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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.

oft mrm faardt awwedt o wgEan,
% umE A w7 727 91 fw ofEam
T A FAATTAEE &I AT FAT WO
ATYE AT 7 I 92 21T 39 Ao
w2 G § A7 ez @ & e arde
FT FATAT %7 ZFAA 1 IqAE A FH
1 | w21 ¢ 7 77 miEEw 07 qn
AT A1 AT IEE qrE 6 arEe A
A AT T 9 qrAwe fEar oo
w17 ot qzA 2 fawst o & maa w
AT TR IEAT | JATIEE AVH ATE7
T 2 ¥ Frowm A— 9w
AT 7
"To develop friendly relations among
nations, based on respect for the

principle of equal rights and self-
determination of peoples;".

qifFsE FToHT 7 Hiefaeg
& foagra 1 ggrd @ wt AW Ay
FIET 12T 21 TATEEE T T wifewa
2 % wgr Ay & f& e W g wrew
favtr & fargres & wraTe a7 FTAT AT
aifeq | w% wifeeaw &7 T5ar 2 &
Fa Zfgure 7 SR AT AT wEy o4vy
afegag gwa aATEEE AN WET h
qFd FE 47 | |AET F A4 dr wa@;w
wat & fF AT & a9y dew frzefudaq
¥ fagra % warT 97 77 20 91 #ifF
Wi e fre<fimom 7 fg= w
T 97 F0 ®4A % [og aqre A5
gafdad 2w 59 9O ¥ WU 7w
FIHEI

A E— -
qATREE AV AET F WA
33FTHIT AT F7%T 1 419 @rar

HATEAT | THH FET AT § —

"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.

qiffearT 1 919 9% 2 ) F9 50
FIAT T ATqEr #1 sadr qifEeaE
a7 7w & FwmAy F 399 9=t
F41 | ZAT AVETT Fmar a2 f&
wffra § A 2 fF 4 wea F
7z W Fadl € fF Frnde gar 93w
FH T WTL T ILA WIHATTE )13
FEAYT AT AUREATT F 7% FaadT 7 FET
fF —

"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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[+t mza fazrdr arsi]
Qe # AT FT QAT TE 9T A
* f oy w1 Y e ofr w gd
FotT 3o fAazdr awdr # ot faedr
¥ oamr A7 2 fw owd A &9 & uear
faetdr &1 oSeeT # age a4 wHTT
wrEFr Wiz | A & Wi
T FwiT F1 U9l 9T A ®
wera a1 fqvg fear 4 s s
=7 fog o faerr et fam g
& wEt st fawe s 3 = e
F 30 47 wrAAT0 3% A, s
FH AT THT TET F ATG I A AT
921 | Ffar ae=re =97 Tag 7w ar
fF e oA 97 G W AEE—
# 3% Rl A AGTATE ¢
“Sovereignty of India over Kash-

mir was not a matler for mediation
or arbitration or discussion.”

FAT AA A7THRT 20 T4 97 F999 2 7
HA g #, FAw F ) Al § guar
U AT AEAT Z, W7 IF AT OF E
2 fe 3 weadr %1 fagt it mifsr &
a3t #, fad @t 29 % uf=ar &
%F § FTHIY F] USORT H qZ A¥G7 IF
TEA 1 AT FE 2, 39 (A W Ar
HTETT AT TG Z97 "fEd i wrods
mSvEr qv FA uT awar | 9z fEedt 3
FTF<T FT WIS 4T, AT 7 JIHT T2
Azt froramr & | vt A femr o 27
A 2% FEr gAr afEr——sdr &
Fe == T gRIT 1 Al S A aver
oz #2507 & 2w Wi gr st A &
frr Aare «ff 2, mfeeaw famafcd
Frafare ¥ smrm st #3307 fR 20
frmeas & werma & ware wEE &
T, 5 W ST TET A% I 9199
FWT L, WA AFT  UF ST F
fafea wratfas awai w1 g7 fawren
T | VAW 47 g T qEar §
fF =8 ¥1 977  FOAT F 799 F
Wt srefasaw & foir |iw frar o
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M § F9 A 9 6 e arfesam
A =femai w1 zvesqaa o & fan
A FEA—AATEEE A F dw
FATH, AE 4F ¥ IATET UIT T
AT FIE WG AfeEA F OFUTHT )
T FE A AT T AT
7 %7 % Fwdr  qv fFear ag 3
g 1w arfadum =i @ w9
HEAT | T 97 qrfweA W fw are
T mfeaTr a9% & Feie § aarg #
ZA FAA FT AT AE w9 f2Ar E, W
nfF=EE & oama wAE fam e
T 7@ 7 mifswara 3a v
mifena gadfer &%, afeEE T
I FIOHIT F ATEHIT F¢ 1 79 HE 4
TEl T A |

AT WAL AT AMEETTE ARETO
q sag7 & gur @ e afEer
7 for amifer a5, arfeam 7 o
AT A, AL OTT T FL 7 TEY g
¥ @, B @@y T4 A gud aga
T | T T7 AF7 ArfAAT THAT | T 92
& g et W o9, fagee av
Frefm a7, fve F Feor w7 A7 4 &
TEAT FMEAT § AT gW WG A &
AqTT FATT FT T 2 7 ATH FAET T |
FI FAT 3H7 57 #4100 FeaAr G
2, mfex #1 77 wAfAWT ¥ T F7 29
arafre szed F1 = Fifwar &1, arfzar
1, B1g 8 § -t 5 oaw 5w a9
R I F59y &7 7 AT FATE F@AEI A
|F §AAr FFAT 2 7 WrarHi #1 arE fae
B gt A, et 3 T fow fe
AqH, FE YA WG, T ACHE
TifETE F g I uT A | FErE
s 7 w1 w2 A A G aw
q9 TF TE FOT WA A% FIHIT A
qEAT FA AF EE | G wga ¥
Tz W ¥ET & fF g avwes w A
17 da’ wgt fwar 2, g fad geer



737 Motion re:

71 & 5 97 a5 miw & swie &1
WEAT FA A FT T GAT AT, 7
gfagre &t 3200 | AR ATAT AR
BF—waT ifer T FoAIT 35 fae @
Al 9 @A F1 AFANE T4 FLAT AGT
RS | AT EW T T T OTE
a%q | 6T ag a7 wanr & a7 wear
AT |

TEIRAT, AAFE H ¥ ZUT AT
HHT A6 TAHT F1E TRATT TATT AZT
frar & 1\ o 3 qadfet =1 amme
ey fasrrdr Ag &, o
A WOHIT FT FATT GIA HTAAT AR
wra, s “aaz ata’ & far a@
Aq TG & 9 aA® FOAIT FT JHAT
FaET gfer & AeaeAs Ofq & g7 7
21 S | few A7 gEa Tmom Ty g9

Fga s fan F i eqwragr v 2 fw

ZW A@if392 ® ¥ @ WET 42
fear |« atfaar = § 721 fr o
ATIFZ | AHAIT ABT EET AT WO
1 grar afrqg F AT T30 0 gTET
afaz &7 a9q+97 9%rq £ 5 5 wwa
FT TAT TF JAG TR AT TR,
ANFE H OWTYT AT A TE WIET 2 |
Aifqqz qa J=ft A 0w AT ¥R E fH
QAT WA AT FHEAAT AZY FOT Al
W fr e & Aew T s
FTGAT, AT AFEAT TF AT |

. Fifem wnF weR (wonw @
fag) : st =ar, omd ?

=t wrw fagdt aweagt - oy A
¥ w27 |

AT wof fog : faegs e
21w g g1 ¥ w2 o @ F A
LEGEE A
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w1 e fagdt awmar - 2fao,
qA AT g WA F | F 77 AT ARG
HAT g A9 S S W ar
# FifwEe § aamar w7

YT T\ fag A e A
T A7 7T F7 7 v a0 w2
g1

ot wra fagrdt awdat - d, §
A1 TE AT TETE | A wAEEH [T
w7 @0 g | & e S § afz I
ZATE AET 2(AT A AT FT AT C AT
Al AZ WU, AF AWHEAL, AT 9l
AT FT AAT F | T AT FT OF AT

|1 QHo URe wyfTar - AT AT AAT
Zifar

ot wra fagd awedt o 7z Av
A7 Bz Afan | Fwfan 92 53 g9qaE
# 1 foeT %7 a9 & # wEew T@) T
B § 4T AT | 29 qEER T AT AT
¥ 9FAFIT AT T qTAEIT K, IAA1 fnE
7z #ifam | & 37 97 77 FAEr qEa

2

WY o1 YAt AT G o9 g3
E0 A WAL FEINT A g€ A F T2,
7 A1 Arowe =8 91, gvErT = fag
7 ATT &, AT QA F TARIT 4 |
Zizeq orw sfear & famv 2 1w,
wg Faw ¥ wifm fader wEY S e
qrer o0 | 77 & (interruption) WErEAT,

qg T¥91Z zrzew s 2fear #r # fammr
29T |TEATE ¢

"Mr. Kjosygin and his officers
come forward ewith the suggestion about
midnight last night that the UN. Charter
to which both India
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[+ wzer fagrst aradar]

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 i, line."

qgH w47 - amwEg F we
F oax ¥ ot Af @dr ag
G o oww o4 f& owa fao
E wresr T § ar five e
T #g femwmn at f6 wregafr waw
FIVIT FAREJAFIF TF T4 63
aht ot A g faar ary afew
XG & TfeeaEr E AHwA qIAER
A IAH 4g w4 qF w7 faqr
AT AT & 0T 9 B
qx & : S

# quar Aigan g 5 fa3w  sfagy
Frdes § AT F AIA IC qfaQy
& omr 9T @ HFEY owwEr Sy E
a7t fem f& wefie & w3w 9%
gfFeA & gArEE Faw wEle-
aifw ®1 i@ G ! o
FAfE § AEf @8t 7 Far A 9%
] F1 W A A fE e s
97 qTq F 7 WL AEATT ¥ THT
fagd Ear fadw we sy ...

g = fag « R wEare A
9z 78 Fa e AT w4 i
s fafreey s afaae gftas &
g &1 5 Wy FeRe & warfeaw
FATT) ATIE A Fosrard
%3, dtwA ATHATT F AAfoAw A

=

0

oY A fagrd amday : g,
w9 waEr T ag fewr &
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aeare @ fag - et awre 7
@ @ fe afrre e & Saeia
o 4 wifea e fafeerr & 2T
gwar f& gn sode F gafeas
e Fifad | fed sEare § swas
T AT AET FaAr

stwra fagrdt awadt g
¥94 WY AT F4F F fA0 dwe gt
11-]1-?

T w4 fag: F a1 mwowr a@w
T AT Z T

oY wrw fagrdt amaat 47 am
waara &1 afqar a4 F @ am
WIEH  AAT & | 93097 A9 TARTL T
| o fwaa wrfear, A7 eI,
oY ST, § A7 F ATURT 9
4 mr 737 arasy Tgz feqrd qay
#fx w7 oo afaqr = g3t w7
CARNE | RS A B B I e o £
Wam A7 FAElT w6 ogear
FIOATT FT OF:T 9T AZT AF &1 A
FIE ATT AE WAY ITARITAAT A1
FU | AT WIT AF IAFT G A2
fwar 1

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

ot wew fagrt away o FrA
T W@ O, WT FA A4 AT AT
OrT% AR HAAT AFT 7@ 27
1z a1 Farfs Fr €A T g AT 97
ZATT AR FTAT ¢

HETEAT, ATHRT H w9 4 g %AW
9T TIfFEA & 04 F1 oawdq
9 w9 F AT 41 9594 ¥ & w7
#1 94 w7 fag A @ w@a a9
®G A HATTAT F1 47 | A9 & FATC
fog & FI #T @rar WT WA
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wif T A & T ) A
AT T F AAT A9 T & | 7R
& & & ®w aww a7 e
# FzorT Wifs g e ST T q
WAT FAT =g §, Ay TR W
THLHT A AT SO AFACS | T 5H
S & a9 gAT FErafT &Y awar 2
W FW & § 947 Fgewr a1zy # fw
RETAAT FTH AT FIHT T JZ FTH A
AT ET qZ FCQIR | =07 T w7
g & sz § 1 SRl g
sgare ¥ foare fadr 14 ssdran)
o G st d7 el s
@ 2 1 37 frar § 5 et o 7
Figl o & Sl 1 arEy & faw A
G F1 gua WfEd s e
w1ga o {% g wwy faa o faad
qar @1 9 iF arfdeam auaiy o
WA AT 2 AT AFN | WA ET F A
AT Hda i @ o g @
W WA AT FT AT T A AT 9T
forar & &t sty amow T F 9T WS
TG E G |

& Fgar srgar § & ofeena &
CTIAT AT AG & | FOhw F-afafr ¥
i feivagma w31 & 5 sme famA-
Tl F ATADT G T qA O I
ar 2T 2o & Fr wfr s o "
AFAT §1 HIT TIREAT AR T AT
ST Ty e TE A g fa arordw
ST AT FT AN AAEA FT I
QY or & 1 q9a q49Y, wA AT &
e Y AT T Ay st wz O3
#fF 10129 1 W TATHT IRTEH
a7 faem & wrarT a7 AN FLHAA
sifgir | 517 0t o A7 w77 & R g
e WYL FTETT FAT F AT AR FHE
e aifoat aaa &, afeT d@fadsa &
qIEG =7 ATAET T A F3A & Frara
ST F WUTT TCFS &fd 3T TfmanT
15 RS—1.
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& amg AmAYar #T T FofEdy 9 que
HAY AT @I Age Foat arr fadw
WAL ST ot AE AT )

T { ZAT AYAFL FGT I ZETAA
ey aa & andorafaat w139 qgrd W
drr wiv #¢ @ & f5 afz g3 2w
qiffeara & a9 auATT g1 a9 3
ar 7 &t wears A AT T TP
mf &1 Ay W AEr v far
wmar ? qF =7 g o wmead @ @
a2 fRe & st § wy S
BATE A4TAt A HUA afagml & q7rs &
Aar i S §2 T Fear & oAy gAR
ST Az w1 gwag 9
ST T A gr afg Hare o F

& yiiFmam & 2161 F9 & (a9
a8 £ | &y 3o qefE & Ay aeel
W A AGAT E, AlRT T T
FIIT T3 THEA HT grar w14 @,
qT aF FIEIT F A F fFpaw &
A1 AYAT At 9T FIENT FT GHGEAT
| &, @9 aF Wi TE & Al g
ga wf & gradfas § 7 970
2o fHe § @3¢ | g% IR W AN
HA A A% & AW qoA A qAWAAT
1)

wgrg,  faiw wwit & sgm fe aro-
Fx Amor Fr qfEEnaY sl ¥ o
TAT BqTEAT FY § INFT @WOSA F ) X
WA qF ALA Fq0 A4, 7

qeaT =t fg < AT R & g
Am FxFrITEAA A FALN

st wrw faged awiay : & ww
3 i wrg wa #77 w71 8 )

e e oy g Ao @
wifFamam s R
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ot wra fagrdt aodt - S
a1 fth my a1 341 13 | aifEearE w7
WU T AR WG @A w1 A
AgT faqn sty wFar & 1 GTOER AT Egon
#1 FET gfaara &1 Arad qgF a9
faar a7 @ & 0 oive & wfEEE
qeen qfwnz # s, affsaE &4
#1 919 # diwa Fr wifors Foa7 01 2
& wgra arg ftw & &% 937 g1 awan
1 99 T TN AEAAR A T AT |
TEI FEAT FAT WA HUATE  TFA
TATH 741 Z |

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
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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'
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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

19661 Tashkent Declaration 746

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-
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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—

‘7@ favarm & AR gm@r
waE #d@t ot gt fqw wmfe
AT A9 & FIAT F 9feT A W
w7 W aa § sy A ar fee
T FeAfa faom & fad o+ Tar-
i & aai 1"

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 |
would



749 Motion re:

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 VAIJPAYEE:
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
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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 thi; 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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[Shri Bhupesh Gupta.] human beings
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.
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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.

Tosh/cent Declaration

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



753

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 loston that point,
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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 them, 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

Tashkent Declaration
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[Shri Bhupesh Gupta.] position to
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.

Motion re:

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:

"Theyn

"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
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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
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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.

Tashkent Declaration

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 o, 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 wunder 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 -eaid.
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 ou, 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
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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, 1 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-

Tashkent Declaration
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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 shoulJd
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, thig 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
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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.

Tashkent Declaration

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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[Shrimati Lalitha (Rajgopalan) ] ing
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.

Motion re:

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 eeen 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
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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 T 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, 1 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. Itisnot avictory 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
PM. 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 totell us
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[Shri A. D. Mani.] what arguments the
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
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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. 1 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 f*” 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
statement 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 eaid 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 T can say that in no diplomatic
agreement signed between one party and
another is an attempt made to extract
assurances and
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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 T 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. | 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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[Shri A. D. Mani.] created in both the
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
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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.

SHRI G. MURAHARI: This is the
fifth time this has happened, every time
you are in the Chair that Tam .

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: T 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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SHRI 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.

SHRI 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 e 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.
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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: H, 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 SINGH: 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.

SHRI 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 VICE-ChATRMAN  (ShRI M. P.
BhARGAVA) in the Chair.)
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THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI 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.



