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THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Very well. 
SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Great men and 

great women think alike. 
•    AN   HON.   MEMBER:      What   nice 
company. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I should like to 
be in that company, but in the opposition. 

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL (Gujarat): 
Does this show the shape of things   
hereafter? 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Not at all, there 
is no chance. That I can assure the  Swatantra  
Party. 

MOTION RE THE TASHKENT DEC-
LARATION—contd. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I have called 
you, Mr. Vajpayee. You will have ten  
minutes. 

SHRI ATAL BIHARI VAJPAYEE: Only 
ten minutes? 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You have 
had fifteen minutes. All right, v-ou go on. 

 
"To develop friendly relations among 

nations, based on respect for the 
principle of equal rights and self-
determination of peoples;". 

 
"Parties in a dispute the continuance of 

which is likely to endanger international 
peace and security shall, first of all, seek a 
solution by negotiation, enquiry, mediation, 
conciliation, arbitration, judicial settlement, 
resort to regional agencies" etc. etc. 

 
''The article referring to noninterference 

in each other's internal affairs did not apply 
to Kashmir because it was a disputed 
territory and was not an internal affair of 
India." 
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"Mr.   Kjosygin   and     his     officers 
come  forward  •with  the  suggestion about  
midnight  last  night that the U.N.   Charter  
to  which  both  India 
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and Pakistan were signatories offered 
an appropriate basis in this context for 
them to reaffirm their obligation to 
each other not to have recourse to force 
in settling their disputes. The Indian 
plea for an independent declaration by 
the two countries was thus bypassed. 
When Pakistan accepted this advice, 
India was left with no choice except to 
fall in line." 

 

SARDAR SWARAN SINGH:   There 
is no mention at all anywhere. 
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4  P.M. 

SHRI M. P. BHARGAVA (Uttar 
Pradesh): Madam Deputy Chairman, I 
rise to give my wholehearted support to 
the Tashkent Declaration. The Tashkent 
Declaration is to be viewed in the light of 
Shastriji's life, his actions and 
pronouncements. There was an uneasy 
truce prevailing in the country when 
Shastriji went to Tashkent. I had the 
honour of knowing Shastriji for over 
sixteen years. His life was really a living 
implementation of the teachings of the 
Gita. He was calm and composed 
whether it was war or it was peace. He 
was a true Congressmen in the true sense 
of the word. He was a staunch disciple of 
Gandhiji and a firm believer in the 
principles of panchsheel enunciated by 
our late Prime Minister, Pandit 
Jawaharlal Nehru. If I may say so, there 
were three guiding principles under 
which Shastriji used to act. The first was 
selfless service in the cause of peace and 
welfare of his countrymen in particular 
and mankind in general. The second was, 
no compromise with basic principles 
involving self-respect and national 
honour. And the third was to face calmly 
and coolly any situation  that  may  arise. 

If the House will bear with me I will 
give one instance which will show how 
calm and composed Shastriji always was. 
In 1957 Shastriji was flying to Allahabad 
from Delhi. I happened to be with him. 
We were flying over Allahabad.      The    
plane 

would not come down. After about half 
an hour Shastriji asked me, 'What is the 
matter? Why are we not getting down?' I 
went to the pilot and. asked him quietly 
what the matter was, and why the plane 
was not landing. The pilot told me that the 
undercarriage was not coming out and 
therefore it was not possible to land. I 
came out of the pilot's cabin and sat in 
front of Shastriji without speaking a word. 
After two minutes Shastriji asked me, 
'What is the matter? Why don't you 
speak? I told Shastriji the position that the 
undercarriage was not coming out, that 
they were trying to exhaust the petrol and 
then land. Shastriji said "I am sorry to 
find Bhargava that over such a trifling 
affair you are perturbed. What is there? 
Go and tell the pilot to belly-land by the 
side of the Ganges." Then on second 
thoughts he said: 'Tell the pilot to get in 
touch with the Allahabad airport and find 
out if the particular pilot who was 
handling this plane was available at the 
airport." Fortunately, the pilot happened 
to be there and he went on giving 
instructions. Ultimately it was suggested 
that the plane might go up and then take a 
deep dive with the switch for the 
undercarriage on and it might work. And 
it did work; the undercarriage came out 
and the plane was able to land. This 
incident I have only cited to show that 
whatever the circumstances he might be 
facing he was always calm and composed. 
On this particular occasion he had the 
knowledge that he was facing death in 
front. Yet he was calm, he was cool; he 
was composed and was giving various 
instructions which a normal  person  
would be giving. 

Now, when Shastriji went to Tashkent 
he went with an onen mind. And if I just 
read out what he said in the opening 
remarks, the House will realise what 
problem he was facing and how he went 
about tackling it.    He said: 

"1 know there are many unresolT-ed 
differences between our two countries.    
Even between countries' 



745 Motion re: [ 21 FEB. 1966 ]      Tashkent Declaration       746 
with the best of relationship there are 
differences and even disputes. The 
question which | we have both to .face 
is whether we should think of force as 
a method of solving them or whether 
we should decide and declare that force 
will never be used. If other countries, 
even those with vast resources and 
much deeper differences, can avoid an 
armed conflict and live together on the 
basis of peaceful co-existence, should 
not countries like India and Pakistan 
whose main problem is the economic 
betterment of their people give up the 
idea of solving any problems by 
recourse to arms?" 

Then he goes on and enunciates other 
things. Now let us also examine what was 
working in the mind of President Ayub 
Khan. I may be allowed to read out two 
paragraphs from his opening speech also: 

"The eyes of the world are on 
Tashkent. History has offered both 
India and Pakistan a great opportunity 
to resolve their dispute on a peaceful, 
just and honourable basis. We have 
.come here determined to use this 
opportunity in a positive and  
constructive  manner." 

And he goes on to say further down: 

"Both of us have limited resources 
and we need all that we have and much 
more to raise our people from their 
present level of existence. Neiher of us 
can afford war, nor can we divert our 
resources to preparations for war. This 
is the one lesson which we have learnt 
through our recent experience." 

And the last sentence is the most im-
portant sentence:' 

"What we must provide to our 
people and what they demand are 
instruments of life, not instruments of 
death." 

This is the sentiment which was working 
in the mind of the Pakistan 

President at that time. He had realised 
fully the dangers of war and he had gone 
there to seek ways of peace. If anybody 
doubts now the intentions of Pakistan 
without giving them a fair trial, I 
personally feel it is not being fair to them. 
If we see the history of the Tashkent talks 
we will find that on the 9th it seems that 
the talks were on the verge of failure. 
What was the reason? It was because 
Shas-triji was not prepared to 
compromise with basic principles or 
national honour. He had full knowledge 
of the assurances he had given to Par-
liament in this august House and in the 
other august House. Now if we analyse 
the Tashkent Declaration we will know 
that it is not an end in itself but it is only 
a means for going towards a particular 
path and that ia the path of peace. The 
first paragraph of the Declaration is the 
usual preamble. The first numbered 
paragraph deals with the affirmation that 
no recourse to force would be taken and 
disputes will be settled through peaceful 
means, and both sides made a statement 
about their respective positions as far as 
the question of Jammu and Kashmir js 
concerned. Here again we have not 
compromised anywhere with the stand 
we had taken. We simply reiterated that 
Jammu and Kashmir is an integral part of 
India and  is  not negotiable. 

The second para deals with the question 
of the withdrawal of armed forces. The 
third para deals with non-interference in 
the internal affairs of each other's 
territory. The fourth para deals with 
discouraging any propaganda against the 
other country and promote friendly rela-
tions. The fifth para deals with the 
restoration of dipiomati which had almost 
been severed during the Indo-Pakistan 
conflict. The sixth para deals with the 
restoration of economic and trade 
relations. The seventh para deals with the 
question of repatriation of prisoners. The 
eighth para deals with the problem of 
refugees, the exodus of people and the 
question of property and assets. 
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The ninth para provides for consultation 
at all levels to solve the pro-lems facing 
both the countries in the light of the 
Tashkent Declaration. The last para 
shows gratitude to the Soviet Prime 
Minister for the part played by him. Now, 
what does the Tashkent Declaration 
achieves. If we look back on the last 
eighteen years of the history of the 
unfortunate relations between India and 
Pakistan, the Declaration has a trem-
endous significance. It reverses past 
trends and opens out the possibility of 
peaceful and good neighbourly relations 
between the two countries. In the 
Tashkent Declaration India and Pakistan 
have chosen to turn away from mutual 
conflict and have resolved to base their 
relations on peace, friendship and good 
neighbourliness. Now, whenever there is 
to be any agreement or a joint declara-
tion, it has to be on the basis of give and 
take, conciliation and compromise. It 
cannot be one-sided. In regard to the 
withdrawal from Haji Pir and other areas 
across the ceasefire line, the position of 
the Govem-ment of India was as stated in 
the Prime Minister's letter of the 14th 
September to the U.N. Secretary-General, 
which was repeated in Parliament by the 
Prime Minister. It will he recalled that in 
this letter he had stated:— 

"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 any disposition 
which will leave the door open for 
further infiltrations or prevent us from 
dealing with infiltrations when they 
take place." 
Now, as far as the present so-called 

infiltrators in Kashmir are concerned, 
nobody prevents us, under the Tashkent 
Declaration, from dealing with them as 
we like. The Tashkent Declaration does 
not put any ban on our dealing with them, 
because Pakistan has not owned its 
responsibility for the infiltrators.   As far 
as fresh infil- 

trators are concerned, the Tashkent 
Declaration provides an assurance 
through the agency of one of the biggest 
powers of the world that it will not be 
allowed to happen. What further 
assurances could they give in an 
agreement which is meant for turning the 
trends of the past eighteen years into 
other directions, from the path of war to 
the path of peace? 

Now, Shri Atal Bihari Vajpayee's and 
Prof. M. B. Lal's Parties are opposed to 
the Tashkent Declaration. Now, speaking 
on the 10th December, Shri Atal Bihari 
Vajpayee said— 

 
I do not understand where Shastriji had 

failed the country or had not kept up to 
the assurance given by him to Parliament 
and why there is a change in the attitude 
of Shri Atal Bihari Vajpayee so soon after 
the Tashkent Declaration. I have the 
greatest regard for Atal Bihari Vajpayeeji 
and what he says. Usually he is very 
precise and to the point. He was not sure 
about his stand on Tithwal, Haji Pir and 
Kargil and, therefore, he did not give one 
amendment, which ia the usual method 
with him, to be precise and to the point. 
He has given three amendments on the 
same subject, not knowing whether any of 
the amendments could be fitted in with 
the motion on the tashkent Declaration. 
So, he was groping in the dark. Let me 
give three, some may fit in, some may 
not. I may not be able to impress the 
House. Therefore, he took a chance of 
giving three amendment* This is not the 
usual manner of action that Shri Vajpayee 
takes on all major issues. That shows how 
he was not quite sure of his st^nd. Now, 
he has said a lot about all this. 
Unfor'unate-ly, he is not here, otherwise I 
would 
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have humbly asked him one question and 
if he had replied to it, I would have said 
that something wrong had been done. 
The simple question is, If Shri Atal 
Bihari Vajpayee were placed in the 
position of Shastriji, would he have not 
signed the Declaration? If his reply is 
'No', then I would say that there is 
strength in what he says. But I am sure 
Shri Atal Bihari Vajpayee would not be 
in a position to say that if he were in 
Shastriji's position he would have refused 
to sign the Declaration. 

SHRI ATAL BIHARI VAJPAYEE: 
Yes, i would have. 

SHRI M. P. BHARGAVA: And put 
the country again open to the dangers of 
war? 

SHRI ATAL BIHARI VAJPAYEE: 
There was a cease-fire already and there 
is no question of war. 

SHRI M. P. BHARGAVA: Now, let us 
examine how the world has taken the 
Tashkent Declaration. The Declaration 
has been hailed throughout the world, 
with the exception of China, as a great 
act of statemanship and as a major 
contribution towards peace. There has 
been high praise throughout the world for 
the wisdom and love of peace of the late 
Prime Minister Shastriji. 

Another question which is asked is 
whether the Tashkent Declaration is 
consistent with India's basic policies. The 
Tashkent Declaration is not only 
consistent with, but is also a vindication 
of India's basic policy of peace and 
peaceful co-existence, so ably advanced 
all these years by the Party to which I 
have the honour to belong. We want that 
all nations should have good relations 
with their neighbours. In pursuance of 
this policy, India had, ever since 1949, 
urged that India and Pakistan should sign 
a declaration renouncing the use of force 
for the settlement of their disputes. It has 
been the earnest wish of the Government 
and the people of India to live in 
friendship  and  fraternal relations 

with the people of Pakistan. The 
Tashkent Declaration provides a basis for 
the fulfilment of these aims and policies. 
Commenting on the Tashkent Declaration 
Walter Lippman says: 

"The world is better for what was 
done at Tashkent, for mankind has 
needed badly to be shown that it is still 
possible to get on top of the intractable 
violence of the human affairs". 

In conclusion, Tashkent would be a 
place of pilgrimage for Indians. To every 
Indian who had love and respect for 
Shastriji the Tashkent Declaration should 
be like a sacred will of the late Prime 
Minister. .As such it becomes the 
imperative duty for such citizens to try to 
nelp m its implementation in letter and 
spirit, and I have no doubt that the 
Government of India and the people of 
India would act accordingly Let the 
Tashkent spirit grow to bring the much-
needed era of peace and prosperity to this 
sub-continent. 

Thank you. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA (West 
Bengal): Madam Deputy Chairman, we 
have this historic Declaration before us 
for some time, and the matter has been 
debated from various points of view not 
only in this country but practically in all 
the countries in the world. The reason 
why the world reacted to this declaration 
is plain and simple. There has been with 
us for eighteen years the problem of 
Indo-Pakistan tension and conflict giving 
rise occasionally to war, loss of life, 
destruction of property, and so on, 
bringing in its wake terrible 
disappointment and anxiety among the 
peoples of both the countries. When such 
a problem came to be discussed at 
Tashkent under the aegii of a friendly 
power, the Soviet Union, which had no 
interest and has no interest in this affairs 
except to see that the two neighbours live 
in good neighbourly relations, naturally 
the expectations     of   all   decent-
minded 
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were aroused. When Tashkent came as a 
harbinger of peace and tranquillity, when 
Tashkent brought its promise of better 
days and indicated the line of advance to a 
durable peace, it was acclaimed as a great 
achievement in all parts of the world 
where peace-loving humanjty lived and 
toiled. Naturally on this side of the border 
we were happy specially because we 
never wanted war with Pakistan or any 
conffict with Pakistan. We had sought the 
ways of peace, friendship and good 
neighbourly relations. It had been so 
under Mahatma Gandhi, and in the last 
days of his life, as history will bear testi-
mony to that fact, he was striving for 
establishing that amity and became in the 
process a martyr to that immortal cause 
and he immortalised himself. Then we 
had Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru raking the 
responsibility of leading the country, and 
in that context too he wanted the 
friendship to be restored between India 
and Pakistan. Naturally he could not undo 
the fact that the two States had come into 
existence, but he thought that it was worth 
while for us and the people of Pakistan to 
shake hands across the border, radiate 
goodwill from each side of the border and 
make it possible for us to live as friends 
and good neighbours frustrating the 
machinations and designs of the enemies 
of our people, whether they live in India 
or Pakistan. Naturally we always 
supported on this aide of the House such 
effort on his part, and many agreements 
had been signed, some of them were not 
fulfilled, and we have not always a very 
exciting or encouraging memory about 
them. But what are we to do? A nation 
that seeks peace must pursue the path of 
peace. Peace is what we seek. War we did 
not want. It was forced upon us, and we 
were driven to take up arms because as 
that time there was no alternative but to 
take resort to arms. But we did it not as a 
militarist nation, not as champions of war 
and aggression, but to defend our 
territorial integrity and at the same time 
uphold the mission of peace for us and 
peace for the rest of mankind. 

That is why, Madam, the moment the 
opportunity came, not only did we accept 
the cease-fire but at the same time we 
accepted the offer of good offices by the 
Chairman of the Council of Ministers of 
the U.S.S.R and went to Tashkent in quest 
of peace. A nation lives not in war, not in 
destruction not in fighting, as history has 
shown time and again. It lives in peace 
and amity and brotherhood amongst 
nations. What was wrong then if we went 
to Tashkent and sought the ways of peace 
and tried to arrive at an agreement of the 
kind that we have in our hand? What is 
wrong there? Nothing. First of all in this 
debate one point has to be settled once 
and for all. Do we want the ways of peace 
with our neighbours? Do we wanf to seek 
the way* of peace? Are we to show 
initiative for that or are we to condemn 
ourselves fatalistically to the destructive 
ways of war, abandon the ways of peace 
and be ready with a sword in hand to fight 
every time, for an opportunity to fight? 
Let this question be settled by us. Let 
militarists say that it is their way to fight, 
that gunpowder policy is their policy. Let 
us not speak in those terms. After all we 
became free by evolving certain ideals not 
only for us but for all mankind. After 
freedom we preached to the world the 
ideals of peace. We told the world to live 
in peace. We made our humble 
contribution through our policy of peace 
and non-alignment. But when the test 
came to us, are we to behave as a selfish 
and mean nation, abandon all that we 
have preached and assume a bellicose and 
intransigent and rigid attitude? That 
cannot be, and that was not so. This is all 
to the glory of a great nation. 

Madam, India shall live, as the British 
after two hundred years of rule could not 
do away with our lofty ideals and 
traditions and our immortal heritage; nor 
shall it pass away into oblivion if some 
people hold demonstrations outside the 
Parliament House and denounce the 
Tashkent Declaration.    Tashkent 
emobdies   the 
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spirit of a nation; it embodies the history of 
a nation; it embodies the hunger and desire 
of a nation for peace with Pakistan, 
brotherly people of Pakistan, with whom we 
are bound by culture, tradition, history, 
years and years of common travail and 
struggle, sorrow and suffering. We have 
lived with them in conditions of agony; we 
have shared with them days of peace and 
happiness also for some time. But we know 
that today the third party is coming in. The 
Tashkent Declaration takes the vexed issue 
of Indo-Pakistan relations from the scope of 
the Security Council to an arena where 
imperialist conspiracy is no longer possible, 
is ruled out. On the soil of Tashkent are 
buried once and for all the imperialist 
intrigues-ot all kinds, and there comes the 
Soviet Union not to manipulate, not to 
dictate, not to pressurise but to help two 
nations, who ought to live as friends, to live 
as friends. That is what we find. It was 
therefore a great blow to those gentlemen in 
the 1 U.S.A. and Britain who had been ex-
ploiting for eighteen years the Indo-Pakistan 
conflict against the interests of the people of 
both these countries and for furthering their 
own selfish neo-colonialist designs on our 
sub-continent. Naturally, today they are 
disappointed—naturally so. Our good 
American friends are pretending that they 
are in favour of the Tashkent Declaration. 
What were they doing in September? Why 
were they stopping the economic aid to our 
country committed under the Third Five 
Year Plan? Why were they writing all that 
rubbish and nonsense in their journals when 
the Indian people were defending, rightly, 
their territorial integrity? Now, after the 
Tashkent Declaration has been signed, 
which they could not undo with all their 
malice and perversity, those American 
gentlemen come and tell us, implement this 
Declaration, only then shall we give you aid. 
What a political chicanery? I cannot think of 
a worse type of affront to our intelligence. 
They want to show as if they are very happy. 
But we know what they are after now.    
Having    lost on    that    point, 

having lost on the score of Indo-Pakistan 
relations, they are raising another thing: 
'Oh! Both of you settle in order to fight 
out China". Cold war is the theme of 
American policy even now. Therefore, 
when the Americans support in this 
manner, I should like to ask the hon. 
Members opposite not to be inveigled 
into believing something which they 
could not believe at all. 

Therefore, the Tashkent Declaration 
has been a success. Look at it from every 
angle. Who are opposing it in Pakistan? 

AN HON. MEMBER:   China. 
SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I am 

coming to that. China does not lie in 
Pakistan—somewhere else. It is geo-
graphy. (Interruptions) I do not know 
whether it is history. 

Madam Deputy Chairman, therefore, in 
Pakistan the most bellicose elements 
have openly comp out against it. But 
there again, they are in a disarray and you 
cannot say that all the opposition parties 
are opposed to the Tashkent Declaration. 
The opposition, parties in West Pakistan, 
and in East Bengal are not opposed to it. 
Mr. Narul Amin, one of the opposition 
leaders, has supported the Declaration. 
Therefore, such a situation has been 
created for this Declaration. 

I say that we must implement it. But let 
us imbibe the spirit of it. Now, Shri 
Vajpayee has posed a question. What is 
the guarantee that Pakistan will observe 
it? The same question may be put in 
respect of any international agreement. 
Guarantees in international agreements 
arise from very many national and 
international factors, the national factors 
being that the forces that stand for such 
an agreement should be strengthened 
both in India and in Pakistan. Don't you 
think that the Tashkent Declaration has 
encouraged and strengthened the forces 
that stand for peace and amity with 
India? Don't we have the demonstration 
in Pakistan, in different ways, that the 
forces—the reasonable forces and healthy 
forces there—are all in favour of it and 
are in a better 
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assert themselves and prevent the 
bellicose elements from getting an upper 
hand in Pakistani's political life in order 
to frustrate the Declaration? ts If not an 
objective guarantee that is being created 
as a result of the Tashkent accord itself? 
That has to be taken into account. 

Similarly, internationally also today 
guarantees are being created. In the 
Tashkent Declaration, the last line is 
significant and I would invite your 
attention to it: 

"They"   .... 

"They" means Mr. Ayub Khan includ-
ed— 

". . . invite the Chairman of the 
Council of Ministers of the U.S.S.R, to 
witness this Declaration." 

Is it a mere phrase? The Declaration was 
signed under certain historical 
backgrounds which themselves created 
the guarantee, because these historical 
forces are not going to disappear. Se-
condly, one of the greatest powers in the 
world which has no selfish interest with 
regard to either of these countries and 
which is interested in seeing that the 
Declaration is implemented in a manner 
that would promote the very purposes of 
this Declaration—namely, better relations 
between India and Pakistan and the 
further improvement in that direction—is 
a party to it directly, is a witness to it. Is 
it a small matter? Suppose somebody—I 
will take any name—wanted to violate it, 
would he not reckon with the fact of the 
background of the Declaration and also 
the fact that the Declaration has been 
witnessed by a great neighbouring power 
like the Soviet Union? Is not the Soviet 
Union's influence going to bear on the 
subject should somebody think that the 
Declaration has to be thrown to the 
scrap? Would not some people, M they 
want to behave malevolently in this 
matter, have to reckon with the fact that 
should they behave   in 

this manner contrary to the spirit and 
letter of the Declaration, that will make 
the Soviet Union act in a particular way 
which may not be very palatable to them? 
If they violated the Declaration, would 
not the world opinion which has been so 
nobly and eloquently roused over it be 
against that violation or attempted 
violation? Are these not international 
sanctions? We do not have an 
international police force; we do not have 
an international DIR or emergency to put 
people in detention as we like. But we do 
have an. international public opinion, an 
international sanction arising out of 
certain agreements not only in what they 
contain but also in the background in 
which they are signed. Therefore, I think 
the Government should be congratulated 
for creating by their accord the greatest 
international sanction conceivable in the 
present situation. And if that sanction 
does not work, I do not know what will 
work. That does not mean, for a moment, 
that I think that th* path of peace is all 
roses. Not at all, it is a thorny path. But 
what other paths are we going to traverse? 
We have to try, take this path, come what 
may; we have to try to ses that we 
advance along that line and carry the rest 
of the world with us, we have to see that 
our persuasion and implementation are of 
such a nature that they disarm the enemies 
of this Declaration, the enemies of Indo-
Pak relations, wherever they may live. 
That is how we should behave. There 
comes the importance of the Tashkent 
spirit. 

Madam Deputy Chairman, mention has 
been made of some speeches by Pakistani 
leaders. I do not like those speeches. I can 
tell you that these leaders are great, but 
greater are the forces of history. That is 
what we should remember today. Andl 
think that if we act in the right spirit, the 
caravan of this Tashkent accord shall 
continue to pass, how many dogs may 
bark elsewhere or in this country, for that 
matter, because we have tajten 
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the right step, and a right step that has 
been taken to the knowledge of the entire 
world, a step to which everybody has 
given his support, every nation has given 
its support, practically and openly. 
Therefore, I say that these are matters of 
importance. 

In this connection, it is true that no no-
war pact has been signed. It is true. We 
should have liked to have that pact. But 
the second clause of ihe Declaration 
says— 

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

Is  it not an international commitment? 
Suppose a pact had been signed That 
would have been also a contract; that 
would have been open to violation by  one  
party   or   the  other,   as   any 
international pact is violated.   If this could 
be violated, that could also be violated.   If 
that could not be violated, this could not 
also be violated.   What makes the 
violation or observance possible is not that 
you have signed a no-war pact  as  such;     
what makes  it possible that such  a state of 
affairs comes into existence between our 
two countries is the creation of a climate— 
which is,  ideologically and politically 
disarming the protagonists of war in both 
countries—certainly in Pakistan— so that 
the other forces prevail, they got armed 
with this Declaration which is   by   all   
accounts an international agreement meant 
to be solemnly observed, and which can be 
violated only by inviting the opporbrium 
and wrath of the entire world.   Therefore, 
I treat it as a solemn agreement.   I am not 
much bothered about whether it is a no-
war pact as such signed as a separate 
contract.   But we have got Pakistan to 
sign  for what we have been asking, maybe 
not exactly in the samo clause or exactly in 
the same way or exactly  in   the  same 
wording.      But these few words thai I 
have read out to you are a matter of great 
historic importance for us, not only for the 
sake 

of guiding the relations as obtain today 
but also giving an orientation to the 
relations of tomorrow and the day after as 
between two countries. Therefore, that 
has been a great achievement. I think the 
efforts of all those who made it possible 
to sign the Declaration should be 
appreciated by us in this House. 

Madam, many things have been said about 
Haji Pir and others.    Now it. seems   that   
the   arguments   of   our friends from Jana 
Sangh concentrate not  on the  
fundamental  but on the incidental.   Why 
do I say this thing? Did we go to war with 
Pakistan   to capture Haji Plr or other 
passes important  as   they   are?    We  
went   to war with Pakistan in order to 
repel aggession,   in  order  to     make  
them, observe what they had committed 
and to see that infiltrators get out from this 
side of the ceasefire line to the other side.    
Certainly, we  did     not spend Rs. 500 
crores in order to wage a war, in order to 
get back Haji Pir. If it had been so, we    
would have chosen the time, we would 
have done it differently.   After all, it is not 
that we started the war. 'It is the other sid« 
which came in, sent infiltrators and then 
started war.   We went in for a defensive 
war in order at least to see tht what    had 
been    done since August 5, 1965 was 
undone.   That was the position.   That is 
why we went to war and fought  it.    Our 
stand was very clear.    It is no use 
pointing out to Shastriji's statement.   He 
made it very clear that as soon as we have 
the guarantee that infiltration would not 
take place, we would be prepared even to 
withdraw from Haji Pir..  That has been 
made very clear.    Now the question  is 
whether the guarantees have been 
obtained.   Now, you cannot think of only 
one set of guarantee, military guarantee.   
Are we in a situation when the  only  
guarantee     conceivable  on earth  today is  
to keep     our  armed forces in Haji Pir and 
there is no other guarantee open or 
available to India, a    peace-loving     
country?    Such    a posture if we take, we 
shall be misunderstood    by     the    whole    
world. 
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Therefore, we have sought, as a peace-
loving nation, guarantees, that conform to 
the standard of peace, guarantees that 
confrom to the requirements of 
improving the climate in which the Sun 
shines and the dark clouds of war 
disappear. That is the position. Have we 
not got it under the Tashkent 
Declaration?   What else? 

Il you say that infiltrators are there, 
well deal with them as you like, as my 
esteemed friend from that side •aid. 
Besides, Pakistan has no right to speak 
for them, and if they speak for them, the 
only alternative for them under the 
agreement is to expeditiously withdraw 
them in terms of the agreement because 
the agreement •peaks of armed personnel. 
Therefore, ia it not a positive gain of 
which we should be very happy and 
which politically strengthens and 
buttresses our position Therefore, 
Madam, that argument of Haji Pir etc. is a 
weak one, if I may say so, and is meant 
for political propoganda. 

It is easy to excite passion. Mr. 
Vajpayee says:. How many times our 
people, our jawans, must give blood to 
capture Haji Pir? I may tell him that we 
do not like our jawans to give their blood 
if we can help it. Therefore, we want the 
ways of peace. We want our soldiers also 
to live in peace. We are not a military 
nation to see our soldiers marching and 
brandishing their swords. We need 
defence in order to defend our country 
and our territorial integrity. That is why 
we need the defence forces. Therefore, 
today if we have to be loyal to our 
defence forces and their vital interest, 
what else could we give them better than 
a Tashkent Declaration? 

Madam Deputy Chairman, we have 
seen in history great generals coming, 
behaving irresponsibly, showing a flare 
for fighting and then disappearing into 
the dustbin of history. We have seen in 
this struggle for peace wisdom, 
statesmanship prevailing over the 
counsels of despair and anger in war, thus 
making mankind richer by such 

contribution. We want to leave our 
impression not only on our time, but on 
the times that lie ahead of us, we want to 
tell not only ourselves but posterity that 
we axe a peace-loving nation at no point 
of testing time but we are essentially a 
peace-loving nation. 

Madam Deputy Chairman, Tashkent is 
a tribute to our genious, to our heritage, to 
our peace-loving aspirations and so on, 
and I think it is our bounden duty not only 
because Shastriji fell martyr to a noble 
cause, a martyr that shall always be 
remembered in history, but because we 
have to implement honestly the Tashkent 
Declaration, carry forward the Tashkent 
spirit, not only to improve the relations 
between the two countries make it easier 
to achieve lasting peace between two 
brotherly nations but also to make a noble 
contribution to all progressive mankind 
whom the thought of war causes the 
greatest anxiety. Therefore, I think 
Tashkent shall remain as a great landmark 
in history and serve the great people of 
this country and the people of Pakistan, 
and indeed all peace-loving mankind. 
Hence all our good wishes, all our 
goodwill, all our fervent support go to the 
Government in this matter for the 
fulfilment and implementation of this 
Declaration. We only hope that on the 
other side of the border goodwill, peace-
loving forces, shall prevail in the same 
way and shall cultivate the same spirit so 
that we can join together with the 
Tashkent Declaration as our Charter of 
the future to reshape our relations for tht 
good of both India and Pakistan. 

Thank you. 
SHRIMATI LALITHA (RAJA-

GOPALAN) (Madras): Madam Deputy 
Chairman, I am not going to make a 
critical analysis of the Declaration nor am 
I going into the legal clarifications of this 
Declaration.  From my point of view the 
Tashkent Declaration is not only a 
significant, solemn pledge for peace from 
the point of view of India and Pakistan 
but of the whole world. Renunciation of 
violence and peaceful settle- 
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ment ol all disputes which the world and 
the big powers have been loudly thinking 
has been put to test for the first time, and 
the credit for that goes to the sub-
continent of Asia. 

For all practical purposes, one shouJd 
not forget that for safeguarding humanity 
from degradation and destruction this 
Declaration is indis-pensible. Some 
people say that it violates the 
constitutional provisions, and for 
accepting this Declaration we should 
have an amendment of the Constitution. 
But let them remember that to safeguard 
humanity and to maintain peace all over 
the world and to follow the policy of 
peace and nonviolence, this Declaration 
is a very significant one. 

While one has to have a flashback of 
events prior to the departure of the late 
Prime Minister to the U.S.S.R. The 
picture was not a very happy one then. In 
the United Nations Security Council the 
Pakistan delegation accused the Indian 
delegation in a very indecent manner. 
There was a violent conflict going on on 
the border all over between India and 
Pakistan. At this juncture when our mind 
was very much saddened at these events 
the Prime Minister of the U.S.S.R, 
extended an invitation io both President 
Ayub Khan and our late Prime Minister 
to come to Tashkent. Our Prime Minister, 
of course being a man of peace, a fol-
lower of Gandhiji, with a very heavy 
heart but at the same time with a 
determined will, decided to proceed to 
the U.S.S.R. This acceptance by our 
Prime Minister to visit the U.S.S.R, has 
only raised our position in the 
international thinking. While accepting 
this Declaration, neither our prestige nor 
our stand on the Kashmir issue has been 
in any way jeopardised. On the contrary, 
it only reveals that Pakistan has realised 
that aggression and threat do not pay hi 
the long run. And, Madam, it should be 
viewed from the national as well as 
international point of view. Eighteen 
years ago, one should not forget, Pakistan 
was a part   and 

parcel of India, and that Hindu and 
Muslim brethren are living on both sides, 
and that they want amity and peace 
which they have been deprived of so far. 

Now for another thing, for & 
developing country like ours friendliness, 
cooperation and mutual understanding 
with neighbours is indispensable for 
progress and prosperity. Some people 
say, "Why should we vacate these places 
which we have captured?" but I would 
like to point out to them that this 
Declaration proves that the occupation of 
the Ha ji Pir Pass was only to check 
further infiltration into Jammu and 
Kashmir from Pakistan-occupied 
Kashmir, and this Declaration provides a 
reasonable guarantee against any further 
infiltration by armed military personnel 
including armed infiltrators. So I think 
the critics can take this as an assurance 
and try to give it a fair trial. Then some 
people have been saying that we have to 
fight to the finish. But I would like to ask 
them, "Where is the end and what is the 
price for it?". I am sure some of the 
opposition Members also visited the 
military hospitals in the front areas and 
they would have seen, our young men in 
the age group of 20 to 27 years 
completely disabled. Did anyone of them 
give a thought as to what their future 
would be? Can any power on earth 
restore them to normal conditions of life? 
Do we still have to pay such a heavy 
penalty when the door for peace is open 
before us? I only appeal to them on moral 
grounds. I am not going into the legal or 
any critical analysis of the Declaration. 
Then another thing that critics of this 
Declaration should also bear in mind is 
that Pakistan's attitude is changing. They 
are more receptive to the implementation 
of this agreement. The recent normal 
relationship being resumed between 
Pakistan and India, and the recent news 
that our Commerce Minister as well as 
our Civil Aviation Minister are 
proceeding to Pakistan only bears 
testimony to the fact that Pakistan is 
showing reciprocity in implement- 
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this Declaration, and I am sure we can 
give a fair trial to it. As lor the public I 
should say that I have never seen that the 
public here or in Pakistan have resented 
or agitated against this Declaration as 
soon as it was announced. No resentment 
was shown by them. It is only some of the 
opposition parties here or there that are 
carrying on this propaganda against it, 
and I think the public in both the 
countries have welcomed it with a sigh of 
relief. And as for the world opinion I 
would definitely say without a shadow of 
doubt that foreign papers flashed this 
news the very same day when this 
agreement was signed. In fact Le Monde, 
a French paper, paid a glowing tribute to 
our late Prime Minister in its editorial for 
this achievement. I can, without any 
hesitation, say that by signing this 
agreement, our international prestige has 
gone high. 

Before I conclude I would like to 
mention just one or two points made by 
the Opposition. Now Mr. Jagat Narain 
said that after signing this agreement Mr. 
Shastri, our late Prime Minister, instead 
of being jubilant over this event, was 
pacing up and down in his room, and that 
that was •een in the newsreel by him. But 
I would like to say, if Mr. Jagat Narain 
has correctly understood our late Prime 
Minister, Shastriji was a very well-
balanced man, who never showed any 
difference between sorrow and happiness, 
and that was the reason perhaps why he 
was just walking in his room here and 
there. Another thing; Mr. Vajpayee was 
saying that it was U.S.S.R, that 
pressurized our late Prime Minister to 
come to this decision. But I would like to 
say to this also that just before leaving for 
Tashkent he made a statement in this 
House on the 10th December, 1965, in 
which he referred to the totality of 
relationship between India and Pakistan 
so that the two countries could live on the 
basis of enduring peace and mutual co-
operation. He added that the facts of 
history and geography made it imperative 
for India 

and Pakistan to live in harmony ancj 
mutual co-operation, one with the other, 
and that we had always believed that war 
and military conflict could not provide a 
real solution to any problem between 
nations. It is with this determination that 
he proceeded to the U.S.S.R, and it is not 
a fact that he was pressurized by the 
U.S.S.R, or by any other country to sign 
this agreement ,as Mr. Vajpayee thinks. 
Now, Madam, the stage is set for the 
implementation of this agreement and it 
is our duty, irrespective of any political 
party, as true citizens of India, to 
strengthen the hands of the Government. 
We should not forget that the proud and 
glorious honour of safeguarding peaceful 
coexistence is being entrusted into the 
hands of Pakistan and India, and let us 
not at any stage jeopardise these 
intentions. This is all I would appeal to 
the opposition Members. I am sure, 
Madam, that if this Declaration is fully 
implemented, the credit not only goes to 
the U.S.S.R., India and Pakistan, but at 
the same time it will be an eye-opener to 
other countries which have similar 
conflicts in their own spheres. 

With these words, Madam, I fully 
support this Declaration, and I thank you 
for giving me the time. 

SHRI A. D. MANI (Madhya Pradesh): 
Madam Deputy Chairman, the Tashkent 
agreement will be regarded as the last 
will and testament of Shri Lal Bahadur 
Shastri, and future alone will show 
whether he has been the architect of 
peace between India and Pakistan. It has 
been alleged that Mr. Shastri was 
working under the stress of a great 
emotion, and my hon. friend, Mr. Jagat 
Narain, referred to the newsreel shot 
which showed Mr. Shastri pacing up and 
down the room. As soon as this was exhi-
bited on the newsreel I made it a point to 
call on one of those who were present in 
the room of Mr. Shastri when he died. 
Mr. Shastri had a heart attack, and the 
person concerned, whom I met, went to 
help him—he was there at that time.    So 
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I asked him why he was pacing up and 
down his room, and his answer was that he 
was not for pacing   up and down the room    
but   that   the newsreel man or the man 
who made the documentary wanted him to 
pace up and down the room in order   to 
have a shot to be exhibited on the screen.    
It appears that Mr.  Shastri had said that he 
would do only after he had finished his 
dinner.   He finished his dinner and then he 
paced up and down the room. Now the 
cameraman took out the camera and from 
the garden outside shot him in that posture.    
I do not know    why    the newsreel     
wanted     to    show     that Mr.  Shastri 
was a    perplexed    man. Prom the point 
of view of a    little publicity for the 
newsreel they wanted and got a shot like 
this, and this is a point that I am making   
on    the basis of a personal conversation 
that I had with one of those who   were 
present in the room when Mr. Shastri died.    
Madam, many of   us   had    a chance of 
knowing Mr. Shastri intimately, many in 
this House as well as in the other House, 
and I can say this that, whatever he did, he 
did in full consciousness of what he had in 
mind, and when he had signed   the 
agreement in such a state,  it would have 
been on the basis that he thought that the 
agreement was in favour of India.   
Madam, I am not one of those who regard 
tlie Tashkent agreement as a victory for 
India.    It is not    a victory   for  India,   or   
a   victory   for Pakistan, but it is a victory 
for peaceful relations between India and 
Pakistan.    It certainly gave me a great 
wrench to see our forces pulling out of 
Haji Pir Pass and Tithwal.    And when  we  
consider the  constitutional and legal 
arguments against such    a move, we 
ought to bear in mind that a part of the 
Chhamb sector was   in the hands of 
Pakistan,  and  so    also was a part of 
Rajasthan.    The question which we have 
to ask ourselves is  this.    Suppose  we had  
failed    to sign the agreement, what would 
have happened?   It is a very relevant ques-
tion   which we   should raise,   because all 
of us have to answer that question. 
Suppose   Mr. Shastri had   refused to 

sign the agreement, then the United Nations 
Security Council would have put pressure on 
us to conform to the Resolution  adopted by 
them on the termination of the India-Pakistan 
conflict, and if it had been decided by the 
Security Council,    that    decision would 
have been definitely disadvantageous to 
India, because there are a number of 
members on the Security Council,  who are 
not  well  disposed towards our country.   It is 
a question of time for us to pull out of Haji 
Pir Pass and the Lahore sector.   It was a 
question of time for Pakistan also to pull out 
of the Chhamb sector, and they could not 
have stayed in these areas indefinitely; one 
day they had to  pull   out.    Now   the  
question    is whether we  should  have done  
it at the behest of the Security, Council, or 
under the friendly aegis of the Soviet Union.    
I think that on the whole it is a matter of 
satisfaction to us that this question was 
decided under the aegis^, of the Soviet 
Union.   A salient feature  of  the  Tashkent 
Declaration,    / which appears to me, is that 
no where in that Declaration is there a reitera-
tion of Pakistan's claim to Kashmir. It has 
been made clear that, as far as the  Soviet 
Union is concerned, Pakistani claim on 
Kashmir is a matter of no relevance at all, 
and it is a very significant gain for us that the 
Soviet Union has made Pakistan agree at a 
conference that it was not pressed in its 
presence    at   least—its    title    to 
Kashmir—and we     can rest assured that, 
whatever may be the evolution of the 
Kashmir dispute in the Security Council, we 
can count upon the goodwill and support of 
the Soviet Union. Madam, the other point is 
that    the Soviet Union has emerged as a 
factor for stability  in  the  Asian  continent 

It has proved in this case that 5 
P.M.    It  is  as    powerful    as    the 

Security Council. We were not 
prepared to implement the Resolution of 
the Security Council. But when the 
Soviet Union tried to persuade us—Mr. 
Shastri unfortunately   is  no  longer  with 
us  to tell  us 
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Prime Minister of the Soviet Union used 
to persuade us to withdraw from Ha ji Pir 
and Tithwal. He must have given, some 
assurances to us. Also he must have 
given some assurance to 'Pakistan. 
Madam, 1 would like the hon. Minister of 
External Affairs to give information on a 
particular point. I was one of those who 
felt that some of the speeches made in 
Pakistan after the Tashkent agreement 
were rot in conformity with the spirit of 
that agreement. But now I have been very 
credibly informed that the Pakistan 
authorities have informed the Naga 
hostiles that in view of the Tashkent 
agreement they would not be able to give 
shelter to them, and this is one of the 
reasons why the Naga Peace Mission is 
here to have talks with the Government. I 
am sure the Minister of External Affairs 
would say that he does not have first-
hand information. 

PROF. M. B. LAL: Is it not a fact that 
these talks were arranged before the 
Tashkent agreement was signed? 

SHRI A. D. MANI: But the readiness 
shown and the tone of the talks are there. 
1 am only asking for information. If this 
is going to be the pattern of the 
developments between India and 
Pakistan, then it is a development which 
all of us should welcome, because we 
canot thing in terms of the armies of both 
the countries being locked up in massive 
strengths on each other's border. Neither 
can the two countries afford to maintain 
these armies. If this is the trend of events 
then I think Mr. Shastri's efforts would 
not have been in vain. 

Madam, the hon. Minister of External 
Affairs mentioned that one of the 
significant gains of the Tashkent 
Declaration was that both Pakistan and  
India  accepted,  and particularly 

Pakistan, the principle of non-inter-
ference in the affairs of each other. Now, 
I do not attach the same importance 
which Sardar Swaran Singh attaches to 
this Declaration, because Pakistan's stand 
has always been that Kashmir is not an 
internal affair of India, that Kashmir is a 
matter of dispute between India and 
Pakistan. What appeals to me in this 
Declaration is that for the first time and 
in the presence of the Prime Minister of 
the Soviet Union, the President of 
Pakistan has said under article 4 of the 
Declaration that he will discourage 
propaganda directed against the other 
country and will encourage propaganda 
directed towards developing friendly 
relations between the two countries. The 
history of Pakistan during the last 
eighteen years will show clearly that their 
effort has been based on the hate of India. 
But now for the first time in a solemn 
document witnessed by the Prime Minis-
ter of the Soviet Union, the President of 
Pakistan has said that he will encourage 
friendly propaganda between India and 
Pakistan. I attach a good deal of 
importance to this, more importance than 
what the Minister of External Affairs 
attache* and has said with regard to the 
principle of non-interference in each 
other's affairs. 

The other point that makes an 
impression on me is clause 8 of the 
Agreement wherein  it is stated: 

"The Prime Minister of India and the 
President of Pakistan have agreed that 
the two sides will continue the 
discussion of questions relating to the 
problems of refugees and 
evictions/illegal immigrations. They 
also agreed that both sides will create 
conditions which will prevent the 
exodus of people. They further agreed 
to discuss the return of the property and 
assets taken over by either side in 
connection with the conflict." 

Madam, one of the potent causes ot 
irritation between India and Pakistan 
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has been the ill-treatment of the 
minorities in Pakistan and the faci that tfie 
President of Pakistan has laid that he will 
try to see that ali these, sources of 
irritation will disappear is itself a 
significant gain because if the minorities 
are treated well by Pakistan there will be 
very little or few grounds for tension 
between us and Pakistan. 

Madarn, I would also like to say that 
this disengagement which has come 
about, this disengagement to the 1949 
level, which has come about as a result of 
the talks between the two Army 
Commanders is again another 
development which will be welcomed. 
But I would like to mention here that in 
an important matter like this, the 
Government should have made a 
•tatement in Parliament or publicly 
before the announcement was made at 
Rawalpindi. It has been alleged that there 
are some secret clauses to the Tashkent 
Agreement but i am prepared to accept 
the Government's statement that there are 
no secret clauses at all. But a matter like 
the icaling down of forces to the 1949 
level should have been the result of a 
political decision. This morning when the 
matter came up in the form of the 
statement made by the Defence Minister 
and I asked for a clarification of the 
point, the Minister of Defence •aid it was 
a political decision. But Parliament 
should have been informed. We welcome 
it ar.d I would go even to the extent of 
saying that there •hould be a lowering of 
the forces on other borders also, on the 
East Bengal border also, because we do 
not want this kind of a continuous tension 
going on. 

Madarn, it has been said that Pakistan 
has not given us any assurance of not 
sending infiltrators into Kashmir. I do not 
claim that I am a diplomat. But I have 
been a member of a U.N. delegation and 
I have seen diplomacy at close quarters 
and I can say that in no diplomatic 
agreement signed between one party and 
another is an attempt made to extract 
assurances and 

to humiliate another party. I have no 
doubt whatever in my mind, tha* 
Pakistan must have given assurance! to 
Prime Minister Kosygin that he would 
not send infiltrators into India. It has not 
been spelt out in the agreement, no doubt. 
Suppose Pakistan does send out 
infiltrators. Suppose Pakistan goes 
against every clause of the Declaration, 
then we wiH be in a very strong position 
to go to the Prime Minister of the Soviet 
Union and say, "At your instance we 
signed thi* agreement. At your instance, 
in spite of a vocal minority opposing the 
agreement, we carried it through Par-
liament. Now the word has been broken 
by the other side. We are free to answer 
Pakistan and in retaliation use the same 
methods and try to meet the situation." 
The onus will be on the Soviet Union 
which has secured a triumphant lead in 
the space race to see to it that a document 
signed in the presence of its Prime Minis-
ter is honoured. 1 think we have taken a 
very wise move by proceeding on the 
basis that the bona fides of Pakistan are to 
be granted and that the Soviet Union will 
see to it that this Declaration is 
implemented. 

Madam, the final point that I would 
like to make is this. I see that the Pakistan 
Government is trying to revive the debate 
on Kashmir in tha Security Council. I do 
not know whether anything said in this 
Chamber or for that matter in the other 
Chamber, is going to influence the 
President of Pakistan or his advisers. But 
since the Tashkent Declaration is being 
debated openly, I would uke to say this, 
that this is not the time for the President 
of Pakistan to reopen the Kashmir 
question because any reopening of the 
Kashmir question by the Government of 
Pakistan would lead to propaganda in 
either country directed against the other 
and will destroy the very basis of this 
Agreement. I hope that Prime Minister 
Kosygin would advise President Ayub 
Khan not to raise this matter now not 
until a proper atmosphere of conciliation 
is 
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countries and minorities in each of the 
countries and particularly in Pakistan, are 
well treated. When the atmosphere is 
built up then that will be the proper time 
for a discussion, between India and 
Pakistan on the adjustment of the 
Kashmir question. I do not pretend to 
envisage in what manner the Kashmir 
question would be solved. But there 
ought to be some kind of agreement 
between India  and     Pakistan. 

First of all, we have to rebuild an, 
atmosphere of conciliation and confi-
dence between India and Pakistan and it 
is not fair for the President of Pakistan to 
raise the Kashmir question in the Security 
Council at the present time. It will be, in 
my opinion, a breach of the spirit of the 
Tashkent Agreement. Madam, we have to 
be very watchful about what Pakistan, is 
going to do. We do not want to start on 
distrust but in view of all that has 
happened during the last few years, we 
cannot take Pakistan's words for granted 
but we take Mr. Shastri's words for 
granted. Mr. Shastri signed that 
Agreement and this country should 
honour the Agreement in spirit and in 
letter. If the Agreement is broken, the 
person who breaks the Agreement will 
get himself condemned by international 
opinion and international opinion 
condemning Pakistan will be a great help 
to India because we want an international 
climate for assistance to this country in its 
economic affairs. This is a long-term pro-
cess and we hope that the country will 
give its support to this agreement and as a 
result of friendly co-operation between 
India and Pakistan which is not a mirage 
but which is a fervent hope of those who 
have seen these two independent 
Governments come up, I hope, as a result 
of such co-operation, we may come to a 
stage twenty-five years hence, thirty 
yea"s hence, of discussing common 
defence arrangements between India and 
Pakistan so that this ruinous expenditure 
on armies on either side may stop and all 
the moneys saved could 

be used for the welfare of the people in 
the economic and social sphere*. 

Thank you. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The 
Minister will reply tomorrow. The debate 
is closed. 

SHRI G. MURAHARI (Uttar Pra-
desh): I have given my name. I wanted to 
speak. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: What-
ever it is, I have said that the Minister 
will reply tomorrow. We have already 
exceeded the time allotted for this. 

SHRI G. MURAHARI: We can fit till 
5:30 P.M. 

SHRI A. D. MANI: He represents a 
Party and he may be given time. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: If the 
House so desires. What is the opinion of 
the House? 

SHRI G. MURAHARI It is extremely 
unfair to me because I have noticed that 
when you are in the Chair this happens. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I do not 
want you to cast any reflections on the 
Chair in that manner. I have tried to be 
very impartial. Your name is not yet on 
my list. 

SHRl G. MURAHARI: This is the 
fifth time this has happened, every time 
you are in the Chair that I am   .   .   . 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I have 
always tried to be impartial and I do hope 
the House does believe that I am 
impartial but your name is not here on 
the list. 

SHRI G. MURAHARI: I told the 
Secretary the day before yesterday. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN; Any-
way, if the House desires, it may si* 
longer. May I know the will ot the House, 
whether it wishes to sit longer? 
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SHRl BHUPESH GUPTA: May I appeal to 
you, Madam? Let it not be said that discussion 
has been shut out. If some one wants to speak, 
let him speak. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: As I said, 
the Minister will reply tomorrow. If the 
House wants to sit any longer, it can sit 
today. This should not be  carried  on for 
tomorrow. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I would appeal 
to the Congress Party not to stop  the  
discussion. 

SHRI A. D. MANI: Let the House sit a 
little longer. He might take ten or  fifteen 
minutes. 

SARDAR SW ARAN SINGH: I have no 
objection. Let the hon. Member speak. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: It must 
finish today. The reply will be tomorrow. 

SHRI P. N. SAPRU: But he should 
withdraw the remarks. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Yes, Mr. 
Murahari should withdraw the words where 
he said that it is very unfair. 

SHRl G. MURAHARI: I have never eaid 
anything which is unfair because it is a fact, it 
is the fifth time that this has happened to me. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN; I do not 
think so. Every time you were given a chance 
to speak. 

SHRI M. M. DHARIA: if he does not 
withdraw the words, what is to happen? 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Madam Deputy 
Chairman, why do we quarrel with this? He 
said that he gave his name but you have not 
received it. If he does not know that you have 
not got it, why carry it forward? Let us bury 
the hatchet. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: It is not a 
question of not burying the hatchet.   It is a 
kind of reflection on 
the Chair. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: He was under a 
certain misapprehension. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I think the 
House should have the last word on this. You 
must withdraw the reflection on the Chair. 

SHRi AKBAR ALI KHAN (Andhra 
Pradesh):   Please  withdraw. 

SARDAR SWARAN SlNGH: Withdraw. 

SHRI G. MURAHARI: In view of what 
you say, Madam, that you had no intention of 
shutting out the discussion, I would withdraw 
it but at thg same time it is a fact that this is 
the fifth time       .   . 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: No, that is 
not a withdrawal then. You must withdraw. 

SHRl G. MURAHARI: I am withdrawing 
that part which said that the Deputy 
Chairman is shutting out the discussion.   
That is all. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The House 
will continue to sit till all those who want to 
speak get a chance. The Minister will reply to 
the debate tomorrow. The debate will close 
today.    Yes, Mr. Murahari. 

(ThE    VlCE-ChATRMAN       (ShRI   M.      P. 
BhARGAVA)  in the Chair.) 
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THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRl M. 
P. BHARGAVA): The House stancb 
adjourned till 11-00 A.M. tomorrow. 

The House adjourned at 
twenty-two minutes past Ave of 
the clock till eleven of the clock 
on Tuesday, the 22nd February, 
1966. 
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