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Shri Morarka: Actually, one of

the paras concerns Avro-748 and this

Report deals extensively with that.

1313 hrs, '

MOTION RE: TASHKENT
RATION—contd.

DECLA-

Mr. Speaker: Further consideration
of the following motion moved by Shri
Swaran Singh on the 16th February,
1966, namely:i—

“That the Tashkent Declaration
be tuken into consideration™.
and amendments thereon.
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Shrl Harl Vishau Kamath (Hoshan-
gabad): She should be present at least,
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Bhri H. N, Mukerjee (Calcutta

Central): Could it be conveyed to the
Prime Minister that it ig the desice
ot the House that on this very pre-
eminently important matter, she
should make a statement in the House?
There is a qualitative character to a
statement made by the Prime Minister
in the House rather than In some
meeting somewhere outside the
House. It ig very important that she
makes a statement in regard to the
Tashkent Declaration. We have ail
respect for our friend, Shri Swaran
Singh, but we do desire that the
Prime Minister should make g state-
ment in the House on this question.

Mr. Speaker: It is for Government.
This wish of the House should be
conveyed to the Prime Minister,
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Shrimat! Renu Chakravartty (Bar-
rackpore): When does the debate on
the President's Address begin?

Mr, Speaker: Immediately aftcer
this

Shrimati Renu Chakravartty: May
we request that at Peast then the
Prime Minister should be in ‘he
House?

Mr. Speaker: By that Lime, she

would come—L suppose.

Shri Harl Vishno EKamath: Sappose!

Mr. Speaker: 1 can only suppose.

Shri Bard Vihan Kamath: You can
direct the Leader.

The Ministey of External Affalrs
(Shri Swraran Singh): Mr. Speaker.
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Sir, I am gratetul to hon. Membeurs
who, while participating in this de-
bate, lent massive support to the
Tashkent Declaration, I am wvery
happy that this support came not only
from houn. Members belonging tg this
side of the House but several hon.
Members from the Opposition Benches
also supporied the Tashkent Declara-
tion, and have given on many occasions
more reasons and arguments s
favour of acreptance of the Declaration
by the country. This expresses the
determination of our people to treat
this as 8 non-party issue, a3 a
nationa) issue.

My task in replying has been great-
ly lightened. It is very much easmer
as several hon. Members who have
already participated snd have lent
their support to the Tashkent Decla-
ration have given various arguments
and ressons to remeove some of the
doubts that had been raised by those
hon. Members who criticised the
Declaration. 1 will not, therefowe, be
leng in my reply. I will iry to con-
fine myself to meeting some of the
specific points that have been raived
by hom. Members who criticised the
Declaration.

At this stage, 1 would hke to say
that a desire has been expressed by
hon, Members that the Prime Minis-
ter should also make some statement
on the Tashkent Declatation in the
House, 1 am surc that this request,
this wish that has been expressed om
the floor of the House will e coo-
vewed to the Prime Minister, and i
her intervention in the debate on the
President's Address, she can imclude
her own statement on the Declara-
tion,
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Shri Swaran Singh: The question
of withdrawals of armed personnel
from Haji Pir, Tithwal and Kargil
has come up for comments; it has alsoe
been criticised by certain hon. Mem-
* bers. The question of infiltrators has
also been mentioned. As a matter of
fact, these two points are inter-
connected, and I would like to say
something on these iwo poinis
together. We have first 1o see the
objective that we had before us when
the Indiom armed forces mreved (o
Kargil, to Tithwal and to Haji Pir.
It iz very importamt, because we were
facing aggression, and this massive
aggression originated in the form of
a Jarge number of armed personnel
crossing over to that part of Jammu
and Kashmir which is in the actual
possession and control, sdministrative
and the rest, of the Govermment of
India.

When we took up this matter with
the Pakistan Government and point-
ed out to them the serious sitwafion
created by these armed inffitrators
esming ®eross inte Indiam territory,
the Government of Pakisten &id not
accept and responsibility. It -then
became necessary for us to take
defermive measures to check inflltra-
tisn, becamse the responsibility in thiz
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respect was not accepted by the Gov-
ernment of Pakistan. It was in that
eontext that the Indian armed forces
moved into these iwo passes, Tithwal
-and Héji Pir; end we moved inte
Kargil because our line of communi-
cation to the Ladakh area was under
constamt threat by the sniping and
other provecative acts which were
indulged in by the Pakistan forces.
"These were the objectives before us
when we moved to these passes
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We have now to see whether, when
we agreed to withdraw, our objective
had not been reallsed, whether the
reason for which we moved to these
passes still persisted at the time we
agreed to this withdrawal. We gave
very careful consideration to the
variour aspects. This was a very
serions matter, and we attached a
very great deal of importance to it;
it was necessary for us to give the
most careful consideration to the
implications of the step that we were
taking in agreetng to the withdrawal
from these greas.

As T said when 1 initiated this
debate, three condilions were agreed
to by Pukistan. Firstly, beth ceun-
tries agreed that the use of force
would be abjured in the setilement of
any dispute; geeondly, that ceuwse-flre
terms on the cease-fire line would be
adhered to and respected by the two
partics; and thirdly that there would
be non-interference in each other's
internal affairs. Even ong of these
consideratlons or conditions is emough
to correst the mischief that can be
created by the movement of infilira-
tors.

Shri Frank Antbomy (Nominated—
Anglo-Indians): Question,

Bhrt Bwatem Bingh: Let me finisk

Shri Hari Vishas NKamath: You
need not finish He can question.

Shri Swarsa Bimgh: Bending armed
mﬁm&brfmnmu‘;'rknﬂ!
use of force, and #f bofh parties agree
that force will be used for the
eriforcement of gny chim or thé
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settlement of any dispute, obviougly
they cannot say that they will send
these infiltrators in the exercise of
their right to enforce a claim or to
settle a dispute. It is quite another
thing, a separate ' issue to which I
will come, as to whether they will
respect this or not, but my point is:
is the sending of inflitrators protected
or can it be resorted to by any loop-
hole that is there in the agreement?
My contention is that we should keep
these two things separate, the inter-
pretation of the agreements, and then
other party’s intentions or the ques-
tion whether they will respect the
terms of the agreement or not. At
this stage, I am on this question
whether the agreement itself covers
armed infiltrators or whether, not-
withstanding the terms of this agree-
ment, and even if they are adhered
to, they can make out a case that they
can send infiltrators.

Shri Hem Barua (Gauhati):
have already made out g case.

They

Shri Swaran -Singh: They have
mot.

Shri Hem Barua: Yes, they have.

Shri Bwaran Bingh: I know what
you mean to say. That is no neWw
point, you know fully well. Pakistan
has at no stage sald that they have
got the right to send inflitrators. All
along they have denied having sent
infiltrators, and even now they do not
sy that they have the right to send
infiltrators. That is an important
point.

Shri Hem Barua: Pakistan has not
accepted the argument that Kashmir
is an internal matter. President Ayub
and Mr. Bhutto have made it clear,

Shri Swaran Singh: He has jumped
on to the second issue. I am saying
that one of the first conditions of the
agreement is not to use force, and
sending armed infiltrators is use of
force. That is what I am trying to
eontend. It iz quite clear that even
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Pakistan has not said that they are
entitled to send infiltrators or to use
force even if Kashmir iz not an
internal matter of India. We do not
accept Pakistan's contention that
Jammu and Kashmir is not an inte-
gral part of India, and any interfer-
ence by sending infiltrators, even by
whipping up agitations there or try-
ing to support those who are not
acceptling the writ’ of the local gov-
ernment there, is very much inter-
ference, We do not accept their
interpretation of Jammu and Kashmir
not being an internal problem or an
internal responsibility of the Gov-
ernment of India.

Shri Hem Barua: Kashmir is an
integral part of India. Then why did
they discuss Kashmir at Tashkent,

Shri Bade (Khargone): We want
your guidance. The hon. Minister is
repeating the same argument which
he advanced in the beginning. Mr.
Anthony has pointed out that though .
Pakistan is not owning responsibility
for the infiltrators, they are stll
there. So, what is the reply to that?

Shri Swaran Singh: If the hon.
Member waits, he will get the reply.

Mr. Speaker: After hearing him,
my guidance is that he will kindly
resume his seat and for some time
listen patiently.

Shri Hem Barua: My submission is
this, We have been saying that
Kashmir is an integral part of India,
and we have been saying that very
rightly. Then 1 do not understand
why Kashmir was discussed at
Tashkent. If it is an integral part,
we do not discusg it with anybody,
anywhere.

Shri Swaran Singh: That is a
separate issue about which I will
have to say somethmg but at the
present stage

Hr, Speaker: If the Minister does
not yield, the hon. Members should

exercise patience and listen to him.
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Shri Swaran Singh: The important
point that I was mentioning at this
stage was that this question of infillira-
tors and their being sent is covered
by this condition which has been
agreed upon between the two sides.
I need not repeat it.

The second point
mentioned is that they do not accept
Jammu and Kashmir as the internal
problem of Indis, and therefore there
may be o loophole for sending infil-
trators. My reply to this is two-fold,
Firstly, it is our interpretation, it is
our very firm stand, that Jammu and
Kashmir is an integral part of India,
and that its sovereignty is not nego-
tiable, In these circumstances, any
uniiateral interpretation

Shri Swaran Singh: We do not
accept this interpretation that they
have got the right to interfere in this.
So far us the question uf armed In-
filtralors is concerned, whatever may
be their position with regard to
Jammu and Kashmir, even if the,
are kveping up a dispute on that is-
sue, which v do not accept—we
clearly say that there is no dispute—-
even then I contend that the clause
relating to non-use of force covers
this completely and any step that
they take to intcrfere with the estab-
lished administration on our side of
the cease fire line is a clear viola-
tion of the Tashkent declaration. It
is therefore something about which
we need not have any doubt in our
minds. Prof. Hem Barua says: if it
Is an internal matter why was it
discussed? It is very clear im the
Tashkent declaration it is not left in
doubt. I would recall that Prime
Minister Shastrl had on more than
one occasion mads the position
clear in this House: ' I am not going
1o discuss Kashmir®

that has been
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Shri Hem Barua: He discussed it,

Bhri Swaran Singh: He had also
said: if the other party says that it
wants to discuss Kashmir or they
want to raise some point, all that I
have to do is tp state clearly that
Jammu and Kashmir is an integral
part of India; that iy the position to
which he said India would stead-
fastly adhere. In this context, at the
meetings in Tashkent between our
late Prime Minister and President
Ayub Khan, it is a fact that Presi-
dent Ayub did raise the question of
Kashmir, ’

Shri Tyagli (Dehra Dun): What
did he zay? What did he claim?

Shri Swaran SBingh: Our late
Prime Minister made g clear and
categorieal statement that Jammu and
Kashmir is an integra] part of India
and that is the position to which he
strongly adhered; we are not going
to alter that position, As to what
President Ayub sald, or their Forelgn
Minister said, it is well-known; they
say from time to time that the peo-
ple of that area should be permitted
to express thelr desire about their
future. If in reply to that we cate-
gorically reject uny such claims and
reiterate our stand on Jammu and
Kashmir, it is not dlscussing the
question of Kashmir: it is only a re-
iteration of the position, and that
fact, Mr. Spcaker, is clearly enun=
ciated in the declaration. The de-
claration sayy that the twp sides re-
iterated their position. Prof. Hem
Darua s hurling the declaration at
us. We went through every word of it.
Shri Dwivedy ralsed a point that the
position and manners {n which this
sentence is used perhapg might cast
same cloud on our assertion. That
is not at all correct. Article T says
that the Prime Minister of India
and the President of Pakistan agree
that both sides will exert all efforts
to creste good neighbourliness bat-
ween India and Pakistan in occor-
dance with UN charter, That Is
unexceptionable. , They reaffirm
their obligation under the charter
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not to have recourse to force but to
scltle their disputes Lhrough peace-
ful means. 1 would very strongly
urge that this is a very clear and
categonical reaffirmation of ‘the ob-
ligation not to use force. This
should not pe lightly dismissed; it is
a clear affirmation of their obligation.
They considersed that the interests
of peace in the region, particularly
in the Indo-Palkistan sub-continent
and indeed the interests of the
people  of india and Pakistaa,
were nol served by the continuunce
of tension between the two countries.
They also said that our attitude
should be to develop good neighbour-

ly relations, to discontinue tension,
It wag in this context and against
this background that Jammu end

Kashmir was discussed and edeh side
sat forth ils respective  position. [
have already said what our position
was: namely, that it js an integral
part of India. The other party said
that they have got their ovwn claim.
They agreed tp disagree on this is-
sue. To bring about good neigh-
bourly relations, it was said there
were other matters which should be
attended to and the rest of the de-
claration preceeds to mention some
of the other matiers. The mention of
this background against which Jam-
mu and Kashmir was discussed is a
point which bring out our clear
statement and position on Jamma
and Kashmir. I would also like to
mention that in the course of my
talkg with the Foreign/ Minister of
Pakistan and his colleagues, talks
during which on our side my ool
league Shri Chavan and other mem-
bers of the delcgation were present,
I reiterated our position and our
siapd on Jammu and Kashmir in un-
mistakable terms.

Bame hon, Members here and
some outside hacd mentioned that the
eountry should be told as to what
wags tilked between the two swdes. 1
would like 1o clarify the position.

Shri Hari Vishno KEamath: Mr.
Tyagi was not told perhapa.
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Shri Swaran Singh: There are a
large numbur of others. The lodisu
position on  Jamumu  and Kashmir
was pot whittled down in the slight-
csl, we reiterated in clear and un-
mistakable lerms owr stand, and

Pakistan is in no doubt about ouwr
stand,

Shri Tyagl: Very good.

Shri Swaran Singh: No news-
paper, ni critie or supporter
of the Tashkent declaratiun
from Pakistan has ever  assertea

that India has deviated from its stand
on Jammu and Kashmir. On an issue
on which even Pakistan does not
claim that we have changed our stand
on Jammu and Kashmir, it is not
wise or in our national interest to
continue to agitate these points and
unneecessarily to create doubts even.
when the other party is in no doubt.

1 do not want to go into the whole
history of how this wave of infiltra-
tion started and how we took pre-
ventive action by moving into some
of the passes and how vigorously our
security forces took wery stern and
effective measures to deal with the
inflitrators who were operating in
Jammu and Kashmir territory .
(Interruptions.)

Shri Hari Vishnu Kamath: Rather
late,

Shrl Swaran Bimgh: There caanot
be a running commentary.
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8hrl Swaran 8ingh: I cannot reply
to all questions in one breath, If I
attempl to answer one argument and
the hon. Member feels it is incon-
venient. then he goes to something
else; that is not fair,
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Shri Bham Lal Sarsf (Jammu and
Kashmir): My submission is: let the
hon. Minister speak and let us know
what he says. Later on, we can put
guestions. This sort of heckling will
not do.

Mr. Speaker: 1 am not promising
whether I would allow questions or
not.

Shri Swaran Siagh: The infiltrators
whn had crossed over were being
dealt with and our security forces
and our police made a very thorough
job of it. If ultimately we were able
to control the situation it was due
to the effective steps that were taken
by the security forces, I would also
Iike to add that the government of
Jammu and Kashmir end. if I may
add, the people there, acted wvery
strongly and they fully cooperated
with these steps taken by the autho-
rities in dealing with the infiltrators.
It was this support given to us, the
lack of the response which mistaken-
ly Pakistan thought they would get
from the people, which was mainly
responsible for thwarting the designs
of the infiltrators,

W WiT &
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We are grateful to the peaple who
gave information to the local guthu-
ritles,. We had a large number of
non-officials who traced the move-
ment of these people and supplied
information tg the authorities whin
ultimately led to the mopplng up
operationy and in providing the ne-
cessary eecurity to the areas and to
the targets which unfortunately had
been aimed at by the inflitrators.

I would also llke tp add that afler
the cease flre operations, although
Pakistan did continue to keep this
posture that they had never sent
these infiltrators, and continued 10
disown their responsibility, we have
definite information that they called
upon these people, who had been
sent across, to return to that area.
We hud definite information on that
score, gnd & large bulk of the pen-

ple aclually crossed over into the
other territory. (interruption). Our
security forces also have been strp-

ping up their efforts, which continu-
ed after the cease fire, because our
Prime Minister had made it absolu-
tely clear that any ceasc fire agree-
ment that is arrived at or any cease
fire arrangement thaf is acvepted does
not mean that gur efforts to  deal
with the Infiltrators or to dea]l with
them ecffectively would in anyway be
influenced by the cease fire. We made
the position clear that thig is an in-
ternal, law and order matter, and
we had to function effectively. It

was the combined effect of thewe
two things; the contlnuous drive
by our securily and  armed
forces, the civilians and  the
civiliaon government—al| this com-

bined effort put s much pressure
on them and they found, particular-
ly after the cease fire, that there wa:
no point in their gtaying on. A large
number were gctually thrown out
and pushed back inte the other tar-
ritory, We have definite informatiow
sbout the order which was availalile
with us when they sent across thesc
inflltrators, through a variety of
sources, that after the cease fire,
pariicularly—
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Shrli  Surendranath Dwivedy
(Kendrapara): Is it your case that
there are no infiltrators inside Kash-
mir now?

Shri Swaran Singh: I am coming
lo that. Out of the total number of
inflitrators, who were in thousands,
a4 good bulk has been thrown back.
A large number of them were killed;
sume of them were alsg arrested.
The number that might be left there
might be very, very small. It s
very difficult for me to give any
number, but it cannot be more than
& few odds apd ends, say, half a
dozen or. 10 people in one remote
area or the other. I have not got the
census or the list. If we knew the
exact number, we would get hold of

them or kill them or shoot them,
those who come here without any
authority. But the point is, the

Pakistan, Government, naturally from
the very beginning, had taken the at-
titude that they are not concerned
with these, that they have not sent
tnem; we have information that they
had done so and they had sent ac-
ross these people. We had informa-
tion thal they were receiving mes-
sages and we intercepted some of
those messages, and it was on that
basis that we kept the country and
this House fully informed about
their getivity; that they were sent
across and they were supported. We
had also information—we had de-
finite information—that they were
withdrawn after the cease fire. So,
this was a combined effect of the
two-pronged operation, pressure by
us, by our security forces, and also
their attitude that they wanted to
withdraw,

In a matter like this, we have to
sep the results and need mot insist on
a public statement that they have
withdrawn, T am sure that even on
this statement of mine they might
say, “No; we never sent anyone; we
have not withdrawn anyone® They
may say, as in their earlier state-
ment, that “We have not sent any
man even in the initial stages™ Bo,
we have to look to the situation on
the ground and view it realistically,
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and realise that in future, these con-
ditions are accepted: that non-use of
force is accepted; nbn-interference
in one's internal affairs is accepted;
and that observance of the ceass
fire terms on the cease fire line is
accepted, for after that sending in
armed personne] across the cease
fire line is a clear violatlon of the
cease fire termg and the cease fire
line. So. in actual fact also, based
upon this agreement that they have
entercd upon, we were fully satis-
fled that the question of infiltrators
is not likely to arise hereafter, and
it is covered by the agreement. It was
thereafter that we agreed in respect
of Haji Pir and Tithwal the passage
through which we had moved in order
to check further infiltration,

Shri Nath Pai (Rajapur): Now
that you have covered this point—I
have been listening very patiently—
may [ put one question? How would
you say that they disown, when they
sent them?  They now disowpn that
they have issued orders to withdraw
thenmi. 1 ask you very simply; it
has been annoying cvery Indian.
Ultimately, again, they will send
them and when the time has come
to disown, they may say “we have
not sent them"! What ig your pro-
tection against this kind of perfidy?

Shri Swaran Siogh: It is a wsepa-

rate issue and 1 will answer it. We
are clear that if the terms of the
agreement arc adhered to, then, the
question of sending infiltrators does

not arise. It is a very perlinent
question and a practical question, that
it they do pot adhere to the obliga-
tions that they have undertaken, then
what is our guarantee? IL is & very
pertinent question. But the answer
to this is the same as with all1 the
other agreements that have been
entered into between two countries.
In g matter like this, If we start with
this attitude that any agreement that
is entered into is not likely to be ad-
hered to that they wil] find some ax-
cuses to go back upon the agreement,
then, the reply iy that we know how
to deal with the situation Then a
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new situation develops  altogether.
The agreement is clear. If they do
not adhere to it, if they go behind the
ayreement and do not faithfully car-
ry out their obligations under it but
surreptitiously take resort to some-
thing else, then it is a clear violation

of the agreement; then a situation
arises, and we will {ake the
sterncst measure {o meet the situa-
tion, and of that we have never

made any secret. I would beg of this
House to see that the agreement is
very clear, and that the ultimate
prutection in this emse is provided by
the agreement and by their adher-
ence to this agreement, If the agree-
ment is not adhered to, what follows
depends upon our capacity to deal
with the situation. Many of our
foreign friends, sympathetic friends,
have many times mentioned to us
that a country of 45 crores or 48
crores of people hardly needs to go
to the international community to
say that this is a nuisance by the
infiltrators. But there should be
some solemn agreement on their part
that they will never send infiltrators.
They have admitted their responsi-
bility: though it is not in these clear
words, if the terms ure adhered to,
it is covered. If they do not observe
these terms then it is a  situation
where our strength and our capacity
tn deal with them will be" the real
guarantee. That is something which
we have not to lose sight of.

13. 48 hrs.
[Mgr. DeruTy-SeEaker in the Chai-)

Shri Hem Barua: Clause ITI of the
Tashkent Agreement says that "rela-
tions between India and Pakistan
shall be based on the principle of
non-interference in the internal
affairs of each other”

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Order, order.

Shri Hem Barma: My submission is
FPakistan has not mccepted this.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Order, order,

Shri Bade: He {s bringing forward
a point to the attention of the

1887 (SAKA) Declaration
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Minister; it is a very important ques-

tion.
Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The hom

Minister is not ylelding. I cannot
allow questions to go on like this.
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Shri Swaran Bingh: I do not know
why hon. Members are repeating the
points agaln and again. I have
attempted to clarify these points.

ot vy fawg :  qEfaena &
it ¥ ow feafr 87
Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Order, order.

Shrl Bade: Such intervention is
right on the part of the hon. Mcmber;
he has the right to put a question.
It is a pertinent question and it is
for the Minister to reply to it

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The hon.
Minister is not yielding. Order,
order,

Shri Swaran Singh: Sending infil-
trators is a clear interference in cur
internal affairs,. Even if they un-
ilaterally do not accept It, it cannot
be an explanation of the declaration
terms. Thirdly, this is a contraven-
tion of the ccase fire terms. Sending
in armed personnel across the cease
fire line is coniravention of the
cease fire terms,

The other broad political issue
which Mr. Nath Pai raised is vital
In fact, that is the most important
issue which cuts across any words
that might be used: What is the
ultimate guarantee in these cases?
For that the reply is, we have to
depend upon our strength and we
have to tell the world, =s they have
told us on many occasions, if the
infiltrators come, notwithstanding this
agreement, the answer is, shoot them;
hang them in the passes. That will
be the biggest deterrent. Even on
this occasion, although they staried
in a surreptitious manner, although
it caused some worry to us, the way
we dealt with fhis problem effec-
tively is the biggest guarantee that
they will not try again, What bawve
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they gained by this, except that they
buve lost hundreds of people and
they had to eat their words? When
Pakistan embarked upon this mis-
adventure, they had all types of
fameboyant statements ¢o make:
“We are doing this with this object
or that object”. It is not for me to
remind the Pakistani leaders, but
without introducing any element of
eriticismn of their earlier statements
on this issue, I would certainly ask,
whereas Pakistan had embarked upon
this io realise certain objectives, viz.,
to get a solution of the Jammu and
Kashmir problem which they thought
fits in with their pattern, have they
succeeded? No; they have not.

Shri Hari Vishom Kamath: It was
a dismal failure.

Shri Swaman Singh: Regarding the
sending of infiltrators, we dealt with
that problem effectively.

ot oftere e dewn (w®eT)
THea F owa ot JrET gIg o
w g

o wy fowd ;v wer AT
wifra & a1t ¥ 9 w7

Shri Swaran Simgh: The terms of
the agreement are such that any
action of that nature will be covered.
Will they do it again? If they adhere
to the terms of the agreement, they
-would not do it. But if they do not
sdhere (o the terms of the agreement,
& new situation ariges, which the
country will have to deal with, with
all determination. I am wsure that
the full support of thix House and of
the country will be with any steps
that are taken to deal with that
situstion.

Furthermore, the date Sth  August
is important, because it was om 35th
August that this infiitration etarbed.
Withdrawal of all armed personnel
o positions which obtained prior to
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5th August definitely covers the infll-
trators also.

Another point which has been
mentioned is that it appears as if
some prepsure was exercised on the
late Prime Minister, Shri Lal Bahadur
Shastri. 1 am very sorry that any
such suggestion directly or indirectly
was made.

o STEETT omewt ;s WITRAT
¥ o\ oW fNi—am oY =7
Tgv—w fafs & fag feme
£
Shri Swaran Singh: Mysel! and
Mr. Chavan were in constant touch
with the late Prime Minister, It has
become a fashion with Mr. Prakash
Vir Shastri to make these stalements
in & very light-hearted manner.

ot WETREiT WEW . §ImT
vt fgg % fau og dw 3 omm §
fs wem xa ®& AewEfawar st
sirmTE frar amy

Shri Swarap Singh: I would appesal
tp him that he should take these
things, a.little more seriously. To say
that anyone, either 1 or unybody else
should be responsible for creating
such a situation is a most unkind state-
ment to be made by anyone who has
the least sense of responsibility. (/n-
terruptions). I do not give in. There
should be an end to this sort of thing.
That Mr. Prakash Vir Shastri, who all
the time raises these highly conirover-
sial and communal issues, frying to
give 8 communal tinge to all these
matters, was the real protecior of the
conscience of Shri Lal Bahadur Shastri
in something which we will not accepl.
It must be clearly understood. This
is very unfasir and wrong: this is hit-
ting below the belt which we will
never accept.

off TeTEC WTeRt W W
e ot it 8 framd
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Shri Swaran Singh: I will not take
back u single word, becauge I never
loge temper, even if I speak at a high
piteh. I will not give in. This is
very wnfair that any idea should be
created in the mind of any citizen of
India that our delegation, whg were
doing a very difficult task, trying to
discharge the very onerous responsi-
bility which this House and the coun-
try had cast on us, acted in any man-
ner otherwise shan in the best inte-
rests of the country. You may say
our judgment was not-correet; I can
acoapt that and try tp aoswer that
But I would humbly sppeal to the hon.
mamber in all earnestness that to in-
sinuate things of the nature that hawe
been iosi d iy ing which
should not be attempted, because this
really pains ang annoys us very much,
Some of us wepe so much atlachad 1o
the Jate Prime Minister, attained per-
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sonally, apari from his being the out-
standing leader of the couatry. Any
such remarks as have been made due
really not fair ang proper and I would
very strongly urge and appeal that
this effort should be given up once for
all. This type of special solicitousness
to oae or the other members of the
government, a pastime which the hon.
member and others gometimes attempt,
should be given up, because we are
one in this respet and any attempt of
this pature iz absolutely uncalled for.

oft vy fomd ;. f) wREw A W
fe & wa e fow & w0 w7 73§,
afe w@y avwarfowa w1 qow et
8?

Shri Swaram Simgh: About the
alleged pressure, those of us who were
in touch with Shri Lal Bahadur
Shastri can say thal the actual volume
of his work. the actual physical pres-
sure, in those days was much less
compared to the work he used to do
in India where his responsibilities
were ag great, meeting a large num-
ber of persong from all sections of the
House and leaders of various politiea!
parties, apart from his administrative
work. But in Tashkent, we had gone
for a special purpose. Myself, my col-
leagues and even the Press people who
were there at Tashkent, everyone
knows that, judged in terms of sheer
volume of work, it was much less
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compared to his normal routine in
Delhi.
Bhri Harl Vishow Kaomth: Even

you fell ill

Shri Swaran Sisgh: Regarding the
secongd point whether the functioning
of the Soviei leaders and the Soviet
delegation wag such as 1o create the
sliphtest feeling in our mind that they
were trying to sell any particular idea,
I would like to say calegorically that
the aftitude of the Soviet leade in
this respect was one of full under-
sanding of our position. Ewen before
going 1o Tashkant, I hed paid a visit
to Moscow and had long talks with
the Chairman of'the Council of Minls-
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ters, Mr. Kosygin and also with their
Foregin Minister, Mr, Gromyko. I
had explained in full detail our stand
on the various issues that were likely
to come up during the Tashkent talks.
Our stand on all these issues was fully
known to the Soviet leaders. There
was a great deal of understanding and
they were quite objective. It would
be absolutely wrong to suggest that
they exercised any pressure directly
or indirectly. It would be wrong on
our part to suggest anything of that
nature,

=t Wy fawg : 7o) qERT AY
foF gt ==er & Aw-fgm &1 wh fem
g

Shri Swaran Singh: I would like to
reiterate the expression of our grati-
tude to the Soviet leaders for all the
understanding that they showed. If
vou look at the circumstances, what
could be the pressure? I fail to under-
stand. Mr. Shastri had gone to Tash-
kent u: a groat hero. He had the will
and support of the entire country with
him. Our army was standing on the
outskirts of Sialkot and Lahore and
we woere occupying strategie  passes.
In the Security Council this matter
has been agitated and we demonstrat-
ed very clearly that India will not
brook any interference—we know
what our case is and we will adhere
to it steadfastly. So, what was the
circumstantial pressure on him? Here
wag » person who was more gr less in
command of the situation. To suggest
that there was any pressure either
circumstantial or otherwise which im-
pelled him to adopt this attitude fis
absolutely unjustified. There was only
pressure on him in the sense that he
saw what was in the best interests of
the 600 mlillion people of Indla and
Pakistan. He, as a great leader, whe
could fight bravely the battles also
knew that India's general attitude of
peace !s also something which re-
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quires all possible support and
nursing. Therefore, if he acted im
the interest of peace, when he was in
that streng position, when he had this
support you cannot say there was any
pressure of any kind, direct or indi-
direct, on him. He acted in a very
brave manner in reversing past un-
happy trends by signing the agree-
ment, in g sincere effort to reverse
the trends without yielding on any
essential matters. Therefore, I would
like very categorically and clearly :0
reilerate that there is no question of
any pressure either factual or ecir-
cumstantial. He knew what he was
doing, and he did it as 5 great ges-
ture, with great strength, and it is for
us really to honour that.

14 hrs.

Shri Nath Pai;: Now that you have
finished that point......

Shri Swaran Singh: Let me finish,
and then I will be prepared to answer
one or two gquestions.

ot qy fowd . oerfam & a4t
¥ W 3 wfgw

Shri Swaran Singh: The Indian
objective, when we had to face fhis
armed conflict, was to repel aggres-
sion, That objective had been fully
realised. We successfully met this
aggression on the ground and also in
igning this agr t

Now, some test of this can be the
reactions of other countries. This is

‘one of those rare ggreements which

has been welcomed by all countries
excepting one, our northern neigh-
bour, China, or some critics on the
other side. It is very interesting to
see how the Chinese leaders look at
it. Ewen their reaction wasg not very
spontaneous to start with.

started building up their attitude and
they took some weeks before they
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actually gave out what was in their
heart of hearts with regard to this.
Apart from their hostility to India,
about which we know, the House
knows and the country knows—it is
pot that aspect that 1 want to put for-

ward so much ‘at this stage—un-
fortunately, China is one country
which continues to hold that this

doctrine of peaceful co-existence or
the efficacy of peaceful means for
resolving disputes is not good. All
these are doctrines which, unfortu-
nately, are not accepied by China.
They saw in the Tashkeni Declara-
tion a clear vindication of these two
very important principles of inter-
national behaviour, namely, the im-
portance and the efficacy of peaceful
co-existence and the determination to
solve disputes by peacefu] means. On
both these grounds the official Chinese
reaction is against this Declaration.
They say the Soviet Unionp wants to
demonstrate that, by bringing India
and Pakistan together, and by asking
them to abjure the use of force for
the settlement of any dispute,
notwithstanding  differences they
can co-exist and they can perse-
vere ipn & patient manner to
regolve their differences—the very
doctrine which  China is out to
destroy. This is precisely their com-
ment in their official newspapers.
They say, by doing this the Sowviet
Union wanted to demonstrate that
peaceful co-existence is possible and
that settlement of disputes by peace-
ful means is also possible. As you
know, the Chinese believe in the
inevitability of war. They stead-
fastly hold this view that nothing can
be resolved except through viclence
and resort to force. That is m doc-
trine which we bhave never accepted,
which the rest of the world does not
heeept, and I would very humbly but
very strongly place this aspect, not
in any spirit of animositv against
China because that relates to a
matter which we can square—to have
got our problem—but et us take it
at a higher level:—their adherence
to these doctrines of the inevitability
of war—this Declaration is g clear
blow to their doctrine., For that rea-
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son also, this is a vindication of the
genera] code of behaviour which the
international community has embark-
ed upon &nd is going assiduously to
follow.

1  would, before, ending, Mr.
Deputy-Speaker, earnestly appeal,
now that we have had the dcbate,
now that we have had our full say
on this issue, let us now herea
bring about a general support for
this in our country so that the un-
fortunate trends of deterioraling re-
lations, continuous friction and conti-
nuoug tension might be reversed (in-
terruption). I know that the process
is difficult. I know that therc may
be difficulties which may be created
by statements from the other side,
maybe that there may also be some
difficulties on our side. But I would
appeal that this Declaration is some-
thing worth working for; wur and
armed conflict is to be resorted to
only if necessary in order to safe-
guard our security and integrity, but
if peare can be restored by peaceful
means and peaceful approaches, how-
soever impracticable these efforts
may appear to resolve all differences,
it is something which is worth try-
ing, and it is in that spirit that we
should wview this Tashkent Declara-
tion.

1887 (SAKA)

Some hon, Members rose—

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: [ am sorry,
1 cannot allow any questions.

Bhri Swaran Singh: Sir, T would
like to say that I oppose all amend-
ments, but T accept the amendment
which has been moved by Shri K. C.
Pant.

Shri Nath Pal: Sir, he promised
to answer my question after he had
finished.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker:
lowing any questions.

Some hon. Members: He had pro-
mised to answer our quesiions

I am not gl=

ot gen wx wwAw : gE TEE
weft oft & werw oA £
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Mr. Deputy-Speaker:
We had a full-fledged
have already exceeded
an hour.

I am sorry.
debate. We
the time by

Sbri Surendramath Dwivedy: Mr.
Deputy -Speaker, this is something
unusual, When the Minister was
spepking some hon. Members wanted
te put questisns. Because he did not

vield he said he would answer the
questions jn the end,
Mr. Depuiy-Speaker: He might

have said. 1 am sorry I cannot allow
that.
Shri Satya Narayan BSinha: Mr.
Deputy-Speaker, I would suggest
«that one question from each party
may be allowed.
Mr. Depuly-Speaker: Then I will

have to find time for eight questions.

An hon. Member: This is an impor-
tani matber.

Mr. Depuiy-Spesker: 1 wifl allow

the oppeemg parties to ask one
qrestion each.

Bhwi Tysgli: There cannet be any
critmism new, they cam only ask for
some clarification.

Shri Hart Viskes Kamaile: How ean
he put an embarge like that? He bas
resigned. Let him go back to the
Treasury Benches.

it wy fowrg g @ s A
Ly A

Shat Nathk Pal: Mr. Depwiy-Speaiser,
1 very mach thmmk you and, parti-
cularly, the Leader of the House for
agreeing not to curtail a well estab-
lished right of the House to ask Yor
clarifications. May I know of the
Minister of Extarnal Affairs—he
laboured the point and took great
pains and efforts to dispel the doubts
in some quarters that Shri Shastri
aeted under presmsure, that hie arm
was twisted; we @o not wish to gy
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who did it, we do not want to make
any insinuation; so far as the Soviet
Umien is concerned it has genuime
interest in peace which we also appre-
ciate. ... ..

Mr. Deputy-Speaker; What is your
question?

Shrl Nath Pal: Mr. Depuly-
Speaker, it is not good to go ea
pushing like that. With you, Mr,
Deputy-Speaker, in particular, I want
to make this plea that the observance
of decorum is a universally accepted
responsibility which applies to Mem-
bers and those who occupy the Chair
also. It is not that you can go om
interrupting a Member who is seri-
ously asking a question.

Mr. Depaty-Speaker:
your question.

Please ask

Shri Nath Pai: If you will aullow
me to complete, I will You are not
allowing me. You are interrupting
n the middle of my sentence.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Flease put
your question now.

Shel Nath Pri: I want to ask the
Minister of Bwternal Affairs because
he has repeatedly said that there was
me presture, Wil he plempe tell w
how a man lidse Shri Shasiri, whe
prided himself on Rhis pledged werd,
who told us—Shri Framk Antheny,
Shri Surendrammty  Dwivedy, Shri
Marni Singhji and wymsif:

wre gfar ot prrt fawrs ao At

W EET o fwarw T e
“Come what may. we shall mot give
in"— how did @ man of that honesy,
that imtegrity, that unimpeachable
taith in his own pledged wiord, retract
his promise givem so solemnly on 30
vital g issue? If it was not on some
pressure, what made him ge back om
ihis very solemn premise go repea-
tedly given to wa? Wauld the Mimw-
ter of EBxtermal Afieirg be pleased to
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lell us this?

Shri Swaran Singh: Other questions
might alsu be asked. I will answer
them together.

Soeme hen. Members: No, no.

Shri Swaram Singhk; A]l right, I
wil] answer this question first. The
statements made by Shri Lal Bahadur
Shastri have been quoted by many
hon. Members, including Shri Dwive-
1 did not want 1o take the time

dy.

of the House by referring to it. The
hon. Member has read out only  the
first paragraph of that statement.

Perhaps, he did not think il necessary
to read out his following words. This
ie what Shri Shastri has said after the
portion read out by Shri Dwivedy:

“Once Pakistan gencrally em-
barks on the path of peace, the
Government and the people of

India will be ready tg recipro-
cate.”
Once Pakistan reverted to the path

of peace, gave assurance of theiwr ac-
ceptance of the obligation not to use
force and agreed to other things,
Indig reciprocated in a beﬂlljng man=
ner and inhen withdrew those forces
from the points up Lo which they had
moved with g particular objective.
Once that objective was realised, there
was np puoint im sticking to the ponts
they had occupied.

Shri Bade: Shri Dwivedy and
so  many other hon. Members
read put exiracts from the speeches
of President Ayub Khan. Shri
Bhutlg and the Pakistan Foreign
Secretary,  Shri Ariz Ahmad
wfter the  signing  of  the Tash-
kent Agreement.  On the very day
afier the Tashkent Agreement was
comncluded, the Pakistan Foreign
Minisber said that armed personne:
did not include infiltrators On the
13th and 14th Mr. Avub Khan and
Mr. Bhuttn said that Kashmir is a
disputed 1erritory. Have our
Government written to Pakistan that

those specches have created a cloud

(SAKA) Declaration

{ Motiom)
of doubt and susprions about their

intentions?

Sari Swarag Singh: There is no
question or doubl to dispel regarding
infitrators. [ have dealt with thet
problem at pgreat length. 1t s our
clear case that the conditions which
have been accepted by the 1wo coua=
Iries cover armej infiltrutors and if
they adhere to this agresment they
vannot send armed infiltrators. That
is the answer.
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Mr, Deputly-Speaker: Next question,
Shri Prakash Vir Shastri,

Shri Bade: On the 13th and 14th
they have said that Kashmir 1z a dis-
puted territory and it is not an intog-
ral part of India. Have we wriltep le
them about that? '

He
How

has
Shrl

Mr. Deputy-Speaker:
answered that gquestion.
Prakash Vir Shastri.

Shri Bade: Sir, how cun we wark
in this House if apportunities are not
Riven to ask questions?

Mr, Peputy-Speaker: He lag asked
the question and the answer Mus siso
came, 1! he wants somg more s
formation, he can take some other
opportunity. He cannet go on inter-
rupling like this

Shri Bade: What is lhe use of put-
ting a question when the reply s not
fortheoming”

My, Depuiy-8peaker: He has givem
the answer, .

Shri Bade: Not about the dimed -
filtrators

Mr. Depaiy-Bpeaker: Have vyvou
writlten to Pakistan in the matter?

Shri Swaram ¥mgh: | du ol know
why the hon Member is worried
rhout this. I have said :0 many
1umes that when President Avub Khan
raise~i this qu-stion abouy Mashmir,
we made our position ralegercally
clear. I have said it here on @ num-
ber of times. ‘Whst = the point m
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writing to them? They know our
position and they are not in doubt.
Unfortunately, Shri Bade alone is in

doubt. I will ask him fo shed that
doubt.

Shri Bade: The public is also in
doubt,

off seme  emeNt : aqrfeer
& wegfa s wOgE T AmeER ¥
#ER & ag ff & a7 wod W ¥
w2 WTar ¥ STEET 1 anfaa s
g T o i iy o wromdy o
e #1 W W i qifeeETe
fam aig & wa a% 39 W 92T A @
&S AR B oAOe qam oW
oWt 7% qifrET % T 4§ fiw an
@, gl 31, qifed domT 9T st
i awafe fady wewmn, @ mmew-
Tifas W Y wEwTAT | W qifeer
FUTL g AR A R gen w
N®IT ®7AT § WY AT gEER X
IeRuA fim ¢ o wan o wfafaT ar
ghrn ot v wfer it & w1 w7 of
wA R farw w0 anfr o wmad
TEANT T EY ah W W IH W I
grm a7 ag 3§ e wwc y e ?

gAY W qg, W qIA W §
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§ e & mw F wia fafes w0 &
7% wwe TE f § Wi R w7
FE TV § TS W S 6 E
T s g 7

Shri Swaran Simgh: I would wvery
strongly refute any such insination.
I do not Xnow what he gains by
making this suggestion. For ins-
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tance, what he asks is, is it a fact
that we have decided slowly to hand
over Jammu and Kashmir. It is an
amazing sort of attitude which grips
the hon. Member which we cannot
understand. 1 want to say very
clearly that apart from this Declara-
tion, & copy of which has been placed
on the Table of the House, and the
explanation that has been given on
behalf of the Gouvernment, there is
no secret arrangement, no secret
agreement, of any type and any such
insinuation is completely unjustified.
The other question was . . .

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: He need ans-
wer only one question,

Shri Swaran Singh: I do not want
that to remain unanswered. He asked
whether the sending of arms, armed
inflitrators or carrying on provoca-
tive acts in the area of Jammu and
Kashmir is allowed under the agree-
ment. I say very clearly that all this
is prohibited by the agreement and
any depariure in any direction will
be a clear violation of the agreement.

ot ST TmeWt ¢ Gar g At
w1 wfafaT e ¥ gEnT 54 7

Shri Swaran Singh: We should
depend on our own strength and not
look to any outside help, whether
from the Soviet Uniom or USA or
any other power. That is the attitude
which we want Shri Prakash Vir
Shastri to develop,

Shri Tyagi: The interpretation of
the word ‘“armed personnel” as
given by U Thant and agreed to by
us . . .

Shri Indrajit Guapta (Calcutta
South West): Which party does he
repregent? You said that only oppo-
sition parties will be permitted to ask
questions.

Mr. y-Speak
tion parties,

Shri Indrajit Gapta: You sald that.
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Mr. nmtr-ﬁneater.-. He opposes
this Resolution.

Shri Harl Vishnn Eamath: He is a
dissident.

He has re-
on this

Mr. Deputy-Speaker:
signed from the Cabinet
issue.

Shri Warlor (Trichur): He
come to our side.

Mr, Deputy-Speaker: You can per-
suade him; I have no objection.

Shrl Tyagl: The interpretation of
the word “armed personnel”, as given
by U Thant, and agreed to by us, was
armed personnel, whether in uniform
or otherwise. Now, within three
hours of the signing of thls agreement
at Tashkent a rep tative of
Pakistan addressed a press confer-
ence and said that the withdrawal of
armed personnel did not include in-
filtrators and that Kashmir was a dis-
puted territory. Was it orly afier
gigning the agreement that this inter.
pretation was given by the represen-
tatives of Pakistan or even pefore the
signing of the agreement tney had
insisted that they would not take rcs-
ponsibility for the inflltrators thut
had crosseqi the border? Did they
make it clear before signing the
agreement and after .hat clarifled
that thzy were not owning the infil-
trators, thousands of ‘hem, now in
our country? Did they say that they
have agreed to withdraw only armed
personnel in uniform and for the
future Pakistan has andertaken not
to send armed personnel of any kind,
inclwiing infitrators? In other words,
docs it according to them apply only
to future infiltrators? That is to
say, the infiltrators will be those
whom they recognise as guch and non-
Pakistani infiltrators might stii] come,
as they have come in the past,

Shri Swaran Singh: Non-Pakistani
infiltrators?

Shri Tyagl: Yes. Thousands of in-
filtrators have come 10 ou- couniry
whom Pakistan have not claimed to

2465 (al) LS8
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be thoir own people. So, 1 would
call them “non-Pakistani infiltrators”.
Such people wi.: continue to comg be-
cause you have ngreed to it.] I want
a clarification on this issue. Did
they make it clear before signing ibe
agreement that they will not own
responsibility for the withdrawal of
infiltrators already in Jndia and that
the withdrawal of armed personnel
will not include infiitrators? Did
they make it clear before signing the
agreement?

Shri Swaran Singh: I would appeal
to hon, Members not to base their
attitudes merely on Ppress reports of
certain statements. I have got con-
flicting press reports of the statements
of their representatives. Even the
Forelgn Secretary of Pakistan in one
of his statements, which is reported
in press, is reported to have said that
according to his interpretation all
armied personnel whether in uniform
or not will be considered armed per-
sonnel unier the agreement,

Shri Tyagi: That is right.

8Shri Swaran Singh: I do not wame
to repeat this but we should under-
stang their attitude, They have
never said that they have got the
right to send inflitrators. Having
sent infliirators they disowned all
responsibility, That has got nothing
to do with the agreement.

Shri Tyagi: This is contradictory to

what you said just now.

8hri Swaran Singh: That 1= a
broader political issu..

Shrl Tyagi: He has said that Pakis-
tan does not own these Inflltrators
Did they disown them before signing
it or afterwards?

Shri Swarap Singh: It was never
the suggestion of any Pakistani
spokesman or representative 1n the
course of talks thal they have the
right to send armed infiltrators. They
never said that they had any right or
authority to do that. Which repre-
sentative of aky government can =y
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[Shri Swaran Singh]

that they have got the right to send
infiitrators?

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: I am not al-
lowing this question. Please #it
down.

8hri Tyagi: T am talking of with-
drawal of armed personnel.

st aq fmd : 17 MR, 1965
® W g A, &% qwr ¥, flw wedh A
wwnaw fear ar fy & wegE TERET
Wt # gt qown §, g a@ o o
o 3% W & AT T W
o STH AT FT HUMH § S9H gH WeR
wT F1 aarT §, oY o aTeEer ST HY
AT & AT g e s gy e
w1 &1 gfa 54 a1 ¥ fF geirdT ar
e T F A g AT @ It
WG ¥ wwd A g A 7

Farem wfieT : g uer Al |
ot vy fomd c qE T § ?

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: It has no-
thing to do with this.

wiwgfemd : & oo g e B
§ ? Wy R e A ey § oA
& 2war g | AT wUT A OF qm@
5 weawA Wl ¥ geasia A faean
wlT |

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: I am not al-
lowing this.

ot v fomdl : e WO A oF

Mr. Deputy-Speaker:
Pakhtoonistan.

It is about

vy fmd ;. arwm & At
Wl &1 Wi MEE aTweR WO
L (IE 1O S

of gy femd@ : g} e
FIT AT O A §. AR HAT
# wgr 1 ¢ e WA ATaE § gy
e frm o at & s g g,
fe a1 aegfrenT € wramd) w aeng
% ¥ gl FO0, 47 Ag 7

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: 1 do not
allow this question. Order, order;
I have disallowed this question.

S W WO T A
sTTX T g w7 (vwwm), .
o7 T ATEd § W qer § o\ !

o wy fomd : oy o ave &
wrafraT § WY FHET AT WA Ty |
O qar 7Y & wront FEF Ak H .,

~Bhrl Shivajl Rao S, Deshmukh

(Parbhani): Sir, I rise on a point of
order.

oft wy feed : 77 T aw ww

ARGE SRR cCh IR C R
WY & § 3 5w 7 o e
W et oA AL L.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Order, order.

Shri Satya Narayan Sinha: Sir,
after a question is not allowed by
the Chair, should an hon, Member
insist that his guestion must be put?
If we persist in this, I think, that

will be an end of parliamentary
debate.

a1 Gwd Iy A ¥ a-
faa ¢, o2 & o ®T AEATE. ..
Shri Ranga (Chittoor): How is it
possible for the Opposition to keep
patience? 1 would not agree with
what he says—that is another matter.
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Mr, Deputy-Speaker: He assked a
uestion about Khan Abdul Ghaffar
han. That is a separate question;
that is not about this.

Shrl Shivajl Rao S. Deshmukh: My
point of order is . ..

Mr, Deputy-Speaker: Please sit

down.

8hri SBhivajl Rao 8. Deshmnkh: Is
it permissible for any hon. Member
to ask a question addressed to the
Chair whether or not the Chair has
read a particular document or not?
Is it not a reflection on the behaviour
and authority of the Chair?

aﬂmmm«.a : WrqE "R,
wuif frar gor § vy wwt & @Xw
%

o wg fod : 8F wgy wmow wred
Wt

8hri Shivajl Rao 5. Deshmukh: Is
it permissible for an hon. Member...

&Y gew o v o b
¥ e s eIl ?

e g far e Er g ?
fram e o

Mr. Depuly-Speaker: Under what
rule?

Bhri Bhiva)l Rao 8. Deshmuokh:
First Jet me make my point of order.
The rule relates to parliamentary
practice,

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: You have to
indicate the rule that has been in-
tringed, '

Bhri Shivaji Rao 8. Deshmpkh:
Will you not allow me to make my
point of arder?

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: You haye to
quote the rule.
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Bhri Shivajl Rao 8. Deshmukh:
Rule 348. :

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: That has to
be observed as much by you as by
anybody else. Please sit down. Shri

Maurya.
Qe (wm ) ; Joreem W .

Bhri Bhivaji Rao 8. Deshmukh
Please read sub-clause (v) of rule
340,

Wt =y frad - W OF § O oo
aar awy § 7 9 g awa fagw
B OO IRt wErey | .. (meww)
Tg W7 ROTE WW @r § ®7q wfww
L1 O S

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Please ot

down.

Bbri Maurya: “The Council of Min=
isters shall be collectively respdnsible
to the House of the People”. ’

77 W ¥ diema e & 1 oy
® wl & O W aga ¥ e
§o & dar e wor ot X oyt o g
wife AT W agrge e o ¥
frram & T ot Y wErgew § o awmw
ard oA § ST o) a2 WY o
§, @ xu #fadz 1 gF TEEw ow It
% og wga & fe oo 1 owmem;
W W ifeens & wiwrt & q4w
wqrfa w73 & foag oredt § fr ool o
AT &Y 9Ig | A w4 Ay i ww
fafreesd, At damg § ag W T fawe
gra @ k! o wnT A & A wEe
A A Y mgi g7 §, wErwiar sEm
gat oY @ & AT v¥m, 77 fEr oy
wifas wrs fufreed #1 ¢ a7 1 favig
aff § o #fadz o1 (afec ox g
o O aarA Far fat g ey & wifaw
wre Fafaezs maer 7 @7 v ar new

. b oY v I faars o T <t
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[ % |

gt AR W a7 9 § A W wifaa
s fafreed a9 & 0F T Gy 5
A !

o Wt Aa aX afer gu (shea
<fro aisht) - gt WY FE G
¥l amew ga we
wog R arad § A T gk Wk g
A wrf arvr AL & 7w F A
# goeTe ATEw WY g A& §, a9 w1 0
W g, o O &7 @ § A W W
t 3

arwty : dfag ® a0 § 9@ o
qC g IgE A ¥ (=)

wat {fra et : w@ew, aeR
e AT @A, aWN A Td C gwY’
IR WAL FAAT § A AT IR Ay
rfarg, a7 aF I9 g av T4 W< W
e §8 g e § o Agarh v
wa @ |

AT gAT T Y ool TR oY
$ T 7 I T W W H @
wffaar etz 3 =% ik v AT Y wgey
gl fr v ¥ Fa-%q aF ok 0k
o ag 3w ¥ s ow awr #, o
0 3% ag TR AEl g e va e e
1 ag 917 A QY | e o g A
qUFER FT G § ARG P A€ N
g famw gty g1 g s e
Y AR ag JaEd WA E A
QAT

st atg
wft w0  (smwwm)
w5, a’ﬂﬂaﬁﬂ’ﬂmlﬂﬂ’fﬂ'ﬂ
wwaﬂﬁtq,aaaﬁmw JoaT ww
s a Wiy 1 9y aga TE WA

FEBRUARY 21,

I A T GEFT I
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Shrimati Lakshmikanthamma

(Khammam): On a point of nuhr
Sir.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Nu more
questions, We have spent half am
hour over this.

There are 11 amendments . . .
. (Interruption).

st gt fao wiwa - 5w w1 FaC
wTaT =rfEd

oY W : 70 T ® v T
T |

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: He should
take some other opportunity.

There are 11 substitule motlons.
Substitute motions Nos. 1, 6, 7, 8 and
11 are regarding its disapproval. You
may choose anyone of them and
other substitute motions will become
barred.

Shri Bade: No. 6,

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Mr, Prakash
Vir Shastri, do you agree?

Bhri Prakash Vir Shastri: Yes.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: 1 shall now
put substitute motion No. 6 to the
wvote of the House. The question is:

“That for the original motion,
the following be substituted,
namely:—

This House, having consider-

ed the Tashkent Declaration,
records its disapproval of the
Declaration and calls upon the
Government to halt immediate-
ly the steps being taken towards
withdrawal of troops from Hajl
Pir, Tithwal, Kargil and other
liberated areas in Pak occupied
Kashmir.” (6)

The motion was negatived
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tion (Motion)
Mr. Depuly-Speaker: So, substitute
motions Nos. 1, 7, & and 11 are
barred.

Then, there are motions Nos, 4, 5,
10, 12 and 13 making suggestions. Do
you want all of them to be put to the
House?

Shri Surendranath Dwivedy: Yes.
No. 4 is mine.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: I shall put
substitute motion No. 4 to the House.

The question is:

“That for the original motion,
the following be substituted,
namely:—

This House, having consider-
ed the Tashkent Declaration,
while appreciating the cfforts
made by the late Prime Minister
towards normalisation of rela-
tions between India and Pakis-
tan, is of opinion that the deci-
sion embodied ln the Tashkent
Declaration to withdraw our
armed personnel from the Kargil,
‘Tithwal, Uri-Poonch and Haji
Pir areas which are legally
Indian territory is against our
national interest and detrimental
to our national security and
directs the Government not to
withdraw from these areas till
such time as Pakistan agrees to a
ro-war pact with India” (4).

The motion was negatived.

At Ay fsed O 11 AT
& I g ;
Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Substitute

Motion No. 11 is barred. That Is
barred,

Then, 1 shall put substitute motions
Nos. §, 10, 12 and 18, to the House.

The substitute motions Nox, §, 10,
12 and 13 were put and negitived.

Mr. Depuiy-Speaker: 1 shall now
put substitute motion No. # of Bhri
K C. Pant

(Motion)
The question is:

“That for the original molion,
the following be substiluted,
namely.—

That this House having taken
into consideration the Tashkent
Declaration, approves the stand of
the Government of India thereon.™
(9.

The motion was adopted.

Shri Bade; With the passing of this
motion, today will be considered as
the saddest day in the history of
Parliament. The withdrawal of our
army from Haji Pir, Tithwal, Kargil
and Uri-Poonch means exposing our
country to serious danger from Pakls-
tan and China. The Government
will repent and the country will
suffer We walk out as we do not
want to share in the passing of this
Agreement,

Shri Bade and some other Members
then left the House.

14.35 hrs,

MOTION ON THE PRESIDENT'S
ADDRESS

8hri S8hivajl Rao 8, Neshmakh (Par-
bhani): T beg to move:

“That an Addiress be presented
to the President in the following
terms:

That the Members of Lok
Sabhe assembled in this Session
are deeply grateful to the Presi-
dent for the Address which he
has been pleassd to deliver to
.both Houses of Parliamens
assembled together on the l4th
February, 1006."

Sir, while making this motion, I
cannot escape thinking in terms of
this being a valedictory Address be-
cause this is the last year of the pre-
sent Parliament and, perhaps, we may
not be here to hear the President at
the commencement of the new Parlia-
ment—those feellngs are understand-
able. But it ig with g deep tinge of



