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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 Swatanira Party.

MOTION RE THE TASHKENT DEC-
LARATION—contd.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I have
cal’ed 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,
vou go on.

st wzw fagrdt a@edt o wEEd,

& oy fasg w0 w3y o v arfeeam
F AT TG FT AT GHT AWM
ATeTE ST & 99 g} 21T 391 qror-
FT AT F ALFT g 9 & forr A
FT ZATHT 67 faaTei T IGART T FLA
FT AA FFT AL F A MR T AW
i T A WY e g o o q
T AT AT T qFRw AT o uw
A7 st 727 @ fF ot 7 F Agw
2T GrAT AT | JATZES AR Ae T
¥ ATEHT 2 W Fgr A E—~ F ST
“To develop friendly relations
among nations, based on respect
for the principle of equal rights

and self-determination of peo-
ples;”.

qifFea FTOE] § wiwfAuT
& fagra %1 ggrg ¢ A 9% ®ES
FAAT T 2| TATREE AU F TieH
2 ¥ #3112 % N2 F7 =T wew
ot & fagra # ATaTX 9T F199 AT
TfET | FA qiFT Fg 7wy 2 &
zOY e A SIW AT At wr ov)y
AFFTIE gHY TATIES U WRI &
AT FEr A | AT § qg o7 Far
T 2 fF A % a9y Yo% fyzefame
F fagra & AuTX 9% a7 g A [ifE
R &% feexfamem & fogrma &7
FIEAT 97 AR FIA & (o4 qa1e T8
w@fad &0 5@ 9T ¥ g9 K1 "y
FE

A - .

gATEes AWH ART F AT
33F AR A AAIAFT o GroAv
AT | THE F5T T & ——

“Parties in a dispute the conti-
nuance of which is likely to endan-
ger international peace and security
shall, first of all, seek a solution by
negotiation, enquiry, mediatien, con-
ciliation, arbitration, judicial settle-

ment, resort to regional agencies”
ete. ete.

qrfeeear 1 97 AT T ) JAF 7
®IAT AT ATET ®Y SEeT g
a9 A FE F FOANT F g T
FI | FATT ACHTT AT K7y g 6
gffma 3 "AT 2 % Az wwa #
TR ATAA § @A T@l 2T HIT qHL
7g o Fed g {7 TR gETa A9
AT F 1 AT qifERaE wEdar @
FIIT W FTIA ATHAT A ) 33
®YFT Fl QIREATT & UF JIFAT T FgT
o —

“The article referring to non-
interference 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 mze fazrdr amsae]
TfFEIE FT VAT BT GAT HA AT ST
¥ f ondt ST Y At qf T9 gt
2o g faedt a9 dr & o fady
¥qmr F & fF 97 A0 3T F Aear
faair &Y waveT § 9gAr FaTer FIIAI
g arfew | R A W
g FEMT A OHWT 97w F
wErE &7 fang fEar o1 @ |
@y fag o favex sy faer o
& 72T ST fred awe AT @ fag
F g7 § F47 W90 I3 wEr A, 5
ZH FAT F2T IUT F ATY w2 A1q HLAT
TET | A AvETY T fag § Far or
& FTodIT wEveT X FE ST AFAT—
§ 373 W A AGAATE ¢

“Sovereignty of India over Kash-
mir was not a matter for mediation
or arbitration or discussion.”

FAT XA ACETL 3 @Y T FEA 7
uH AT &, FAw 2 afsw § o ggeEr
UF AT AT g, U a8 qLT TF &
7 fr 3wl &t faedt i arfeeare 7
q97 &, foqd a9 g & afear &
T T FHTIH F) USJ0LT ¥ T ALIL I
TN AT AT FEy 2, I A w1 A
AYETY FT FA AT qrfed f FwroT
US0ET 97 AL AT AFAT | A AL 3
FLFLT FT HTE off, T TF IGFT AqF
Agr faar oy & 1 v AR fer war & 7
a1 TH FETE FEAT AMEA—FToHT &
FT =TT TR g 1 e S Ao
ag FT 5 g0 FoMe o) ==t awa &
fr qax 7 2, wferam faagfe
FrSfas § Srm AT &3 fF 20
fraT § swmT & AR aETE )
21 E, 5 HAE FT X@T aF BN A9
q|@r ML, [T WA 9% §O9 H
fafer sTa=ifa® woAt 71 g9 fawren
ST | IR 98 YT FT dAT 2
f& =5 at a3 A FEHIT F FAT F1T
Wt afagey & f97 &t faar = o
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9 ¥ =1 o 94 @ 5 arfesae
#i9 st &1 grgsgae g & fa
T FM——JATZES AAA F qF2
A, AW AF F JAHA HIT Tvev
ATAT FIE WG TEH F TAHEA |
qfFEarTd FEAT A AT FT Z1EeqAA
oF T F Fre0w qv fFFT 9gq S
& wra wrdadva ST @y #87
FHAT | T 9T qIFH#ATT F00 fF wrea
q wrfeqqor aNF § FIET F qIT B
g T F TFAT q% 77 faar 7, wa
qifFEa & qiAq e fAEm e
et 7@ 2 5 oifesam 3w g e,
qrfeena gadfey 99, afeeaE w5
TR FITANT § JCHET FT | ZH AT A
TEN TET TG |

T RRE AT FUEETTE AR
T ST ¥ gor ot fE wre aieend
7 frr wadfsy &9, afeem 7 fT
TEAT FY, AT AT FT FGT 7 747 Fead¥
q ¥, 7O FEr FGT AT §U 95 faar
g7 | 9 9T AT ATAAT T | AGAT 97
% gw gt 9 av, fowara qv,
Frefr a7, 5T ¥ Fatr &7 J7 4 &
qeAT AT § ¢ T g W AT &
ATy AT FY @ L7 AT AFE A @A
FT AT TXT IT AW 97 Foorr T
2, e Y W HATTRT 7 B F gH
arafeE 7z & 7 qifwar 71, qrfear
F1, BIT 78 § —zafay & a0 37 97
fFT ¥ Fowm FT 7 AT AT AAE] &Y
A S0 GEAT & 7 AWTAT BT TR FHT
J gAY ENM, Al F ger fagT e @
4T, F=9 I, A TG R, FiH AR
T & g9 o9 T R
TYE T AF FgT 8 6 AT A G gw
9 a% T FG WG qF FIWHIT F
wHAT BT AE B | S€iw wgy ¥
7z WY FTT E fF gEA amrEes At
< Ga2” & fFar 2, gua fad gqar



737 Motion re:

g1 ¢ T 99 a5 wi & F1efie #1
HEAT A G FT TEIT AT gHT &, 9
gfaare 78 IITUA | IAFT HIAT ATH
-1t wifeq ¥ wrvEIC 3+ fae S
alt § WS FI THEAS T FAT T&T
IRA | Al FH FIOAIT Ivg T ARG
Fag | {5 g I wurr & Q¥ v
AT |

wglaaT, dmwEE ¥ ¥ gur S
gAY Tl oo 97w 7 oad
Ty TF TR0 FIE THATT TAT AGT
faar 2 | efeam 7 qadfsar st amoa
AT Y faewIrd qgr &, arfeea
q FOHIT FT FATT T ATAAT TN
ar, SifweqT “wqg afa’ & fan o
T TET & ST JF FIEOT BT qEGAT
g%t gfor & weqiasas Ofa ¥ ga
g Strg 1 fer o g9 O 9 9%
@ FT @ & | g9awT 7E ITTE R
gAY dfqaZ &9 & 3FF § AFT qg
feaqr | mifars &1 7 37 7 W
ATAFRTT § FAAAAT TGT GO AT A9
F1 g7 qfwag ¥ FEAT T | GIEAr
qfwg &1 7aAHT g5qrg ¢ fF 5 o
F IGT JF JAW I99 AT ATG,
qATAFT ¥ AT |IA o T§ HIST & |
gifqae woa™ vl A gz N WAV £ R
R ARA FZ0 GATAT AGr HGMW av
s 97 W FY ASS [T FeT BN
ST, AT AHaAT 98 TR |

FIfw @ W (qErR @w
fag) - fFasr =g, 7107 ?

Y | fagrd awddt oo Ay
1 F3T |

avaR |9 fag  faepa T99 a9
2\ H1T T T FE T R & e w1
a3y FEr 2 |
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oY gza fagrd amemy  2faEy,
qF Y g B £+ F a8 A9 AG
AT TEAT R S FH AH AT T
& FIfwRI & I TET T |

ATNT [N 5 . AT FRSH H
o9 7 777 %7 73 & o Iy e v
=&

[¢d

ot mrw fagrt At G, §
ATH @Y FAT T § | g FEHSH LT
F7 @I g | § Jodr ¥gar g a7 §Ad
ZATS TET T a9 JT F1 AT C AL
Al Tg TN, TE AW, WY ST
TUT 1 ATAT & | T SHUT T TF 27
uFAeA faar smar 2

st /o uWo utfTar A A1 T4ar
&iforg |

ot wzm fagd awmEy 3w Ay
FAT w13 A9 | FHAT 77 JW ATAT
&) foFer &7 R T FY TEI AR E |
T § qaAT STAT | €9 qFAR T FT AT
F qIHE T qOEE T, ITH N
98 ST | § 3T 9 F7 JATAT AT@AT

21

1S

areAT oY Y AT g qv oo
ZU & WA 17T 7 7T V7T 7 A,
& Ar g & =4 91, gL @0 Ay
FZUFT &, T AT & TaFE T |
zige ove gfear 7 famr 2 | wgrear,
g gay 3wy fagkw Wl S o
IS gHY § 77 § unterruption) HEIEAT,
ag (a2 zreen o efear 7 2 fomsy
TEAT ATRATE :

“Mr Kosygin and his officers
come forward with the suggestion
about midnight last night that the
UN Charter to which both [ndia
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[+t e fagrdr ar g ]

and Pakistan were signatories offer-
ed an appropriate basis in this con-
text for them to reaffirm their obli-
gation 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 ip line.”

q9ZX FIT AT AT fF qreawg § FEA
F o ¥ gt Ff w1 Fg
Wt Fg @ oar f& W= fwe
wzdr wiEew  ar g ar fgo yE
gra &g faar war o fF wsgafy #Age
FIEHT & JR A qIOFTF 73 TG 73
ghit AT @A q@ &g an afs
S§ @Y wfFeaEr € WA qrang
qgaT 397 A FgAr A% w7 faar
W Al FEAIT F FAC @ FA
AT

{ qoar aigar g B fagw  wfaal
I I5F F TR & AT 9T qfgdy
1o gt @ fema W S oay
g5g7 fear fF F1efi & gam9 9%
qiffFara & SIS F A9 qA9-
Fifwe =7 7 ;@ FO ! @
FHINE 7 F&r ! FAT AT 9T
®F FT TAE AEr A fF gw s
a7 U 7 W FGIR T AT
faad & ar fadw wer sivar ...

weae @y fag « fodr s@are S
T2 AT TR FTET qH & w i
s fafeet e aifags gAaq J
g w21 fF wT FTEHIR F warfeas
FIFT | FOaS w A ST AE
F8, AfFT FFAT F AIMCAT AT %
FE |

s 7w fagrd awaat ;- qga,
w9 wEary A gg fa@r &)

[
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A @ fag ;- oy A 7
g wa1 fx afger gaew & Jods
% & wifaw e fafqee § A
axg & g@ s F Aarfeas
T Fafad ) fFd g@I T WA
F AT AL BT

oz fagrd awwady @ Far a9
HqIT T T FH F (AT JATCEY
Ty ?

qeg wan fag: Ay wo g
F @ 3 T

oY 7z fagrt amady AR qrw
T & gfqar F@ g, AT g
BIZA  AG & | FFT AT AT TARIC ™
| o fRoa wrfzan, ot e,
AT TATAATIT, T AT A0T JIAFT TH
F /X q37 Fey g fons qa
g fr g fa3w afgqr #v qAt 67T
oA A ' FIIAAN AT
g M IEF w7 5 Asar
FEAIT & THT 9T AE AT g1 A
FE TT AN WAL FHIAAT FIT
U | ATA AT IF SART @A 8T
fear

SARDAR SWARAN SINGH: There
1s no mention at all anywhere.

*ft wr fagry awwedt ;o FETA
FL W L AT F9  AIT X0 AN
AGE ATAY AGIT AR @ W
AT qq1 g s FA®A T T AT 9K
e A ST ?

AT, AAFT H ®F 4 gL W
9 qifFedTd & 99 FT gugT fwar
#§9 €7 Y ITAF 4T 987 @2 A<
o9 W A o stgamwd wRa A
®F & AATAT AT Y | IT &G AR
foa & 0 FT W@ AT AR zHAT Y
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¥ THT TG FT aHAT 0 APRT
a9 & FT AT A7 §HI § 1 07
&F g T = oA dur o wnd
3 FEoeT F4ifE 9g miwEE Sr T
AT FE AZAT &, q§ TR B
TANHT & HAT FET A | ITH 89
I F wra gArd agrAfy & away &
W ZH T q 997 FgAT 9187 & fF
EETHT HTH GATY FIAT T I FT A
FLATCET IZ FL QT | =i T T4y
feg & s § 1 SR e
g foe fadid 14 swadan
= B a7 fAeREw SR
gt & | 37 forar & 5 amedy Y R
gl a1 5 & & arrer & fag i
T Fogu A0fEy i aredr Sy
a9 1% 3T aug faq s frad
@ G S 5 qrteedE awEy )
WA KT & AT T} | WIEH F TIH
qA A Fgr AT QA agT I 2
IT GBI AT FT AY FY 17 A7 AW
foar & &t Iy g FT F HR B
YA @IS |

§ agar I § f5 arfeears v
FTRT QTG AGE g | Foq Fg-giafa F
g3 fiigma A 531 § & 9 $am-
A J ATAFZ AT I AR Oy w17
Y W ] F AT Al FT AT g
|HAT 21 AT MEFEA EATRTY & 70T
T FYANTAE § AR 77 fom arwew
YT ARG FT AN TAET FT ET &
oAl IO H I97 q97 Ay, AH ATAF
qzeg +ff AT AN safFr Az 3
Ffw 10,129 F7 AR FATH IR A
g3 faum ¥ o< 9 g FIAAT
S1fgd | T =) Foor 79 w3y € R g
JF AV FTEAAR AT § AT AR Fradr
X Fifer At A g, AfpT AfgHsa &
qIE T ATSNAT A A F3T § 6 4T
ST & AL IS & IF afwa
15 RS—17.
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& g AXHYIT FT AT Aof2r Q7 q\E\
i & @37 A% Fo oA fadw
HEAT S o AGY AT )

S { gAA ATATE ST I TEIGT
fod 73  gaquarfaal w1 aq agrd W)
A AT FT @ § foafk gp AR
qIfFed™ & 919 GEAYIT g §%dr §
qY AT H TIATF AT A WL TIET
wmia &1 dr w@ oaf s far
St ? q# TR PR AR ady W@ @
N 2 FRT & AwraaeY § ww A
AR 4T X A Ffagml 73 F
#M § Y g7 W AT @ Iwy gAn
3T R A FX A e 1gA AT W
Sty o % A afeg T gre T § )

F yifreae ¥ ey F9 F fgams
TE & | AT W ORI & Are qraeen
N GURAT TEAT §, AfwA AT qF
FIHX 9T qHEI FT T04T FTAR §,
I TF FIEEI F IR A qrfHeas F
ATT AYET AT G FHIENR FT AAANAT
AT 8, qF aF wTieT AGT g1 aFar g |
ga wifa A gradfas § T 6740
7 fo ¥ @ § 93 0 AT AR
A TR G & WG g7 A7 TS
F )

wgrzo,  fadw weelt & Fgom fow amar-
Fg GO Fr AIRETAT JarEl A S
TAT ST FT § IHHT GOIA FL ) &
oY F AT FA AqG) 7

qIT TN 1Ry : AraA Jar § g
2 FAD{ITFEA AN FI

st e fagt amwyay - & AW
g f M- FA 37T F33 F 0

R w37 ag . v F o9 @
wWifrmransg I
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st e fagrdt amwdat - S g,
v fRT =Ty A1 #4% W@ & | JTiwear &t
WO &7 GG WY A I A
gt fooam S aFar @ ) JTER FY e
] FENR g 1 AT TE T
fear T wEar & | W & afeEe
qRe aftwg # A, aIfFeE wA
FY @y ¥ @i #) Faferer 370 2
& 71T are 6T & @we GaT g awar
2| Sg gO7 gW FEATAAIT 7 NI A |
TE FEAT AT ITH HEEIE I
ATT F@TE |
4 p.M.

SHRI M. P. BHARGAVA  (Uttar
Pradesh): Madam Deputy Chairman,
1 rise to give my wholehearted sup-
port 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 prevail-
ing in the country when Shastriji went
to Tashkent. 1 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 par-
ticular 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 situa-
tion that may arise.

If the House will bear with me I
will give one instance which will
show how calm and composed Shas-
triji 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 ap hour Shastriji asked me, ‘What
is the matter? Why are we not get-
ting down?’ I went to the pilot and:
asked him quietly what the matter
was, and why the plane was not land-
ing. The pilot told me that the un-
dercarriage 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 speak-
ing a word. After two minutes Shas-
triji asked me, ‘What is the matter?
Why don’t you speak? I told Shas-
triji the position that the undercar-
riage was not coming out that they
were trying to exhaust the petrol and
then land. Shastriji said “} am sorry
to find Bhargava that over such a
trifling affair you are perturbed. What
is there? Go and tell the pilot to
belly-lang by the side of the Ganges.”
Then on second thoughts he said:
“Tell the pilot to get in touch with
the Allahabad airport angd find out if
the particular pilot who was handling
this plane was available at the air-
port.” Fortunately, the pilot happen-
ed to be there and he went on giving
instructions. Ultimately it was sug-
gested 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 under-
carriage came out and the plane was
able to land. This incident 1 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 giv—
ing various instructions which a nor-
mal person would be giving.

Now, when Shastriji went to Tash~
kent he went with an open 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 tackl-
ing it. He said:

“I know there are many unresoly-
ed differences between our two:
countries, Even between countriee
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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 aveoid an
armed conflict and live together on
the basis of peacefu] co-existence,
should not countries like India and
Pakistan whose main problem is the
economic betterment of their peo-
ple give up the idea of solving any
problems by recourse tp 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 oppor-
tunity to resoive their dispute on a
peaceful, juslt 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.
Nei her of us can afford war, nor
can we divert our resources to pre-
parations for war. 'This is the one
lesson which we have jearnt 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
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President at that time. He had realis-
ed 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, T 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 ip 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 is
the path of peace. The first paragraph
of the Declaration is the usual pream-
ble. The first numbered paragraph
degls with the affirmation that no re-
course to force would be taken and
disputes will be settled through peace-
ful means, and both sides made a
statement about their respective posi~
tions as far as the question of Jammu
and Kashmir jis concerned. Here
again we have not compromised any-
where with the stang 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 diplomati 018,
which had almost been severed dur-
ing 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 consul-
tation 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 1last eighteen
years of the history of the unfortu-
nate relations between India and
Pakistan, the Declaration has a trem-
endous significance. It reverses past
trends and opens out the possibility
of peacefu] 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 neighbour-
liness. 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 compro-
mise. It cannot be one-sided, In
regard to the withdrawal from Haji
Pir and other areas across the cease-
fire line, the position of the Govern-
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 Par-
liament by the Prime Minister. It
wil] be recalled that in this letter he
had stated:—

“Let me make it perfectly clear,
Mr. Secretary-General, that, when
consequent upon cease-fire becom-
ing effective further details are
considered, we shall not agree to
any disposition which will leave
the door open for further infiltra-
iions 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 Tash-
kent ‘Declaration, from dealing with
them as we like. The Tashkent Dec-
laration 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 big-
gest powers of the world that it will
not be allowed to happen., What fur-
ther assurances could they give in an
agreement which is meant for turn-~
ing 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 op-
posed to the Tashkent Declaration.
Now, speaking on the 10th December,
Shri Atal Bihari Vajpayee said—

“AF fawma § #T gT@T ¥
g wAt Sy wgr fava wifg
F @ FO TG AL TR
AN a9 A FIAT FT qfeaw [ AT
w9 W 99§ I fre @ fee
SAH e fas oo & fadr o+ Far-
=t 3 g 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 re-
gard 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 is
the usua] method with him, to be
precise and to the point. He has given
three amendments on the same sub-
ject, 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 im-
press the House. Therefore, he took
a chance of giving three amendments
This is not the usual manner of action
that Shri Vajpayee takes on all major
icsues. That shows how he was not
quite sure of his stand. 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 Ata) Bihari Vajpayee were
placed in the position of Shastriji,
would he have not signed the Decla-
ration? 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, 1 would have,

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

SHRI ATAIL 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 through-
out 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 vindi-
cation 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 re-
nouncing the use of force for the
settlement of their disputes. It has
been the earnest wish of the Govern-
ment and the people of India to live
in friendship ang 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 Tash-
kent Declaration Walter Lippman
says:

“The world is better for what was
done at Tashkent, for mankind has
needed badly {o be shown that it is
still possible to get on top of the
intractable violenc2 of the human
affairs”,

In conclusion, Tashkent would be a
place of pilgrimage for Indians, To
every Indian who hag 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 help in 1ts implementation in
letter and spirit, and I have no doubt
that the Government of India and the
people of India would act adcordingly
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 1n this country
but practically in all the countries in.
the world. The reason why the worid
reacted to thig 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 dis-
cussed at Tashkent under the aegis
of a friendly power, the Soviet Union,
which had no interest and has no
interest in thig affairs except to see
that the two neighbours live in good
neighbourly relations, naturally the
expectations of all decent-minded
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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 humanity
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 neighbour-
ly 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
taking the responsibility of leading the
country, and in that context too he
wanted the friendship to be restored
between India and Pakistan, Natural-
ly 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 Pakis-
tan to shake hands across the border,
radiate goodwill from each side of the
border and make it possible for us fo
live as friends and good neighbours
frustrating the machinations and
designs of the enemieg of our people,
whether they live in India or Pakistan.
Naturally we always supported on this
side of the House such effort on his
part, and many agreements had been
signed, some of them were not ful-
filled, 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. Buf 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
ug and peace for the rest of mankind.

[RAJYA SABHA]
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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 his-
tory has shown time and again. It
lives in peace and amity and brother-
hood amongst nationss 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 neigh-
bours? Do we want fo seek the ways
of peace? Are we to show initiative
for that or are we to condemn our-
selves 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 ques-
tion 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 man-
kind. 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 gnd 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 immor-
tal heritage; nor shall it pass away
into oblivion it 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 ang 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 Tash-
kent 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
of 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 ag friends. That is
what we find. It was therefore a
great blow to those gentlemen in the
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 stop-
ping 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 defend-
ing, rightly, their territorial integrity?
Now, after the Tashkent Declaration
has been signed, which they could not
undo with all their malice and per-
versity, those American gentlemen
come and tell us, implement this De-
claration, 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,
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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 theme of American policy
even now. Therefore, when the
Americans support in this manner, 1
should like to ask the hon. Members
opposite not to be inveigled into be-
lieving 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 ele-
ments have openly comge out against it.
But there again, they are in a disarray
and you cannot say that all the opposi-
tion parties are opposed to the Tash-
kent Declaration. The opposition
parties in West Pakistan, and in East
Benga] 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 inte.r-
national agreement. Guarantees 1in
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 Declara-
tion has encouraged and strengther.ed
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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position to assert themselves and pre-
vent the bellicose elements from get-
ting an upper hand in Pakistani’s
political life in order to frustrate the
Declaration? ¥s 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:

“Tlley" .
“They” means Mr. Ayub Khan includ-
ed—

“ invite the Chairman of

the Council of Ministers of the

USS.R. to witness this Declara-

tion.”

Is it a3 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 fo either of these coun-
tries 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 vio-
late it, would he not reckon with the
fact of the background of the De-
claration 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 spme peobple,
it they want to behave malevolently
in this matter, have to reckon with
the fact that should they behave in

[ RAJYA SABHA ]
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this manner contrary to the spirit and
letter of the Declaration, that will
make the Soviet Union act in a parti-
cular 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
thatl violation or attempted violation?
Are these not international sanctions?
We do not have an iniernational 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 back-
ground in which they are signed.
Therefore, I think the Government
should be congratulated for creating
by their accord the greatest inter-
national santtion conceivable in the
present situation. And if that sanec-
tion does not work, I do not know
what will work. That does not mean,
for a3 moment, that I think that the
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 fry to sce that we
advance along that line and carry the
rest of the world with us, we have to
see that our persuasion and implemen-
tation are of such a nature that they
disarm the enemies of this Declara-
tion, the enemies of Indo-Pak rela-
tions, wherever they may live. That
is how we should Dbehave. 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. And 1 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 taken



757 Motion re:

the right step, and a right step that
has been faken to the knowledge of the
entire world, a step to which every-
body has given his support, every
nation has given its support, practical-
ly and openly. Therefore, I say that
these are matters of importance.

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

‘They reaffirm their obligation
under the Charter not to have re-
course to force and to settle their dis-
putes through peaceful means.”

Is it not an international commit-
ment? 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 pos-
sible 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 ob-
served, 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
miuch bothereg about whether it is a
no-war pact as such signed as a sepa-
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tan to sign for what we have been -
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exactly In the same wording. But
these few words thst 1 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., 1
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 1 say this thing?
Did we go to war with Pakistan to
capture Haji Pir or other passes im-
portant as they are? We went to
war with Pakistan in order to repel
aggession, in order to make them
pbserve what they had committed and
to see that inflltrators 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.
It 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
side 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, 1985 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 ocut
to Shastriji’s statement. He made it
very clear that as soon as we have the
pudrantee that inflitration would not
take place, we would be prepared even
to withdraw from Haji Pir. That has
been made very clear, Now the ques-
tion 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 fo India,
a peace-loving country? Such a
posture if we take, we shall be mis-
understood by the whole world.
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Therefore, we have sought, as 3 peace-
loving nation, guarantees, that con-
form to the standard of peace, guaran-
tees 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 Tash-
kent Declaration? What else?

If you say that infiltrators are there,
well deal with them as you like, as
my esteemed friend from that side
said, 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 ex-
peditiously withdraw them in termg of
the agreement because the agreement
speaks of armed personnel. Therefore,
19 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 ete. is a weak
one, if I may say so, and is meant for
political propoganda,

It is easy to excite passien. Mr.
Va)payee 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 coun-
try and our territoria] 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
geen 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 are 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 aspira-~
tions 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 remem-
bered in history, but because we have
to implement honestly the Tashkent
Declaration, carry forward the Tash-
kent 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 Pakis-
tan, and indeed all peace-loving man-
kind. 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 the
good of both India and Pakistan,

Thank you.

SHRIMATI LALITHA (RAJA-
GOPALAN) (Madras): Madam Deputy
Chairman, I am not going to make a
critica]l analysis of the Declaration
nor am I going into the legal clari-
fications of this Declaration. From
my point of view the Tashkent Dec-
laration is not only a significant,
solemn pledge for peace from the
point of view of India and Pakistan
but of the whole world. Renuncia-
tion of violence and peaceful settle-
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ment of all disputes which the world
and the big powers have been lotdly
thinking has been put to test for the
first time, and the credit for that goes
{0 the sub-continent of Asia.

For all practical purposes, one
should not forget that for safeguard-
ing 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 non-
violence, 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 delega-~
tion 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 juneture when our
mind was very much saddened at
these events the Prime Minister of
the U.S.S.R. extended an invitation
to 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 Kash-
mir issue has been in any way
jeopardised. On the contrary, it only
reveals that Pakistan has realised
that aggression and threat do not pay
in 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

K
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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.

Now for another thing, for a
developing country like ours friend-
liness, cooperation and mutual under-
standing with neighbours is indispen-
sable 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
Haji Pir Pass was only to check
further infiltration into Jammu and
Kashmir from  Pakistan-occupied
Kashmir, and this Declaration pro-
vides 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 6f
20 to 27 years completely disabled.
Did anyone of them give a thought
as top 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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ing this Declaration, and I am sure
we can give a fair trial to it. As for
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 for-
eign 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
seen 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 show-
ed 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
Tasiikent he made a statement in this
House on the 10th December, 1965, m
which he referred to the totality of
relationship between India and Pakis-
tan 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 geo-
graphy made it imperative for India
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and Pakistan to live in harmony and
mutual co-operation, one with the
other, and that we had always beliey-
ed that war and military conflict
could not provide a real solution to
any problem between nations. It is
with this determination that he pro-
ceeded to the U.S.S.R. and it is mot
a fact that he was pressurized by the
U.S.SR. 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, irres-
pective 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 co-
existence 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. 1 am
sure, Madam, that if this Declaration
is fully implemented, the credit not
only goes to the U.S,SR. 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 Pra-
desh): 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, refer-
red to the newsreel shot which show-
ed 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
newsree] 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 finish-
ed his dinner and then he paced up
and down the room. Now the camera-
man 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,
From the point of view of a little
publicity for the newsreel they want-
ed 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 inti-
mately, 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 the 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 peace-
ful relations between India and Pak-
istan. 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 ques-
tion 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
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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 con-
flict, and if it had been decided by
the Secutity Council, that decision
would have been definitely disadvant-
ageous 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 Lakore 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 satisfac'ion 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, Pak-
istani 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 Sccurity
Council, we ran count upon the good-
will 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
it is as powerful az the
Security Council. We were
not prepared to implement the Reso-
lution of the Security Council. But
when the Soviet Union tried to
persuade us—Mr. Shastri unfortunate-
ly is no longer with us to tell us

5 PV,
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what arguments the Prime Minister of
the Soviet Union used to persuade us
to withdraw from Haji 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. Minis-
ter of External Affairs to give infor-
mation 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 readi-
ness shown and the tone of the talks
are there. 1 am only asking for in-
formation. If this is going to be the
pattern of the developments between
India and Pakistan, then it is a deve-
lopment which all of us shoulg wel-
come, because we canot thing in
terms of the armies of both the coun-
tries 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 Ex-
ternal Affairs mentioneq 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 import-
ance 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 ang Pakistan.
What appeals to me in this Declara-
tion 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 digcour-
age propaganda directed against the
other country and will encourage pro-
paganda directed towards developing
friendly relations between the {wo-
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 docu-
ment witnessed by the Prime Minis-
ter of the Soviet Union, the President
of Pakistan has said that he will
encourage friendly propaganda bet-
ween India and Pakistan. 1 attach
a good deal of importance to this,
more importance than what the
Minister of External Affairs attaches
and has said with regard to the princi-
ple 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 zon-
tinue 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 o! the
property and assets taken over by
either side in connection with the
conflict.”

Madam, one of the potent causes of
irritation between India and Pakistan
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has been the ill-treatment of the
minornties in Pakistan and the fact
that the President of Pakistan has
said that he will try to see that all
these sources of irritation will dis-
appear is itself a significant gain be-
cause 1f the minoritieg are treated
well by Pakistan there will be very
little or few grounds for tension
between us and Pakistan.

Madam, I would also like to say
that this disengagement which has
come about, this disengagement to the
1949 level, which hag come about as
a result of the talks between the two
Army Commanders is again another
development which wil] 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 ] am
prepared to accept the Goverrment's
statement that there are no secret
clauses at all. But a matter like the
scaling qgown 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 Deferce
Minister and I asked for a clarification
of the point, the Minister of Defence
said it was a political decision. But
Parliament should have been inform-
ed. We welcome it and I would go
even to the extent of saying that there
should 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 go-
ing on.

Madam, it has been said that Pakis-
tan has not given us any assurance of
not sending infiltrators into Kashmir.
1 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 bet-
ween ong party and another is an at-
tempt 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 assurances
to Prime Minister Kosygin that he
would not send infiltrators into Indis.
It has not been spelt out in the agree~
ment, no doubt. Suppose Pakistan
does send out infiltrators. Suppose
Pakistan goes against every clause of
the Declaration, then we will be in &
very strong positior to go to the Prime
Minister of the Soviet Union and say,
“At your instance we signed this
agreement. At your instarce, 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 ard in reta-
liation use the same methods and try
to meet the situation.” The onus will
be on the Soviet Union which has se-
cured a triumphant lead in, the space
race to see to it that a document sign-
ed 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 Goverrment is trying to re-
vive the debate on Kashmir in the
Security Council. I do not know whe-
ther anything said in this Chamber
or for that matter in the other Cham-
ber, 1s goirg to influence the President
of Pakistan or his advisers. But since
the Tashkent Declaration is being de-
bated openly, I would like to say this,
that this is not the time for the Presi-
dent of Pakistan to reopen the Kash-
mir question, because any reopening
of the Kashmir question by the Gov-
ernment of Pakistan would lead to
propaganda in either country directed
against the other and will destroy
the very basis of thus 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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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 Kash-
mir question would be solved. But
there ought to be some king of agree-
ment between India anq 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 Pakistap, is
going to do. We do not want to start
on distrust but in view of gll 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 condemn-
ed by international opinion ang inter-
national opinion condemning Pakistan
will be a great help to India because
we want an international climate for
assistance to this country in its econo-
mic 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-opera-
tion 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 expendi-
ture 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 pheres.

Thank you.

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

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

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: What~
ever it is, T have said thst the Minis-
ter will reply tomorrow. We have

already exceeded the time allotted
for this.

SHRI G. MURAHARI: We can sit
till 5:30 p.Mm.

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 opi-
nion of the House?

SHRI G. MURAHARI 1t is extremely
unfair to me because I have noticed
that when you are in the Chair this
happens.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: 1 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 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 sit

longer., May I know the will of the
House. whether it wishes to sit
longer?
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SHR1 BHUPESH GUPTA: May !
appeal to you, Madam? Let it not
be said that discussion has been shut
ocut. If some one wants to speak, let
him speak.

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

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: 1 would
appeal 1o 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 SWARAN 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 said 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: I1f 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 burv the hatchet.
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THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: It is
not a question of not burying the

hatchet. It 1s 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 re-
flection, on the Chaijr.

SHR{ AKBAR AL] KHAN (Andhra
Pradesh): Please withdraw,

SARDAR SWARAN SINGH: With-
draw.

SHRI G. MURAHARI: In view of
what you say, Madam, that you had
no intention of shutting out the gis-
cussion, I would withdraw it but at
the 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 with-
drawing that part which said that the
Deputy Chairmapn, 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 to-
morrow. The debate will close to-
day. Yes, Mr. Murahari.

(The Vice-Chammman (Shrr M. P.
Bhareava) in the Chair.)
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THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M
P. BHARGAVA): The House stand:
adjourned till 11-00 a.m. t{omorrow.

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



