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[Shri Bhupesh Gupta.] that the matter 
should be discussed here in a proper way so 
that we can make suggestions for other steps 
to he taken to deal with the situation. This will 
not satisfy us nor anybody in West Bengal. 

SHRI P. GOVINDA MENON: There has 
been no request from the Government of West 
Bengal. 

SHRI D. L. SEN GUPTA: Since this is a 
very serious matter, I would request you to see 
that the Food Minister comes here, even at 1 
P.M. and answers the question whether the one 
lakh tonnes of rice demanded toy the 
Government of West Bengal to be sent there 
immediately has or has not been sent. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: The statement has been 
made and the matter can be discussed at some 
later date. 

SHRI D. L. SEN GUPTA: What the people 
are interested in is whether rice is coming to 
them or not. 

SHRI G. MURAHARI: The Government 
should go; that is the only way. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Further discussion on 
the Tashkent agreement. Dr. Tara Chand. 

MOTION  RE.    THE TASHKENT 
DECLARATION—contd. 

DR.   TARA  CHAND   (Nominated): Mr. 
Chairman, Sir, I hope this august House will 
agree with me that    the leaders of the three 
delegations which met at Tashkent ought to be 
thanked by us.   The whole country has been 
placed under great obligation by their 
deliberations   at   Tashkent   which led to the 
formulation of the Declaration. Some people 
have suggested that this Declaration is useless, it 
has produced no effect and it can produce no 
effect. I am amazed at that statement    because if 
you look back to what was happening in this 
country up to the end of December 1965 and 
compare it with what has happened since the 
Declaration was made, you will see   the 

great different which      the    declaration has 
created in the atmosphere of the two countries.   
Up to the end of 1965 there were, in spite of the   
cease fire and the cease fire line, every day 
numerous violations of the cease fire agreement.   
In  fact these     violations increased to 
thousands and both sides were  almost  daily  
reporting  to     the U.N. Council that cease fire 
violations were taking place.   We were all    on 
tenter-hooks and nobody knew  when the 
violations of the cease fire    may restrat the war 
which had been ended on the 23rd September.   
If the    war had restarted, in fact if the war   had 
continued even for two months more, I am 
completely certain that it would have ruined  
both  the     countries.   It would have ruined our 
finances and it would   have exhausted   the 
weaponry which we and the Pakistanis    posses-
sed and the result would have.been that we 
would have been in the most helpless condition.   
And some of our neighbours would have taken 
advantage of that condition to wreck their will 
upon this country, and everybody knows the 
neighbour from whom we were    afraid    of    
such    a thing happening.   We would have 
thrown open a defenceless India to the 
machinations of China.   I think, therefore, it is 
com_ pletely wrong to say that this Declaration 
has not created a very advantageous position 
both    for    India    and Pakistan.   We are in the 
midst of   a severe famine.   Our   finances   
would have been ruined and    the    friends from 
whom we expect support    and help  during the    
famine    conditions would     have     been     
antagonised.   I therefore,   hold  that  we   
should     be grateful to the three great leaders of 
the  three delegations and their supporters for 
the Declaration. 

My next point is that We should consider 
this matter in this way. The Tashkent 
Declaration is not merely an agreement; it is 
not merely a treaty. It is a more solemn form 
of agreement or treaty "between India and 
Pakistan. It is more solemn and it is supported 
by one of the biggest countries in the world,  
namely,  Russia.   Then it is a 
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declaration to the whole world that we have 
agreed upon certain principles on which we 
are going to act after the Declaration has been 
accepted. Therefore we should look upon this 
Declaration as not merely a bipartite sort of 
agreement which can be easily denied by any 
party that wants to do it but it is a declaration 
to the whole world and in fact in some way or 
other it brings in all the world support. 

My next point is this.   It is said that this 
Declaration has certain unconstitutional 
provisions within it; for instance, that India is 
unconstitutionally giving up Kargil, Haji Pir 
Pass   and Tithwal to the Pakistanis.   May I ask 
my friends to consider    this    matter from this 
point of view? In 1949 when we entered into the 
cease fire agreement what we did was, we said 
that we would draw a line from north to south 
about 500 miles long and    we said and    
promised that without surrendering  our     
sovereignty over the areas to the west of this line 
which belonged to the old State of Jammu and 
Kashmir, we would not assert our sovereignty by    
forceful    means.   If later on any settlement is 
made between India and Pakistan then we shall 
see what is to be done, whether this part 
belonged to us or    belonged to Pakistan or 
whatever may be the result.   Therefore we did 
not surrender our sovereignty; our sovereignty 
was in abeyance after 1949.   When on 5th 
August 1965 and later sovne intruders came    
over the   line    into   our   part of Jammu   and   
Kashmir   it   became necessary   that   the   
nefarious   business    should    be    stopped.    It    
was in my    opinion    the    duty    of    the 
Pakistanis    to    stop    any    infiltration from    
their    side    to    our   side   but they did not do 
that, and therefore it was neeessary for us to do 
that.   This was said and done not after the 
Declaration but long before the Declaration that 
we shall go back to the cease fire line,  that  is,  
to the position  we had taken up in 1949.    We 
had not abandoned or surrendered our 
sovereignty over this territory but we said that 
our   

sovereignty will remain in abeyance till by 
peaceful methods the problem is solved. 
Therefore there is no cession of any part of 
Jammu and Kashmir to anybody by this 
Declaration or by what went before this 
Declaration. Even before the Declaration we 
had said that we shall go back to the position 
as it existed before the 5th August. Here is a 
statement which Sardar Swaran Singh has 
made. The Indian Foreign Minister met U 
Thant on 1st October and conveyed to him the 
Indian position in the Indo-Pakistan conflict.   
These were the terms: 

(1) India would observe cease-fire 
unconditionally but not unilaterally. India 
could not separate the operation in Jammu 
and Kashmir from other areas. India would 
hit back if Pakistan violated the cease fire. 

(2) India would agree to withdraw as 
demanded by the Security Council 
provided Pakistan also earnestly did so and 
that too only if Pakistan withdrawal 
covered the infiltrators. 

So I say that by the 1st October it had been 
decided by  the  Government  of India that they 
would withdraw their forces from these three 
places which had been occupied by them.   
Therefore it is not this Declaration which is 
responsible for the restoration    of these three 
places west of the cease fire line.   I think 
therefore it is a complete misreading of this 
Declaration to say that the Government of 
India    is guilty of doing something which is 
unconstitutional and which they had not stated 
before going to Tashkent.    On the 1st October 
Sardar Swaran Singh had mentioned the terms 
on which we were prepared to withdraw our 
forces from the western part of Jammu and 
Kashmir  to  the  previous  positions. 

Now, some people have raised the point 
that it has not ended the war between India 
and Pakistan. I am afraid they have not read 
the very first article of the Declaration. The 
first article of the Declaration says: 
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[Dr. Tara Chand] 
"The Prime Minister of India and the 

President of Pakistan agree that both sides 
will exert all efforts to create good 
neighbourly relations between India and 
Pakistan in accordance with the United 
Nations Charter. They reaffirm their obli-
gation under the Charter not to have 
recourse to force and to settle their disputes 
through peaceful means." 

I do not know whether anything clearer could 
be stated by either our delegation or the 
Pakistani delegation. We renounce resort to 
violence, force and war in settling disputes 
between vs. Even assuming that the position in 
Kashmir is a dispute, conceding for a moment 
that it is a dispute—although I do not believe 
that it is a dispute—that dispute also has to be 
resolved as stated here, that is, by not having 
recourse to force but by settling it through 
peaceful means. Therefore! although it is not 
stated that we renounce war for ever for the 
purpose of settling our disputes, for all practical 
'purposes this Declaration makes it clear that 
force and violence will not be used even in the 
matter of the settlement of the problem of 
Kashmir. 

[THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN in the. Chair] 

Now, therefore, I think we have achieved a 
great result by signing this Declaration. We 
should remember that before this Declaration 
was signed, the leaders of Pakistan were 
•making all kinds of statements from which 
anybody could infer that they intended to carry 
on the war. Mr. Bhutto said that they would 
carry on the war for a thousand years and even 
till the last moment the President of Pakistan 
said that they could enter into a cease-fire 
agreement only if such and such things 
happened, which meant that because thbse 
things would never happen they would never 
cease fighting. The Declaration pledges 
Pakistan and India to tha use of peaceful 
methods in the settlement of disputes, for the    
time 

, being at any rate. So long as the Declaration 
stands, there is no question of force or war 
being resorted to. 

Then, does this Declaration imply a 
repudiation of the statements made by the 
Prime Minister of India, the late Lal Bahadur 
Shastri? I strongly hold that it does not. It 
does not mean the repudiation of any of the 
pledges or statements which the Prime 
Minister, the late Lal Bahadur Shastri, made 
either ia this House or outside this House. All 
that was said in this House on the 10th 
December or earlier was that we would 
accept a simple cease-fire immediately, but 
so far as other matters in the Resolution of 
the UNO of the 6th September were con-
cerned, we had to discuss these matters. He 
did not say that he repudiated those matters, 
because on the 6th September the UN 
Security Council had already stated that both 
parties should withdraw their forces to the 
positions before the 5th of August. Therefore, 
he did not say that we were not going to do it. 
He only said that we were going to do it, 
provided the other party also did likewise 
which was quite a sensible and reasonable 
proposal to make. It is not a repudiation. It 
does not mean that we are not prepared to 
come back, behind the 5th of August line. 
Therefore, I feel that we owe it to ourselves 
and to the late Prime Minister to let the whole 
world know that no statement of the Prime 
Minister has been repudiated by signing this 
Declaration. 

Now, what has this Declaration really 
done? To my mind, it has done two things. 
The first thing that it has done is to try and 
restore mutual confidence between India and 
Pakistan. We already see the signs of this 
confidence returning. We already see that in 
many ways the situation as it existed before 
the war is being restored. Aeroplanes are 
flying. People are going and people are 
coming. The number of troops is being 
reduced from the front confronting the Pakis-
tani people on the cease-fire line    in 
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Jammu and Kashmir. Even apart from that I 
think a more important matter is that this 
Declaration has won for India the appreciation 
of the entire world, which is an extremely 
important matter. Those who, during the 
course of the war, were breathing fire anJ 
sword, those who were saying that they would 
give np help to India and so on and so forth 
have all now ged. We are finding much res-
ponse for meeting the famine conditions in 
India. Almost every country in the world is 
making efforts. We Lading ihat the USA, 
which ap-d, at one stage, to be extremely 
annoyed with India, is now coming forward 
with the kind of help that they had been 
giving before this war :e and similar things 
are hap-all over the rest of the world. 
Therefore, this Declaration has restored 
India's position in the world and it has 
brought about a complete change of feeling 
towards India from even those who were 
extremely critical of our position. I think, 
therefore, the Decleration has achieved very 
considerable results in the matter of restoring 
confidence between India and Pakistan and in 
the matter of restoring amicable relations 
between India and the rest of the world. 

It is true that the Declaration has not settled 
in detail many difficult problems which we 
face. One of them is the Kashmir problem. 
That is true. It may be that at any time the 
Kashmir problem may again create a 
condition of strain between the two countries, 
but I hope that the spirit which has been 
released by this Declaration, the pledge which 
we have taken—and not only we—the pledge 
which Pakistanis have taken and the pledge 
which has been supported by such a great 
State as the U.S.S.R., these are going to help 
us in the solution of the most complicated 
problems that exist between India and 
Pakistan. 

I think the third and the most important 
result of the Tashkent Declaration is that it 
opens the way for the establishment of 
permanent peace between India and Pakistan. 

SHRI B. K. P. SINHA (Bihar): Madam, the 
Tashkent agreement is a trail-blazing 
endeavour. It is an attempt to set right the 
relationship between two fraternal people and 
two fraternal States. For hatred, we substitute 
love and for war, peace. Nature and God in 
their wisdom bound this great sub-continent 
on the north, north-west and north-east with 
the impassable barrier of the Himalayas and 
surrounded the other three sides by the vast 
seas and occean. Nature and God meant that 
the destiny of this great sub-continent shall 

be one. Our destiny has been 1 P.M.    
one.   Though this country has 

been in its long course of history 
sometimes divided between two States, 
sometimes between more than two, our 
destinv has been one. The race, language and 
the culture of the people of Pakistan and India 
are one. There is no reason then why we 
should not try to live in peace. Unfortunately 
because of the way in which the partition of 
the country came about, the sad incidents that 
followed that partition created a complex of 
hatred and fear in both the great countries. It 
is time now that we set our relationship right. 

Let us take the lesson of history. I have 
already said that the history of the sub-
continent has been one though the sub-
continent has been divided often times in 
history into numerous States. But there is one 
lesson that history impresses on all of us that 
when the States of this great sub-continent 
stood united, India prospered, India was 
victorious; but when disunity prevailed, the 
whole sub-continent was subjugated and 
trapled under foot by foreigners. That history 
casts on us an obligation that we make an 
endeavour to live in peace, amity and 
goodwill. Unless we learn the lessons of 
history, like the Bourbons of France we shall 
face extinction. Madam, it took England and 
France, France and Germany, and England 
and the U.S.A. several centuries of bitterness 
to rea- 
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was one, and it is now that they have realised 
their one common destiny and they are acting 
on that basis. Mature as we are—we may be 
illiterate—but our people with a history of ten 
thousand years behind them are a mature peo-
ple, and they have realised in good time that 
their destiny is one, and therefore they are 
making an endeavour, a fresh endeavour to 
live in peace and goodwill. 

Madam,   the   previous   speaker   has 
already pointed out the achievements of the 
agreement, its special features. I would briefly 
refer to some of them. Both     countries  by this     
agreement agree to abjure the use of force in 
the settlement of their     problems.    Both 
countries undertake not to interfere in the 
internal affairs of each other, and pursuant  to     
these two  it has  been proposed that meetings 
shall be held at various levels, Ministerial level 
and official     level,   and   that   joint  Indo-
Pakistan bodies would be formed to normalise 
and  develop friendly relationship between the 
two great countries.   The most  important 
feature  in my opinion is that while we agree to 
withdraw from Tithwal, Ha ji Pir and Kargil,  
Pakistan  agrees to withdraw from the Chhamb-
Juurian sector. Let us  not  forget  that  it  is  
not  a small concession.    Chhamb-Jaurian      
sector is the very jugular vein of the Kashmir 
Valley, the apple of discord. Whoever   
controls     Chhamb-Jaurian  will control the 
beautiful Valley of Kashmir, and Pakistan has 
agreed to restore possession of this strategic 
area to this great country. 

Madam, voices are raised that Haji Pir and 
Tithwal are strategic points and to abandon 
them puts our strategy at a disadvantage. No 
doubt these points are of strategic importance, 
but no State boundary today is based solely on 
strategic considerations, and less so are cease-
fire lines which are in the nature of temporary 
adjustments to maintain peace between two 
countries. The only sanction behind boundaries, 
whether they are perma-   | 

nent boundaries or cease-fire lines, is the strength 
of a country.   So long as we   are   strong,   no  
nation,  whatever the character of our boundary, 
whether it is a cease-fire line or permanent 
boundary, can dare violate that line.   If we  are 
weak, whatever the strategic advantage   that we   
possess, history  has taught  us that  we  shall be 
trampled     down.   We have exhibited our strength 
last year in the unfortunate fight     between     India  
and Pakistan.   Pakistan,   it   seems,   never took us 
seriously when we proclaimed, when our leaders 
proclaimed, that an attack on Kashmir shall be 
treated as  an  attack on  any     other  part  of India   
and   there   shall  be      counterattacks,  counter-
measures in  any  appropriate sector of the long 
boundary between  India   and     Pakistan.   Now 
that  Pakistan   has     experienced   the strength of 
our arms, now that Pakistan has     realised  that 
India  is in  a mood   of   seriousness   and   that  
what the Indian leaders say they mean to 
implement, I am sure in future they shall never try 
to traverse the ceasefire  line,  never try  to    
penetrate it. Moreover,   a  new factor  has  entered 
in  this  agreement.    This     agreement has been in 
a sense underwritten by a     great     power,     a     
neighbouring power, the U.S.S.R., and in virtue of 
that      underwriting   by   that      great power   it  
is  too   much to  say     that Pakistan may     behave 
as it has behaved in the past.   As I have already 
said, we get back in the bargain our jugular   vein,   
the      Chhamb-Jaurian area.   Maybe,   Haji  Pir,  
Tithwal  and Kargil may provide opportunities for 
pinpricks, but for these areas we exchange  a     
strategic     area,     that  is,      \ Chhamb-Jaurian; 
that is, we save our lifeline though we give up a 
few outposts  which  may  provide  opportunities 
for infiltration of which there is no  chance  
henceforth. 

It has been said again that Government 
made some commitments both to Parliament 
and to the people. Here is what our late Prime 
Minister Shas-tri said in his letter to Mr. U 
Thant: "Government will not agree to any 
disposition which will leave the door 
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open for further infiltration or prevent 
Government from dealing with 
infiltrations that    have taken place". Now 
there is nothing in the agreement which 
prevents us from dealing with the 
infiltrators in the way that we choose.   It 
was in    pursuance of first part, that is,  'he 
will not agree to      any      disposition     
which     will leave the door open for 
further infiltration, that the Prime Minister 
said that  normally  he  would  not  like  to 
part with Haji Pir, Tithwal and Kargil.   
But when that settlement     was made, 
there was a different situation. A different 
situation    prevails today, for both the 
countries have agreed to abjure  the  use  
of force.   Both  have agreed not to 
interfere in the internal affairs   of   each   
other.   The   plighted word, the pledged 
word of the leader of Pakistan is there to 
this effect, and it is expected that 
honourable as they are, they will keep 
their word.   Therefore,  the  general     
commitment  that Shastriji    made in the 
light of this new development is carried 
out. Even sending    infiltrators—it has 
been accepted—is use of force; it is 
interference in the internal affairs of India. 
When Pakistan commits that she will 
neither use force nor interfere in the 
internal  affairs  of     India,     Pakistan 
commits that henceforth she will not 
violate the cease-fire line. 

Moreover, as I have already said, this 
agreement has been underwritten by the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and 
by setting its seal of approval, even the 
United States of America has indirectly 
underwritten this agreement. In virtue of 
this commitment, this fresh commitment, 
of these two great powers, it is too much 
to say that Pakistan will ever dare to send 
infiltrators through these three strategic 
areas. We are operating in a new context. 
The assurances that were made by the 
late Prime Minister have not been 
violated. Government assured the people 
of India that they would not allow the 
continuance or creation of circumstances 
which might facilitate infiltration in 
future. In the light of the above 
considerations, even infiltration in the 

future has been made impossible.   To 
withdraw them    from Haji Pir, etc. would 
not be     violative of security vis-a-vis 
infiltrators and therefore, It is not violative 
of the commitments of the  Government.  
Rather to  stick to the letter in the new 
circumstances, in the new situation, would 
be violative of the spirit  of these  
commitments. An  obsessive     fidelity to  
superficial consistency would be a mere 
exhibition of assinine complex for, as 
Emerson    remarked,     "Consistency is 
the virtue of an ass", more so in the con-
duct of foreign relations, because as the  
situation  changes,     commitments 
change, and a commitment which may be 
valid, which may be in force, in a 
particular  set of     circumstances  be-
comes obsolete in a new set of cir-
cumstances.   Therefore,   in   the   light of 
the new situation that I have enumerated, 
the spirit of the commitments has been 
carried out; the letter would be but 
violative of the spirit of those 
commitments.   "Consistency",   another 
big man has remarked, "is the bugbear  of  
little  minds,"  and  Shastriji, that  small  
dimunitive,     meek,   soft-spoken man,  
was  not  a  little  mind; he carried the 
substance of his commitments though, in 
the    process, to some little minds—there 
is no dearth of little minds in this 
country—it may appear that he violated 
the letter of his  commitments.   Therefore,   
neither on     strategic     grounds  nor  on    
the ground of the past    commitments of 
the Government,  can     there  be any 
valid objection to this agreement. 

Lastly, I would refer briefly to the 
constitutional objection raised by my 
friend. Now, the cease-fire line or the 
withdrawal to the cease-fire line does not 
mean that we give up our sovereignty 
over the whole of Kashmir. It has been 
rightly pointed out by the previous 
speaker that a certain position was 
established in 1949. We are retreating to 
that position, we are re-establishing that 
position. If during the last 18 or 19 years 
the Constitution was not violated by our 
acceptance of that line, I do not see how 
the Constitution is being violated now. 
The Berubari judgment   is   flung   at 
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Berubari was in permanent, peaceful 
possession of this cbuntry, and it was sought 
to be transferred permanently tb the 
possession o'f. Pakistan. In this case, when we 
withdraw "to the' cease-fife line, we do not 
commit that we give up our claims to the 
areas beyond the cease-fife line; we retain our 
notional sovereignty. It is mere transfer of 
possession, it is not transfer pf ownership. 

A petition was brought forward in the 
Punjab High Court exactly on the Same 
grounds which have been alleged by the hon. 
Members of the Opposition in opposition to 
this agreement and that petition was dismissed 
in limine, at the preliminary hearing itself. It 
was considered to be so devoid of any 
substance that it was considered to be a waste 
of time of the court to hear the petition. And 
in the -Supreme Court, the gentlemen of ..the 
Opposition who inspired that petition acted on 
the principle that discretion was the better part 
of valour, and they withdrew the petition. You 
are a discreetman, I know. 

 PROF. M. B. LAL (Uttar Pradesh): Wait and 
see. 

. SHRI B. K. P. SINHA: If you look at the 
articles of the Constitution, it becomes very 
clear that the Constitution has not been 
violated because article 1(3) says: 

"The territory of India shall com- prise— 

(a)  the     territories      of    the 
States;" 

The territories of the States are defined . in 
the First Schedule. Jammu and Kashmir is 
item 14 in the First Schedule. It is defined in 
these words: 

1, .."The territory which immediately .  
before  the commencement  of    this , -
Constitution  was  comprised in the .Indian 
State, of Jammu  and Kash- 

Now, when did this relevant article 
commence? That is made clear by article 394 
of the Constitution which says—that 16 
articles—articles 1 to 4 are nqt one of them—
came into force in November, 1949 and that 
the rest of the Constitution came into' force on 
the 26th day of January, 1950, which is 
referred to in the Constitution as the date of 
commencement of our Constitution. A year 
before that at least, the cease-fire line had 
been established. 

PROF. M. B. LAL: A dangerous 
interpretation. 

SHRI B. K. P. SINHA: It is not a dangerous 
interpretation. I am making it quite clear. A 
year before, the cease-fire line had been 
established. Therefore, when the Schedule 
speaks of areas comprising the State of Jammu 
and Kashmir, it contemplates areas under the 
notional sovereignty of the State of Jammu and 
Kashmir, because if it is given a factual 
interpretation, then the whole thing becomes 
anomalous. Therefore, what the Constitution 
contemplates is that we retain our sovereignty 
over the whole area of Jammu and Kashmir 
within the cease-fire line and also notionally 
beyond the cease-fire line. And now when we 
agree to withdraw, we retain that notional 
sovereignty; we do not give up that notional 
sovereignty. In these circumstances, the 
constitutional objection of the Members of the 
Opposition falls through. 

Madam, this agreement initiates a-new 
chapter in our relationship. We are surrounded 
by powerful enemies and unless we learn to 
live in peace with Pakistan, it 'may be difficult 
for us to meet the greater challenge fron* 
another State from beyond our northern 
borders. 

This agreement has excellent 'features and 
therefore, I support it. 
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"The Declaration was a statement of 
intent and Pakistan had not departed from 
the support to Kashmiris, he told a meeting 
of Government and army leaders." 

The President, who returned from a 
fortnight's energetic campaigning in the 
provinces for sup. port to the Declaration, 
said the criticism that Pakistan had abjured 
its rights in Kashmir was very unfair and 
uncharitable. 

"If both sides acted with goodwill and 
honesty of purpose, it could pave the way 
for a solution of all disputes with India, he 
said. The Declaration reflected the two 
countries' determination to solve their 
differences through peaceful negotiations." 

He maintained that India would gain 
most if she settled her differences with 
Pakistan. 

President Ayub scotched reports in the 
Press here and among poli- 
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tical observers that he was about to 
reshuffle his Cabinet. He described the 
rumours as "stupid and fantastic". 

He also denied rumours about "imaginary 
differences" between himself and Foreign 
Minister Zulfi-kar Ali Bhutto." 

 
"According to Radio Pakistan, Mr. 

Bhutto said in a statement yesterday that, 
"the slates can only be sponged clean when 
the people of Jammu and Kashmir have 
exercised their inherent right of self-
determination." 

The Tashkent Declaration, Mr. Bhutto 
said, was only a dialogue between India and 
Pakistan for a permanent solution of the 
'tragic dispute'  over Jammu  and Kashmir. 

He said that a fitting tribute to the Soviet 
Union would be if its initiative were to 
result in a significant contribution to the 
realization of 'the legitimate aspirations of 
the people of Jammu and Kashmir.' 

He said the Soviet leaders were no doubt 
mindful of their own rich heritage as 
fighters for freedom and liberty when they 
agreed at Tashkent that a solution of the 
"Kashmir dispute must be found.". 

Referring to the provision in the 
Tashkent Declaration for renunciation of 
force under the U.N. charter, Mr. Bhutto 
said Article 51 of the U.N. Charter 
recognized the right of a nation to wage 
struggle for freedom. 

It is precisely in this context that in the 
Tashkent Declaration we have reaffirmed 
our obligations under the Charter. The fact 
that we were unable.to immediately arrive 
at a settlement at Tashkent does not detract 
one iota from our resolve to seek a just 
settlement under this very declaration or 
even outside its framework,    Mr. Bhutto 
said. 

He said the day must come when the 
people of Jammu and Kashmir would be 
enabled to 'decide their future in freedom 
and without coercion'." 
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"In 1954, Pakistan signed a military aid 

agreement with U.S.A. and pledged fealty 
to CENTO and SEATO, both directed 
against Communist countries. This was 
only one side of the medal. While taking a 
pledge to resist any aggression from 
Communist countries, Pakistan was at the 
same time assuring China, as recently 
revealed by Premier Chou En-lai, that the 
military aid agreement and her membership 
of CENTO and SEATO were not directed 
against China, but only against India. She 
thus tried to deceive U.S.A. or China or 
both." 

 

"In December 1963, the Chinese Vice-
Minister of Foreign Trade, Nan Han Chen, 
then on a visit to Pakistan, said: 

'If ever there is a war between India 
and Pakistan, China will surely support 
Pakistan and not India'." 

'^Chinese Foreign Minister, said in 
Lahore last February, "Pakistan and China 

will continue to be friends even after you 
get Kashmir and we take Taiwan." 

THE      DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: 
Please wind up. There are too many-speakers; 
we are sitting through the lunch  hour  for that  
reason. 

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA (Orissa): We 
do not have the quorum; then I will raise the 
question of quorum, Madam. We may decide 
to sit after 5 p.m. but there should be a lunch 
break. We may even continue tomorrow. 
What is the hurry about it? 

SHRI ATAL BIHARI VAJPAYEE (Uttar 
Pradesh): Let the Minister reply  tomorrow. 

THE DEPUTY CAHIRMAN: That I do not 
know, but five and a half hours were allotted 
by the Chairman, according to which we 
should finish by 5 o'Clock. 
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SHRI M. M. DHARIA (Maharashtra) : Let 

us continue today, Mr. Vajpayee. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Tbe only 
course is that we sit through lunch  time. 

SHRI M. M. DHARIA: Yes, yes, we are 
ready. 

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA: I do not 
know if there is a quorum now. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN; There are 
too many speakers and they should be here by 
now. If they are not here, it is all right. 

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA: We are 
sitting till the 4th of April, at leasi. What is the 
hurry about it, I do not understand. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: It is the 
Chairman's decision. He has given five and a 
half hours, and we must finish the debate 
today.  . 

SHRI ATAL BIHARI VAJPAYEE: The 
Minister can reply tomorrow. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You please   
wind   up,   Mr.   Jagat   Narain. 

SHRI JAGAT NARAIN: All right, 
Madam. 

 

 
THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: If you read 

from reports it will take more time. 

SHRI JAGAT NARAIN:   I am just 
finishing. 

I now quote: 

"With hope and faith, this House affirms 
the firm resolve of the Indian people to drive 
out the aggressor from the sacred soil of 
India, however long and hard the strug- . gle 
may be." 

 
SHRI M. M. DHARIA: Madam Deputy 

Chairman, when we look at tne incidents and 
the events of the last six mdnths, we are really 
surprised to look at the dramatic events that 
have taken place in the history of our country. 
There were the intruders. There was the 
aggression in the Chhamb area by Pakistani 
armies and to protect the sovereignty and   
integrity     of  our  country    our 
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[Shri M. M. Dharia] Army  had  to walk  into  

the  Sialkot and Lahore regions, and in that way 
there was nearly a war between the two 
countries—it was not  a     simple conflict.    
Then    the    United Nations Organization and 
the Security Council  had  to  intervene  and  the   
Security Council had passed a Resolution on   
the  then     situation.    The  ceasefire was there 
in the Resolution, but on the borders the fire 
never ceased. It was then that the intervention 
by Russia  took place,   and     the    Prime 
Minister of Russia, Mr. Kosygin,    invited  both  
the  countlries,  our  Prime Minister,  the  late  
Prime  Minister  of our  country,   and   the   
President     of Pakistan.   They met at Tashkent, 
and the  Tashkent   Declaration,  which    is now  
under  consideration  and discussion   here,   
took  place     at  Tashkent. Now when we have 
to scrutinise the Declaration      made      at      
Tashkent, Madam, we shall have to look at the 
background of the past.    This country of ours 
had insisted all the while that  there  may be  
disputes  between the  two  countries,  but  that  
all    the disputes   must   be   solved      
amicably, sitting   round- a   table.     There     
are three cardinal    principle    which    we have  
accepted  so far  as  our foreign policy   is     
concerned.    We   all    the while  insisted that   
(1)   peaceful  coexistence   and   (2)      non-
interference in the internal affairs of any 
country and   (3)     negotiated     settlement    of 
inter-State  disputes     should  be    the cardinal    
principles,     and    that    we should     act     
accordingly.    Our  late Prime  Minister Pandit     
Jawaharlalji was   all  the   while     requesting     
the leaders  of Pakistan that they should solve 
their     disputes     with     us not through  war, 
not by means of force, but  by  having  some  
negotiated  settlement  wherein  the  sovereignty    
of either  country will not be challenged.   But. 
unfortunately, Pakistan was not  prepared  for   
that.     They     said that   there   could     not  be   
a   no-war declaration  so long as the    Kashmir 
question   was   not  resolved.     May    I refer. 
Madam, to one of the speeches of  Pandit  
Jawaharlalji,   even  though he was     referring    
to this    no-war 

agreement since long, since 1948 onwards? In 
1956, while making a speech in Parliament on 
the 29th of April,  1956, Pandit Jawaharlalji 
said: 

"Some time back I had offered a no-war 
declaration to the Pakistan Government 
that, under no circumstances, would India 
and Pakistan go to war for a settlement of 
any dispute. There was considerable 
correspondence. Nawabzada Liaquat Ali 
Khan, who was then the Prime Minister, did 
not agree to it because he said: "Before we 
make that declaration, you must settle the 
questions at issue, or you must agree to 
their being settled automatically by some 
process   like   arbitration."* * * 

This  was   their  insistence  and  when we look 
at this sort of approach and attitude  on  the   
part   of  the   leaders of Pakistan, then we can 
realize the importance   of  the  Tashkent   
Declaration.    It  is  here  at  Tashkent  that this    
stand    and    opposition    had to be given up by 
the leaders of Pakistan.   They had to sign a no-
war declaration even    though    the    Kashmir 
issue   did   not   at  all   come   into   the 
purview of that  statement.    I  think, Madam  
from  this  point  of  view  we have gone 
definitely ahead, and Pakistani leaders had also 
to change their own position.    Madam, many 
times it is  said  that  what  was  not  done  by this 
country during the last eighteen years  was  
possible     during  the last eighteen months.   
Many times a comparison is also made between 
our late Prime Minister Pandit Jawaharlalji and 
our late Prime  Minister  Shastrijj.    I am not one 
of those who are prepared to  have  that   sort  of  
comparison.    I always feel that it is because of 
the foreign policy    adopted  by    the late 
Panditji  that  this  country  could  get enough 
opportunity to make so great an      industrial      
and      technological advance, to have that 
much military strength, and it is because of the 
progress  that  we made  during the  last 
eighteen  years   we    could  show  the results  
we    showed    during the  last eighteen   
months.     Of   course     many times  it  so  
happens     that  it  is  the 
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structure that is visible and not the stones that 
are there beneath in the foundation. Here the 
foundation had been laid quite firm and it was 
on tnat foundation that we could raise that 
structure and we are on the way to victory, and 
we could take a definite and firm position. 
During the war, we could show to Pakistan 
that our Army could give excellent results 
because we had made those preparations 
during the last eighteen years. This was the 
country which was able to stand °n its own 
legs under those conditions, in spite of the fact 
that the aids were stopped by our friendly 
countries. When the aids were stopped to both 
countries there was no choice before Pakistan 
but to give up her ideas and whims. 

When we look at this Declaration we find 
that the material clauses in it are in our favour. 
There is the First Clause which is absolutely 
clear.   I quote it: 

"They reaffirm their obligation under the 
Charter not to have recourse to force and to 
settle their disputes   through   peaceful   
means." 

It was against this background that the Jammu 
and Kashmir question was discussed.    It 
says: 

"It was against this background that 
Jammu and Kashmir was discussed, and 
each of the sides set forth  its   respective  
position." 

Nowhere have we, in these discussions given 
up our stand so far as the question of Jammu 
and Kashmir is concerned. Again Madam, in 
clause 3 it is stated in the Declaration: 

"The Prime Minister of India and the 
President of Pakistan have agreed that 
relations between India and Pakistan should 
be based on the principle of non-
interference in the internal affairs of each 
other." 

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA:  Madam there 
is Jack of quorum in the House. 

Should   we   continue   the   debate    in the 
way we are doing now? 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: There is lack 
of quorum. I thought Members would come, 
but there is lack of quorum. So we adjourn 
now till 2.60 p.m. and you can continue your 
speech afterwards. 

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

The House re-assembled after lunch at half-
past two of the clock. The VICE-CHAIRMAN 
(SHRI M. P. BHARGAVA) in the Chair. 

SHRI M. M. DHARI A: Mr. Vice-
Chairman while making a reference to the 
issue of Jammu and Kashmir which does not 
come within the ambit of the Agreement 
reached at Tashkent, I referred to clause 3 of 
the Agreement. 

SHRI ATAL BIHARI VAJPAYEE: Mr. 
Vice-Chairman, the Foreign Minister took the 
plea that discussions should not be held 
simultaneously as he would like to be present 
in the House. He has replied to the debate in 
the other House but he is not present here. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M.P. 
BHARGAVA): He has started from his 
house.   He is coming. 

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL (Gujarat): 
He is having a little rest after his speech. 

SHRI M. M. DHARIA: Clause 3 of the 
Agreement categorically states that the Prime 
Minister of India and the President of Pakistan 
are agreed that relations between India and 
Pakistan shall be based on the principle of 
non-interference in the internal affairs of each 
other. It is made categorically clear that 
Pakistan will not intervene 
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about our own intentions, the Prime Minister 
and the others have on several    occasions made 
it absolutely clear that Jammu and Kashmir 
forms an integral    part of this country and so it 
would not be possible for Pakistan to have any 
sort of interference it being our    internal affair.   
Under these   circumstances  to say again that 
this issue was not discussed   at  Tashkent,   that   
it   remains open for Pakistan to bring in this 
issue will not be fair.   Besides, I feel that this  
Declaration  cannot  be  compared with the 
Security Council's Resolution because, the two 
parties to the Agreement, India and Pakistan 
themselves, jointly  decided  and that is why 
this Declaration  took  place.   Under  these 
circumstances, such an Agreement has been 
signed,  after both    the    parties have agreed.    
This has been done at the instance of Russia and 
Russia has witnessed it.   When    this    has    
been hailed not only by Russia but by all the 
countries of the world, including the United 
States  of America, I  feel that both the 
countries in future shall have to implement this 
Agreement and I   have  no  doubt   whatsoever  
in  my mind that if this Agreement is imple-
mented   faithfully,   honestly   and  sincerely,   
we   shall   be   opening   a   new era in the life 
of these two countries. Six     hundered      
million   people are absolutely    in    need    of    
peace    and this peace   is   necessary   for   
several reasons.    We  shall  be  going  in     for 
peace because we want to wage a war of 
another kind, a war which shall be against 
poverty, which shall be against ignorance, 
which shall be against disease  and which shall 
be against un-emp'oyment. This war shall be for 
the prosperity of this country. During the last 
eighteen years we could progress only  because  
of  the policy     adopted by the great Panditji. It 
is because of his policy of mutual co-operation 
and peaceful co-existence that  this  country 
could use that period of eighteen years for its 
progress and by this peace if this country could  
get a period of five, ten or fifteen years,  I    
have no doubt whatsoever in my mind that in 
the years to come this eountry shall 

grow more  and more powerful.    The real 
guarantee to the people is not this Declaration  
or  Agreement.    The  real guarantee  is our own 
strength.     The more and more we are self-
reliant, I have n° doubt in my mind, the more and 
more we shall be coming nearer to peace.   By 
accepting this Declaration,  we  cannot  remain     
complacent. It has been announced by the 
leaders on  several  occasions  that  the  danger 
of China exists and we do know that it does 
exist and under these circumstances even though 
there is the ceasefire so far as Pakistan is    
concerned, we cannot remain complacent and 
idle. We shall have to utilise this period for 
making our country more and    more self-
Teliant.   It is said that this Agreement  will  be 
the  finest possible  and the fittest memorial to 
Shastriji. There is no doubt whatsoever that he 
was a man who fought with courage and de-
termination when the war was    going on and 
again,  in order to have    this peace, he again 
dedicated his life for the cause of peace.   His 
second appeal to the country was self-reliance.    
To me, Sir, this agreement may be a good 
memorial for  Shastriji but the fittest possible 
memorial for Shastriji will be tude.    I feel that 
we must have faith our developing the self-
reliant     atti-in this Agreement.    Let us do all 
in our power to implement it faithfully. Several 
doubts will be raised and some doubts have 
been raised.   Some people have asked why the 
Haji Pir    Pass, Kargil and Tithwal which were 
in our possession have  been  given     up.     A 
stronger plea can also be made    but we cannot 
forget that from that point of view also, our 
position was absolutely clear—and  it was so    
made—in the letter that was written by the late 
Shastriji to the    Secretary-General of the 
United Nations    Organisation    on the   14th  
September,     1965.     Shastriji made this quite 
clear—and I quote it here.   He said: 

"Let me make it perfectly clear, Mr. 
Secretary-General, that when, consequent 
upon cease-fire becoming effective, further 
details are considered  we  shall  not     agree  
to 
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any disposition which will leave the door 
open for further infiltrators or prevent us 
from dealing with the infiltration that has 
taken place. I would also like to state quite 
categorically that no pressure or attacks will 
deflect us fj;om our determined resolve to 
maintain the sovereignty and territorial 
integrity of our country of which the State 
of Jammu and Kashmir is an integral part." 

This was the   firm    stand   that   was taken by 
the hon.    Prime    Minister. When that 
guarantee came    forward, when Pakistan 
signed this "No    War Declaration" which it 
was reluctant or hesitant to do before, all these 
seventeen years, we agreed to give up the Ha ji 
Pir Pass and other areas. Therefore, Sir, on this 
occasion I would like to point out that our aim    
throughout this  conflict  was   absolutely     
limited. This Declaration is not a list or catalo-
gue of the surrender terms    between the two. 
countries.    In that case total defeat is 
necessary and    for a    total defeat we should 
have gone in for a total    war    but      that      
was    never our    claim,    that    was    never      
our idea, that was never what we thought of in 
the past.    Our aim was absolutely    limited.    
Whatever      has      now occurred is according 
to our claim. We wanted peace, we wanted this 
mutual co-existence and peaceful co-existence 
and it is from this point of view that we shall 
have to scrutinise the Tashkent Agreement.  I 
would  like to  repeat again. Sir, that there is a 
lot   of misunderstanding   being   created   by 
certain interested persons and political parties 
that there is a difference between the 
Government and its Army. 

Our Defence Minister has made it absolutely 
clear in one of his speeches. Speaking at a 
public meeting in Delhi on February 1. the 
Defence Minister said that the Tashkent 
Declaration was a bold step towards the 
establishment of world peace.    He added: 

"I have had discussions with the Chiefs 
of the Services before and after the 
Agreement and they have nothing but praise 
for it.    National 

policies are formulated with complete 
agreement between the military and the 
Government." 

So if some parties are trying to take any 
political advantage of this situation, if they are 
trying to make some political capital with their 
eye on the next general elections, it will not be 
fair. We have to take the agreement as it 
stands. We shall have to take into 
consideration the basic policy of this country 
and, having regard to our jbasic policy, I have 
no doubt in my mind that this agreement 
consistent with the same, opens a new ara in 
our life. As it was rightly said by our hon. 
Prime Minister, Shrimti Indira Gandhi, we 
seek to maintain the friendliest relations with 
our neighbours and we seek to resolve our 
differences peacefully. Tashkent Declaration is 
the expression of those sentiments and we 
have no doubt that we shall implement it fully 
in letter and in spirit. I stand by it and I 
support the Declaration. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M. P. 
BHARGAVA): I may inform hon. Members 
that the Prime Minister will 
make a statement at 3-30 regarding her talks 
about Nagaland. 

PROF.   SATYAVRATA     SIDDHAN-
TALANKAR   (Nominated):   Mr. Vice-
Chairman, Sir, there has been    ciiti-cism 
regarding the Tashkent Declaration on the plea 
that it has let us down. In Pakistan there has 
been a cry that they have been let down and in 
India also there  are some  people  who  say that 
we have been let down. The question is whether 
India has really been let down.    India has got 
an ideology of its own.   India never believed in 
wax. India fought the battle of freedom with 
non-violence.    Our  battleground    has always   
been a   non-violent     battleground. We have 
been soldiers of Mahatma Gandhi and we have 
sent hundreds  and thousands of people     into 
British jails. So the ideology that we have been 
following all along has been the ideology of 
non-violence and this ideology of non-violence 
is    amplified by our action.   We see that    
even in 

15 RS—6. 
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we have been always revering people who have 
devoted themselves to   non-violence.    Budha    
and Gandhi have been our    heroes.      Of 
course,  non-violence  does  not     mean that if 
there is aggression on the part of any nation, 
then We have to submit to it.    Aggression has 
to  be met  by counter-aggression.    India 
never committed aggression.   If we did 
anything that could be called aggression, it was 
only to counteract  aggression.  India's 
philosophy has been— 

If an enemy comes and attacks us then only we 
have to use violence. Then we have to show no 
mercy to the enemy. That has been India's phi-
losophy all along. On the other hand what has 
been Pakistani ideology? Pakistan never 
believed in non-violence. When Pakistan was 
created 
they

said: 
^if     has been the basic policy, the 

basic philosophy    of Pakistan.   When this 
war started, it was not India that started the 
war; it was Pakistan that embarked upon 
aggression.    All along thry have been 
preparing to    commit aggression against 
India.    Year    after year they were preparing 
for a    war and  sudden^ when  nobody     
thought that India will be attacked    Pakistan 
committed aggression.    So    Pakistan's 
ideology has always been an ideology of 
aggression and war.      So this has been a 
conflict between India's ideology and the    
ideology   of   Pakistan. And what have we 
achieved in Tashkent?    In  Tashkent  ahimsa  
has  prevailed   over  himsa; non-violence   has 
prevailed  ever  violence.   Pakistan  to whom 
a no war pact was offered several times—and 
every time it was offered    she    rejected    
it—accepted    non-aggression at Tashkent.   
So when it is said that India has been let down, 
I would  ask  the  people who  say  that India 
has been let down, where has India been let 
down.   India's ideology has always been the 
ideology of non- 

violence, while Pakistan's ideology has always 
been the ideology of violence. And at 
Tashkent Pakistan accedes to the demand of 
India that all disputes should be settled at the 
conference table and not in the battle field 
then it is India which has scored victory over 
Pakistan. Therefore I say that nothing has been 
done in Tashkent which can in any way be 
said that India "has been let down. I am sur-
prised when people say that the Tashkent 
Declaration goes against the interests of India. 
The fundamental interest of India is to uphold 
the ideology of non-violence. We are 
committed from the very beginning to non-
violence and we committed violence only to 
meet violence. Independently on our own we 
have never committed violence. So if Pakistan 
comes to this conclusion after 18 years that 
she should settle her disputes with India at the 
conference table, then surely it is a victory for 
India. 

We have always been calling this declaration 
as Tashkent Declaration. Lal Bahadur Shastri 
all along in his speeches had been declaring 
that if Pakistan renounced violence and wanted 
to discuss things at the conference table then 
India will not go all out for war. If Lal Bahadur 
Shastri had been saying this and if this has 
been accepted by Pakistan, then it is not 
Tashkent Declaration but I would call it Shastri 
Declaration. Shastriji wanted Pakistan to 
renounce violence and at Tashkent Pakistan did 
renounce violence. As such I would say that 
India has scored a victory at Tashkent and there 
has been nothing done which can be said to 
have let down our country. 

There is one point, which I would like to 
stress. It has been asked: though there has been 
an agreement between India Pakistan, still how 
can we believe Pakistan? Pakistan has never 
acted up to its professions. Whenever there has 
been an agreement, such agreements have been 
broken. This agreement also may be treated as 
a waste paper later on.   Of course there is an 
apprehension 



 

of this nature but every agreement is likely to 
be broken.   Who can give a guarantee that an 
agreement which is being entered into today 
will not later on, when circumstances change, 
be broken?    If    every    agreement    can    be 
broken, then this agreement also   may be 
broken but why should we presume at the very 
beginning that it will be broken. Here there are 
also two guarantees to vouch that this    
agreement wiH not be broken. The first 
guarantee is that this agreement has been 
witnessed by the Chairman ol' the Council of 
Ministers of the U.S.S.R He is not just an 
ordinary individual; he represents a mighty 
force in the world. If this agreement has been 
witnessed by a    great Power of the world then 
that itself is a guarantee to it. If this     
guarantee were not sufficient then the other 
guarantee    is    India's    own    might    and 
strength.    In    this    conflict India has shown 
that India is not going to be cowed down.   
India has shown that if Pakistan    commits     
aggression     then Pakistan will be paid back in 
hei own coin-Pakistan also has  learnt  to its 
own disadvantage that by playing with fire and 
burning its own fingers if it tries to play the 
same game again, then it is not going to pay 
Pakistan  any more. So, these are the two 
guarantees that stand us in good stead. If 
anything happens Russia is there and if nobody 
is there then we ourselves are there. Our forces 
have proved in the    battle-field that they are 
inferior to none. So, why should anyone g° on 
saying ihat Pakistan will break it, that Pakistan    
will not accept it, that Pakistan will treat it as a 
wastepaper.     Let Pakistan do what they may 
like to do, but here in India we are going to 
abide by it.   If Pakistan does anything to the 
contrary, Pakistan will be paid back in its own 
coin. 

One doubt arises in my mind and I wou'd 
like to draw the attention of the Minister of 
External Affairs, who is sitting here, to the 
question of Haji Pir and Kargil. We have been    
saying all 

along that Kashmir is   non-negotiable. We have 
been saying that there cannot be any 
understanding on tbe   question of Kashmir.   
We have been saying that Kashmir is an integral 
part of India. I would ask the External Affairs 
Minister—please hear what I say.   You have 
been saying all along that Kashmir is non-
negotiable.   You have been saying all along that 
Kashmir is an integral I of India.   The question 
is whether Kargil and Haji Pir are integral parts 
Kashmir or not.    If they are    integral parts of 
Kashmir and Kashmir is    an integral part of 
India, then how    can there be any negotiation, 
in going back on this issue?    A friend of mine   
said that our supremacy is in abeyance. It a very 
good argument, but how can our supremacy be 
in abeyance. It could be in abeyance so long as 
we had not captured Kargil, Haji Pir    and    
Tithwal. When we have captured them, when 
we have taken possession  of them, when we  
have been saying that these    are part and parcel 
of Kashmir—and they are non-negotiable, then, 
how can our supremacy be in abeyance?    It can 
be said to be in abeyance so long as we had not 
gone there.   After having taken possession of it, 
having repeatedly said times without number 
that Kashmir is non-negotiable   and   these  
places   are anH parcel of Kashmir, how can we 
g_o back?    Had these  not been part  and parcel 
of Kashmir, of course, we could say otherwise.   
But we have been saying that these are part and 
parcel of Kashmir and Kashmir is part and par-
cel of India.    So, you give away Kargil and    
Tithwal    and    also    give    away Kashmir.   
The logic of it is that either we are not to give 
them away or if we are M^m owiv. then we give 
away Kashmir itself. • So. this is my doubt. This 
doubt has been expressed by some others    also'.     
I  do  not  express  this doubt as an opposition.   
Perhaps that has  been  placed  before  the  
Government, but this is a very genuine doubt 
that  is agitating my mind and it has been 
agitating not only my mind but the minds of 
most of the persons  of the Congress itself.   The 
only answer that I can think of is tbat in all 
agreement,  it is give and take.   You may 'say 
that. when We have to take »ome- 
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have also to give something, If, on this plea you 
are giving    away these parts of India—they 
are part of India bing part of Kashmir—then, 
you will have to come to some understanding 
with Pakistan with regard to the question of 
Kashmir.   We have been saying that Kashmir 
is non-negotiable. Now, here we are making a 
compromise regarding Kashmir and I for one 
do not see why we should not come to terms 
somewhere with Pakistan on the question of 
Kashmir itself.   Nd nation on earth can 
continuously go on fighting for years and years.   
Mr. Bhutto might say that Pakistan would 
continue   to     fight     for     thousands     of 
years. History tells us that no country in the 
world has continued to fight for thousands of 
years.    There have been wars between 
England and France, but they continued a 
hundred years. After one hundred years or so, 
they    disappeared. You cannot continue war 
with a nation    indefinitely.   Therefore,    if 
some understanding could be    brought about 
between India and    Pakistan, it must be 
brought about. In a    country like ours, 
everyday there are    calling attention notices 
about Kerala,    about Bengal, from this side 
and that side. For a country to think of 
continuously fighting,    frittering    away its 
energy, frittering away its resources in fighting 
which we can use for the development of our 
economy, is not possible. Therefore, I would 
urge upon the Government that they should 
find out some formula    according    to   which    
there should be some understanding between 
India and Pakistan. You have already taken a 
step in the right direction by coming to some 
sort of understanding between India  and 
Pakistan    on the question   of   Tithwal,   
Kargil   and   all that  but that  is only on an 
informal basis.   There should be further nego-
tiations and understanding so that this 
continuous war, this continuous agitation, this 
continuous perturbance that is    agitating    the 
minds of people in India and Pakistan might 
disappear. 

SHRI P. N. SAPRU (Uttar Pradesh): Mr. 
Vice-Chairman, melancholy interest attaches 
to the Tashkent Con- 

 

ference, for it was the place of death of our 
eminent Prime Minister, who had rendered 
distinguishing services to the country during 
his short period of office, Pursuant to the 
Resolution of the Security Council and the 
undeclared war launched against us bj 
Pakistan with the aid of American weapons 
given to her for aid purposes, it was left to the 
Soviet Union to extend an invitation to him 
and thrash out our differences at Tashkent. 

[THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN in the Chair] 

The highest credit must go to Prime Minister 
Kosygin and his colleagues for taking the 
initiative in bringing about direct talks 
between our high-powered delegation led by 
Mr. Shastri—we find Sardar Swaran Singh 
here—and President Ayub and some of his 
colleagues on a question which affected the 
security and happiness of this sub-continent. 
There is no doubt that as a result of Tashkent 
Declaration, the Soviet Union, and I wish to 
emphasise this fact, has emerged as the 
greatest power for the maintenance of peace 
and the promoter of goodwill between our 
country and Pakistan. The objective attitude 
adopted by the Soviet leaders, who were 
present at Tashkent, has forged unbreakable 
links between us and that great country. The 
attitude of the Prime Minister, Mr. Kosygin, 
was different from that of Mr. Harald Wilson, 
the Prime Minister of a Leftist Government in 
Britain and the U.S.A., it must be admitted, 
was more fair to this country than Britain. 
Tash-3 P.M, kent will be remembered in history 
as a place where the Soviet Union, which was 
regarded as a revolutionary country, for the 
first time played a vital role as a peacemaking 
country between two countries who should 
have been friends but who were drifting into a 
war which would have spelt disaster for this 
subcontinent and added in the ultimate 
analysis to the strength of the People's 
Republic of China which, ostracised by the 
nations of the world, is tending to become an 
aggressive force in the world of today. 
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When Mr. Shastri and his colleagues 

accepted the invitation to the Tashkent 
Conference, it was thought that failure was 
writ large on the mission that they had 
undertaken. But that was not to be, and 
Tashkent wiH be remembered—thanks to the 
efforts of Prime Minister Kosygin and other 
Soviet leaders—as a place which has created 
climate for a solution of outstanding 
differences in a peaceful manner between two 
countries which were at one time one country 
and which nature, geography, race and history 
intended to be one. It would be a travesty of 
truth to say that Mr. Shastri or Mr. Swaran, 
Singh or Mr. Chavan purchased a pace there 
at the cost of the honour and the prestige of 
this country. For years we had been pleading 
that before questions between our two 
countries could be discussed in an amicable 
sprit there should be a no-war declaration. 
Now it is true that there is no no-war war 
declaration in the Tashkent agreement in the 
precise terms adumbrated by us. But there is 
no doubt that both of us have pledged 
ourselves to settle questions by peaceful 
means in accordance with the Charter of the 
United Nations. This is, in my opinion a 
historic declaration. This is in my opinion a 
historic declaration in essence, viewed in 
proper perspective, it is not different from a 
no-war-declaration for which we had pleaded. 
There is nothing much in a name. The 
declaration has made it possible for us to 
withdraw our armed personnel to the positions 
occupied by us on, 5th of August 1965, and 
the process will be completed by February 
25th. I hope that thereafter we shall send some 
delegations to Pakistan, and Pakistan. wiH 
send some delegations to this country of a 
cultural character. There are many common 
problems which two nations can discuss, can 
thrash out, and there are many other questions 
of visas and other things which these 
delegations can discuss. It may be that we 
have oaid for this declaration a certain price, 
namely, the giving up of Kargil, Haji Pir and 
other places which— 

ihanks to the valour of our Armed Forces to 
whom I wish to pay my humble tribute—we 
had taken back from Pakistan. But it must be 
borne in mind that there is no recognition, on 
our part of the sovereignty over these places 
of Pakistan. Constitutionally and legally, as 
was explained very lucidly by Mr. Pathak the 
other day, they remain part of our country, 
and there has been no surrender of the 
position that Kashmir, which was only 
informally discussed at the conference, 
remains part of our country. 

Not less important is the further fact that 
Pakistan has recognised that there shall be no 
interference on, her part with our internal 
affairs and we in return shall not interfere with 
her internal affairs. No doubt the question 
whether territories about which there is a 
dispute are one's internal affairs or not has not 
been defined. It is for our two countries 
hereafter to adhere in letter and spirit to this 
declaration which will require a certain 
amount of elasticity on the part of both the 
countries in dealing with matters which had 
been the subject-matter of dispute between us 
for the last 18 years. What is important 
however is that Pakistan has accepted the 
principle that there will be no resort to force in 
settling disputes which may include indirectly 
even Kashmir. That I think is a great gain, and 
I am not disposed to quarrel with the 
arrangement that we should withdraw from 
Haji Pir and other places for purposes of 
peace on the sub-continent. What is important 
is that while our disputes may or may p.ot be 
settled, the method of force has been un-
equivocally and completely ruled out under 
this agreement by our two countries. Not less 
important is the assurance contained in 
paragraph 4 of the declaration that there will 
be no propaganda encouraged by our two 
countries against each other and that it will be 
their endeavoeur to develop friendly relations. 
I hope that this will be borne in mind not only 
by-organs of the rulling party or the party 
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power by also by organs of the parties in 
opposition. I hope that they wiH not come 
oute with filthy articles in this matter. I do not 
want to go more into this question. 

We have further agreed to resume normal 
diplomatic relations and agreed to consider 
measure which will promote economic and 
trade relations, communications and cultural 
relations. We have further agreed that there 
shall be no exodus of persons from one 
country to the other, though I hope that there 
will be freer interchange of visits from one 
country to the other. 

ID. other words, the method of infiltration 
for gaining its ends which Pakistan had in 
view has been ruled out. It has b;en further 
agreed that there will be from time to time 
summit meetings to discuss our mutual 
problems and it may be hoped that at these 
summit meetings, Shrimati Indira Gandhi, our 
new Prime Minister, who is the bearer of an 
illustrious name, will approach her task in the 
spirit in which her great father would have 
approached it. 

It is to the credit of the late Shas-triji and 
his colleagues that they did not discuss in a 
formal manner the question of Kashmir, the 
legality of whose accession to this courtry 
cannot be questioned. The big question is, 
what the future is, whether this agreement will 
be implemented ' by both sides in the spirit in 
which the late Shastriji and President Ayub 
Khan wished it to be implcmer.ted. 

May I just refer rather in a deep manner to thi 
very delicate question of Kashmir? About the 
legality of Kashmir's accession to India, there 
can be no doubt. But all questions are not of. a 
purely legal character; political and ethical 
considerations also enter into the calculation of 
the methods by which these questions should be 
solved. We cannot be blind to the fact that there 
is a Kashmir problem but that really is a 
problem between us and the people of Kash-   I 

mir; it is not a problem between us and the 
people of Pakistan. It is not so much a 
problem between us and the people of 
Pakistan as a problem between us and the 
people of Kashmir. We gave to the people of 
Kashmir a special status under article 370 of 
our Constitution. We gave to Kashmir the 
right to frame its own constitution. We should 
examine carefully whether that special status 
amounts to self-gevernment as distinguished 
from what one may call independence. It may 
be that a solution to that problem can be found 
by adhering in letter and in spirit to the pledge 
of special status which was given by us to the 
people of Kashmir. And I do earnestly hope 
that it will be possible for us to have general 
elections shortly in that State in which Sheikh 
Abdullah who was the father of the Kashmir 
national movement at one time may have a 
part to play. Now, this view many be un-
acceptable to the House but I am entitled to 
have my views on this. It is, however, for 
Sheikh Abdullah to review this question and 
take a realistic view of what is possible and 
what is not. 

There are many other matters which affect 
both those countries and I hope that it will be 
possible to dream of a time when there will be 
a sort of confederation of India and Pakistan 
which, without affecting the independence of 
these two countries, will make them friendly 
neighbours even as the United States of 
America and Canada are on the American 
continet. The Tashkent Declaration has not 
settled all our differences. with Pakistan. That 
was outside the scope of that conference 
China is an enigma to all lovers of peace. But 
here again, it is possible to express the hope 
that the day is not far off when we shall be 
able, without either country being rigid in this 
attitude, to settle this big question on which 
the solidarity of the Asian, continet prevails. 
For the solidarity of the South East Asian 
continent, peace is something worth having, 
something which will rid it of 
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the fear of war which increases our 
defence expenditure ar.d makes it hard 
for us to concentrate our energy on the 
big issaues of tackling the pro-lems of 
poverty, ignorance, superstitu-tion and 
idleness in this great continent of ours. 

Finally, I would like to say that the 
Tashkent agreement has my fullest 
support. I hope that it will be im-
plemented in our side in the right spirit. I 
wish to pay my tribute to the late Shri 
Shastri who lost his life working for it 
and his colleagues, Sardar Swam Singh 
and Shri Chavan I would also like to pay 
my humble tribute to Prime Minister, Mr. 
Kosy-gin, who played a role very 
different from that of Mr. Harold Wilson 
or, for that matter of 'our American 
friend. 

 

"The late Prime Minister and the 
entire Indian delegation felt that 
conditions laid down by the Prime 
Minister had been completely met by 
Pakistan's agreement not only to 
withdraw all armed personnel but 
also to respect, after withdrawals, the 
cease-fire terms on the cease-fire 
line." 
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"Pakistan must own and discharge 
the responsibility of withdrawing the 
infiltrators from our State of Jammu 
and Kashmir". 
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"Another problem may be whether we 
can be asked to give up those strategic 
positions, those territories which we have 
taken without which it will not be possi-
ble to have the security of the territory 
which is in our possession. Out of sheer 
necessity, on the ground of our 
sovereignty those should not be allowed 
to be vacated." 
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STATEMENT BY PRIME MINISTER 
RE MEETING WITH NAGA 

LEADERS 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You 
please wait for the Prime Minister to 
make a statement. 

THE PRIME MINISTER AND 
MINISTER OF ATOMIC ENERGY: 
(SHRIMATl: INDIRA GANDHI): I can 
wait till the speech is over. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: It will 
take seme time; it may take another ten 
minutes. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA (West 
Bengal): Normally we are told what the 
statement is about. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: So the 
Prime Hinister may make the statement 
now. 

SHRIMA'll INDIRA GANDHI: The 
statement ia about the Naga talks. A 
delegation of Nagas including Shri 
Khugato, Shri Inkongmeron Ao and Shri 
isack Swu, accompanied by the three 
mem'bers of the Peace Mission, met me 
on ihe 18th and 19th February, 1966. 
This meeting, as the House will recall, 
had been arranged in the 

time of my predecessor.   It was intended 
to be a goodwill visit, and the talks which 
took place were fully in conformity with 
this idea.   The main subject of our talk 
was the importance of preserving peace 
and stopping the many ugly incidents 
which still  take place resulting in loss of 
life and property. The observer team of 
the Peace Mission is being strengthened 
by attaching two official on each side to 
ensure that all    incidents of    breach of 
the agreement on suspension of operations 
are speedily investigated.   It has also been 
agreed that both parties will take effective 
and quick action on the findings  of  the  
observers.   In  order  to create a better 
atmosphere and to facilitate a final    
settlement,  the Peace Mission have 
suggested the release of the Naga 
prisoners.   This matter will be exmined.   I 
was impressed by the sincerity and 
earnestness of the Naga leaders   whom   I  
met.   They   seemed genuinely  anxious to 
ensure the implementation of the 
agreement entered into in September, 
1964, and to prevent  further      violent   
incidents   and loss  of life.    I  am not 
without hope that as a result of this 
meeting a certain   amount   of   
unnecessary   distrust and   suspicion,   
which   had  developed on both sides, has 
been dispelled.   We have agreed to have a 
further meeting  for    which    the  Naga     
leaders will       visit     Delhi    again        
some time  in    April,     1966.   It   is    
possible—and   I  would   not   put   it 
more strongly  than that—that at this next 
meeting some real    progress may be 
towards   a     settlement  which would put 
an end to bloodshed and see the 
restoration of peace throughout Nagaland.      
The  way    will  then be clear for all 
sections of the Nagas to play their rightful 
part in the progress and welfare ot 
Nagaland. 

SHRl BHUPESH GUPTA: I naturally 
welcome the political initiatives implied 
by these talks, and the talks that would 
follow, and I am also glad to hear that 
certain steps would be taken in order to 
inspire such a constructive approach over 
this problem— I have in mind the 
proposal for 


