt in my mind
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that the 600 milhon people of this
sub-continent have greatly welcomed
this Declaration Thank you

SHRI MULKA GOVINDA REDDY:
Madam, I rise on g pomnt of order

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN The
motion must be put before any point
of order may be raised

The question was Pproposed

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN What
15 your powmnt of order?

SHRI MULKA GOVINDA REDDY
My pomnt of order 1s this Under this
Tashkent agreement a part of our
territory 1s being bartered away to
Pakistan -

SOME HON MEMBERS No, no

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN Let
him finish what he has to say

SHRI MULKA GOVINDA REDDY.
The Ruler of Jammu and Kashmr
accedeq to India We accepted this
accession and today Jammu and
Kashmir forms an integral part of
India A part of that State 1s under
1llegal occupation of Pakistan In
this war our brave jawans hberated
a part of that area which was under
the 1illegal occupation of Pakistan thzt
1s, Kargil Tithwal and Hajit Pu Pass

SHRI B K P SINHA (Bihar)
Madam when raising a point of ordel,
the hon Member 15 expected to
briefly indicate the point of order

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Let
him finish

SHRI MULKA GOVINDA REDDY
I will mndicate

This part which has been liberat-
ed by our forces belongs to India and

it forms an integral part of India If
by an agreement 5 part of Indian

territory 1s given away to another
coun‘ry or countries, 1t cannot be
done 1t 1s not valid If the Gov-

ernment wantg to give away this
area, they must bring in a constitu-
tional amendment By an agreement
thig cannot be done It was decided
in the recent c(ase about Berubar:
where by an agreement the Govern-
ment of India wanteq to transfer
Berubari to Pakistan but the Supreme
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Court he'd that 1t can be done only !

through a constitutiond] amendment.
And hence this motion is out of order.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr.
Sinha, do you want to say anything?

SHRI B. K. P SINHA Not at this
stage. 1 will reply to 1t in the course
of the debate.

ot wew fagrt awmdat ;g
frasm € {5 ag gaa drosg dwon
g7 fg=z ad)y #X gear § wyifE
St ELEE T IURIEE Ju eIl AR CEC LR S
g W wdilg ToRer § awfEr
F ANy FfIFIT 9T FIOE
T § 1 A7 gog § fq@d  moar
WEAT WT FT H | ATAFT G
¥ O in e AT &, wfg F
froraw &, wiw &t @9 gEw
FA § oz § fr fag g7 8w
gEM ag arfewm #1 WS wod
Ffew gt T, srcfra feganer &
WY AT T W@ Z IqE AN
ofysrd F7 34T g ? oAgr @
ae WM #w gfase § f& s
YIER &1 GAT FT ILW IH FT
FH 1 9ARF & AFE & T AR
gfrFs & f& & gt 9 9 o
wE, BT G F@r FTO§E
g T FwfiT ® amrfis
g7 Fr & faw wiefg aueg
¥ rmftws § ww fag  andm
gfaam & qwaa wfgerd F1 Id
w1 7 § IF Ay & fF 7 gren
X 7 I AW gF, Ffrw A,
fogas & srre 9dT =wdR 9%,
T8l @i FT gF, FIGIA TAT GF |

|
\

7 9gT M&7 I§T A AEY A g
AT E | WL gH TH 90 & HIQT
SF WY FAAT F OATIRET B
ger TIT 7 q97 & wlave § &7
afar Fv Fw3 § ? T WwaT F
QiQ AR g0 TR GH & &4
TUFT AT AFHT F P WO
gfuFra &1 AT 93 T W 9%
g 7 faar fase fra go aoew
qOu 9v  ITFHGE w7 G ) war
fagw weh "giEy #g W ¥

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: What
1s your point of order? Is it a speech

or a pomnt of order?

st wza fagrd qnt 1t s A

point of ordel.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN. Then,

you must be very brief

st grafeg@ awdat . wav
g @ar @t fewwr arfem fF @
WM FIE 47 FH A TE A TEAT
f§ wma &1 #E FF  @fEea
mfarmwr 81 @ oA T
gw I & A sufed € ag Ad
wgr & @ awwe w8 faw
dw, fFa%s o, fgaF  oaErw
gem e, wrfrw, fraam &
arfseqry w1 2 frmr swma A@w
fzar ag § fo geir diy, fagar,
aefira # Amfie N F TRE §

HYT IR FAT FT LW AT FIA
#7 qeqa WAET § | 97 T I
qiffer™s # WOF AT |1 THdT

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA (West

| Bengal) Madam, I want to

!

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN What
1s 1t that you want to say?

.
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SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA How
would you know before I speak, be-
cause I want to speak on the pomnt of
order

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN Yes

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA It s
very important and I think Gavern-
ment will appreciate 1t

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN Please
be very brief

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA Govern-
ment will appreciate it, I think (In-
terruption) Madam Deputy Chair-
man, you are entertaining something
as a pomnt of order, but 1f you look
mnto the Rules of the House and the
precedents you will find that the
constitutionality or otherwise of a
Bill or a speech or a statement 1s not
a matter on which you can prevent a
discussion If for example, some
people think that 1t 1s bad, they can
vote against 1t, but the question does
not arise here It 1s for the Supreme
Court to decide, 1f at all Now, here
we are concerned with not even a
Bill, but with a statement and an
agreement Whether the agreement
15 1n conformity with the Constitution
or not 1s beyond our competence, at
this stage, to discuss 1t ag a matter
of point of order We can give an
opinion on that score We can even
vote against 1t, but certainly discus-
sion cannot be held up on that ground

Secondly

PROF M B LAL (Uttar Pradesh)
He hag no right to pass a judgment

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA T am not
passing a judgment

PROF M B LAL He 1s question-
ing your authority, Madam

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA No, no,
Madam I hope that you do not gef
provoked Now, the position 15 this
Therefore, I cannot see how intelli-
gent and experienced parliamenta-
riang ke my friend there and Mr
Vajpayee raise a point of order shoot-
ing 1n the air

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN That
will do Mr Pathak do you want to
say anything?

[ RAJYA SABHA |
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THE MINISTER OF LAW
G S PATHAK) Madam Deputy
Chairman, the point that has been
raised 15 1eally not a pomnt of order
A point of order should be one which
would be concerned with the business
or Rules of Procedure of this House

(SHRI

The point that has been rased 1s
whether the agreement 1s a valid
agreement or not the pomnt urged

bemg that 1t 1s not a valid agreement
because 1t amounts to transfer of
teiritory

SHRI P N SAPRU That 1s for the
Supreme Court to say

SHRI G S PATHAK Now, that
1s a poini relating to the mernts of
the question If that point 1s right,
then this House may say that we dis-
approve of the agreement The ques-
tion before the House 1s whether this
agreement should be taken into
consideration The answer could be,
we approve of 1t or we disapprove
of 1t  The question whether the agree-
ment 1s good or bad or that it affects
the territory of Jammu and Kashmir
1s one which may determine whether
the agreement should be approved or
not approved Where 18 the question
that this cannot be considered? Is
there any Rule of Procedure pointing
out that this agreement cannot be
taken into consideration? I submit
therefore, that this 1s not a point of
order This 1s a point of merits mas-
querading as a point of order

Now, I am prepared to show to
this House that there 1s no question
of cession of termtory involved in
this agreement

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA That you
come to later not now

SHRI G S PATHAK Certamnly, 1if
the point of order depends upon this
question I have two answers No 1,
it 1s not a point of order and No 2,
the very foundation of thig so-called
point of order 1s that there has heen
cession of termtory If that founda-
tion fails, the whole superstructure is
gone and 1t cannot be called a point
of order Therefore, on both the
grounds this so-called point of order
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should not be allowed to be raised.
I am prepared to show to the House
that if this agreement ig read cor-
rectly, read as g whole, then no one
can say that, having regard to inter-
nationa] practice, having regard to
international law, this agreement can
be read as amounting tg cession of
territory. This agreement is subject
to the governing clause, namely, we
stick to our position. We explained
our position. This agreement there-
fore, is subject to that clause, The
withdrawal of the forces

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Leave it
for the debate. Some time later on.
You should be brief. Do not dilate
upon it at this stage.

SHRI G. S. PATHAK: 1 do not
want to take instructions from you.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: It ig ad-
vice. He takes advice from solicitors.
Why cannot he take it from me?

SHRI G. S. PATHAK: I will not
take more than two or three minutes,
Madam. I shall be very brief.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: That is
the trouble. We have our Law Minis~
ter

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Wil
you please sit down? You have pro-
voked the Law Minister.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I do not
want to provoke him, buf he is a self-
provoking man,

SHRI G. S. PATHAK: There is not
a word of cession used in this docu-
ment. All that is stated is cease-fire
and cease-fire line. In order to carry
out the cease-fire agreement, the
forces will withdraw from one side to
the other. That ig related to the
cease-fire, That is a consequence of
the cease-fire agreement. That has
nothing to do with the question of
cession. Now, those who have been
concerned with international affairs
and international law know the lan-
guage of cession ang whenever any
territory jis ceded there is the lan-
guage of ‘cession’ used. Every treaty
which deals with the question of
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cession useg the appropriate lan-
guage which results in the transfer of
territory. What happened in 1948 or
1449 when there was a cease-fire
agreement?

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: How do
they all relate to the point of order?

SHRI G. S. PATHAK: Now, 1
submit, therefore, that there is no
puint of order at gll and it should be
1ejected.

SHRI ATAL BIHARI VAJPAYEE:
What about my point of order? He
has not said a word about my point
of order,

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Well,
this afternoon what we are busy with
is the motion ag it is moved, the
scope of which is the consideration
of the Tashkent Declaration. There-
fore, the points of order raised by
Mr. Vajpayee and Mr. Mulka Govinda
Reddy are not in order, because this
House can discuss anything that is
taken at the consideration stage.

SHRI ATAL BIHARI VAJPAYEE:
Anything which is illegal?

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The
Tashkent Declaration will be debated
here. Therefore the pointg of order
aie not points of order,

4 p.M.

Now coming to the motion, there are
four amendments.

SHRI ATAL BIHARI VAJPAYEE:
Madam, I move:

1, “That at the end of the motion
the following be added namely:—

‘and having considered the
same, this House recordg its dis-
approval of the Declaration and
calls upon Government to halt im-
mediately the steps being taken
towards the withdrawal of troops
from Haji Pir, Tithwal’ Kargil
ang other liberated areas in Pak-

ta

occupied Kashmir’,
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(Shri Ata] Bihari Vajpayee)
2. “That at the end of the motion
the following be added namely:—

‘and having considered the same,
same, this House records that the
Declaraiion is a gross violation of
the solemn assurances given by
Government to Parliament and
the people that there would be
no withdrawal from the posts of
Hajj Pir, Tithwa] and Kargil un-
til and unless Pakistan accepted
the responsibility for the infiltra-
tors and gave a guarantee that it
would not fry an ‘Operation Gib-

N

raltar’ once again’.

3. “That at the end of the motion
the following be added, namely:-—

‘and having considered the
same, this House is of the view
that—

(a) the Declaration goes
counter to the assurances given
by Government to this House
that troops would not be with-
drawn from Paklistan terri-
tory unless Pakistan categori-
cally committed itself to a no-
war pact;

(b) the Declaration militates
against the Constitution inas-
much as it involves withdrawal
from areas which are constitu-
tionally part of the Indian
territory;

(c) the Declaration creates
in the country a dangerous
sense of complacency gnd wish-
ful thinking about Pak inten-
tions not at all warranted by
Pak postures as manifested in
the speeches by Pak spokes-

mEH;

and the House, therefore, calls

upon Government to revoke all

orders for the withdrawal of

troops from Haji Pir, Kargil and

Tithwal areas liberated from Pak
occupation’.”

[The amendments also stood in the

name of Shri V. M. Chordia.]
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DIWAN CHAMAN LALL (Punjab):
Madam, I move:

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

‘and having considered the same,
this House approves the stand of

I n

the Government of India thereon'.
The questions were proposed.

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL
(Gujarat): Madam, the House has
heard patiently the speech of the
Mover, Perhaps he could have been
a little more brief. We know the way
in which the late Prime Minister,
Shri1 Lal Bahadur Shastri, went to
Tashkent with the good wishes of thus
House and the way in which he made
the agreement. We all know the spirit
in which the late Shri Lal Bahadur
Shastri worked, how he had endeared
himself, how he had forged the spirit
of unity during the armed conflict with
Pakistan, and I believe it was in the
same spirit that he honestly made this
agreement that was in the interest of
this country.

Madam, looking at the relations bet-
ween India and Pakistan for the last
nineteen years since independence, it
has been a history of minor skirmishes,
irritations and causes of conflict again
and again till we came to the major
conflict with Pakistan a few wmonths
ago. As a result of that confliet very
soon we decideq to stop it and the
cease-fire was agreed {o primarily due
to the good offices of friendly coun-
tries. I would without hesitation
admit the good offices, the very cons-
tructive part that our neighbour, the
U.S.S.R,, played in this, first, in invit-
ing the two sides to a conference and
providing a place for that acceptable
to both and, second, in helping in the
solution that has come before us and
which we are discussing.

Madam, I do not think I will elabo-
rate in trying to answer the charge
of going back from territory. After
all we are going back to a position to
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which we have reconciled ourselves

willy-nilly for the last eighteen years. |

Whether we should have stopped our
Armed Forces when they were in the
hour of victory eighteen years ago or
not is still a debatable point, but there
is ng purpose in the debate. We have
been there for eighteen years where
we are and instead of continuing the
bitterness, instead of continuing the
conflict if we decide to turn a hnew
lear and remove the cause of irritation,
try to work as friendly neighbours, I
believe it would be in the interests of
both couniries. Instead of suspicion if
we try to bring about confidence, ins-
tead of a boundary if we have a line
where we meet together as there has
been for many months a boundary
which was supposed to be a boundary
between India and Pakistan but a
boundary where trade, recognised or
unrecognised, whether you call it
smuggling or otherwise has been go-
ing on fo* years until this last con-
flict—instead of meintaining that sort
of situation if the position was reme-
died, if barriers between the two coun-
trieg were removed, if intercourse of
trade and of movement between the
two countries were allowed and there
were more trade and more intercourse
and more going and coming, perhaps
the sources of irritation that have been
there all these vears would be removed
and both countries could settle down to
a path of peace and progress. Madam.
this atmosphere of fear and suspicion
is the thing that has resulted from all
this. and it is necessary to remove that
atmosphere. One method of removing
that atmosphere is to lift these boun-
daries and to trv to increase the scope
of co-operation in trade and commerce
between {he two countries.

Madam, though I may not be very
enthusiastic over co-operation with
Communism in this matter. T would
admit that Russia provided a very
constructive suggestion, that thev were
verv helpful in finding a solution for
which this country must be gratefut to
the Soviet Union and their leadership.
1 hovpe also that thig will result in a
spirit of friendlinesg between the two
countries. This has been, it has to be
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admitted, a diplomatic victory for the
Soviet Union. In humility let us re-
cognise that this agreement, whether
we like it or not, is the best that we
could get with the strength that we
have. We faileq to have the strength
that we should have had years ago,
eighteen years ago. We could not put
up a better performance than what we
did during the armed conflict with
Pakistan. Under these circumstances
I do not know whether what we have
been able to get in terms of the Tash-
kent Declaration is anything which is
unsatisfactory. Tashkent Declaration
gives us the basis of a solution which
can be enlarged, which can be useful
not only to this country but to the
whole of Asia and to the world. In-
stead of settling differences by force
we decide to abjure the use of force.
This is a thing about which nobody
can quarrel. Therefore, the motion on
the Tashkent Declaration is something
that we support, I do not see anytihing
in the Declaration as it is which can
be objected to. T do not see much in
the points of order raised, and then
ultimatelv in a matter like this it is
not possible to get a complete solution
of everything. We mav object to cer-
tain parts; we may think that these
details mav not be entirely satisfac-
tory. I can understand that. I can
appreciate that there would be friends
who would say that this part of it is
not satisfactorv. But in a situation in
which the Prime Minister and his
advisers were mnegotiating a  difficult
matter, they arrived at a solution after
nesotiations which lasted several davs,
and T believe they did what thev con-
sidered to be in the best interests of
the country. T believe that the House
and the countrv shoulq view that in
that spivit and I think that is how it
has been received largely.

DIWAN CHAMAN LALL: Madam
DNeputy Chairman, T rise to support the
Tashkent Declaration and T do so in
the context which T hone hon Mem-
bers on this side will not forget, name-
]v. the enormity of what was happen-
ing in the war between Pakistan and
Tadja. T helieve—and T think it i< verv
important that this aspect should be
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kept in mind—that the one reason why
Pakistan refused a no-war pact which
was offered to Pakistan by the late
Prime Minister of India, Pandit
Jawaharlal Nehru, and renewed by the
late Primgz Minister, Shri Lal Baha-
dur Shastri was the fact that the
authorities in Pakistan realised and
knew that they had superior arma-
ments, very superior armaments, both
in tanks and in guns and in the air.
They were given enormous supplies
of Patton tanks which we did not
possess—nothing comparable was pos-
sessed by India—and they were given
F-104s and other aircraft of a very
superior kind, not possessed by us in
India. And the reason why they re-
fused a no-war pact was because—I
believe honesily—they did believe in
this proposition that India was easily
invadable ang that once they invaded
India, they could get to Delhi and rule
over India for the next one thousand
years. !

SHRI P. N. SAPRU. No, no.

DIWAN CHAMAN LALL: That is
exactly what they thought; it is not
what you thought, Mr, Sapru, or what
I thought but it is what they thought,
and in view of this they refused the
no-war pact with India which was
offered by our late Prime Ministers,
Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru and Shri Lal
Bahadur $hastri.

SHRI P. N. SAPRU: What I mean to
say is thaf no one can be so stupid as
to think that India can be governed
for even f've years by anybody.

DIWAN CHAMAN LALL: T know.
Well, the British governed us for two
bundred years at a tirre when mv hon.
friend wsgs serving the British as a
Judge of the High Court. The British
rule was for two hundred years
(Interruptions) Madam. 1 do not want
to go into this particular matter but I
want my lion. friend to remember that
the Moghulg ruled us for 500 vears
(Interruptlons) and Pakistani authori-
ties like Mr. Bhutto suggested that
Tndia 2ould be ruled by them not for
two handied years but possibly. ...
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SHRI P. N. SAPRU: May I say that
Dyr. Chaman Lall, spokesman ag he is
of fellow-travellers or whatever you
like to call them, was a member of the
Royal Commission on Labour?

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: The
Congress is now a big mansion where
everybody can be present.

DIWAN CHAMAN LALL: I quite
agree with my friend, Shri Bhupesh
Gupta. Perhaps my hon. friend is not
aware of the fact that it was with the
permission of the late Pandit Motilal
Nehru, my leader in the Assembly of
that time, that I took on the member-
ship of the Royal Commission on
Labour, and I think we did a good job
of work, (Interruptions) I do not
know whether Pandit Motilal Nehru
ar anybody that I know of gave him
permission to become a Judge of the
High Court. (Interruptions) I do not
wish to go into this. (Interruptions).

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order,
order.

PROF. M. B, LAL: On a point of
order. Let us discuss the Tashkent
Declaration.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: That is
what I am saying. (Interruptions).
Order, order.

SHRI P. N. SAPRU: Diwan Chaman
Lall

SHRI BHUFESH GUPTA. T suggest
that this matter can be discussed in
the Congress Farliamentary Party . ..

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You
please take your seat.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA:
under the  chairmanship of
Sachindra Chauiburi.

Shri

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Diwan
Chaman Lail may T ack that yeu come
to the Tashkesnt Deciaration?

DIWAN CHAMAN LAUL: This was
only side issue which was raised un-
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fortunately mot by me but by an in-
terruption of my learned friend and
that interrupticn had to be dealt with
by me and I dealt with it and I hope,
satisfactorily to him and to others as
well in this House, cerlainly to my
satisfaction.

Madam, wha! | was saylng was that
thig was the mistaken notion on the
part of the lead=rs ¢ Pukistan and that
was why they refused a no-war pact.
The enormity the desire on the part
of the Vakistani authorities wanting
to rule over Irdic was the basic reason
why they refused a nc-war pact. They
have refuseq a no-war pact

SHRI N. SH] RAMA REDDY
(Mysore): But they offered joint
defence,

DIWAIN CHAMAN LALL: My dear
Shri Reddy is a new comor to politics.
He does nol roslise

SHRI BHUYEZH GUPTA: But he 15
the Congess Parcliarnentary Party Sec-
retary.

DIWAWN CHAMAN LALL: He does
not realise the fact that they did not
take the offer of a no-war pact. A
joint defence pact-why did they
offer it? They knew perfectly well
that India’s foreign policy was enlirely
different from the policy pursied by
Pakistan.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Please
address the Chair,

DIWAN CHAMAN LALL: Madam,
I am addressirg you even if my back
is turned to you.

The foreign poiicy of Pakistan has
always been this, namely, Pakistan is
a member of a military pact in which
Great Britain is her partner, in which
the United Sta*es of America is her
partner. They are partners in a mili-
tary pact. We helieve in peace; we
believe in non-alignment; we believe
in peaceful co-existence; we believe in
all the things that they do not believe
in. How can there be any possibility
of a joint defence in these circumstan-
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ces. We not being members of any
military pact and they being mem-
bers—ang very active members—of a
military pact, i* was this which gave
them this particular advantage in
armaments, on account of which they
were willing to risk a war with us,
because they knew perfectly well
that they could march right up to
Delhj in time with their superior
srmaments.

A friend of mine who is a Minister
in one of our Governments went and
Mr. Chester Bowles and said to him,
“I and all of us sitting here on these
Benches want our people 1o be friend-
ly with the people of the United States
of America. We want to be friendly
with them.” “But he said, “you know
that your planes with ‘United States’
markings on them flew with bombs
marked ‘Made 1n the United States of
America’, and they were dropped on
our people. How can I go to the rela-
tives of those who were destroyed and
killed by those bombs and ask them to
be friendly with your people?” He
was quite right; this Minister was
quite right. He was quite right from
this point of view that by this enor-
mous aid that was given to Pakistan—
I do not know whether by Great
Britain or by the United States of
America—they were a party to this
particular attack on us which resulted
in so much of unhappiness, misery and
suffering to the people of India. I do
not know. I heope that they will take
the earliest opportunity—both of
them—to disabuse the minds of the
people of India that they had any part
or hand in thig particular attack, 1t
was a serious attack. an attack which
might have meant the destruction of
India, the destruction of the independ-
ence and freedom of India for which
we fought so bitterly and so long, for
which we suffered so bitterly and so
Jong. This enormity committed by
Pakistan is the context in which this
particular Declaration should be con-
sidered.

Now, Madam, this Declaration—it is
said—has certain important matters
which were detailed by the Minister
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of External Affairs, Sardar Swaran

Singh, g little while ago Now if you
look at the text of the preamble of
this document, it says:

“The Prime Minisier of India and
the President of Pakistan, having
met at Tashkent and having discus-
sed the existing relations between
India and Pakistan, hereby declare
their firm resolve to restore normal
and peaceful relations between their
countries and to promote under-
standing and friendly relations bet-
ween their peoples. They consider
the attainment of these obiectiveg of
vital importance for the welfare of
the 600 million people of India and
Pakistan.”

Just nobody is against it.

SHRI ATAL BIHARI VAJPAYEE:
No.

DIWAN CHAMAN LALL: My hon.
friend says, “No”. He is not against
this. As a matter of fact, when I come
a little later to Mr. Vajpayee, I shall
deal with this particular matter. I
have got a great deal of respect for
him,

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN: (Andhra
Pradesh): He has not spoken yet.

DIWAN CHAMAN LALL: But he
has spoken already in raising a parti-
cular point of order, and 1 am quite
sure my hon. friend, Shri Akbar Ali
Khan  listened with a great deal of
care. as behoves any colleaguc of
Mr. Vajpayee, to what he had to say
in regard to this matter,

Now, Madam, having discussed the
existing relations between India @nd
Pakistan:

“hereby declarz their firm resolve
to restore normal and peaceful re-
lations between their countries and
to  promote understanding and
friendly relations between their
peoples.”

There is nobody against this. This is
all this Declaration of Tashkent,
namely, the creation of friendly under-
standing and relations between the
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peoples of the two countries. How can
that be achieved? It can only be

achieved in the context of the Charter
of the United Nations. If you look at
the Charter of the United Nations,
what does it says:

“Wg ToE ProrrLE OoF THE UNITED
NaTioNns DETERMINED

to save succeeding generations
from the scourge of war,
which twice in our lifetime
has brought untold sorrow to
mankind, and

to reaffirm faith in fundamen-
tal human rights, in the dig-
nity and worth of the human
person in the equal rights of
men and women and of na-
tions large and small, and
to establish conditions under
which justice and respect for
the obligations arising from
treaties and other sourceg of
international law can be
maintained, and to promote
social progress ang befter
standards of life in larger
freedom,

AND FOT THESE ENDS

to practise tolerance and live
together in peace with one an-
other as good neighbours,
and to unite our strength to
maintain international peace
ang security, ang to ensure,
by the acceptance of princi-
ples and the institution of
methods, that armed force
shall not be used, save in the
common jnterest, and

to employ international
machinery for the promotion

of the economic and social
advancement of all peo-
ples,
Now, these are the principleg gov-
erning the Charter of the United
Nations. And as I read out the pre-

amble to you, Madam the preamble
is on all fours in line with the Charter
of the United Natinns, and seeks to
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resolve the conflict between the two
countries in a peaceful manner. This
is the crux of the whole matter. It
is impermissible, Madam, that brother
should fight brother. We are brothers
one of another. There is not the
slightest doubt about it. I, who come
from Pakistan, can testify to the fact
hat religion does nnt change the race
.f a people. Most of the people in
Pakistan were originally Hindus. I do
not believe that there is one per cent.
of the population of Pakistan Muslims
which is today not of Hindu origin.
And that being  so, we Dbe-
ing brothers one of another,
is it permissible that war should
continue and  one brother should
try and kill another? Tt is impermus-~
sible, Madam. It js not permisgible
that this state of affairs should con-
tinue. And the greatest monument
that we can build to the memory of
the late Lal Bahadur Shastri, the
Prime Minister of India, is to say that
he won the war with Pakistan and he
also won the peace. This is the natio-
nal tribute that we have to pay to that
great soul, Lal Bahadur Shastri. And
his colleagues, Mr. Swaran Singh,
Mr. Chavan and all the other officials
who went with them, we pay our com-
pliments to each one of them for hav-
ing come back with the Declaration
in which they have not given away
anything, but they have given away
their hearts for the matter of peace,
for assuring that there is peace in the
world and peace in India and peace in
Pakistan. That is what they have
achieved. It is a great achievement
in the context of what I have said, in
the context of the war between Pak-
istan and India, a war which might
have led to world disaster.

Madam, war are no longer of the
older type when even up to the first
Worlg War it was easy enough for
nations to come to war and capture
territories because they wanted cheap
raw material and cheap labour. In
the presence of the nuclear bomb to-
day, wars are impermissible. Wars
can have only one result, and that is
the entire destruction of mankind and
of the civilization which has been
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built up by mankind with a great deal
of care and great deal of trouble, and
great deal of anxiety That 1s what 1s
happening in regard to this matter,
Madam. '

May I go further into this Declara~
tion? If you look at the Declaration,
you will find:

%3

both sides will exert all
efforts to create good-neighbourly
relations between India and Pakis~
tan in accordance with the United
Nations Charter.”

This is acceptable to everybody. Now
there is the question of the assurance
regarding Haji Pir, Tithwal and Kar-
gil, etc. Now, my friend, Mr. Vaj-
payee, for whom, as I have already
said, 1 have the greatest respect and
the greatest admiration said at the
iime—on page 13, he is quoted:

“Shri Atal Behari Vajpayee, leader
of the Jan Sangh Group n Rajya
Sabha: “News from (Tashkent is
shocking. The joint communique
signed by the Prime Minister is a
betrayal of the solemn assursances
given to Parliament and the people.
It was evident that Pakistan had not
agreed to a no-war pact. The state-~
ment is only a round-about way of
affirming what Pakistan had been
saying all along, namely that because
it was bound by the U.N. Charter, a
no-war pact was meaningless. Pak-
istan has not accepted any respon-
sibility for the infiltrators, nor given
any guarantee that it would not try
an Operation Gibraltar once again.’

“The Prime Minister hag repeated-
ly assured the country that India
would not withdraw from the com-
manding posts of Haji Pir, Tithwal
and Kargil, etc., unless Pakislan
agreed to withdraw the infiltrators
and further guaranteed not to in-
dulge in mischief again. That assur-
ance has been flagrantly violated.”

This is what Mr. Vajpayee said,
Now it is for you to consider, Madam,
whether what he has said after listen~
ing to the speech that was delivered
by Sardar Swaran Singh is correct
any longer that there was no guaran-
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tee given for the withdrawal of the
infiltrators, and for indulging in mis-
chief again,

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Diwan
Chaman Lall, you have taken 20
minutes,. How much more time you
will require?

DIWAN CHAMAN LALL: I am
afraid I will have to take a little more
time if you do not mind because this
is a very serious matter, indeed.

Now let us look as to how this con-
dition has been fulfilled in the Tash-
kent Agreement. First, we have not
given up our stand on Kashmir. That
must be quite clear to everybody:

“ ., . . the interests of the
peoples of India and Pakistan were
not served by the continuance of
tension between the two countries.
It was against this background that
Jammu and Kashmir wasg discussed,
and each of the sides set forth its
respective position,

This is what has happened as far as
the Tashkent Declaration is concerned.
Secondly, both agreed that the armed
personnel of the two countries shall
be withdrawyn not later than Feb-
ruary 25, 1966, to the positions they
tield prior to August 5, 1965, and both
sides shall observe the cease-fire tcrms

on the cease-fire line. Does this
relate to infiltrators or not? Of
course it does but I do hope this

problem will gettle itself by the efflux
of time. I have not the slightest doubt
that it will. No more mischief, said
Mr Vajpayee. What does it mean?—
between Pakistan and India. Obvio-
usly it means this that there shall be
no interference in the internal affairs
of each other. That is exactly what
the Tashkent Declaration says in III—
‘No interference in the internal affairs
of each other’,

SHRI ATAL BIHARI VAJPAYEE:
But Pakistan says that Jammu and
Kashmir is not an internal affair of
India.

DIWAN CHAMAN LALL: 1 will
come to that particular part in a
ininute if my friend will have a little
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patience. I will come to that part
particularly. No internal interference
in the internal affairs of each other.
Both sides will discourage any pro-
paganda directed against the other
country and will encourage propaganda
which promotes tne development o
friendly relations between the tw '
countries, Is that something to obje '
to? Obviously not. It ig not some *
thing that anybody would, any sensib’e >
person, any sane person can, object to.
Fourth is resumption of diplomatic
relations. Fifth is para 6 of the Agree-
ment—restoration of economic”™ and
trade relations, communicationg as well
as cultural exchanges between India
and Pakistan and to take measures to
implement the existing agreements
between India and Pakistan, and each
country is going to take measures to

implement the existing agree-
ment  between India and Pakis-
tan. Sixth is the question of
the repatriation of prisoners. Seventh

is, discussions between the i{wo coun-
tries will continue regarding refugees
and eviction of illegal migrants. Eight
is paragraph 9—setting of joint Indo-
Pakistan bodies to suggest what further
steps should be taken. Ninth is they
agreed not to have recourse to force
and to settle their disputes through
peaceful means. Even if there is the
question of Pakistan even if there is
the question of Kashmir, even if there
is the question of the disputed part of
the territory which is in dispute to-
day—because Pakistan claims that the
part of Kashmir that they have in-
vaded belongs to them and we claim
that it belongs to us—even if there
is a dispute, it is laid down in the
agreement that there will be no further
recourse to force in order to settle
any disputes and such disputes will be
settled through peaceful means only,
and they agreed to put an end to all
tensiong between the two countries.
Para 1 of the Declaration is in accord-
ance with the U.N. Charter. I have
read out the U.N. Charter to you. The
U.N. Charter also envisages the
acceptance of principles and the insti-
tution of methods, that amreg force
shall not be used, save in the common
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interest, This is the slate ofi affairs
as regards the Tashkent Agreement.
i1 you look at article 2 of the Charter,

it says in sub-para 7:

“Nothing contained in the present
- ‘harter shall authorise the Uniied
t ations to intervene 1n matters
Cnich are essentially within the
ugmostic jurisdiction of any state or
shall require the Members to submit
such matters to settlement under the
present Charter; but this principle
shall not prejudice the application
of enforcement measures under
Chapter VII”.

Anything that is within the domestic
jurisdiction of India is completely out-
side the purview of any discussion that
may take place between Pakistan and
India, That, I hope, is a sufficient
answer to my friend Mr. Vajpayee.

If you look at article 2 sub-para 3,
it says:

“All Members shall settle their
international disputes by peaceful
means in such a manner that inter-
national peace and security and jus-
tice, are not endangered.”

That is exactly what the Tashkent
Declaration has done. It has settled
this matter and I want to pay a tribute,
with your permission, to the great
leaders of the Soviet nation for having
helped us to settle this dispute between
brother and brother and I do hope that
this settlement will not be a settlement
over little issueg but a big settlement,
a final settlement of all issues that are
likely to come between India and Pak-
istan and a settlement which would be
honourable to both sides. That is why
I support this Declaration and I sup-
port the speech made by the Foreign
Minister, Sardar Swaran Singh, and
I appeal to my friends Mr. Vajpayee
and those like him, not to move any
amendments of the nature of which
they have given notice of.  Those
amendments you have already ruled.
some of them, out of order.

SHRI ATAL BIHARI VAJPAYEE:
No, not a single one.
1259 RS—7
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WWAN CHAMAN LALL:
look at your own amendment

If you

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: No
amendment is yet ruled out of order.
The amendmenis have been moved.

DIWAN CHAMAN LALL: The am-
endment says:

“ang having considered the same,
thig House records its disapproval ot
the Declaration and calls upon Gov-
ernment to halt immediately the
steps being taken towards the with-
drawal of troops from Haji Pir,
Tithwal, Kargil and other liberated
areas in Pak-occupied Kashmir.”

What does it mean? Thig is the very
point that was raised by my friend
ang you ruled jt out of order.

PROF. M. B. LAIL:- No.

DIWAN CHAMAN LALL: My friend
gave his blessings to the Prime Mini-
ster when the Prime Minister came to
this House on the 10th December and
made his speech regarding his inten-
tion to go to Tashkent. Prof Lal was
one of those who gave his permission,
gave his blessings at that time.

PROF. M. B. LAL: I submit, Madam
that your ruling was that the matter
might be discussed. Your ruling was
not that it cannot bhe disapproved.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN. That is
right. The amendments have been
moved by Mr. Vajpayee and they are
also under discussion,

DIWAN CHAMAN LALL: But I am
drawing your attention to what you
yourself were pleased to say regarding
this particular issue of Haji Pir and
Tithwal, namely, that you cannot mere-
ly scoteh any discussion on this sub-
ject here on any ground that was rais-
ed by my friend Mr. Vajpayee,

PROF. M. B. LAL: [ beg to submit
that the Chair js not to be involved
in this controversial discussion.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I have
explained.
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DIWAN CHAMAN LALL: I accept
your explanation.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Diwan
Chaman Lall ig a veleran parliamen-
tarian for the last 35 years and he
understands it,

DIWAN CHAMAN LALL: I accept
your explanation and all that I have
to say is this that in view of the fact
that this Declaration hod been accepted
by the late Prime Minister of India
for whom we have the highest praise
as I stated, I suggested that my friends
who have moved these amendments
should withdraw them.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: That is
all right. Mr. Mulka Govinda Reddy.

SHRI MULKA GOVINDA REDDY:
I would like to make some observa-
tions with regard t{o the Tashkent
Declaration. 1 and my Party believe
in the peaceful co-existence of differ-
ent political and economic systems.
We believe in the soiuation of all inter-
national problems through peaceful
means. We believe that pno country
should interfere in the internal affairs
of another country. We want to have
friendly relations with all countries in
the world including Pakistan and
China, but if the other countries do
not reciprocate, we must be prepared
to meet the challenge.

The Foreign Minister while moving
this motion for consideration has tried
to import certain things which are not
there. He has said that Kashmir is
an integral part of India. We all
agree. And he has also said that any
problem concerning Kashmir is an in-
ternal problem of Indis and therefore
Pakistan cannot interfere in the in-
ternal problems of Irdia. But the
interpretation that has been given to
this by our Foreign Minister is not
the same as is given by the rulers of
Pakistan. When the Prime Minister of
India, while discussing this Declaration
in Tashkent. asked President Ayub of
Pakistan to sign a no-war pact, he
has said—it ig reported:
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“We made it clear to him that
Pakistan could not enter into any
such agreement until the issue of
Kashmir was settled in a just and
honourable manner.”

He is reported to have said further:

“This responsibility means that
nations shoulq not resort to the use
of force so long as avenues of peace
remained open. We also told him
that peace could be maintained only
if the issue of Kashmir was settled
in a reasonanle manner.”

s

So they have time and again stated
their position very cleariy Even this
Declaration states,

“It was against thiz background
that Jammu and Xashmir was dis-
cussed, and each of the sides set
forth its respective position.”

which clearly rreans {rat we claim
that Kashmir is an integral part of
India ang Pakisirn does 1ot agree with
this claim of ours, and they say that
Kashmir is an open question and the
people of Kashmir should have the
freedom to decide their own fulure.
should have the& right of self-determi-
nation, or that there should be a plebis-
cite, with which Pakistan agrees, and
Pakistan wants that the people of
Kashmir should be given that freedom.
So there is a fundamental difference
between the approaches that we make
to the problem of Kashmir. and the
approach that is being made by Pak-
istan.

Madam Deputy Chairman, we are all
aware that Kashmir acceded to India
that a part of it is still under the
illegal occupation of Pakistan. In
spite of the fact that the Security
Council had passed a Resolution ask-
ing Pakistan to vacate that occupied
area of Kashmir over the last eighteen
years Pakistan has not accepted it and
has not withdrawn its forces. And
again, nowhere in the Declaration it
is stated that Pakistan owng the infil-
trators that were sent into Kashmir;
it has not accepted that it sent infiltra-
tors into Kashmir. On the other hand
the Foreign Minister of Pakistan has
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said that they are freedom-fighters of | that they are not for renunciation of

Kashmir, and in this agreement there
is no statement, or there is no clause
to say that Pakistan accepts the res-
ponsibility to withdraw the infiltrators
from Kashmir,

And again, Madam Deputy Chairman
if we look at the inierpretation that is
put on it by the Foreign Minister of
Pakistan, Mr. Bhutto, it will be clear
that he takes g different view of the
entire Tashkent Declaration and this
is what he has said:

“The spectrz of war and conflict
can vanish only when lasting peace
is achieved by allow.ng the people
of Jammu and4 Kashmir their right
to freely determine their future”

Now our Foreign Minister while mov-
ing this motion has said that we want
peace. Nobody is opposed to that, but
whether peace is being established by
accepting this Declaration, we should
see the statements made by the leaders
of Pakistan.

Again it is stated in the Declaration
that under the United Nations Charter
recourse to force to settle disputes is
abrogated, and therefore we do not
resort to force to settle international
disputes. But the Foreign Minister of
Pakistan hag stated that this is not an
internal matter and that the Kashmir
question should be decided by the peo-
ple of Kashmir and that even accord-
ing to the United Nations Charter
force can be used for settling this
issue. Thls is what he said:

“Referring to the provision of
the Tashkent Declaration for the
renunciation of force under the
UN Charter Mr. Bhutty said the
UN Charter in Atticle 51 recog-
nised the ultimate right of a
nation to wage struggle Yor free-
dom and added: ‘It is precisely
in this context that in the Tash-
kent Declaration we have re-
affirmed our obligations under the
Charter.”

So it is clear from the statement made
by the Foreign Minister of Pakistan

i bartered

| the use of force for settling the dis-

pute with regard to Kashmir. Then
the Law Minister of Pakistan has stat-
ed like this: ,

“But the agreement to withdraw
her forces from these areas which
they claimeq to have ‘liberated’
amounted to not only the acknow-
ledgement that the State of Jammu
and Kashmir was a disputed terri-
tory, but also that it did not form
an inegral part of India.”

And he has further said:

“India came to the Tashkent
Conference with the demand that
Pakistan should sign a no-war
pact, that Kashmir was an integral
part of India and that Pakistan
should not enter into alliances
with a third coun‘ry which was
inimical to India, but President
Ayub rejected all these demands.”

It is clear from the gtatements made
by the rulers of Fakistan that they
give an interpretation to the Tashkent
Declaration different from the one that
is given by our Foreign Minister and
the Govermment of India.

Madam Deputy Chairman, we are
all aware that Pakistan has entered
into an agreement with China and has
away about 2,700 square
miles of Kashmir territory to China.
In this Declaration there is no men-
tion that Pakistan is prepared to abro-
gate that agreement which she has en-
tered into with China. Neither has
Pakistan declared that this collusion
with China has ceased, with a view to
establishing friendly relations with
India. My hon. friend Diwan Chaman
Lall has said that Pakistan resorted
to force.

(At this stage some hon. Members
were seen conferring among
themselves).

SHRI ATAL BIHAR] VAJPAYEE:
Madam, what has happened there?
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SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA Perhaps
they, are practising the Tashkent
spirit

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN Order,
order Iy you must confer you should
do so 1n the most mnoffensive ‘manner

SHRI MULKA GOVINDA REDDY
The hon Member said, Pakistan was
under the impression that with the
huge, massive American mulitary aid
she had received, she would be able
to over-run India and therefore she
attempted this aggression against
India Partly this 1s true But where
1s the pguarantee i1n this Declaration
that Pakistan has abrogateq the war
pacts that she has entered into with
Britain and America and with other
countries” The CENTQO and the
SEATO Pacts will still continue and
so America 1s under the obligation
unde. these pacts to replenish the
military wherewithal which Pakistan
has lost in this way Therefore, 1t 1s
clear that Pakistan will be in an ad-
vantageous position She once more
can try and prepare herself to com-

mit fresh aggrJssion against
the integrity of India She
wants fime to get more

equipment and free military equip-
ment from America and other coun-
tries which are bound to supply her
under the SEATO and CENTO pacts
Until and unless these military pacts
are abrogated Pakistan will continue
to recelve military wherewithral and
free military aid and with this aid that
she 1s golng to get Pakistan will try
to commit aggression agalnst our terri-
tory.

Madam Deputy Chairman, Kashmir
acceded to Indra and part of 1t was
occupied 1llegally by Pakistan In
spite of the Security Council Resolu-
fion asking her to withdraw, Pakistan
has not withidrawn from that portion
And we also know that when we en-
tered into that agreement with Pak-
1stan on the Kutch igsue, due to the
intervention of the British Prime Min-
1ster, we thought that Pakistan would
adopt peaceful means to settle disputes
with India But even before one
month had elapseq Pakistan com-
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mitted this aggression against India
[ndeed, during the last eighteen years
Pakistan has committed -aggression
against India three times When such
tg the position, what guarantee 1s
there that Pakistan will not attempt
a fresh aggression against Indra”

Madam Deputy Chairman, we have
accepted the cease-fire agreement
under the advice of the UN Security
Council Resolution When that Secu-
rity Council Resolution was accepted
by us and by Fakistan, even after
that, mo~e than 1,000 violations of the
cease-fire line had taken place. When
Pakistan has committed the breach of
the Cease-fire Agreement 1n violation
of the Secunity Council Resolution
more than a thousang times, what
guarantee 1s there that Pakistan wiil
not commit some breach and commit
aggression agamst India? The USSR
1s 1n a way party to this Declaration
But we all know that the USSR
was a party to that Security Council
Resolution which was passed unani-
mously Yet the UN could not en-
fo ce the proper observance of the
cease-fire agreement What guarantee
1s there that Pakistan will stick to
this Declaration and will not again
commit aggression against India®

In today's newspapers we have read
that the Chiefs of Army of both the
countries have agreed to reduce the
'nilitary strength 1in their respective
areas to the level that was prevail-
ing m 1943 We do want friendly re-
lations with Pakistan We do not
want war and I am not a war-mon-
ger Nor does our Party believe 1n
that But then we are facing a great
enemy on our northern border China
15 making all preparations to commit
aggression against Indra It 1s very
clear from the statement of the De-
fence Minister that was made yester-
day that China 1s preparing to com-
mit aggression against India and we
must be vigilant When the warning
1s very clear and when the Govern-
ment 1tself thinks that the danger 1s
mmminent, how 1s 1y possible for ug to
reduce our armies in Kashmir with-
out jeopardising the integrity and the
security of our country? Pakistan
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will continue to be a friend and ally
of China and Pakistan has already
ceded some 2,700 square miles in
Kashmir t{o China. If we surrender
this  Kargil, Tithwal and the Haji
Pir Pass, particularly Kargil which
is the life-line to the supplieg that are
mrade to our armies in Ladakh—and
we have already seen the nefarious
activities of the Chinese which they
have made in collusion with Pakistan
—if we give away these three impor-
tant places to Pakistan, then the dan-
ger will be even more imminent,
Ang if we reduce our armed strength
in Kashmir it will be a still greater
danger to the security of our country.

Therefore, Madam Deputy Chairman,
from all these points of view, while
welcoming some 0f the good inten-
tiong that are put in this Declaration,
the withdrawal of our forces, parti-
cularly from these three sectors in that
part of Kashmir which is under the
illegml occupation of Pakistan, is a
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breach of tiust. The Prime Minister
made a statement in both the Houses
and even in his reply to the Security
Council he had stated that we would
continue to uphold that Kashmir is an
integral part of India and that we
would not tolerate any advantageous
position which would later help Pak-
istan to send these infiltrators into
India. So that guarantee is not forth-
coming ang there is also no assurance
to that effect. From all these points
of view, it is a betrayal of trust, parti-
cularly the withdrawing of our forces
from these three places will mean dan-
ger to the integrity and security of
India. Therefore, I opposé  this
Declaration, Thank you.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The
House stands adjourned till 11 a.m.
on Monday.

The House then adjourned
at five of the clock till eleven
of the clock on Monday, the
21st February, 1966.



