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should be very careful and cautious. (Inter-
ruptions). 

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: I have 
already ruled that she is perfectly with 
ber rights to reply to the debate. So there 
is no point of order. 

SHRI PILOO MODY (Godhra): Sir. 
may I make a suggestion? The Prime 
Minister can speak without saying anything. 

SHRIMATI INDIRA GANDHI: I leave 
that honour to the hon. Member. 

Mr. Deputy-Speaker, actually tbe Govern-
ment's point of view has been stated very 
clearly and cogently by my colleague. the 
Deputy Prime Minister. yesterday. So it is 
not that I am making any new pronounce· 
ment just now. I want to say that I wel-
come this discussion and the oppportunity 
we have had to deliberate on various as-
peets of this award and the agreemelTl, 
and I am grateful to the hon. Member for 
tile level of the debate. It is natural that 
'there should be differences in our points of 
view and in our convictions. but it is not 
right for any hon. Member to claim a 
monopoly of patriotism whicb some of our 
hon. friends opposite have tried to do. 
Even when we differ with them we do not 
attribute motives to their remarks or their 
reasonings and arguments. We expect the 
same from them. We, On this side, have 
had a 101\g record of service to the nation 
and we are second to none in OUr determi-
nation to uphold national honour and to 
work for the welfare of Our people. We 
do not wear our patriotism on our sleeves. 
so to speak. 

Mr. Deputy-Speaker, you will appreciate 
that when we are called upon to form a 
I!overnment, to provide a government. we 
are of necessity compelled to face the hard 
facts of life. We cannot escape into emo-
tion nor can we lay the blame on others 
and escape our responsibility. The approach 
of the Government, as I said earlier, was 
made very clear yesterday by the Deputy 
Prime Minister, and this morning my cOL-
league the Home Minister also has 'Spoken. 

When all is said and the patriotic fervour 
and emotion spent in very legitimate ex-
pression, we are left with tbe fact that the 
freely elected government of this country 
entered into an agreement, an international 

agreement. That agreement was placed be-
fore bOtb Houses of Parliament which 
endorsed it by an overwhelming majority. 
I cannot understand how a democracy ClIn 
function unless tbe Members are prepared 
to accept majority deersions. That is the 
whole point of democratic functioning. 
Nor can I understand the logic of the argu-
ment that the decision reacbed by Parlia-
ment. by a majority, i~ not binding on us 
all. 

A few bon. Members have argued that 
we can retreat from our obligation to im-
plement tbe decision of the Tribunal, and 
references bave been made by some bon. 
Member; to what tbey bave called the 
compulsions of international public opinion. 
Naturally. we do not ignore international 
pUblic opinion in many matters, but where 
national interest is concerned we think that 
,it is national interest which must cOme 
before everything else, and I ~  like to 
assure the House that international opinion 
is certainly nOt tbe guiding factor in what-
ever decision the Government bas taken. 
What is important is that India should not 
do anything which i~ not right and pro-
per. The Government must honour ils 
commitments which is that tbe decision of 
the Tribunal-and I' am now speaking in 
quotl.">, a single sentence whiCh bas been 
quoted by other hon. Members.-'shall be 
binding on both the governmenl, and shall 
nOt be questioned on any grounds what-
soever". Many hon. Members who have 
'poken from the opposition. even thollgh 
they have disagreed with us on other 
matters, have supported this view. 

The Tribunal had to determine the bOun-
dary alignment and, I might add that the 
alignment claimed by India ba.. been sub-
>tantially accepted. The opinion of the 
Chairman of the Tribunal, wbicb was con-
curred in by Judge Entezam, coatains the 
following sentence: 

"It migbt be added that tbe boundary 
proposed by me for tbe greater part of 
its length roughly coincides with the 
boundary proposed by my learned collea-
gue. Mr. Bebler." 

cannot say that I am satisfied with the 
Award. I expressed my views the other day 
when J made a statement. I entirely asree 
wilb wbattbe Home Minister said a, little 
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earlier. However. our natural disappoint-
ment at baving succeeded only to the ex-
tent of 90 per cent. and not 100 per cent a8 
we would naturally have liked, sbould not 
colour our judgment as to where our duty 
lies. We propose to honour our internation-
al commitment in the eamest hope tbat tbe 
settlement of this issue wiU close an unfor-
tunate chapter of conllict and promote the 
~ t of normal relations between 
these two neighbouring countries. 

~ assertion hy some bon. Members 
that the dispute between India and Pakistan 
did not exist is somewbat strange. How 
can hon. Members forget that there was 
not only a dispute but that there were bila-
teral talks about il and there was even " 
con1liet? Since these failed to produce the 
desired results. the matter wa. referred to 
arbitration with the approval of our Parlia-
ment. I should like to recall the words of 
the late Prime Minister. Shri Lal Bahadur 
Shastri, as to what the Tribunal was meant 
to do and has done. He had stated: 

"I would. at this stage, like to explain 
why the agreement referred both to the 
determination and demarcation of the 
boundary. It has been the Govem-
ment of India\ cnnsi'ltent .tand that the 
boundary in Question is already well 
established and officially settled and that 
what remains to be done is its demarca-
tion on the ground. On this point, how-
ever. Pakistan has bad a difference ot 
opinion with us. Pakistan's contention 
has been that the boundary is yet to be 
determined. Th is difference had to be re-
..olved either by neAotiations or by refer-
ence to an impartial tribunal." 

He went on to sa}' : 

"Once the. houndary has been deler-
mined in this manner. the next step of 
demarcation on the !!"ound will be taken," 

The Tribunal has now determined the boun-
dary aliltDment. and I .hould like to ellpres, 
(Jur appreciation of Judge Bebler's fine judg-
ment. I should aJoso like to place on record 
GO¥emment's thanks to Sccretary-Oeneral. 
U'Thant for the -help provided to the Tribu-
nal by the United Nations and, finally. I 
shOUld like to express our deep apprecia-
tion of the service. rendered by all our 
eminent counsel and concemed oIIIdais. 
They have worked with great thoroughness 
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and a deep sense of devotion and those 
who read the entire report of the Award 
will be impressed by their work. 

Some hon. Members referred to the views 
of the bon. Member, Shri N. Cbatterjee. 
He is away in the Andamans. But wben 
he heard certain radio reports of tbe v;ews 
expressed, he sent me a telegram. He has 
stated that the terms of the cease-fine agree-
ment between India and Pakistan dellnitely 
commit them to twO things-accept.ance of 
the Award by both the countries and cxecu-
t ion of the Award by the Tribunal in the 
event of any difficulty in the actual delinea-
lion of tbe boundary 8'S declared by the 
Tribunal. He has further added that the 
presentation of India's case was both com-
prehensive and cogent and full Justice was 
done to India's caSe by the members of the 
Indian Delegation. 

The hon. Member. Shri Paahabbai Patel, 
ha, spoken of the possibility of the utilisa-
tion of the Narmada project in rec1amadon 
work in Kutch. The po5ition Is that the 
Narmada Water Resources Development 
~ itt  has recommended a master plan 
for the optimum and integrated develop-
ment of the water resources of the river 
Narmada. This envisages the irrigation of 
J lakhs of acres in the little Rann and 4.5 
lakhs acres in the Great Rann of Kutch. I 
appreciate the constructive suggestion made 
t>y the hon. Member. Now that the Award 
has settled the boundary, we should pt 
down to work and develop this area SO 
that it can also contrihute to the prOlperity 
of the country. 

The debate has raised the ,cneral i88U<l 
of our relations with Pakistan. Shri 
Madhok contended that we could Dever 
have Itoad relations with Pakistan_ ThIs, 
at best, i. a counsel of despair. The ao.-
emment cannot proceed on the presumption 
of perpetual hostility. However distant the 
prospect might be of fashioning our rela-
tion. with Pakistan so that thev become 
peaceful, normal and friendly and however 
tortuous the rOllte. it must always be our 
endeavour to work constantly to make Pakis-
tan reali-se that its interests too lie. In 
friendly and co-operative relations with 
India. 

I was glad to find that there was till 

understanding &mODI! some boa. ~ 

of the Opposition that a~ a GovernmeDt we 






