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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 be
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 Govern-
ment of West Bengal.

SHRI D. L. SEN GUPTA: Since this
is a very serious matter, I would re-
quest you to see that the Food Minis-
ter comes here, even at 1 .M. and
answers the question whether the one
lakh tonnes of rice demanded by 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 dis-
cussed 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 Govern-
ment should go; that is the only way.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Further discus-
sion 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 al 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 be-
cause 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 Dec-
laration was made, you will see the
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great different which the declara-
tion 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 cnded
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 gnd it
would have exhausted the weaponry
which we and the Pakistanis posses-
sed and the result woulg have.been
that we would have been in the most
helpless condition. And some of our
neighbours would have taken advan-
tage of that condition to wreek their
will upon this country, and everybody
knows the neighbour from whom we
were afraid of such g thing hap-
pening. 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 Declara-
tion has not created a very advanta-
geous position both for India and
Pakistan. We are in the midst of a
severe famine. Qur 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 sup-
porters for the Declaration.

My next point is that we should con-
sider 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. There-
fore we should look upon this Declara-
tion as not merely a bipartite sort of
agreement which can be easily denied
by any party that wants to do it but
it ig 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 unconsti-
tutional provisions within it; for ins-
tance, 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 agree-
ment 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 sur-
rendering 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 bet-
ween India and Pakistan then we shall
see what is to be done, whether this
part belonged o us or belonged to
Pakistan or whatever may be the re-
sult. Therefore we did not surrender
our sovereignty; our sovereignty was
in abeyance after 1949. When on 5th
August 1965 and later some intruders
came over the line into our part
of Jammu and Kashmir it became
necessary that the nefarious busi~
ness should be stopped. It was
in my opinion the duty of the
Pakistanis to stop any infiltration
from their side to our
they did not do that, and therefore it
‘was necessary for us to do that. This
was said and done not after the Decla-
ration 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 haq not aban-
doned or surrendered our sovereignty
over this territory but we said that our
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sovereignty will remain in abeyance
till by peaceful methods the problem
is solved. Therefore there is no ces-
sion of any part of Jammu and Kash~
mir to anybody by this Declaration or
py what went before this Declaration.
Even before the Declaration we had
said that we shall go back to the posi-
tion 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 opera-
tion in Jammu and Kashmir from
other areas. India would hit back
if Pakistan violated the cease fire.

(2) India would agree to with-
draw as demanded by the Security
Council provided Pakistay also
earnestly did so and that too only if
Pakistan withdrawal covered the in-
filtrators.

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. There-
fore it is not this Declaration which
is responsible for the restoration of
these three places west of the cease
fire line. 7T think therefore it is a com-
plete misreading of this Declaration to
say that the Government of Indla is
guilty of doing something which is un-
constitutional 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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“The Prime Mimster 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 ac-
cordance with the United Nations
Charter. They reaffirm their obli-
gation under the Charter not to have
recourse to force and to settle incir
disputes through peaceful means”

I do not know whether anything clear-
er could be stated by either our delega-
tion or the Pakistani delegation We
renounce resort to violence, force and
war in settling disputes between vs.
Even assuming that the position in
Kashmir 1s a dispute, conceding for
a moment that it 15 a dispute—al-
though I do not believe that i1t is a
dispute—that dispute also has to be
resolved as stated here, that is, by not
having recourse to force but by settling
1t through peaceful means. Therefore,
although 1t 1s not stated that we :e-
nounce 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 Xash-
mir

[TeE DrpuTy CHAIRMAN 1n the Chair]

Now, therefore, 1 think we have
achieved a great result by signing this
Declaration We should remember
that Before this Declaration was sign-
ed, the leaders of Pakistan were
'‘making all kinds of statements
from which anybody could nfer
that they intended to carry on
the war Mr Bhutto gaid 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 1f such and such things
happened which meant that because
those things would never happen they
would never cease fighting The Dec-
laration pledges Pakistan and India to
tha use of peaceful methods 1n the
settlement of disputes, for the {ime
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being at any rate. So long as the
Declaration stands, there 1s no ques-
tion of force or war being resorted to.

Then, does thig Declaration imply a
repudiation of the statements made
by the Prime Minister of India, the
late Lal Bahadur Shastri? [ strongly
hold that 1t 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 elther 1m 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 ihese mat-
ters He did not say that he repudia-
ted 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 1it. He only said that
we were going to do it, provided the
other party galso did hkewise which
was quite a sensible and reasonable
proposal to make It is not a repudia-
tion It does not mean that we are
not prepared to come back, behind the
5th of August line Therefore, I feel
that we owe 1t to ourselves and to the
late Prime Minister to let the whole
world know that no statemeni of the
Prime Minister has been repudiated
by signing this Declaration.

Now, what has this Declaration real-
ly done? To my mnd, it has done
two things The first thing that it
has done 1s to try and restore mutual
confidence between India and Pakis-
tan We already see the signs of this
confidence returning We already see
that 1n many ways the situation as :t
existed before the war is being res-
tored Aeroplanes are flying. People
are going and people are coming. The
number of troops is bemng reduced
from the front confronting the Pakis-
tam people on the cease-fire line in
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Jammu and Kashmir. Even apart | SHRI B. K. P. SINHA (Bihar):
from that I think a more important Madam, the Tashkent agreement is a

matter is that this Declaration has won
for India the appreciation of the entire
world, which is an extremely impor-
tant matter. Those who, during the
course of the war, were breathing fire
and sword, those who were saying
that they would give ng help to India
and so on and so forth have all now
changed. We are finding much res-
ponse for meeting the famine condi-
tions in India. Almost every country
in the world is making efforts. We
are finding that the USA, which ap-
pearsad, at one stage, to be extremely
annoyed with India, is now coming
forward with the kind of help that
thev hod been giving before this war
teok place and similar things are hap-
pening all over the rest of the world.
Therefore, this Declaration has res-
tored 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 consi-
derable results in the matter of restor-
ing confidence between India and
Pakistan and in the matter of restor-
ing amicable relations between India
and the rest of the world.

It is true that the Declaration has
not settled in detail many difficult pro-
blems which we face. One of them is
the Kashmir problem. That is ftrue.
It may be that at any time the Kash-
mir problem may again create a
condition of strain between the two
countries, but I hope that the spirit
which has been released by this Dec-
laration, 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 solu-
tion of the most complicated problems
that exist between India and Pakistan.

1 think the third and the most im-
portant result of the Tashkent Declara-
tion is that it opens the way for the
establishment of permanent peace
between India and Pakistan.

trail-blazing endeavour. It is an
attompt 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 Hima-
layas and surrounded the other three
sides by the vast seas and occean.
Nature and God meant that the des-
tiny of this great sub-continent shall
be one. Our destiny has been
one. Though this country has
been in i{s long course of his-
tory sometimes divided between two
States, sometimes between more than
two, our destiny 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. Un-
fortunately because of the way in
which the partition of the country
came about, the sad incidents that
followed that partition created a com-
plex of hatred and fear in both the
great countries. It is time now that
we set our relationship right.

1 p.M.

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 wunder foot by foreign-
ers. 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 En-
gland and France, France and Ger-
many, and England and the U.S.A.
geveral centuries of bitterness to rea-
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lise that their destiny was one, and 1t
1S now that they have realised their
one common destiny and they are
acting on that basis Mature as we
are—we may be i1lliterate—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 1s one, and
therefore they are making an endea-
vour, a fresh endeavour to live in
peace and goodwill

Madam, the previous speaker has
already pointed out the achievements
of the agreement, 1ts 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, Minister:ial level and
official level and that joint Indo-
Pakistan bodies would be formed to
normalise and develop friendly rela-
tionship between the two great count-
Ties The most important feature in
my opmion 15 that while we agree to
withdraw from Tithwal, Haj: Pir and
Kargil, Pakistan agrees to withdraw
from the Chhamb-Juurian sector Let
us not forget that it 1s not a small
concession Chhamb-Jaurian  sector
1s the very jugular vein of the Kash-
mir Valley, the apple of discord Who-
ever controls Chhamb-Jaurian will
control the beautiful Valley of Kash-
mir, and Pakistan has agreed to res-
tore possession of this strategic area to
this great country

Madam voices are raised that Han
Pir and Tithwal are strategic points
and to abandon them puts our strate-
gy at a disadvantage No doubt these
points are of strategic importance, but
no State boundary today 1s based
solely on strategic considerations, and
less so are cease-fire lines which are
mn the nature of temporary adjust~
ments to mamtain peace between two
countries The only sanction behind
boundaries, whether they are perma-
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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 houndary, whe-
ther 1t 1s a cease-fire line or perma-
nent boundary, can dare viclate that
Imme If we are weak, whatever the
strategic advantage that we possess,
history has taught us that we shall
be trampled down We have exhi-
bited our strength last year in the un-
fortunate fight between India and
Pakistan Pakistan, 1t seems, never
took us seriously when we proclaim-
ed, 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 counter-
attacks counter-measures 1in anv ap-
propriate sector of the long boundary
between India and Pakistan Now
that Pakistan has  experienced the
strength of our arms, now that Pakis-
tan has realised that India 15 mn 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 cease-
fire line, never try to penetrate it
Moreover a new factor has entered
i this agreement This agreement
has been in a sense underwritten by
a great power, a nelghbouring
power, the USSR, and 1n virtue of
that underwriting by that great
power 1t 15 tou TuuCh to say that
Pakistan may behave as 1t has be-
haved in the past As I have already
sald, we get back in the bargamn our
jugular vein, the Chhamb-Jaurian
area Maybe, Hajt Pir, Tithwal and
Kargil may provide opportunities for
pinpricks, but for these areas we ex-
change a strategic area, that 1s,
Chhamb-Jaurian that 15, we save our
lifeline though we give up a few out-
posts which may provide opportuni-
ties for infiltration of which there 1s
no chance henceforth

Tashkent Declaration

It has been said again that Govern-
ment made some commitments both
to Parhament and to the people Here
1s what our late Prime Minister Shas-
tr1 said in his letter to Mr U Thant-
“Government will not agree to any
disposition which will leave the doar
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open for further infiliration or pre-
vent Government from dealing with
infiltrations that have taken place”,
Now there is nothing in the agree-
ment 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 infil-
tration, that the Prime Minister said
that normally he would not like to
part with Haji Pir, Tithwal and Kar-
gil. 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. There-
fore, the general commitment that
Shastriji made in the light of this
new development is carried out. Even
sending infiltrators—it has been ac-
cepted—is use of force; it is interfe-
rence 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 Re-
publics and by setting its seal of ap-
proval, even the TUnited 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 infilirators through these
three strategic areas. We are operat-
ing in a new context. The assurances
that were made by the late Prime
Minister have not been violated. Gov-
ernment assured the people of India
that they would not allow the con-
tinuance or creation of circumstances
which might facilitate infiltration in
future. In the light of the above
considerations, even infiltration in the
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future has been made impossible, To
withdraw them from Haji Pir, ete.
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 exhibi-
tion of assinine complex for, as Emer-
son 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 enu-
merated, 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 bug-
bear of little minds,” and Shastriji,
that small dimunitive, meek, soft-
spoken man, was not a little mind;
he carried the substance of his com-
mitments 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 io this agreement.

Lastly, I would refer briefiy 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 Kash-
mir. 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 Constitu-
tion was not violated by our accept-
ance of that line, 1 do not see how the
Constitution is being violated now.
The Berubari judgment is flung at
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our face, But then, Berubarj was in
permanent, peaceful possession of this
cbuntry, and it was sought to be trans-
ferred permaneﬁtly to the possession
of Pakistan. In this case, when we
withdraw "to the cease-fire line, we
do not commit that we give up our
claims to the areas beyond the cease-
fire line; we retain our notional sove-
reignty. It is mere transfer of pos-
session, it is not transfer of owner-
ship.

Motion re:

A petition was brought forward in
the Punjab High Court exactly on the
same grounds which have been alleg-
ed by the hon. Members of the Oppo-
sition in opposition to this agreement
and that petition was dismissed in
limine, at the preliminary hearing it-
self, 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 peti-

tion. 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 Constitu-
tion has not been violated because
article 1(3) says:

“The territory of India shall com-
. prise—

(a) the
States;”

territories of the

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

“The territory which immediately
before the commencement of this
s /Gonstitution was comprised in the

. Indian State. of Jammu and Kash-
s, miry”

[ RAJYA SABHA]
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Now, when did this relevant article:
commence? That is made clear by arti-
cle 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 forece
on the 26th day of January, 1950,
which is referred to in the Constitu-
tion as the date of commencement of
our Constitution. A year before that
at least, the cease-fire line had beem
established.

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

SHRI B. K. P. SINHA: It is not 2
dangerous interpretation. I am mak-
ing it quite clear. A year before, the
cease-fire line had been established.
Therefore, when the Schedule speaks
of areas comprising the State of Jamrmu
and Kashmir, it contemplates areas
under the notional sovereignty of the
State of Jammu and Kashmir, because
if it is given a factual interpretaiiom,
then the whole thing becomes anomal-
ous. Therefore, what the Constitu-
tion contemplates is that we retain
our sovereignty over the whole
areg 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 re-
tain that notional sovereignty; we do
not give up that notional sovereignty.
In these circumstances, the consﬁtu-'
tional objection of the Members of the
Opposition falls through.

Madam, this agreement initiates &
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 from
another State from beyond our nor-
thern borders.

This agreement has excellent fea-
tures and therefore, I support il.
W SR TR (ST ) a8

ey dudw, Hw oAw w@v Ay
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SETT FT UE  fRAr ogEm o 9T
gAfqu Afee 9% & @ o7 Ffee
¥ & foen f5 s geg s,
g M Fe AN weiEa &
qoiizal 91 Fer @ feRdom §

T 9T W, UF AT &7 9 BF
TR

T30 9% Fg 4T & 5w arfEae
& A19 gAg FET A1fg0, W qrfeear
# ary famgw & za 9% @A
g | FW Fw & fE A€ w@Ar
Wiy ! wigw #7d @ fF ag uw
aer @e e g, Ter e
ferorem &, a7 ag «7 @Al =fEw
ff aiffTT & A91 sam wgE wi}
freeT et @ #2321 zw few-
T F A IR S S a8 H
qAF  AHA @A ATEATE | W
AT A -

“The Declaration was a state-
ment of intent and Pakistan had
not departed from the support to
Kashmiris, he told a meeting of
Government ang army leaders.”

The President, who  returned
from a fortnight’s energetic cam-
paigning in the provinces for sup.
port to the Declaration, said the
criticism that Pakistan had abjured
its rights in Kashmir was very un-
fair and uncharitable.

“If both sides acted with good-
will and horesty of puipose, 1t
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 giffe-
rences Wwith 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 describ-
ed the rumours as “stupid and fanta-
stic”.

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

agr v gvEge v fag ST ¥ &
fFah agl oY = Fw T gHEAR
F FEY R, ST AT AT 97 FT AT

2, SHET ®i¢ Alfew A AT =R |
agl o¢ qEqY I owEfas q A,
AT qEEr A AT AT wAT A FTE
FIFT B3 Af9Q 1 Fg FgO fF 22
geaqifafasr 2, T@d 919 2 | AEAr
Hoag o7 s fF wga AT g2
¥ ferids g1 § wWeEr W ag
famma 8T 7 1 IET el 0dr A0S
a1 A8 &1 qEEr q gy e
FLTIT IAN wicHe faar 1 aw wEd

“According to Radio Pakistan, Mr.
Bhutto saig in a statement yester-
day that, “the slates can only be
sponged clean when the people of
Jammu ang Kashmir hove exercis-
ed their inherent right of self-
determination.”

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

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

He said the Soviel leaders were
no doubt mindful of their own rich
heritage as fighters for freedom and
liberty when they agreed at Tash-
kent that a solution of the “Kashmir
dispute gqust be found.”.
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Referring to the provision in the
Tashkent Declaration for renuncia-
tion 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 free-
dom.

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 g 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 co-
ercion’.”

WEET 1 Jg wTHe ST ATH § I9
ferratom & a § ooy 3o &gy
arree 3T fgeafe fermainm s
g1 qer oF T Y AL oy, qrer
gHIT &Y FEl ¥ Fordr g1 S W
7g quea § % 4% 437 T AT
#, Ug AUA T IMEAe T W AW
ZHIY ¥@A(g qoWtd 99T qal AT
TGIEL W F G STHH FQ
g1 oY ST #T TAW HIX @AY
Iq WG ST WE(F 9RHE HIHT
WA KT ATRIT KT ALE FSH
FHF fqu #Fgr1 ¥ w1 fEm
JHT AT JA FoT A1 BF EEr ug
Fifrr F¢ @ a7 f* feeelt 9w wear
FLR AR OF v AT qF  fgeg-
WM Oy A gENT q9 | F wgar
g g am Jw 2t ofsmm T
ITET RN UF EIT qIF dF gEAd
FE AT AT g S UL A0 b g
feeedY % W FY AT weAT R
9 @ uisfewr & fawrs feaq
e AR & QI g g far ?
FATL XUT Hal »ft A1 agrgR el
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T 2 four | faed 27 &Y A H,
qgraeT Wit fag & 9w), 4w
ugar y1ze fafreet gu § i =<y
TG AT RIS FT 39 TR
qX A4 FI F g faan, i s g
1 91 1§ g mmaAar g fwoew
Fq R q1 TG FET AR,
ferqmazar zq fegradoT &7 @ar
arfey fF ares oY A9 FEgT wredr
St ow owz ®AT 9r § a@r &0
§9 Fo UTo Ho H, HFAIES
wifar # T BAAT gAT AT wET
FT AT IH AR WA AW ITe AR
F-—TZUT FWIR AQIWA F QT
Jar 42 & raTdr Aew W Ao
qga——Fa Fg ATHAT 9w FHT
g #IiT ®FC ma fAar o r aAr
oI AT wvg aifEEE # 7§
&, A1 gu™H Wl SV A FErav
¥ uF @ @ At 2399 fE oW
qF 98 IAPASTH w1 @ e
T FF B9 W1 GTRT QAT AGT FT |
3 TET TF AT (F OFH WAV
g Fwder WE TU, ol
AT T FA, Thd TR §
qTT BEE FG] | ST AT TAFT
feeefoaua | =g 3 ue &9 fFa,
T w9qy gE, I fFAar A
93T, ¥ qTFE IJAT dFd 9 AT
S ITF ATA EHIT AAT q g wdar
aFd & UFarg a9 fEEv g
dTH WAT W TAF! q6l E AT
T, o & foqwn A femrg s =0
% IR 1§ Ag I AT A7 )
qF & T ATH TG AT A FY,
I FALH gy egod  fa@mar o
g A% qfeq g3 # | 9 FE AT,
FE I F T AT AT W@ K
FL AAT EAl IAHr @W WEE
AGTIE- A CRE - {1 M e
AT 3, TE F@T F, AT AT
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grefadi & S9RI gTE A @
cafd 3adT U F1EH  FH  AGH
FTT Wifed | IE ave qg wwifaar
At feRrmyA ET ad w
Z# ddrgz A g W wifed 1 e
rgar 9ifed f5 29 gmfgy & %
faafedr sifew & #Aanfes & =
Fa g
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gadl a1d H Og Wl Aledn g
fFeh 7z agr wamr =rfear f¥ afe-
TWF T W F @ qU aneF g
o 7@ qeaF 3w aw W g f=
FR 91 HqIA FEE I F
AT UF GrEAT § Wo dTo Hro IE fT
FOAIX Fae9d, JEE TE BT T,
¥E & d% BA Fi—-

“In 1954, Pakistan signed a mili-
tary aid agreement with U.S.A. and
pledged fealty to CENTO and
SEATO, both directed against Com-
munist countries. This was only
one side of the medal. While tak-
ing a pledge to resist any aggres-
sion from Communist countries,
Pakistan was at the same time as-
suring China, as recently revealed
by Premier Chou En-lai, that the
mililary aid agreement and her
membership of CENTO and SEATO
were not{ directed against China,
but only aganst India. She thus
tried to deceive U.S.A. or China or
both.”

o qA #Y 7% Far fF e
qe w3l femr € fF
aifeqra gy fergmT &1 fee
FQT ®E | BT z@F o eal
Grgde ¥ 78 fomar € —

“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’.”

BT AR SITHT I FET §—

“Chinese PForeign Minister, said
in Lahore last February, “Pakistan
and China will continue to be
friends even after you get Kashmir
and we take Taiwan.”

SABHA ]

Tashkent Declarat: 700

AT ATEAT H AT TEMA & qg a9y
FAMT &, qIfwEATT F AT ATSAT F
qiee® & 1 5 oagr T g1 9.
RN TEANE @8 WAl @, g9 femw
fafaeet s #g1 & 5 oy oy srgar &7 &
BAY § 7E d9EqR FAA §, I ATAT B
gAY ®Ifea R oTg FTX T E | AT
AL A Flord & f-13at 5t aifeear
foegw &2 =@ == §, ag fasga s
ST H &1 ar gESr g gr=aT =rfer
fF ST 5 Z0 FOAT 98 g FI AT
ST AT ITF FT& FIT ZHT, F47 A5 ErAq
frfie grit Sie fr agd fedte g€ oY
fF &0 7 1& A S AT I|/E 10 T
Tadfed, gafraded, swdic § arfew
T far 9

gegaafa 15 fae ¥ %
AR

St T AW 20 frAe & fau
&gl 9T |

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
T 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
tfomorrow. 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 (Maharash-
tra): Let us continue today, Mr.
Vajpayee.

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

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

ycsl

SHRI LLOKANATH MISRA: I do
not know 1if 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, 1t 1s all right.

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

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: It is
the Chairman’s decision. He has
given five ang 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: Al right,
Madam.

Feq § U a1q 794 3 fafaeze g
quAT |ATZAT § fF WIS AZ 38 XA
el ST & fa srede Y & a7 Wqad
FT HLE AT §——3T §, AT e
3EEd 8, FITHIT FT TFIAA g1 71 3 al
Hig 7z @ Fa3d fa fFawt smefe
qIRFY FT WITE WA, AT T I THIC
Fod # F Ag) wgE Av ? ar faw 9
qiff=dtg F7 Feo1 & a8 W1 AILT FT AT
T & | 3T qg W & &Y FR anaw a8
AT AT FAT qTX @AT 2 | TF
< 7 gaAT frar a1 a7 "qq o forar
AqT, a8 AT AWML § ATIA TG AT
faar gqr, 7 qrfoaTT ¥ FFEI A
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faar qr, fqaw wrag wmg W @wifgq
oY

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: If you
read from reports 1t 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 In-
dian people to drive out the aggres-
sor from the sacred soil of India.
however long and hard the strug- .
zle may be.”

TS TAFT ML T g OqF L,

. ATEAT AT 20 FATT GLEAT 1 g4 FF

i & ST Jax qatfe gaa s W A
z % St agy @ fawmar & ar A4,
I qarfeas F1 TFAT AT E 4G
T, A TH gred § AT AAg -
FAF 91 fFAr 91 W a8 w41
I F9O9 AT G FW 2 | ar &
vt § 59 737 79 faem & gram
937 FT F Y AT qFEATT 9T TIET
FY, a7 qHF [ 97 AT @S @
¥ g1 & 9% AWHAT § (% 98 Hoa o
q G FE gH g A @A W gAry
oA gg g STET FY TR gF WA
@ w1 arfeeA | gwar fFar & g1
AT AT B° TEIF &, a1 &, O3 Jary
FTH HLAT 2N SAY 9% @A AL |
AW WAFT Agd ga qiEAr |

SHRI M. M DHARIA: Madam
Deputy Chairman, when we look at
the incidents and the events of the
1ast six mdnths, we are really sur-
prised to look at the dramatic evenis
that have taken place in the history
of our country. There were the in-
truders. 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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Army had to walk 1nto the Sialkotl
and Lahore regions, and in that way
there was nearly a war between the
two countries—it was not a simple
conflict. Then the TUnited Nations
Organization gnd the Security Coun-
cil had to intervene and the Secu-
rity Council had passed a Resoluticu
on the then situation The cease-
fire was there mn the Resolution, but
on the borders the fire never ceased.
It was then that the intervention by
Russia took place, and the Prin.e
Minister of Russia. Mr. Kosygin, 1u-
vited both the countries, 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 discus-
slon 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 coun-
try of ours had insisted all the while
that there may be disputes between
the two countries, but that all the

disputes must be solved gmicably,
sitting round- a table There are
three cardinal principle which we

have accepted so far as our forcign
policy 1s concerned We all the
while insisted that (1y peaceful co-
existence and (2) non-interference
in the internal affairs of any country
ang (3) negotiateg 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 set-
tlement wherein the sovereignty of
either country will not be challeng-
ed But unfortunately, Pakistan was

not prepared for that. They seid
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
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agreement since long, since 1948 on-
wards? In 1956, while making a
speech 1n Parliament on the 29th of
April, 1956 Pandit Jawaharlalj said:

“Some time back I had offered a
no-war declaration to the Pakistan
Government that, under no <ir-
cumstances, would India and Pak-
1stan go to war for a settlement of
any dispute. There was conside-
rable correspondence. Nawabzada
Liaquat Ali Khan, who was then
the Prime Minister, did not agree
to 1t because he said- “Before
we make that declaration, vou
must settle the questions at 1ssue,
or you must agree to their being
settled automatically by some pro-
cess like arbitration”* * *

This was their insistence ang when
we look at this sort of approach and
attitude on the part of the leaders
of Pakistan, then we can realize the
mmportance of the Tashkent Decla-
ration It 1s here at Tashkent that
this stand and opposition had to
be given up by the leaders of Pakts-
tan They had to sign a no-war dec-
laration even though the Kashmir
issue did not at all come into the
purview of that gstatement I think,
Madam from this point of view we
have gone defimitely ahead, gnd Pak-
istanui leaders had also to change their
own position. Madam, many times it
is said that what was not gone by
this country during the last eighteen
years was possible during the last
eighteen months. Many times a com=-
parison 1s also made between our late
Prime Minister Pandit Jawaharlalji and
our late Prime Minister Shastriji I
am not gne of those who are prepared
to have that sort of comparison. I
always feel that it 1s because nf the
foreign policy adopted by the late
Panditjt that this country could get
enough opportunity to make so great
an industrial and technological
advance, to have that much mililary
strength and it is because of the pro-
gress 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 1s the
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structure that is visible ang not the
stones that are there beneath 1n the
toundation. Here the foundation had
been laid quite firm and 1t was on
that foundation that we could raise
that structure and we are on the way
to victory, and we could take a defi-
nite and firm position. During the
war, we could show to Pakistan that
our Army could give excellent results
because we had made those prepara-
tions during the last eighteen years.
This was the country which was
able to standg on its gwn 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 kut to
give up her ideas and whims.

When we look at this Declaration
we find that the material clauses in

1t are in our favour. There is the
First Clause which is absolulely
clear. I quote it:

“They reaffirm their obligation

under the Charter not to have re-
course to force and to settle their
disputes through peaceful means”

It was against this background th-t
the Jammu gnd Kashmir question
was discussed. It says:

“It was against this background
that Jammu and Kashmir was dis-
cussed, and each of the gides set
forth its respective position.”

Nowhere have we, in these discus-
sions given up our stand so far as
the question of Jammu gng Kashmir
1s 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 lack of quorum in the House.
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Should we continue the debate
the way we are doing now?
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THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: There
1s lack of quorum. 1 thought Members
would come, but there is lack of quo-
rum. So we adjourn now till 280
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. DHARIA: Mr. Vice-
Chairman while making a reference to
the issue of Jammu and XKashmir
which does not come within the ambit
of the Agreement reached at Tashkent,
I referred to clause 3 of the Agree-
ment,

SHRI ATAL BIHARI VAJPAYEE:
Mr, Vice-Chairman, the Foreign Mi-
nister 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 pre-
sent here.

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

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

SHRI M. M. DHARIA: Ciause 3 of
the Agreement categorically states
{hat the Prime Minister of India and
the President of Pakistan are agreed
that relations between India and Pakis-
tan shall be based on the principle of
non-interference in the internal affairs
of each other. It is made categorically
c'ear that Pakistan will not intervene
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in our internal affairs and about our
own intentions, the Prime Minister and
the others have on several occasions
" made 1t gbsolutely 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 issye was not dis-
cussed 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 Agree-
ment, 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, ircluding
the United States of America, I feel
that both the countries in future shall
have to implement this Agreement and
1 have no doubt whatsoever in my
ming that if this Agreement is imple-
mented faithfully, honestly and sin-
cerely, we shall be opening a new
era in the life of these two couniries.

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 dis-
ease 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 policv of mutual co-operation gnd
peaceful co-existence that this coun-
try 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 ycars, I have no
doubt whatsoever in my mind that in
the years to come this country shall
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grow more and more powerful. The
real guarantee to the people is not thig
Declaration or Agreement. The real
guarantee is our own strength. The
more ang more we are self-reliant, I
have no doubt in my mind, the more
and more we shall be coming nearer
to peace. By accepting this Declara-
tion, 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 circums-
tances even though there is the cease-
fire so far as Pakistan ig concerned,
Wwe cannot remain complacent and idle,
We shall have to utilise this period for
making our country more and more
selfi-reliant. It is said that this Agree-
ment will be the finest possible and
the fittest memoria] 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 lifs 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. 1 feel that we must have faith
our developing the self-reliant atti-
in thigs 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.
stronger plea can also be made but
we cannot forget that from that point
of view also, our position was absolu-
tely clear—and it was so made—in
the letter that was written by the late
Shastrij; to the Secretary-General of
the United Nations Organisation on
the 14th Scptember, 1965. Shastriji
made this quite clear—and 1 quote it
here. He said:

“Let me make it perfectly clear,
Mr. Secretary-General, that when,
consequent upon cease-fire be-
coming 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 hag taken place. 1
would also like to state quite catego-
rically that no pressure or attacks
will deflect us fgom our determined
resolve to maintain the sovereignty
and territorial integrity of our coun-
try 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 seven-
teen years, we agreed to give up the
Haji Pir Pass and other areas. There-
fore, 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 absolu-
tely 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 Tash-
kent Agreement. I would like to re-
peat sgain, Sir, that there is a lot of
misunderstanding being created by
certain interesteq persons and politi-
cal parties that there is a differerce
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 establish-
ment 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
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policies are formulated with com-
plete agreement between the mili-
tary and the Government.”

So 1if some parties are trying to take
any p.litical advantage of thig situa-
tion, if they are trying to make some
politica] capital with their eye on the
next general elections, it will not be
fair. We have to take the agrecment
as it stands. We shall have to take
into consideration the basic policy of
this country and, having regard to our
‘basic policy, I have no doubt in my
mind that this agreement consistent
with the same, opens a new 2ra in our
life. Ag it was rightly said by our
hon. Prime Minister, Shrimti Irdira
Gandhi, we seek to maintain the fri-
endliest relations with our neighbours
and we seek to resolve our differences
peacefully. Tashkent Declaratiop is the
expression of those sentimentg and we
have no doubt that we shall imple-
ment it fully in letter and in spirit. I
stand by it and I support the Dcclara-
tion.

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 ctiti-
cism regarding the Tashkent Declara-
tion on the plea that it has let us down.
In Pakistan there has been a cry that
they have been let down and 1n India
also there are some people who say
that we have been let down. The ques-
tion is whether India has really teen
let down. India has got an ideclogy of
its own. India never believed in wai.
India fought the battle of freedom with
non-violence. QOur battlegrounq has
always been a non-violent battle-
ground. We have been soldiers ¢! Ma-
hatma Gandhi and we have sent hun-
dreds 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
ideclogy of non-violence is amplified
by our action. We see that even in
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our history we have been always re-
vering people who have devoted them-
selves to non-violence. Budha and
Gandhi have been our heroes. Of
course, non-violence dnes not mean
that if there is aggression on the part
of any nation, then we have to subimit
to it. Aggression has to be met by
counter-aggression. India never com-
mitted aggression. If we did anything
that could be called aggressiun, it was
only to counteract aggression. India’s
philosophy has been—

R CEUECCIEICIECECIE (oL Y

If an enemy comeg gng attacks us
then only we have fp 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 Pakistan’s ideslogy?
Pakistan never believed in non-vio-
lence. When Pakistan was created

they said:  gg 3 fouy §  wifwegly,

w5 ¢ & fermit o So @ &
A% has been the basic policy, ihe

basic philosophy of Pakisian. When
this war started, it was not India that
started the war; it was Pakistan that
embarked upon aggression. All along
they have been preparing to commit
aggression against India. Ycar after
year they were preparing for a war
and sudden'y when nobedy thought
that India will be attacked Pakistan
committed aggression. So Pakistan's
ideology has always been an ideology
of aggression anq war., So this has
been a confiict between India’s ideo-
logy and the ideology of Pakistan.
And what have we achieved in Tash-
kent? In Tashkent ahimsa has pre-
vailed over himsa; non-violence has
prevailed ever violence. Pakistan to
whom a no war pact was offered seve-
ral times—and every time it was offer-
ed she rejected it—accepted non-
ageression 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-
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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 settleq 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 Tash-
kent Declaration goes against the inte-
rests of India. The fundamental inte.
rest of India is to uphold the ideology
of non-violence. We are committed
from the very beginning to non-vio-
lence and we committed violence only
to meet violence. Independently on
our own we have never committed
violence. So if Pakistan comes 1o 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 beea calling this
declaration as Tashkent Declaraticn.
Lal Bahadur Shastri all along in his
speeches had been declaring that if
Pakistan renounced violence and want-
ed to discuss things at the conference
iable 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 want-
ed 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 nothirg 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 agree-

ment, such agreements have been
broken. This agreement also may be
treated as a 'waste paper later

on. Of course there is an apprehension
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of this nature but every agreement 18
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 bro-
ken? If every agreement can be
brok-n, then this agreement also may
be broken but why should we presume
at the very beginning that 1t will be
broken. Here there are also two gua-
rantees to vouch that this agreement
wi'l not be broken The first guarantee
1s that this agreement has becen witnes-
sed by the Chairman of the Council of
Ministers of the USSR ile is not Just
an ordinary individual, he represents a
mighty force in the world. If this agree-
ment has been witnessed by a great
Power of the world then that iteelf is
a guarantee to 1t If this guarantee
were not sufficient then the other gua-
rantee is India’s own mght and
strength In this conflict India has
shown that India 1s not going to be
cowed down India has shown that if
Pakistan commits aggression then
Pakistan will be paid back 1n her own
coln.,

Pakistan also has leainf to s own
disadvantage that by playing with fire
and burning its own fingers if .{ tries
to play the same game again, then 1t is
not gomg to pay Pakistan any more.
So, these are the {wo guarantees that
stand us 1n good stead. If anything hap-
pens Russia 15 there and if nobody 1s
there then we ourselves are there. Our
forces have proved in the battle-ficld
that they are inferior to none. So, why
should anyone go on saylng that Pakis-
tan will break it, that Pakistan will
not accept 1t, that Pakistan will treat
it as a wastepaper. Let Pakistan do
what thev may like to do, but here in
India we are going to abide by it. If
Pakistan does anvihing to the contrary,
Pakistan will be paid back in its own
cotn

One doubt arises in my mind and I
wou'd like to draw the atiention of the
Minister of External Affairs, who 18
sitting here, to the question of Haj Puir
and Kargil We have been saying all
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along that Kashmir 15 non-necgotable.
We have been saying that therc cannot
be any understanding on the question
of Kashmir. We have been saying that
Kashmir 15 an integral part of India. I
would ask the External Affairs Minis-
ter—plcase hear what I say. You have
been saying all along that Kashmur is
non-negotiable. Yoy have been saying
all along that Kashmir 15 an integral
part of India  The question 15 whether
Kargil and Haji Pir are integral parts
Kashmir or not If they are int<gral
parts of Kashmir and Kashm'r 1s an
integral part of India, then how can
there be any negotiation, in going back
on this 1ssue? A friend of mme said
that our supremacy 1s in abeyance It
3 very good argument, but how can cur
supremacy be in abeyance It could be
1 abeyance so long as we had nct cap-
tured 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? Ii ~an 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 1s
non-negotiable and these places are
anAd parcel of Kashmir, how can we go
back?” Had these not been part and
parcel of Kashmir, of course, we could
say otherwise. But we have been say-
ing that these are part and parcel of
Kashmir and Kashmir is part and par-
cel of Tndia So, you give away Kargil
and Tithwal and also give away
Kashmir The logic of it 1s that either
we are not to give them away or if we
piva them awav, then we give away
Kashmir itself So. this 1s mv 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 Govern=-
ment, but this is a very genuine doubt
that is agitating my mind and 1t has
been agitating not only my mnd but
the minds of most of the persons of
the Congress itself The onlvy answer
that I can think of is that in all agree~
ment 1t is give and take. You may
say that when we have to take some-
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thing, we 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 understand-
ing with Pakistan with regard to the
question of Kashmir. We have been
saying that Kashmir is non-negotiable.
Now, here we are making a compro-
mise 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.
on earth can continuously go on fight-
ing for years and years. Mr. Bhutto
might say that Pakistan would conti-
nue lo 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 disap-
peared. You cannot continue war with
a nation indefinitely. Therefore, if
some understanding could be brought
about between Indig and Pakistan, it

must be brought about. In a country
like ours, everyday there are calling
attention noticeg 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. There-
fore, I would urge upon the Govern-
ment that they should find out some
formula according to which there
should be some understanding between
India and Pakistan. You have already
tfaken 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 agita-
tion, this continuous perturbance that
is agitating the minds of people in
India and Pakistan might disappear.

SHRI P. N. SAPRU (Uttar Pra-
desh): Mr Vice-Chairman, melancholy
interest attaches to the Tashkent Con-
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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 undeclar-
ed war launched against us by 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 DepPUTY CHAIRMAN 1n the Chair]

The highesl 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 happi-
ness 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 emer-
ged as the greatest power for the main-
tenance of peace and the promoter of
goodwill between our country and
Pakistan. The objective attitude adop-
ted by the Soviet leaders, who were
present at Tashkent, has forged un-
breakable links between us and that
great country. The attitude of the
Prime Minister, Mr. Kosygin, was diffe-
rent from that of Mr. Harald Wilson,
the Prime Minister of a Leftist Govern-
ment in Britain and the U.S.A,, it must
be admitted, was more fair to this

country than Britamn. Tash-
3 pm, kent will be remembered in

history as a place where the
Soviet Union, which was regarded as
a revoluntionary country, for the first
timé played a vital role as a peace-
making country between two coun-
tries who should have been friends but
who were drifting into a war which
would have spelt disaster for this sub-
continent 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 Tash-
kent Conference, it was thought that
fallure was writ large on the mission
that they had undertaken. Bui that
was not to be, angd Tashkent will be
remembered—thanks to the eflorts of
Prime Minister Kosygin and other
Soviet leaders—as a place which has
created climate for a solution of out-
standing differences 1n a peaceful
manner between two countries which
were gt one time one countiy 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 couid be
discussed 1n an amicable sprit there
should be a no-war declaration Now
1t 1s true that there 1s no no-war
war declaration 1n the Tashkent agree-
ment 1n the precise terms adumbrated
by us But there 1s 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 13, in my opi~
nion a historic declaration. This is
in my opinion a historic declaration
In essence, viewed in proper perspec-
tive 1t 1s not different from a no-war-
declaration for which we had pleaded.
There 1s nothing much 1n a name,
The declaration has made 1t possible
for us to withdraw our armed per-
sonne] to the positions occupied by
us on, 5th of August 1965, and the
process will be completed by Feb-
ruary 25th I hope that thereafter we
shall send some delegations to Pakis-
tan, and Pakistan, will send some dele-
gations to this country of a cultural
character. There are many common
problems which two nations can dis-
cuss, can thrash out, anqd there are
many other questions of visas and
other things which these delegations
ran discuss. It may be that we have
raid for this declaration a certain
price namely, the giving up of Kar-
711, Haj1 Pir and other places which-—
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thanks 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 1s no recognition
on our part of the soveraignty over
these places of Pakistan  Constitu-
tionally and legally, as was explaiped
very lucidly by Mr Pathak the other
day, they remain part of our country,
and there has been ng suriender of
the position that Kashmir, which was
only ipformally discussed at the con-
ference, remaing part of our country.

Not less important 1s the further
tact that Pakistan has recognised that
there shall be no interference on her
part with our interral affairs and we
in return shall not interfere with her
internal affairs. No doubt the ques-
tion whether territories about which
there 1s a dispute are one’s internal
affairs or not has not been defined. It
iy for our two countries hereafier to
adhere 1n letter and spirit to this dec-
laration which wil] require a certain
amount of elasticity on the part of
both the countries 1n dealing with
matters which had been the subject-
matter of dispute between us for the
last 18 years What is importart
however is that Pakistan has accepted
the principle that there will be no re-
sort to force in settling disputes which
may include indirectly even Kashmir.
That I think 1s a great gain, and 1 am
not disposed to quarrel with the
arrangement that we should withdraw
from Haj: Pir and other piaces for
purposes of peace on the sub-conti-
nent. What 1s important 15 that while
our disputes may or may rot be set-
tled, the method of force has been un-~
equivocally and completely ruled out
under this agreement by our two
countries Not less important 1s 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 mird not only by
organs of the rulling party or the party
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1n power by also by organs of the
parties in opposition. I hope that fr,hey
will not come oute with filthy articles
in this matter. I do not want to go

more into this gquestion.

We have further agreed to resume
normal diplomatic relations and agre-
ed to consider measure which will
promote economic and trade relat@ons,
commuprications and cultural relations.
We have further agreed that there
shall be no exodus of persons from
one country to the other, though 1
hope that there will be freer inter-
change of visits from one country to
the other.

Ir. other words, the method of infil-
iration for gaming its ends which
Pakistan had in view has been ruled
out. it has bzen further agreed that
there will be from time to time sum-
mit meetings to discuss our mutual
problems and it may be hoped that a’_c
the.e summit meetings, Shrimati
Irdira Gandhi, our new Prime Minis-
ter, who is the bearer of an illustri-
ous name, will approach her task in
the spirit n which her great father
would have approached it.

It is to the credit of the late Shas-
triji and his volleagues that they gid
not discuss it g formal manner the
question of Kashmir, the legality of
whose accession to this couriry can-
not be questioned. The big question
15, 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 implemented.

May 1 just refer rather in a deep
manpner to th: 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 ard ethical considerations
also enter into the calculation of the
methods by which these qhestions
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-
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mir; it is nol 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 slatug under article 370 of our
Constitution. We gave to Kashmir
the right to frame its own constitu-
tion. We should examine carefully
whether that specia]l status amounts
to self-gevernment as distinguished
from what one may call independence.
It may be that a solution to that pro-
blem 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 possi-
ble for us to have general elec-
tions shortly in that State in
which Sheikh Abdullah who was the
tather of the Kashmir pational move-
ment 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 realis-
tic 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 twg countries,
will make them frierdly 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 seitle this big
question on which the solidarity of
the Asian, continet prevails. For the
solidarity of the Soulth 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 and makeg it
hard for us to concentrate our energy
on the big isssues of tackling the pro-
lems of poverty, ignorance, superstitu-
tion ard idleress in this great conti-
nent 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 Swarn 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 maiter of ‘'our American
friend.

=t g fagrdt awaadt ¢ wEEm,
TEEUTS ETo TTATHEUIA & WeRl H ATAHE
TG FE FEA WA TG 8, TS
FE  TwAfas gastar W A . §
AT 7 & 73 715 Afas Iaarfae &t
I & | IH wTERl W ATHEE HIGOT
gzg qfadd & fau os gwe #
“A call to conversion” ﬁiﬂ FOYET
q7 qreThe SIGOT & AL AT FS gAT 2

IR FEAT AT E

18 arq d& grfweam F 741 fifan,
qNFT AT F T iR FT
qE #B OW@, § 39 99y SaeT
FHT Agl w&T | JIAEE H OF jioy
QI IJXGEAFIA & qg arfpearT f&a
A HAIQTT 4T QT &, SHAT HIT g
£ AN AT FTET L WS ST
gUHAr UF 9<% Agl g1 @&l
;T SNl 9 gwEld § 99
A E, dFl o MR ¥ 99
AU FT 7/ F FT AT AT &, Ay
I TS T T ST FIIS AT FyAT
F gaa W wET § g w1er 9T ag am-
Far fa@r STt 1 AT FHFS FIT v
FO AT faud F 1 o1 ghar
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afer T gw=lar fawt @U@ 9w
EAFET & T FT QAT TG §,
Fr o< famn s g R, AV AE W
FRIA HY TS FAT & 37 @OT FL@TE

HETeHT, ATFY TG 97 TEqEq
FH OF W "9 & qeEs §
@ mifemm # fagw  afsg =
AT WEgHE Y FgT {6 qrwwg =9
wfeearr  wggdfsdt 9r anp G
g | arEr S 9 gAy difad
Ig AT 99 g% I GG FAIT AT
a# favary & & wifeeam & fagw afem
F GT F ITHT FEL GFHT T I |
TR QT g8 WA & fag §ar a8t
2 i avorr gwafent a7 W AR g g,
T qifeegT G 9WY & fae §ar
T8 ¢ f ag wiasr 3 gadfsqy 1 w&
fFm w IgA @ifsm W9
7g foredErd wuee & fag Jare 9@
2 at for e geela SR qrEE S
G ANy uw gt f= amar §

gar fadw /1 S 7 16 WAl 7
TF AEHTES HHGN A1 -~

“The late Prime Minister and
the entire Indian delegation felt
that conditions laid down by the
Prime Minister had been comple-
tely 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.”

fazw welt ot 7 wgr f&  arfesa™
¥ qifedt oY aw e @ fe
& oifeem wEar § g T A
arq ag w1 g o
fram s ? @@ = § B g oW
faw wealY #7 ava 9% fawam 3

s waw WA (I RW) : T&
waTfaa WY & o
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st wed fagrdt aremay - AfET
TG 9 T[XTET FIA ATAT FALT TE
T FGUT FT FAAFT HY AT 2,
al 9§ AT F RHT 9 AT E |
T &1 g A7 a7 e & aufes-
T | fraa qgafen &1 wf aF amw
JATAT § | AT UF W gEdfoar g aF
g sy & 7 39 e T« ae Y O
qaTq & WAE ¥ FT F FO A@AU
9FE Y, FE AL TY, WL FB AT
T FTEHITH § | T qUfeaar & ST1
AT AT FT oA FFAT 7 Far arfE-
T FT CAF 99 #< F q9F 0 g 7
wifE? =Swo FY gH WA £ FEES
qT FEAT AT | ATEAT ST 7 24 fAawae
1965 ®T FFT AT

“Pakistan must own and dis-
charge the responsibility of with-
drawing the infiltrators from our
State of Jammu and Kashmir”.
I qIF TCHY &F ALY LT
&1 fag U g &7 garen faar S g,
TR § T et g fF e oaw &
TG WEET ST 7 qUardes wiean §
g X, 1w, fedama § gear a9
Wt faar @ 99 Tmem X S Ed
FEY & JIE THFEITT FT ATALOT FIT 8 °
§ et =g ff Far qrfssara § @
a1 fF aaifsg amew s P fee ag
qE HY 4T, L IR 98 9 49T a1
7% foeelt I a1 WY WY A AER
ot fag ot a8y @ @mq 9o @ f
qATFR WO qRAfEAT 9% A gy
g1 I 919 A quA § ALY AT |
aERaT, 59 48 & fF 99 a% nfewae
Taafedt 9X qrEER GiEeT B OAR]
* & fou e w9 &, O fee g
q g, feuarer 9, IO T AGAT
N W d o 9T gw a FeEE
W | 99 FE §Fq & fF gwA amE=e
¥ wrar g7 fF 87w A9 ger Av—-
zafq ag AT TG 9T, & IFF0 =40
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FeM—AfFT gad zafag wmw fogl
qr1 & ag e w=E qiEreE g9
gfear #1 I97 47 foeEra A, I+
I A AT ATIEATEN 9, AT qufE-
T T g favae @ 3w g ¥
qfeFeaT™ | qroEe ST #1 gger &Y
faq gear #T &Y av gw o 2 MY g,
FRfie ¥, foqara & B9 7 g@w )
FT gfa & ag @A Ao q 7
afew gw ag @A g9 & fau qare
TEY &

ATAFE AT & TgA ATFAT ST FT
faear 9t for = oifeea TR ®
ag 7 AW o fF aadfey gvd w91 2
A g9 Ivg 99 99 1 A9 8, AW
wTEET S F 97 F, fae @@ & wew
qarET ¥ wEr ar f5 s afesae w
TEdfet F1 ST A fFar w7 an
T FT ML T A T gH FEATS A qE
STQE | S aifee 9 areae #7
gaafear &1 wow A faeary TE
& | T GTHRIT ATEAT a1 39 a1 97
TE FHAT AT | TF I G 0 Tripeqr
T owE oA 1947 ¥ f& g gAMQ
FEHR F 7 aF W § A I@ §
gifreaTd § AT 5 |90 9 @ g
qiffeara & fAQ [qaT qaTg F3T FAT
FIE TS AT T &, AT W qriwAT
[FAT TEF GF |

TH §EEY WAl & ArearEd
T 4 1 gq gg-favw " o,
faE g=1 & Yamen ¥ I B w0
o AT gg-faam am ) & 7 IR
Fgr—u  “fafrod @9 @’ 79 @
21 gw w3 W = “faferw @
w7 HH W@ &, F T g I,
Frefrer &, fegarer & ST geTAT AT,
I FATH 9 W AT FIL IATT TIT 1
fa<ret g & =g AT TAE § | AT
AFAFF AT F FgarfFdgar
q T, A HFW A AT 499 A4,
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gfFar 7 15 9t gHIL 71T 7 &Y, oA
= q, Ffire &, feamra & gort &S
ALY gaAT | AT W F F FoRr T T AT
f& e gATd AT g A § AEr
g A1 mfweArT wra & TEY g ar
T ST g7 fF o aifeeata wea
T LT g A1 gW AR, fqarawiE g
TEY g3 ) AT gAY Fer T #
fF e zZw g 9 ¥ T gEd
ar M BF ¥ 7 g2aT | I8 9T
I qqG AT FEI TS oY, W T AHR
J Y grgaEe oo 9 faQedy 2= &
A & Ag ¥ F & fau faw ?
FIT A &, TFAT FT ATEAHT 3 AT
faears #v7 & fau fag ° #v wem
agar @ fF SuF wEmwEr 97 qW
famam 7 %3 1 ag feafy s i @)

WEIAT, TF Tg AKX AT & | Ty
TR, FfmE, feaqe FrAr &9 3,
Jarfr® gfte &, WTET FT AET & | g
I AT &Y wreg & fgem & faaer
S | 29 I G FJT FL AA(H
g qaifea ¥ aRX § T A@ET
T foa ? sER e fag sga 2 5
qifea 7 A foar f5 g faaw
AT FOM WX TR a8 Twifen
T A gZ faTw FT IeATT EH
T qifeeq AT & AR fFoag
THAfET G @I & | AT AT TE qA_T
" GF AEES AW HTe<ad  F
feaE oo oo ¥ 8, 59 SseAvw fAen
T ar% w5 faor fF 5w & Twafeu
T | a5 919 fewears 1 T@r 7 &
qaafer Iga A § | W AT wSem
a1 g fF guifey guw 7@ 9, F
qrAefegg & S AT A A gaT
qACR |

SR 9 91 gRIA &7 TS Tl
AT ¥ TT agrg AT fears, @y A sear
T AT AT F @ T ) s
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Y ®EF W AEr g, F g v
Y FAAT FT ATETER < WE A fFouw
I qifReqT & 31T AGT QIAT AT ¢
T ZH 15 FATT AT HI ST AIEG F
armrfrs 2, foeg afawz g & eardraar
#1, gfea FT 70 T FL, TEEAE
F1 A9 WwF | FTT AT ¥ garw fafae
wefafregom @ 7 far mw oar
U 39 T F AT AT TG F G ¢ |
ot atsw 57 ¥ fafy a&r a9 & woAy
W & WA 0 g | § @89 ¥ TErE,
FagaTg Fagm ag 159 feT &9
qTses ATH HIET IF foar at qres o
#g g 9 fF gren 9x, Frefn, fegam,
¥ FEAT IS TG A 2 AT q@ qG
fafaeze 987 a9 9, zax S T AT 24
fogere &y s=M S s fear o v
| 39 6T TF AT ATGH qTHT 9397 FT3AT
g | I FET AT —

“Another problem may be whe-
ther 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 1s in our posses-
sion, Out of sheer necessity, on
the ground of our sovereignty tho-
se should not be allowed to be
vacated.”

T AT ITE K M | AT AT AT A
T 62 A T, A WO FY faeqg
FT 5, groit T & Ffirer §, fexarer &
AT Z2THT TH IR FIFAIT 9T AGH
fHTT BT FAFIR a7 1 & g7 e
F TG FT HFTOT AR 9T T CE 2 |
fareg =itelt T F wEr fF At A ¥
fore By =is Bt 9=t 21 g@fag
g SR Bie fear | & ST =T
EESEIEECEC IRt k-8

afer @gr ST @ TfEETA A a9-
AW 7 FIA BT 1A fHar 1 gw ey
4 fF qrfseene A-aredee 1, arfeeatg
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[ e fagdr atwqat]
drarcise a8 fFar ) qgE St A
Aar-dFe #T gAE 1949 F @,
FT A€ S I 7 ¥ fF afeeae
AATEET AW FT AFEL 7, FAT AL€ S
ST A8 ¥ o wifseara gATses AWA &
S ¥ FaT g g, e i ag @
ad 7 AR T ) & fo arfeream 13-
73T AT & AT ¥ AW T AL-AT-0%
FTAT AT, HifF Ag® ol I3 *
fir AT FAY AN B | FATEET ATH H
96T 9 g qifFem 7 FEHIT 9T
goeT T g | w4 S
F, zafad sn A-aTe-99 7 a1 Far
ot Fife ey o & qmA s
¥ F90 I 1T (HAT AT, FITATT 7 T3F
gadfeat g w7 R or ¥ g
AT fFAT 4T )

STATEMENT BY PRIME MINISTER
RE MEETING WITH NAGA LEADERS

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

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

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: It
will take scme time; i1t may take an-
other ten mniinutes.

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

THE DERUTY CHAIRMAN: So
the Prime Minister may make the
statement now.

SHRIMA'T7 INDIRA GANDHI: The
statement is about the Naga talks. A
delegation of Nagas including Shri
Khugato, Shri Inkongmeron Ao and
Shri Isack Swu, accompanied by the
three memtiers of the Peace Mission,
met me on the 18th and 19th February,
1966. Thls meeting, as the House
will recall, had been arranged in the

[ RAJYA SABHA |
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time of my predecessor. It was in-
tended 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 pro-
perty. The observer team of the Peace
Mission is being strengthened by atta-
ching 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 fin-
dings of the observers. In order to
create a better atmosphere and to faci-
litate 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 im-
plementation of the ggreement entered
into in September, 1964, and fo pre-
vent further violent incidents and
loss of life. I am not without hope
that as a result of this meeting a cer-
tain amount of unnecessary distrust
and suspicion, which had developed
on both sides, has been dispelled. We
have agreed to have g further mee-

ting for which the Naga leaders
will visit Delhi again some
time in April, 1966. It is possi-
ble—and I would not put it more

strongly than that—that at this next
meetine some real progress may be
niiue 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 of Nagaland.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: 1 natur-
ally 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 con-
structive approach over this prob-

‘lem— I have in mind the proposal for



