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Finance—Review of Defence Budget—
«Consolidation of Revenue Demands.

12,06 Hes,

MOTION OF NO-CONFIDENCE IN
THE COUNCIL OF MINISTERS

MR. SPEAKER : The House will now
take up the Motion of No<confidence in the
Council of Ministers 10 be moved by Shri
Bal Raj Madhok.

SHRI BAL RA] MADHOK
Delhi) : Sir, T beg to move :

(South

“That this House cxpresses its want of
‘confidence in the Council of Ministers.”

‘I am moving this motion of no-confidence
in the Council of Ministers for their failure
to discharge the most elementary duties that
is, to defend the sovereignty and territorial
integrity of the country, According to all
political scientists all through the history
this has been considered the first duty of
any government worth the name, and this
government has been failing in discharging
this duty all throupgh,

Twenty ycars back the leaders of the
party which rules today let down this coun-
try when they accepted partition in spite
-of their opposition to two-nation thcory,
.and a large part of the country was given
away to Pakistan. Then, what remained,
that at least should have been protected.
But, even that has not been protected. Soon
after the achieyement of freedom and parti-
tion, Pakistan attacked Kashmir. It was an
unprovoked aggression and we could have
thrown Pakistan out. But, instead of doing
that, we rushed to UNO, then we had a
cease-fire and the result was that Pakistan
got 35,000 sq. miles of our territory, Pakis-
lan is sitting tight over that territory,. and
that was the fruit of aggression that she got
at that time, and that set the pattern of
Indo-Pak relations. Even since, Pakistan
has been following an aggressive policy
towards India. Her rulers first make
fantastic claims, then occupy our territory
and we sit tightly in the name of peace, in
ithe name of international agreements and
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all that. This has been the pattern. If
you look at the Nehru-Liaguat Pact, Nehru-
Noon Pact, Indus Water Agreement or the
Swaran Singh Sheik Agreement, the same
pattern follows and Pakistan stands to gain
by it every time.

The rulers and leaders of Pakistan realise
that an aggressive policy against India pays
a rich dividend. They have a vested inte-
rest in keeping up tension with Jndia because
they realise that if they learn to co-exist
with India in peace the very raison d'etre
for cxistence of Pakistan as a separate
State will disappear. So, whatever the
cxcuse be, they will kecp up the tension.
We are always surrendering before them,
and the present case of Kulch is the latest
of that series of surrenders before the
cnemies of the country at the cost of India's
territorial integrity,

Now, what is this Kutch question ? When
India was partitioned, Pakistan was given
Sind, Baluchistan, North West Fronticr
Province, a part of Punjab and a part of
Bengal. The boundary of Sind was well-
defined. Only the boundary of Pakistan in
Punjab and in Bengal was laid down by
Radcliffe Award, Therefore, if anything was
io be seitled in regard to boundaries bet-
ween India and Pakistan, il was in regard
to that half of Punjab and half of Bengal.
and there too Radcliffe had laid down the
principles. He had drawn the maps and
given description on paper and he had laid
down in his award itself that where there
is discrepancy between the nmiap and  the
description given on the paper, then that
description on the paper should be taken as
the final word. Therefore whatever terri-
torial or boundary dispulcs we had  with
Pakistan, they pertained only to Bengal and
the Punijab.

So far as the boundary of Sindh and
Kutch is concerned, therc was no question
of a dispute, It had been settled for cen-
turies past and anyone who goes to Kulch
and sees the whole area can see it for
himself, 1 was there only yesterday. The
Rann does not lie between Kutch and Sind:
it lies entircly in Kutch, There is a banni
or bank on this side of Kuich and a bdnni
or bank on the other side of the Rann.
That is called Dhara Banni. Beyond that,
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there is a long range of sandy hills which
forms the natural boundary. That has
been true all through the centuries.

The British got control over Kutch in
1819 and they got control over Sind in
1843. At that time they had to demarcate
the boundary because both the States were
under their control. For that purpose they
appointed a survey team headed by one
Mr. MacDonald. He surveyed the whole
border and on that basis maps were pre-
pared, The first map was printed in 1870.
Those maps are repeated again and again.
In those maps the boundary between Kutch
and Sind has been very clearly delineated.

The administration of Sind raised certain
doubts about a part of that boundary and
there was some discussion between  the
Kutch Durbar and the Sind Administration.
After that the Bombay Government, which
had at that time controlled both Sind and
the rest of Bombay, passed a Resolution in
1914 in which that dispute was resolved.
The Sind Government at that time did not
raise any doubt about the rest of the
boundary. The dispute that it had raised
was only for a small part of it. That was
scttied then and after that there was no
such dispute,

According to the Gazetteers of Sind and
Bombay the area of Sind has been clearly
laid down. If you read the gazetteer of
1907 or 1909. the area of Sind has been
given as 41,836 square miles. That has
been the area of Sind all through and that
was the area in 1947. That has been the
area of Sind which has been given out by
Pakistan’s own publications even after
partitions,

There was one district of Sind, known as
Tharparkar, That Tharparkar area is
adjacent to Kutch. It had 80 per cent
Hindu population. At the time of partition,
Sylhet District, which had only 51 per cent
Muslim population, was taken away from
Assam and given to East Bengal. On the
same basis this Distiict of Tharparkar
should have been taken away from Sind and
given to India. It was one of the greatest
betrayals of the people of Sind by the
leaders of the Congress, both in Sind and
at the Centre, that they never demanded
Tharparkar; otherwise, Tharparkar should
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have come to India onm the same basis on
which Sylhet had gone to East Bengal.

This Tharparkar is bulging into the
Kutch territory. Its Nagarparkar Taluka is
a sort of an enclave in the Kutch territory.
Even about that, there was no dispute. For
some time the British Government treated
Tharparkar, . particularly Nagarparkar, as
part of Kutch. It was the Political Agent
of Kutch who controlled Nagarparkar, That
means, the British Government also origi-
nally thought that Tharparkar and Nagar-
parkar belonged to Kutch and not to Sind.
But later on, in their own wisdom, they
thought it fit to transfer Nagarparkar to
Sind,

This was the position and there was no
dispute about it. Pakistan also never
raised a dispute. It is true that Dhara Banni
on the other bank of Kutch, which is
adjacent to Sind, is a great grassland and
Sindhi cattle used to come and graze over
there. For that the Kutch Durbar used to
charge grazing tax or, what they call,
Panchari, from them. The Kutch Durbar
had put a chowki at Chhad Bet to collect
this tax. I saw in Kutch thc contracts and
the contractors who were appoicted by the
Kutch Government to celiect that tax for
the Kutch Government,

Therefore from every point of view it
was Indian territory. The boundary was
settled. If there was any boundary dispute,
it was only with regard to the Radcliffe
Line which never touched Sind and Kutch.
After 1947 when some geological surveys
were made of this area it was found that it
contains oil. Then Pakistan began to cast
her greedy eyes on it. She knew how to
deal with the leaders of India—not India, of
the Congress Party, I should say—the cow-
ards as they are. They said that half of
the Rann of Kutch belonged to them. It
does not cost anybody anything to put up a
fantastic claim. You can say that this
building or this house belongs to you. So,
they put up that claim that thig belonged to
them. We should have rejected it outright
at that time. There was no question of any
dispute. But then our benign Government
and its benign negotiator, Sardar Swaram
Singh, who has been prompt about handing-
over our territory to others—accepted in
the Swaran Singh-Sheikh Agreement  of
1960 that it was a dispute. Of course, he
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did it under the instructions of Mr. Nehru.
He was the man who was carrying on the
negotiation on his behalf and he was the
man who gave away Dera Baba Nanak
bridge which belonged to us, to Pakistan,
to placate her. They forget that they
cannot placate Pakistan. Even if you give
Delhi to Pakistan, you cannot placate
rulers of Pakistan. The very existence of
Pakistan depends on keeping up tensions
with India. They will find one excuse or
the other to keep up tensioms,

In the first place, there was no dispute.
We wrongly accepted it in Swaran Singh
Sheikh agreement. In that Agreement, it
was said that the officers of the two coun-
trics should meet and further investigate.
No invegligation was made, Then, sudden-
ly, on one fine morning, in January, 1965,
Pakistan comes and occupies a part of that
territory, occupies Kanjarkot and some
other areas. Then, we said, “You must
quit.” Our late Prime Minister, Shri Lal
Bahadur Shastri, said, “We will not give an
inch of territory.” I agree that this Gov-
ernment does not give territory in inches;
it gives territory in miles and hundreds of
miles,

SOME HON. MEMBERS:
shame |

Shame,

SHRI BAL RAJ MADHOK : Instead of
pushing the aggressor them back, we
entered into an Agreement and that Agree-
ment was not made by us. That Agree-
mcnt was made by the White Hall; it was
drufted there and sealed there. The people
of India, even the important dignitaries of
the Government of India, came to know
about it only afterwards. When this Agree-
ment came here before the Cabinet, the
Attorney-General was away, the Law Min-
ister was not there and, we learn, the other
legal luminary of our Government, at that
time, Mr. Chagla was also not there and
the only legal man that was there was Shri
Swaran Singh who was alrcady committed.
That Agreement was mischievously drafted.
1t used the word, not only demarcation of
boundary but also the word determination
of boundary, It was a bad Agreement; it
wias a wrong Agreement and we protested
al that time, The country protested against
that. There was a huge demonstration of
people of India agninst that Agreement at
that time. We said, “You are playing with
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the country’s integrity and sovercigaty.' But
they accepted it and at that time they said,
“Our case is fool proof; our documents are
strong; the maps are on our side. There is
no reason why the Award should go against
us.” But the Award has come now,

If the Agreement was bad, this Award
is perverse. You can say that you en-
tered into an Agreement. That may be
a fact of history., But the question is:
What is the Award? Their people mow
say, “How can you go against it? We
are bound hand and foot.” That is wrong.
In the case of arbitration awards, if they
are perverse, if they transpress certain
minimum conditions laid down, they need
not be accepted. And those conditions
are that the Tribunal should not go beyond
its authority, that the Tribunal should
not be bribed and that the Tribunal should
not transgress the fundamental rules of
procedure. 1 ask my Congress friends : If
it is proved I say, hypothetically, that the
Judge who gave judgement in favour of
Pakistan was bribed, will you still say,
“We are bound by it we cannot go
against it 7*. Here is the question. If
the Judge was bribed, if the Tribunal was
bribed, then this has no binding on wus.

Secondly, there i¥ no doubt about it
that the Tribunal transgressed its autho-
rity. It was to determine the boundary.
What Thas it done? It has not deter-
mined boundary on the basis of maps and
on the basis of documents. 1If you read
the Award—I do not want to waste my
time by reading the whole Award—what
does it say? It says.that there was an
intensive activity of Pakistan in that area.
What was the intensive activity? It was
uninhabited. So, the activity was that
Pakistani cattle used to come and graze
there. If you have a field and your
neighours’ cattle come to graze in your
field then your ficld goes! Is this an
argument ? Is this logic ?

Apart from that, what do they say
about the enclaves? If you look at the
map, Nagar Parkar is a Pakistani enclave
in Indian territory. There is only a
narrow neck which links WNagar Parkar
with Pakistan, Now, instead of handing
over that enclave to India, the Award
says that becausc there is only a narrow
neck which links it with Pakistan and
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Pakistan should have a larger inlet into
this enclave and because, two inlets of
India make it dangerous for Pakistan,
both these  inlets, because they are sur-
rounded by Pakistan on three sides,
should given be to Pakistan. This the
award says, will remove the causes
of tension. May 1 know whether
this Tribunal was appointed for d -
cation of boundary or whether it was
appointed for removing the causes of
tension ? That was not its job. It has
clearly transgressed its authority; it has
clearly gone beyond its terms of reference.
Therefore, on that count too. this award
is not binding on wus.

Thirdly, this award is not unanimous.
1 think, if there is any judicial judgment,
it is only that of Mr. Babler. Apart from
the fact whether it is in our favour or
against, if any one rcads it, he will find
that he has quoted documents, he has
quoted maps. It looks to me that only
that reads as a judicial judgment. The
judgment of the Chairman and the Pakis-
tan’s representative on the Tribunal is a
purely politically-motivated.  politically-
biased judgment; in fact, it is not a
judgment at all,

By giving this kind of judgment, this
Tribupal has done a great disservice to
the international forum as well. [India is
one country which has had faith in inter-
national tribunals,  Even when we got
our fingers burnt in the case of Kashmir
we went to UNO; we took the case of
Kashmir to the UNQ. Pakistan attacked
us and we were strong enough to drive
the Pakistanis out of Kashmir; we could
have driven the Pakistanis out of Lahore
also, But instcad of doing that, we went
to the UNO because we did not want
war, But what happened? Within a
few months, we were in the dock. We
had gome as accusers, but we became tae
accused, and late Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru
himself had to admit while speaking in
Jammu oa 11th May, 1951, “We had gone
for justice, but we feel very unhappy to
find that the UNO is lost in power poli-
tics”, ‘These were the words uttered by
Pandit Nehru in Jammu in May 1951,
“UNO is lost in power politics; we can-
not expect justice from UNO",
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Even after having burnt our fingers, we
referred this case to arbitration. We
should not have referred this case to
arbitration. In fact, wherever the sover-
cignty of the country is involved, wher-
ever the territorial integrity of the country
is involved, such a question cannmot be
referred to arbitration, and should not be
referred to arbitration.

Now, by .behaving the way the Tribunal
has behawved, it has made a mockery of
tribunals and shaken the faith not only
of the people of India but of the whole
world in the efficacy or judiciousness of
such tribunals, Therefore, I say that on
the ground that it has transgressed ils
authority, on the ground that it is not
unanimous, on the ground that it is poli-
tically-motivated, we must repudiate this
award, We must repudiate this award. It
is not binding on us. We should tell the
world that we had accepted a bad agrec-
ment in good faith, but we are not pre-
pared for a perverse judgment. We wani-
ed a judicial judgment, This is not
judicial judgment.

This Governmcnt bungled not only in
referring the matter to the Tribunal bul
also in putting our case properly. [ ask -
did you bring the Tribunal 1o the site
It was your duty to ask the Tribunal t1q
come to the site. 1 wonder whether Shri
Swaran Singh has gonc there or whether
Shrimati Indira Gandhi has gone there.
Let them go there and see for themselves
where the boundary lies, There is a natural
boundary. The hills make a natural
boundary, and in the place of a natural
boundary, this award has given an un-
natural  boundary, which cuts Kultch
through our territory. Therefore, they
failed in presenting the case properly, they
failed in asking the Tribunal to come to
the site and see the things for themselves
before giving toe award,

The question is: what should be done?
1 say, repudiate this award, Certainly it
goes against the will of the people, the
declared will of the pcople. 1 have scen
how the people of Kuich, the people of
Gujarat, the people of the whole country.
are feeling about it. If you want to im-
plement it, you cannot implement it with-
out an amendment of the Constitution, It
is not a delineation or just fixing the
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boundary, It is a clear case of transfer
of territory. You can read the award.
They say that these enclaves should be
given to Pakistan because they will re-
move the causes of temsion. So, there is
no question of rectification of boundary
and there is no question of delincation of
boundary, but it is a clear case of transfer
of territory, According to the Indian
Constitution, you cannot transfer any part
of the Indian territory without an amend-
ment of the Constitution and, therefore, no
action can be taken unless the Constitution
is amended. ‘And I am pretty sure that
this Parliament and this country will
throw out any such amendment of the
Constitution,

There is a further remark that I would
like to make, namely that some lessons
have to be learnt out of this. The way
things have been happening for some time
past clearly show that Pakistan is our
cnemy, that China is our enemy, and they
are active on our frontiers, and their agents
arc aclive within the country. I can well
understand that the Communists stand for
the acceptance of this award, because taey
have something in their mind. They want
a similar arbitration for the territory which
has been occupied by China and they want
a similar arbitration for territories occu-
pied by Pakistan in Kashmir,

1 want to warn the Government that
this support of' the Cc ists is a very
dangerous thing and let them taink twice
before jumping for that kind of support.
We havé to rethink and we must have
a new look at the entire pattern of Indo-
Pak relations, Pakistan is an cnemy, and
Pakistan will remain an enemy so long
is it continues and so long as it exists in
the present form. This is the basic fact
of history and this is the basic fact
of life, which the soonmer our Congresy
leaders and Members realise, the better it
would be for all concerned,

Therefore, 1 would submit that no kind
of appeasement and no kind of surrender
to Pakistan iy going to win us friendship
of Pakistan. Taerefore, Government must
change their present policy towards Paki-
stan, The only correct policy towards Paki-
stan is u_policy of reciprocity, a policy of
firmness. This kind of piece-meal agrec-
ments, agreement over the Farrakka bar-
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rage, agrecment on aviation, agreement on
Kutch etc. are wrong. If Government want
to have an agreement with Pakistan, let
them have a package agreement. Let all
the disputes be put together, Pakistan is
only getting those disputes settled in which
she is interested; the Indus waters Treaty
was made because it helped Pakistan. Other

_treaties were made which belped Pakistan

only, But wherever our interests are con-
cerned, they do not want to enter into an
agreement with us. Therefore, we should
not have any piece-meal agreement with
Pakistan, The whole pattern of Indo-Pak.
relations that we have established for the
last so many vears must be changed. If
we do nol change it. then what has happen-
ed in Kutch may repeat, This has set a
dangerous precedent.  1f Pakistan wants
some territory, first she will put forward
a claim because it does not cost anything
to put forward a claim, Then, she will
send her forces 1o occupy part of the
area and then stay put there, When we try
to push them out, she will attend to world
opinion and say, let us have arbitration, and
she will then take that area, This is a
very dangerous precedent. I would submit
that we should not follow it. We should
not allow such precedents to be set at all,

Therefore, I say that this Kutch agree-
ment is a warning. We should see that
the whole pattern of Indo-Pak. relations
that we have established for thd last twenty
yeary must change. Secondly, we must sec
that proper leadership is given to the coun-
try. Today. tae people all over the country
are saying ‘that this Government has n
Prime Minister but no leader. She is only
4 Prime Minister; in fact, I wonder whether
she is the Prime Minister also or not. But
she is no leader. The result is’ that here
we have a Government which i¢ weak,
o Government which is neither feared by
our cnemies nor respected by our friends,
a Government neither feared by traitors nor
respected by patriots,  Sucn a government
cannot run the country, Today, we arc
fuced with grave dangers, dangers of exter-
nal aggression, dangers of internal distur-
bance and disruption. and the external
encmies and internal enemies arc working in
collufion. In such conditions, it is very
important that the nationalist forces should
assert themselves and sce that the country
has a strong leader. The whole history
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bears this out that whenever in India our
Central Government became weak and
came in weak hands, fissiparous tendencies
raised their heads in -different parts of the
country and our country was disintegrated.

[ fear that a similar thing is happening
in this country today. It is something which
must make everyone of us, every patriot,
and every nationalist to stand up and think
where we are going. We must have a strong
Government. I would make this appeal to
my Congress friends. I know that many
of them are patriots, not all of them,

AN HON. MEMBER: All of them
are,

SHR]I BAL RAJ MADHOK : Many of
them are patriots.. Many of them are
nationalists. But they are all dumb-found-
ed and they cannot speak out. I sometimes
used to wonder why Bhishma was keeping
silent when Duryodhana was doing all thosc
mischievous deeds, But now I realise why
Bhishma could not speak out. Here, we
have the Government of Duryodhana, and
« whole lot of Bhishmay are sitting opposite
doing nothing. [ would appeal to these
Bhishmas that instead of repenting later.
Ict them do something now. It is not
their question only, It is a question of the
whole country, If the country goes to dogs,
where will the Congress, the Jan Sangh and
other nationalist parties be ? Today it is
not a question of the Jan Sangh or the
Congress. Today it is a question of the
nationalist forces and anti-national forces.
Anti-national forces are out to disrupt the
country, they are out to destroy the coun-
try. They want to destroy the unity of the
country and to bring about chaos and
anarchy if the country, and to underminc
the democratic values of the country,

In such a dituation, it becomes very im-
portant that the nationalist elements should
come together, They should sit together
and work in unison., We may have our
differences in economic matiers, in social
matters, but on one matter, we do not dis-
agree. We are all one that this country
must remain one, that this country must
remain united, that thiy country must remain
democratic. 'We must have democracy and
we must have unity. On these two ques-
tions, there is no difference of opinion, As
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1 said, there are people who are out to
disrupt the country and destroy demeocracy
here. I am very sorry to say that in this
destruction of democracy, this Government
is acting as an active agent, as a catalytic
agent,

I do pot mind Ministries coming in or
going out. But look at the way things are
heing done, What happened to UP 7T The
Governor says ‘the Constitution cannot be
worked, but T want to give time’. For what ?
There may be a reorientation of political
affiliations ! I ask : can there be a more
immoral thing than this? Can there be a
more unethical thing than this 7 If the
Constitution cannot be worked, dissofve the
Assembly., They dissolved the Assembly in
West Bengal, they dismissed the Ministry
and dissolved the Assembly in Haryana.
They should have dissolved the Assembly
in UP also. This argument that we have
to elect Members for the Rajya does not
click. We have to elect members from
West Bengal also to the Rajya Sabha. If
they are not elected now, they will be six
months later, So this is not an argument
that can be advanced for the decision taken
in regard to UP, The real thing is that
they want to give time to the Congress to
have some defections from the other side,
to have some horse-trading,

If the ruling party, which has a special
responsibility in establishing and following
democratic conventions behaves in this way,
I ask, where will be respect left for the
Constitution ? Where will be respect for
tae President who is the symbol of the
whole country, who should not have been
made a party to such matters? But they
are bringing the President into disrepute,
they are bringing the Constitution into dis-
repute, They are undermining the very
values of democracy, though they swear
that they have come to power to uphold
and sustain it.

Therefore, T say on all counts this
Government has failed to deliver the goods.
It has failed to protect the sovereignty of
the country; it has failed to protect the
integrity of the country; it has failed to pro-
tect the honour of the country.

Our jawans are fighting on the fromtiers,
But within the country we find that the
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national flag is being burnt and trampled
under foot, F ask: what have you done
1o those people who have dishonoured our
national flag? Did you ever think what
clfect it will have on the morale of our
soldiers who are guarding our frontiers?
They are fighting there, they are standing
guard to defend the honour of the flag. But
within the country, you cannot do it.

What are the laws for? Have you not
cnough laws to deal with this situation?
We have been demanding time and again
for the enactment of a law defining treason.
Anyone who dishonours our flag is a traitor,
and treat him as a traitor and give him
the maximum punishment. But what have
you done about it? These are matters on
which there is no difference of opinion
among all parties, among all nationalist
parties, We must all come together and
Jdo something to sct things right, But for
this purpose, the Congress must realise that
it alone cannot do this, Today the Cong-
ress is one of the parties, and not the
party, in the country. To tackle these pro-
blams, it must work with the others, This
Ciovernment must go and there should be
a National Government, a Government
which can command the confidenca of the
people, which can have the respect of the
patriots, which will be feared by the trai-
tors. We want such a Government to mect
the challenges we are facing,

Before I conclude, Sir, let me sum up
and say that this Kutch award must be
repudiated becausc the Tribunal has trans-
gressed its authority, it has gone beyond its
terms of reference; the award is not judicial
but political; and it is not a unanimous

award, On these grounds, it must be repu-
diated, If you want to do anything else
about it, you must come before Parliament,
You must amend the Constitution, Without
amending the Conslitution, you cannot pro-
ceed,

Let me sound a note of warning: even
if you think that you can get this thing
through with the help of your majority or
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with the help of the Communists, the
country is not with you. The country will
stand up against any such bargaining of
national integrity, national homour and
national sovereignty, In a democracy the
people are the ultimate masters, and the
ultimate masters demand that you repu-
diate the agreement.

SHRI SANT BUX SINGH (Fatehpur) :
The entire House—every party inside the
House—and the people of this country are
greatly concerned today about the implica-
tions of the judgment of the Kutch Tribu-
nal. Prof, Madhok has given a very hucid
statement. We agree that when there is a
question that concerns the entire country,
we all have to sit together and not make
a party issue out of it, but to look at it in
terms of national interest, and not bring it
down with something narrow and trivial.

Many of us have searched our hearts,
many of us have looked at a great many
papers and documents, We cannot be one-
sided when it comes to taking e decision,
a decision in front of our people, a decision
in front of the whole of this world. So,
through you, Sir, I would request this
House to look at the agreement and to
examine its implications. We are pot com-
mitted right now to anything. There can
be reasons by which the agreement can be
repudiated. Let us not teke it for granted
that this is the word of God or that any
party is committed to implementing the
agreement. However, if we have to con-
sider that, we have to consider it in cool
logic, in rationality, so that we can defend
our action to the nation and the interna-
tional community.

There are four aspects from which this
whole thing should be viewed. The very
first is the reference to the tribunal, Prof.
Madhok pointed out at a certain stage that
the Kutch issue illustrates the whole of the
Indo-Pakistan issuc. When the Third Lok
Sabha sat and decided to confirm the refer-
ence to the Tribunal, Prof. Ranga said, in
August, 1965 : It is with great sadoess that
I accept this reference to the Tribunal.” He
stopped, and asked a question, “But, was
there any way out 7 That is the crux of
the matter.
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In 1965, when the Pakistanis broached the
wrea of the Raon of Kutch, it was a part
of 3 much larger design. That design was
to make our forces move from the Punjab
border into the Rajasthan border, and then
when they attacked Kashmir, for us not to
have'a way of fighting them back in Lahore.
There arc some statements extremely signi-
ficant made at that time by the Pakistani
representative at the United Nations, Mr.
Amjad Ali. He said :

““A just and equitable settlement of the
Kashmir dispute lies at the root of the
present trouble (the Kutch trouble)”.

12.40Hrs,

IMR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER in the Chair]
Far. more clear was Mr. Bhutto in
London at that time, and he said .

“The Rann of Kutch has grown out of
proportion, It is not a dispute per se.
It forms a part of a much bigger issue.
The heart of the Indo-Pakistan issue
lies in the Srinagar valley.”

Here we have got completely unambiguous,
words, Pakistan had a grand design to kecp
our forces engaged in the swamps and mar-
shes of the Rann of Kutch and then to
attack Kashmir, Let us consider coolly to-
day whether it was right for us to have kept
our forces on the Punjab border, to have
repelled the Pakistani attack in Kashmir,
to have got them to refer this entire matter
to an international tribunal. Pakistan was
not inclined to go to an international tribu-
nal. There, too, I think that by making
them withdraw at that time and by making
them go to ap international tribunal we
«did achieve something, because if you look
at what the Pakistani press said about refer-
-ence to the tribunal it becomes evident. Here
is the Pakistan Radio which at that time
waid :

“There have been awards and agree-
ments before, which India has shame-
fully flouted and we may recall that
while Pakistan has handed over all
disputed enclaves, Indie has not. That
is what she is going to do. this time.
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Surely, we shall have another

P! ugly
situation.”

With this situation we went to the inter-
national tribunal. Let us remember that
whatever is said about the British design
or myopia, at that time in our country
there was one country whose friendship
could not be questioned in the Indo-Pakis-
tani context—the Soviet Union—which con-
grajulated and welcomed our going to the
Tribunal. Once we went to a  tribunal,
there was no question of our saying: we
shall accept the award only if it is in our
favour., Why should Puakistan have gonc
to the tribunal then? Why should the
judges have sat to comc to a judgment ?
Much has been said about the presentation
of our case. It has been said that we were
not properly represented, I should like 1o
draw the attention of this House to u
stalement made by Mr. Chagla where he
says that an abler body of lawyers could
not have put the case of India better. 1.ct
us also look at the two teams that were
sent from both sides. While persons of
the lowest rank that we sent were members
of our Law Commission, if we look at the
Pakistani team, we find that it appointed
as experts a certain Mr. Enver Adil Com-
missioner of Family Planning, There was
also another Mr. Basheer Ahmed who was
the Boundary Tahsildar, Board of Revenuc.
These were the cxperts who were presentine
the Pakistani case. Our casc was presenied
as best as anyone can do. Anyone who
has gone through the findings of the tribu-
nal will sce that encyclopaedic references
were made to our lawyers and our team of
officers did a very good job. It is for-
gotten that whatever we politicians might
have done, our lawyers and officers clipped
the wings of the Tribunal far more than
the wings of any other international tribu-
nal have been clipped. 1 should like to
draw the attention of the House to the
terms of reference given in page 9 where
the Tribunal says :

- “An inlernational Tribunal will have
the wider power 1o adjudicate a casc
ex aequo et bono, and thus to go oul-
side the bounds of law, only if such
power has been conferred on it by
mutual agreement between the Parties.”
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it was our team of lawyers that prevented
it, 'and the Tribunal had to accept :

“Therefore, and as the Parties have not
by any subsequent agreement consent-
ed to confer the power upon the Tri-
bunal to adjudicate ex aequo et bono,
the Tribunal resolves that it has no
such power.”

When we come to the dispute, let us not
cater into political considerations, The Tri-
bunal has judged thc situation as it existed
before 1947, Events subsequent to 1947
bave pot been taken into account. There-
fore, for anybody to say that something
wrong was done by us or something was
lacking in our activities and so the Tribunal
has decided against us—would be completely
unfair, Let us look at thc records. We
find that from 1875 right down to 1945
there was a border dispute between Sind and
the erstwhile State of Kutch. Let us not
ignore it or close our cyes. Let us not be
blinded when we have to come to a judg-
ment. From the conclusion to which the
‘Iribunal has come, we see that India’s stand
has been vindicated. Out of 9,000 sq. miles
of the Rann of Kutch and out of 3,500 sq.
miles that Pakistan claimed, how much did
it get? It has found that some pockets—
continugusly controlled by their police, their
customs, through grazing and even settle-
ments in certain pockets—lay in Pakistan.
It is not a matter of any part of our terri-
tory being awarded to them.

Of course, the whole of the land of India
is sacred, but it is on the sacred land of
India that Pakistan is built, It is in Pakis-
tan that Mohenjo Daro is; it is in Pakistan
that Taxila is, We cannot say that sacred-
ness stops at onc point and non-sacredness
starts at another point.

The partition between India and Pakistan
was not g natural partition, It was a man-
made partition. There were points of dis-
pute, and these points had to be settled.
There was no question of Radcliffe having
decided about an area or boundary, be-
cause at that stage, Kutch had not acceded
to India. We have been to tribunals before.
Thero was the Radcliffe tribunal; there was
the Bagge tribunal; and going to a tribunal
this time was equally fair. On what ground
do we question the verdict of this tribunal ?
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Any person who can come out and prove
that the Swedish judge was either unfair
or corrupt would do a tremendous service
to this country. Let him come out with
the facts, and with instances. Let there be
a prima facie case. Let us not go round
saying that the man is dishonest just because
we like to think of him as having been
dishonest. Here is a person who was ap-
pointed by U Thant, whose partiality has
never been shown or hinted at. He was a
person from a country which has been
neutral in international affairs, He was a
person from a country which had no axe
to grind either on our side or on the side
of Pakistan,

Let us again refer to some of the words—

SHRI HANUMANTHAIYA (Banga-
lore) : Sir, may I make an appeal to
my hon. friend not to go into the legalis-
tic arguments and contradict the very
stand the Prime Minister has taken 7 The
Prime Minister herself has taken a stand.
He is over-arguing the case.... (Infer-
ruption).

SHRI SANT BUX SINGH: I was go-
ing to refer to a much-quoted and much-
interpreted statement of the tribunal.

SHRI J, B. KRIPALANI (Guoa):
May 1 suggest, let nobody be ecloquent
about the loss of our territory ? (Interrup-
tion).

MR. 'DEPUTY-SPEAKER :
order.

Order,

SHRI SANT BUX SINGH : I come to
the much-quoted statement which bas been
repeated again and again, Here is what
the Tribunal says :

“The ultimate determination, there-
fore, is both difficult end in excep-
tional measure, dictated by considera-
tions which do not heavily outweigh
those considerations that would have
motivated a different solution.”

This was the principle enunciated. The
Tribunal has said that this was a wvery
vexed question. What has the tribunal
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decided actually. Here is what the tribunal
has said :

“In respect of this sector of the Rann
in relation to which no specific evi-
dence in the way of display of Sind
authority or merely trivial or isolated
evidence of such a character sup-
ports Pakistan’s claim, I pronounce in
favour of India.”

So, wherever there was a doubt we got
it. Are we poing to repudiate the judgment
which gives and makes it clear for all timc
that the Rann of Kutch belongs to us?
On what grounds are we poing to repudiate
this ?

How are we pgoing to put this inlo
effect ? This House can bind the Prime
Minister, but let us be clear that there arc
only two methods by which the award may
be repudiated. First, as I said, let there
be a son of India who can come and prove
that the judge was corrupt, or secondly,
let us take a decision that we will go to
war. Let this House resolve that we will
risk a war with the whole of the world
against us: we will smash Pakistan; we
will smash Sweden and we will smash any
other country. Let us not be lighthearted.

Let us choose clearly and let us  know
what we are recommending.
T would submit, last of all, that every

inch of this soil is sacred; every yard of
this soil is sacred. But equally, Sir, the
blood of every Indian is sacred. No one
has u right on a false claim, and on con-
jectures and on surmises, to take away the
son of any mother, to widow any woman,
morely because there is emotionslism in
the House. Let us put the claims of
Indian life against the claim of the soil
we have. Let us balance one against the
other and if we are clear in our conscience
that it is worth going to war, let us go
to war. Let this House decide whether we
should go to war,

Prof, Madhok mentioned Bhishma. Let
him remember that when Bhishma's words
were pitted against the Lord himself, it was
Bhishma's words which carried. If we
want to be the descendants of Bhishma,
Karna or Rama, India mufst stand by its
word. We must not be a nation which
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repudiates agreements, and casts aspersions
on international bodies. What would we
look like if we do that? Of course, when
we fight for a principle, we would fight to
the last man. But let somebody come out
with the principle. Let somebody come
out with the evidence, before endangering
the honour of this country and the lives
of its citizens,

SHRI PASHABHAI PATEL (Baroda):
Sir, this surely is a day of infamy for
India. It is a saddening thought that in
Indie, whatever we win on the battlefield
by the sword we give away on the con-

ference table. Every time our friends
across have lost it for us,

MR, DEPUTY-SPEAKER : Order,
order. ‘There is a rumbling noise  all

round, Hon. Members are talking loudly.

SHRI NATH PAI (Rajapur) : Respect
is to be commanded; it is not to be de-
manded. Attention is to be commanded.
You cannot force us into that.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Do you
claim privilege to talk when another hon.

Member is speaking ?

SHRI NATH PAI : 1 never talk; I wish
to listen to what the member says.

SHRI PASHABHAI PATEL: Sir, this
country would like to sec our friends oppo-
site hang down their heads in shame for
having sold this country down the river in
the way they have done. This is not the
first time they have done it. They have
done it every time. I hope this would be
the last time they have done it. 1 am
standing here to see that they are prevenl-
ed from doing this kind of thing in
future,

The story of Sind is a chain of betrayal
from beginning to end. Sir, with your in-
dulgence, may I read a few lines about the
historical background about the Kutch
issue ? Way back in 1763, Mir Koloro
of Sind invaded Kutch end Bhuj, because
he thought it was a good land. At that
time it was not a desert. It was bloom-
ing with crops and rice and wheat used
to grow there. When Mir Koloro invaded
Kutch, the Kutchis stood up and defended
their soil in a way which behoves men.
A hundred thousand Kutchis either lost
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lives or were wounded and Mir Koloro
was driven back with great chagrin. The
Mir stopped the waters of the Eastern
Nara river from flowing into Kutch. This
is how the Rann of Kutch came into exist-
ence. Kutch is a place where there is no
rainfall. Its water came from the Nara
river and when the Mir of Kutch cut off
the waters of the Nara river, the territory
became a desert.

As far as the border of this desert is
concerned, I would like to point out that
instead of having this decision taken in
Switzerland or in Delhi, if these gentlemen
had gone to Kutch, they would have
seen that there is a natural border of sand
dunes between Sind and ‘Kutch. It is
similar to the Himalayas. Supposing
somebody sitting in Switzerland or some-
where else says tha; on this side of the
Himalayas, there is the border of Tibet
of China, a similar kind of thing has been
done in Kutch by some gentlemen sitting
round s conference table in Geneva.

1 am sorry to say that our lawyers who
claim to have pleaded our casc did not do
it well enough. They did not produce the
maps which the British Government had
already accepted as the right maps esta-
blishing the boundary between Sind and
Kutch.

These maps arc somehow or other,
strangely, missing from our records. Under
the circumstances, there has been a great
betrayal of the trust that this House put
and the Benches opposite have been enjoy-
ing for the last twenty years. T would say
to them that you have sat too long on
those Benches. For Heaven's sake, po

before you do more harm.

It was in 1960 that our Defence Minis-
ter agreed to this question of arbitration.
Every time the history of arbitration in
India has been a history of betrayal. Have
they won a single case of arbitration, I
would ask my hon. friends opposite ? Can
they point out a single case where having
gone for arbitration India has won?
Every time we have lost. But even if we
h.nve lost, we have to abide by the arbitra-
tlon_ award when we have accepted arbi-
tration.
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In this case, therc are certain parts of
the arbitration which is an award and
there are certain parts which the Tribunal
has offered to us as advice. Theso pieces
of advice I would ask Government to look
into carefully and find out how much of
that advice it is proper for us to accept
and how much of it we have to contest.
This portion which forms the advice of
the Tribunal, the most important part of
it, I would say must be gone into
thoroughly.

Before 1 come to that, may I, Sir, take
the time of the House to give a few
historical facts about Kutch and the terri-
tory in question. It was as far back as in
1763, as I said, that Mir Koloro attacked
Bhuj. He had an avaracious eye on the
vast fields which produced rice and wheat
in Kutch. He was driven away. Hundreds
of thousands of Kutchis fought vigorously
and drove him away. He went away but
he cut off the waters of Nara. The result
was that Kutch instead of being the garden
of India became a desert. After that, in
1818 or 1819 there was a great earthquake
and the land rose by five feet. It s
known as Allah-jho Bund. The Sindhis
call it God’s-own-Bund. It made it im-
possible for the water from that side to
come here.

Today they have an argument that somc
of these parts which are being surrendered
to Pakistan were claimed by Pakistan be-
causc Pakistani shecp were grazing on the
land in these parts and we did not do
anything about it. Here I would like to
ask my hon. fricnds opposite what they
were doing all this time when our own
territory was open to thc opposite side
and their shepherds were able to come in
and allow their sheep to graze which ulti-
mately enabled them to put in their claim
for that land. It is a strange claim, but
understand such claims are legally accept-
ed, T know myself of a little piece of
land in Baroda where I had a dispute with
another man. That man came end plant-
cd a mango trce in that land. At that
time 1 did not notice. In the court he
said that he had planted a mango tree and
therefore the land belongs to him. The
court awarded the land in his favour, That
way I can understand the Pakistanis laying
their claim on this Jand because  their
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cattle were grazing there. For six months
of the year the land is not approachable
from any part because it is flooded with
sea water, Under the circumstances the
Ruler of Kutch may not have guarded his
border very well. But what is the justifi-
cation for our hon. friends opposite, during
all these twenty years, not to have guarded
that border of our country and allowed
cattle from the other side to come and
graze here so that they can claim it later ?
Are we going to do the same thing with
Tibet, with China. with Pakistan and in
Kashmir ?

Sir, it has been a chain of betrayals all
along. 1 do not koow for how long wu
are going to have these pentlemen to con-
tinue betraying the country. The time has
come when we have to make a stand some-
where and this is the time for that.

We cannot fight it out. Therefore. |
would like to ask them one thing. What
are they going to do to take steps to pre-
vent further aggression on our territory ?
Kutch is a desert. If water is brought into
Kutch and this desert is watered, the salt
would be washed off and the land would
become productive. In other words, it
would become a scttled land. For that
there is a way. [ do not know if my
friends opposite would be prepared to do
it. If they simply sanction the scheme of
Narmada canals the water of Narmada
could be taken to the Rann of Kutch and
the deser; would bloom again.

I do not know what is coming in the
way of doing that. because the  river
Narmada is there and the water of that
river is running into the ocean and we
have done nothing for the last 20 years.
We have made big projects all over the
country but, so far as the Narmada is
concerned, this, the greatest river in India,
is flowing to the sea, flowing down the
drain without any benefits to anybody.

MR, DEPUTY-SPEAKER : The hon.
Member may continue his speech after
lunch, We will now adjourn for lunch.

13.1Hgs.

(The Lok Sabha then adjourncd for lunck
till Fourteen of the Clock).

FEBRUARY 27,,1968

Motion 220

The Lok Sabha re-assembled after Lunch
at Fourteen of the Clock
[MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER in the Chair]

MOTION OF NO-CONFIDENCE IN
THE COUNCIL OF MINISTERS—

(contd,)

SHRI PASHABHAI PATEL : Sir, as
I was saying before we broke for lunch,
our friends across are daily bartering away
India’s freedom and property in a most
irresponsible manner and instead of hang-
ing their heads in shame or leaving those
benches where they are doing this mis~
chief, they continue to do the same all
along and are feeling happy about it. But
this Kuotch has been u betrayal of an
order beyond all others.

There is a natural boundary, as I said,
on the north, west and east of the Rann
within which this Kutch and its territory,
which belonged to Guijarat, Kathiawad and
Kutch, fell. This tribunal, I am efraid,
has exceeded its terms of reference in
tendering to us gratuitous advice on what
we should do and what is fair for us, They
were asked to decide what was the truth.
They had (o decide the boundary as it
was and not 1o say that the boundary
should be this way or that. In this much
I am thinking that the tribunal exceeded
its authority and I would request the
Government, which is responsible for
handing over our case to this tribunal on
a platter, to refer it to a judicial authority
like the Supreme Court of India or anv
other legal authority which is acceptable to
the world, T do not want their advice, Let
them say, this was so and we will accept it.
When they say, it should be so, this is a
part which we cannot accept. For that, 1
request my friends across to think twicc
before they ride roughshod over Indian
territory which does not belong to them.
personally. It is Indian territory. They
have no right to hand it over to
others. If they do so, it is for
the public of India to decide how long
they will sit on those Benches. I would
say, they have sat there too long already
and, for the mischief they are doing, for
heavens' sake, go before it is too late.
Supposing the northern  boundary  of
Kutch, the eastern boundary and the
western boundary is covered by sand
dunes, and they say now, Pakistan may
come inside that? Supposing they ask
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Chinese to come inside over the Hima-
layas and occupy some territory in Uttar
Pradesh, what will my friends opposite
say? 1 want to know that.

It is very easy to part with somebody
else’s property, take it lightly and be
friendly and smooth about it. (Interrup-
tion)., If you look at the map, you will
see that under the Award, some parts of
Kutch are being given away to Pakistan
in a grand and friendly and generous
manner which will bring Pakistan within
10 minutes of bombing distance from my
home town of Baroda and I am not going
1o take it lightly. I have to think of these

things,
We are inviting the enemy into our
territory, into our border. I would like to

suy that this is the time to protest and, if
our friends across, do not stop here, I do
not know where they will stop or when
they will stop.

SHRI K. N, TIWARY (Bettiah) : But
your leader. Rajaji, has said that it should
he accepted.

SHRI PASHABHAI PATEL: 1 know
more about Rajaji than you do. Rajaji
has said that the Award should be accept-
ed but not the advice which has been
given to us gratuitously, Please make this
difference if you understand English,

I say, already a lot of mischief has
been done and I would like to know from
our friends opposite where they are going
to stop, if at all. If they do nct stop, it
will be for the people of India to stop
them one day but that day may be late
itself. They should stop before they be-
tray and deliver this country into the hands
of outsiders as they have done, Every time,
what we win at the point of the sword,
we lose at the conference table, It is a
matter of shame for our friends across who
go to the conference table. If they go to
arbitration, they should make out the case
as it should have been made Last time,
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when they went to the tribunal, I under-
stand, the original maps of Sind and of
Kutch which were settled by the British
Government, the Government of Sind and
the Government of Bombay, were not with
them—they did not find these maps—and
they put up any kind of evidence. No
wonder we lose on cvery conference table
and in every tribunal award,

As far as this is concerned, I would like
to say that award we will accept but, in
this report, if you read page afler page,
there is gratvitous advice given. The
Tribunal was not appointed to give us
advice, It was appointed to give an Award
on facts, not what it should bz but what
it was. As to what is should be is not
their business. It can be decided by a
joint conference of Pakistan and India,
if necessary. There is no business for this
Tribunal to give us gratuitous advice. We
did not pay them for that or appoint them
to give us gratuitous advice.  Generally,
this country is unfortunate in this, that
everybody in this world is in the habit of
giving us advice. Can't we stand on our
own 7

AN HON. MEMBER : We always give
advice to others.

SHRI PASHABHAI PATEL : Yes. We
have always been giving gratuitous advice
to the whole world and thc result is that
we get paid back in the samc coin. (Inrer-
ruption), Why do they laugh and smile
on this issue ? They should be hanging
their heads down in shame. There is no-
thing for them to laugh about; this is a
thing of which they should be ashamed—
I am using only mild language; I have not
got strong enough words to use against
them.

Coming back to this question of Kuich,
about the part which i¢ an Award, let us
ask the Supreme Court of India or any
otner well-constituted legal authority to
decide what portion of this book is an

award on facts and what portion is advice.
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Let us accept the Award as it is piven
because our friends across have made a
mess of it.

We will accept that part with sorrow
and shame; we will accept it because it is
uan award. But let us separate those things
in which the Tribunal has given gratuitous
advice and tell them that it is not their
business to give us advices. We are not
here to receive their advices. We have
already received so much of advice that
we are fed up with advice. We do not
want any more advice from anybody. Let
this be made very clear.

Coming back to Kutch, there is a prac-
tical thing. I could speak for hours on
the historical background of Kutch and
say that it is connected with us. I may
say this, There was a time when therc
was a special Road Engineer by name Shri
Bhai Lal Bhai Patel. He is my leader in
the Swatantra Party in Gujarat. He was a
special Road Engineer in Sind in the days
of the British and he projected a road from
Kearachi to Ahmedabad. When he was
surveying Kutch, he found that this area,
Kutch, was supposed to contain oil ‘and
other mineral wealth and he wanted 1o
build a road. That scheme was there, but
in the meantime Independence came and
we have been busy with the other things.
That scheme remained only on paper. If
this road had been built, the whole story
today would have been different because
the road was projected on our claimed
border of Kutch; that road would have
been the border of Kutch, Since that road
is not there now, the whole trouble has
been created.

Do the hon. members know that the
boundary was established in the Britisa
days between Kutch and Sind when Sind
was in Bombay Province and Kutch was
an Indian State, At that time, another
Patel, Shri Joita Bhai Patel, a relative of
mine, was the man who was surveying this
boundary and the boundary was settled and
pillars 12’ %X 12’ in area, were raised; stone
pillars and masonry pillars were raised to
demarcate the boundary. After Indepen-
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dence, we were busy in New Delhi with
the other things and nobody cared where
the Kutch boundary was It should be said
to the shame of this House that we never
looked at the boundary and the Pakistani
people came and dug out those pillars 12
12' with a height of 15. That boundary
was erased by the Pakistanis. ... (Interrup-
tions)

Coming to the practical question of Kutch
and the mes¢ they have made of it, 1 have
a praclical suggestion to make. As you
all know, 'Rann' means ‘desert’, Before
this Rann of Kutch became a desert. it was
a lush garden and the waters of the Indus
and the Nara used to flow into Kutch.
When Mir Koloro of Sind invaded Kutch
because it was such a lush territoly, the
Kutchis rose like one man, thousands and
thousands of Kutchis died in the battle-
field and drove him out, This man, out
o' his anger, cut off those canals. He built
bunds and later on, there was an earthquake
and the land roge by 5 ft. They call it
Allahjo Bundh, ie., God's Bundh. God
created a bund between Sind and Kutch.
That bund is there and due to that, the
waters from the rivers stop flowing into
Kutch, The sea water flows into the Rann
of Kutch. For six months the land is
submerged in salt water, Tha result is
that it has been turned into a desert. Now,

there i¥ a way out of this, Instead of
going over what has been lost by our
friends over there, T would say, let us
look at it comstructively and do something.
1 appeal to them to listen to this seriously
because some part of the mischief may be
undone, There should be two little bunds
built, so that the sea water does not enter
from Kolikhadi and Kandla Port. Building
these bunds may cost Rs, § crores. These
bunds—if they are built 10 miles across—
can stop the sea water from coming into
Kutch, Then, if they have the long-delayed
scheme of the canals of the Narmada put
into execution, the waters of the Narmada
will go into Kutch and wash the salt away
and Kutch can again become a green lush
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piece of land. L am not suggesting this
canal scheme in any light-hearted manner.
This is a very serious matter. This is the
only way in which this ninterland of Kutch
can be again peopled by agriculturists, by
people who will grow a crop there, 1
asvert this in ull seriousness. You will be
surprised to know that if the camal gocs
there, at least three million tonnes of grain
can be grown in Kutch, and there will be
a community of agriculturists there who
will make this Kutch which is our vital
‘border in that area. once again a weli-popu-
lated territory,

1 do not want to blame taese people
.opposite more than I have done ulready,
and T know that if 1 say more on this, it
will have no effect on them. ...

AN HON, MEMBER : They are thick-
-skinned ?

SHRI PASHABHAI PATEL : They are
completely impervious to what ig said,
‘Here, T am offering a suggestion, which if
they take seriously—I hope they will though
T do not know how much hope therc is for
'lhis—_thcy would in some way wash the
sins of their commission.. ..

AN HON. MEMBER : What about the
no-confidence motion ?

SHRI PASHAPBPHAI PATEL: Is it not
true that in 1960 our Defence Minister—
he is not here to listen to what I um
saying; so, what is the good of my saying
this now....

AN HON, MEMBER : It does not matter
He may go on,

SHRI SHEOQ NARAIN (Basti): The
Prime Minister is here,

SHRI PASHABHAI PATEL : Is it not
true that in 1960 our Defence Minister went
to Karachi and committed us to fais tribu-
nal and all that ? He admitted that there
was a dispute wheread actually there was
no dispute and the boundaries of Kutch
‘were so clearly marked. I think there was
a wall there, or there were sand dunes which
were as good as a wall, Tt js just as in
the case of the Himalayas which we have
never doubted as a boundary on the norfa-
©m, eastern and western borders; likewise,
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in the case of Kutch also, there was no
dispute, but our Defence Minister commit-
ted himself to a dispute and this is the result
that we are enjoying today. If nothing
else, if all those gentlemen sitting opposite
are not going to ask this Government to
resign and get them out of office, at least
let them obtain the resgination of the
Minister who was responsible for it.

Coming to the report of the tribunal it-
self, T would submit that those parts of
the report which are not award but which
are only advice should be clearly examined
and decisions taken accordingly, Also,
before accepting this award, will our friends
from the Congress take some steps to see
that all the awards which have been given
in the past have been fulfilled by Pakistan ?
Every time it suits Pakistan_ they accept it;
every time it does not suit them they just
ignore it and we coolly go on sitting here
and making fine speeches and having partics
and, dances and dinners, ] would like once
again to appeal to our Congress friends to
examine how many awards between Paki-
stan and India have remained unfulfilled,

and to see that before we accept this award,
they do something in regard to the un-
fullilled awards which arc still pending in
the past file of ignominy of the Benches
apposite,

o AR w@q (warf) . IuTenw
TEREE, ¥% UATE & A F A1 412
2w F AW A7 wEAr a9 Iv Y, &R
I0F A ;W X ¥ e & S
Y WTAAT §AY 40%0 37 § FAfE v
1 A1 E am g, A el dww
T ¥ 1 A afew W@ A &
far ot qwow & A A v T
I | A AT ZH g 9 afeerw
¥y & are F guwt w7 @ § A eawt
firdt oY o 7 AT T A, TR
% fer & tw waw 9T g S
@‘“i . s .

o wg foda (<) : T UG F
T & A Wit
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ot wyad odw ;. HfEw S
wERW, T AfavEaE F geqaE 9 9
et oot dqe & @ & S 0F
TE & e & aifewamw & afaEE &
SEITE 1 @I g0 HUIF 689 F9-
fredi & for e e e v @ aga
o= Avaw & & R sfawa § s\
9T g% gM F fau T g ggEar
1 ? 59 &1 419 § " R A IT
femim &< faar & f& ag oY G Fwaer
&1 F% QX FaEl 9T TATEE wE FTAT
agaT § A AT FE R e A
& T e AW FT T AFT AW
W AN FT FH FATE RUIF q@T
forar & (waraem ) G2 Fome Feqfaeet
#T T F IFT qE TAS § I HT A
TR E

wHa T A A A Y A w
g A qEAT A A I Fer F
N A # e F@ § afe
TATEH T AFL FW E |

affa wre ot & w9 wiwe fear
a7 ®IT 8§ 1965 ¥ ¥l 9g weAd
wfpfa % fau T 91 | 98 @ s
# #ifen & faw & gam @1 AT 269
H1E 35 T H 9% § 1T 28 99 ¥
fada & o @ 1 77 a@ 9w W @
wftiz dag g @ fFar ma ar )
I O 9T Taa 7 7 I9 Fw Ay
72 frar a1 a1 ot A T qW AT
Y W A A T 9§ 5 A &
% feed ® g efiwe &% e gae
e frgm efiwrea sl ! Afew fex
o § 75 ara g0t § wfaw a8
arT WEAT g fF AR gEE & qor
g g7 =t F et @ g w1 A
Fg &% Q| feoqae & Serciw w1
oF Ay 91 99 ¥ AR F g6 A
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FAI G A K Fgawar § 5 g
TEISIT 8T § gHIY AT W F A H
JAETT 94T | ATHA T & EEF
& F a@ qralT Sar & Fgr I
@ W & wfa s @ IR
ot varE fear @ 9w F A A W gW
77 %9 § fF vede ¥ at § s=E
Fffesam &1 qaw fam afFw &1
1926 ¥ FFT AW TF, 40 AT TF $6
FT AT UTH ¥ A ¥ AW A
Tqe Far a1 dfFw 39 vfadw A
freqmer & 7Y #ram )

TATE & UEIGT & aTT H gH FTEH
TC Fg G5 § AT FATA AT qOA
T T & F & <
I | AT a1 98 & fF Aven famer
f& mae & fom &9 7 ¥ foegrw &1
a0 fFar g at 3@ ¥ A F A =
aTE Thy ff 37 = amw Whe X #w
4 39 qug 97 e S frar gt

“The decision of the tribunal referred
to in three above shall be binding on
both Governments and shall not be
questioned on any ground whatsoever.
Both Governments undertake to imple-
ment the findings of the tribunal in full
as quickly as possible and shall refer to.
th¢ tribunal for decision any difficulties
which may arise between them in the
implementation of its findings, For that
purpose, the tribunal shall remain in being
until its findings have been implemented
in full”,

g g ® F W gwmar fR e
39 feoqae & ward & aor AT F AR
FqE AT A I ARTHFN  § TS AFAT
gifae g, % IEET IR T
&R | & 1965 # I@ TS 9T AL
qw T AT F A T qfaw a=q w7
#T ¥ gk wrgw fufeevagg
Terad fed @ o g A JEw1 S
Wt s faarar | s daTHFA A afEEw
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¥ gt &, 7 F 5 qar w7 A
Y Y AT e gug g1 wE A | A
& adf wran g fr oot g€ o it
FradT AwEl & wre w9 Ay
g W agw At @ T e
T qHE HT @ A @ g A
65 & WY &Y g7 ¥ wdide fiFgr a1 A
FE T Y FEH 47 AT FIE CF
Faorg Al ar o

&7 1960 & ag A7 goT oy f¥ afz
A AT ¥ A WHAT g A
garr A A 1959 F UAHE F ATAAE
ATHAT X QaTE & fon fgsgas w1 &iwww
g | TAE WY ggw 22 feEme A
1949 M Ty ¢feq FaTETATT ATE
¥qg A 7 ¥ &0 F A A AW
T o7 1T 3% wwg g fawr ar
7 A AvE g, I% g9 qa §, qe7-
w7 ¥, 9T GHAET dEda ¥ ar
AL qEAT T OWIAR gTA A
I AT | AR T
fiF & 1949 ¥ ¥*T & 1965 T AI
g, waon anfe #1 feafasr =@
g eWrd T Afa & SegETe 5w
T St ot g 7 famgw Fredegu
FIH GATE | TH & THAET IW FT gAA
fagea Sy FaT & 7 FAT TR ATE FTAT
ggg g ?

% AWAlg @ c Ef, {7 w

gl

ot wAWTE @3N : ¥F A L FEAT
2 A s @ fr 99 & fag 3w F ooz
T Z=T F fa=rt #Y Far g =g
o fafew Twdfas ==l & fawrd
FT EHTE § oo F T g fF -
aifedt § ag swEw Y smefeqraTs
AT T qwr o amxfentaroh § ww<
2 5 W gy gt F i & w1
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gt frewm & (soawm) & o
Fg WAfF =T 9w uw gy
gfesior & oo sifawams weam & amq
ST §AT & AT AT 7 sy gfezwior
g o frddt wfedt & gfewnor
7oy, uF gel ¥ faey ad @
afew oorifas @ & arfac &=
sfavama s ¥ gt &
(saweam) & 7 w7 <71 o1 fF Ay
fafew woritfes g0 w1 fF oo 5w
s swa & 8 ¥ g d aw
oF @t gfeewior #1 dF7 ik oF
T for a9 35T & faT g sifavame
TeaT ¥ 19 9qF gu & <A dav &%
qz w1 i A & gfeewior # i
gae ael & gfeesion & wr s § o
T AT e Aify & afafafee
Zrar & 1 zafae & sg e oo 2wt
¥ 919 U o9 @E FETL ST A4 &t
WA FEH | ggN AT e e agr
% FATD A F1 Aaw g, o
7% $ 0 30 #1 qaw § 9w 9@
g FTE FEUART TG FC g g
A7 3aF fewfond & far sre awAn
oY o2 aY gw w= ¥ ot 7 fgarfarmndim)
afes agr 7% a7 T A oaw g fE
W@ 1965 § F99 TT FWAT AT 9T AY
g #1E 3 fam gwe garr &) Qav Al
gom 41 | A dard #F AT oW OF w0
ewd mE T

“From July 1948 and onwards, Diplo-
matic Notes were exchangéd between the
Governments of India and Pakistan con-
cerning the boundary between the two
countries in the Gujarat-West Pakistan
region. The dispute led in early 1965 to

a tension which ultimately resulted in
the outbreak of hostilities in April 1965."

oft I |/ 7 srfava e
awr £ gu Fgr e agi ok feeqz o

€ 7Y | s s wr faege o Y A
at ag e i W i aqr ?
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[ v wpwrf w2 ]

ot o foegme & Fgfa w07 g€ 7
o Fevee feege &t ar € | srerEe
¥4 Ui areey of famd are & feegz
T q1 AT F£ Tl aeedw off e
f& ar # feegz ot s@ g aw
fr foad art 7 fevge ar fesgaw
FT GEAT T F AR A 100 BEET
W 97 § 9F A9 o' W 4
HFR 1 #T IW qET 7 AW
F1 &L &1 AFA IOTC IZ FHAT 100
FEE AT FATF A A A1 W I9F
TqTE ¥ FA1IT FT AT AT A9 qHA
# gz %1% 3faq vadena avg 48
ERcifg

A I TIHS TN FH T S
AT §OIT F |HAT Ag ATIET F fen
fe g o1 o G grm 9% ST
FGT A 37 Q7 =S F ATA &) gAT
g F1 oF Affw arfaca g amar 2 &
MY AT FT A FL AT 39 7
THFCA TG AT ARG A 7 AT
A T sfavsr #Ew A @ g g
W & FP A AMAIE AT gA
I TaATE F1 g EFE FAT & WA
TN 3T g A T T FWE
3 qe & 7y o) o Fmar
i feow o §d8 g3 A wrf
TwTEw AL & 1 IW AT €7 fe-
dfcem a7 e ==t FTm FFR
It is beyond the scope of discussion of the
No-confidence motion. 7T Fw# #ftga
T fodifes & v & == $o0
g @t 7z fesgam &1 @ars F@
FAT | ¥F Al g WEgw d@ & f
fesgeer 1 @t e gort § Ig AT
FHIHIT FL 3T T FL |

#Y 7Y g vy ¢ niwEmie ¥ 3§
iz AT ST R AT @iEh
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WAFIEEE 1 269 T F oW
i1z § aw 28 foww Ao 9
(=werr ) mfeamded dwvR & agaa
¥ g fom 79 & faq A dar
# 1 3 L OF, AT A I9 &7 fA
Y T &1 A1 99 & w1 ¥ @ owar
& 5 3w & W g A o rferamie
T 39 geard &1 e @ fear @
qifeamiz & 9% oW fRr & AT
zafay gn aw7ag & f& sw 04 &t
99T H W | 9g 7Y & /% fF 3w
% U foeq F1 41 g7 S I F AT
AT FT T FTF | aqT AT AL
tare F1 @FT FTT AT AT LT
FEFIT FAT & ar G vard FY Ey
A FTT FTATZOT

UF HEAAG wEW :  qIE F:
I F1 |

of; AAATE G2 : IH F RAFI FTA
F7 dfes wfewr 71 A aw § 7
st fe-farimr o 9w fomErdr
HF AN FL T A F199 FC T
Z aafss ot foeerd & & F@r
STEY & ag TF AW § Av-farard #r
T TE F A |

% & a7 a7 AT g 5 W d A
7z 7 § fr ara & @nn F faw
WA FA e A F feaw
T F AT ATH g SATRT GRIATH
# wifs 9 ¥ SAGT AT TEHF FT
et a¢ qgw AT & &7 9 o F
AT 9 T39 A0 | TW H S8
1 fafes 737 gu 1 wrEdEe &
zovET qifee #1 faar T g, se
¥ gard gIw aedr 9ga g g
Tt gz & 8 fr ereRe & 91
@t ot gr A feem ot geadr of
2, &fe aw Wi gk forg T e
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g et g SfFT g w e o
afcfeafr & & T 1 gr==T 9377 )

# ¥ ofdfeafr 91 aa gafog wd
frfeafmamid gnT9e » fawmr
F A B 29 FowW ¢ AT I
#1 fawmwm 7 F fod, s Y wfw &1
F9 4177 aaw & fad, agt s@w #1
W F foag v gw A FiwgAr AR
g FATET & 99 ¥ $qwwAc & fad—
I # oF foowE = ¥ 57 W
g T& FY qFT 4—FH T F1E 3
FEH AEI IS | ATHA TH qF A1 AT
s A feafs & gw wr ) AT
wifge #ifs gw frae & o & a8
AT ATEY € | qsE 1oy o
AT T wdw & forerr faelt @
wEl g F1 few v @i o g
% feg #1 3T A8 w1 afe ™
¥ fad vasr Fw st 9z7 FT O
a1 g 39 Jg7 F 01, AfFT g9 F U=
F fea ®1 ot T FT A A1 R0
g I | 5 § qA7A F AT BT A
7 g 2

st arqqr T 2w &1 wfafoe T
TATEE | TS AT HT 7T ALY & |
ATT FAT AT [ATTT A AT FE

s
g7

o wAar @@ wm AT AT
S a9 IT T AT FgAT 2 TG FE
agt &1 A AT B 1T HY T
FTEAT RO FifF a8 arafasT & o
T W T WO ¥ a1 g ar
T Fd g ardt (emwww)  aer
T F AET T I ST a9 gE
FY qr A ol Afew 4 g e
T W ¥ AT AT W] A 9T
9% @ 8, wwied & sgn g fe omi
% T[orar &7 gA & afy U & fgm
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& o T w1 g IS gAY Ay
T ot I qERr wa, A e
T qoAT @ I AT W dfaw
wiwFT #1 o & F fad et off
IR F@R W©H § WE A&
Fw F1 A 972 faamar @ 396 g BT
TEY aFd | EW AfusT § o #
Z9 FT IW F WA W1 GIAAT O
zafqd %% ¥ETE F /T § g wT
ifaw wfesr &1 @FT FET
a1 IE & AT HTd FTAT AW )
IO ZA ATAT A IH & AT AE Ay
ST =iEd |

ST & F e 7 & ¥, @ faww F
a1 faandY o Y e adf § 1 weg-
frez ot &1 fam s &, @
9t ¥ #1 1965 ¥ & ¥F i w
s TR feam & e arror oY a7 o ¥
1 EFC S ET AT FREA
T & 1 Afew s g wAEY MR
o THo o F TEATER F1 EHETT AE
FTAFY Wi qT@ AT AR
@ ISTAT ATEA & | EHTT I &

o 71 =Ag: faegw T 40
wE ¥ gw g A fadw fear g

S RAAE RN FA HFHEE AT
1T F5% g% T STWOH & | ST QWY
a8 Ay art 2w A AT w9 A Iy ?
(wrawmA) it 7w AT F96 & FT
g Ee @A @ fe
Tzl # TS w1 Ay F RAE
TS T YA O GZ 1 T ALY £1 qww
2 7z Twie aF a Ay 4 Afe
@A AN TF ¥ g qE 99 &
farame 9t e wm § 3@ A AT
T W
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o) AT AGE F qAAT G
! srerd & fae e g fF AT
SR F& A F ggw ¥ & 9T
TR Y F ark fr ¥ ==

o wyark a2« : N go o § A
gft fadedt g &8 @9 § TeEfas
ETIT TSI Y R FG T F GHAAT
g frca & 9@ w2 AW A TRAO @A
TG awdr | gt A A &, "1
aw #y gfee & w@ w7, oPEl ¥ A
Frary @A g A e W IE ¥
TR ®1 BT F g@L ad1 F sqan
TRETT F1 9 FAT &, 99 3T FT TA-
Hifas w2 A T T B F IW T
AT ST | FH H I F Fawg g
aFAT &, FE A H AT HAT-HAT
T & aRd1 g, AfEA 9@ q% F96
HATE FT §A ¢ 30 F1 o frar
s T = ffar o, 5| F
W 1 qg AWAT 93 fF 1965 F
FH A WY FEW JITAT AT I F W1
qgell i 7g Y fF g F) daer 7=
g wafad g #1 aw T® W
THFTT FT AT A0MRA | (wwARTA)

T gfe ¥ fandt 7= 7 ot arfewas
e aw far & 59 &1 & a0y s
g1

SHRI V. KRISHNAMOORTHI (Cud-
dalore) : Mr. Deputy-Speaker, Sir, 1 am
strongly supporting the motion sponsored
by my hon. friend Shri Bal Raj Madhok—
the motion of no-confidence in the Coun-
cil of Ministers. This question has to be
considered without any passion, because it
is a question of territory running over 300
square miles. On the one side we are
having the award passed by the interna-
tional tribunal, and on the other side we
are having a Council of Ministers here
and we have to judge what is the best in
the interests of the country and we must
decide in that way.

FEBRUARY 27, 1968

Motjon

236

This Kutch dispute has not been agreed
to by the Government right from 1947.
Even though there has been some diploma-
tic correspondence between Pakistan and
Indja, the question was there right from
1947. In 1956, when Pakistan intruded
into Chhad Bet area, our troops had thrown
the Pakistanis away from Chhad Bet, and
there is no question of any dispute at all.
But there has been some conspiracy, cons-
piracy by the people here and conspiracy
hy the people outside, in the British
Kingdom. In April, 1965, there was a dis-
pute and Pakistan occupied a portion in
the Kutch territory, and a proposal was
sponsored by the British Prime Minister.
The proposal was like this : the Pritish
Prime Minister, during May, 1965, sug-
gested that there shall be a tribunal to
decide about the disputes, and he said :

“The following dispute shall be referred
1o a three-man tribunal, one each appoint-
ed by India and Pakistan, and the third
accetable to both. Pakistan said that the
lerritory up to the 24th parallel was hers.
and India said in 1960, in a statement
issued after the talks between Surdar Swaran
Singh and Gen, Muhammad Sheikh that
there was a dispute about the Rann of
Kutch, and that the two sides would dis-
cuss this after the necessary data etc,, were
collected.”

Now, I charge this Government and
these persons who have admitted that there
was a dispute during 1960, Otherwise,
there could not have been any tribunal and
there could not have been any decision
like that,

Further, this tribunal was constituted
and the agreement between India and
Pakistan came into effect from 1st July,
1965. We have agreed, whatever it may
be, whether it is in favour of us or against
us, to maintain the good relationship
between India and Pakistan, We did not
mind referring it to the tribunal. The
agreement has been placed before Parlia-
ment, and the parties concerned resolved
to refer it to the international tribumal.

We have to watch one thing, After it
was referred to the international tribunal.
when we nominated a judge and when
Pakistan nominated its own judge, and
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when both of us did not agree in the
nomination of a common judge, again,
there has been a conflict between India
and Pakistan, which took place during
September, 1965, all along the border run-
ning to thousands of miles. Why has this
Government of India not withdrawn from
the Tribunal after there was a major war
between Pakistan and India ? What made
the Government pursue the policy of re-
ferring the matter again to a tribunal ?
‘When both the countries refused to nomi-
mate a common gentleman, it is this Coun-
«<il of Ministers who requested the Secre-
tary General of the United WNations, U
Thant, on 15th December, 1965, when
thousands of people were killed on both
sides, to appoint a common man. That is
how these people have betrayed the inte-
rasts of our country.

SHRI KAMALNAYAN BAJA) (War-
dha) : You should have brought this no-

«confidence motion at that time for that
specific issue,

SHRI V. KRISHNAMOORTHI : Afier
the major conflict between India and

Pakistan, these impartial judges of the
British hierarchy who have sponsored this
tribunal and mooted this idea, have openly
taken sides with Pakistan, Is it fair on our
part to accept the British proposal to nomi-
nate a common gentleman ? On 15th De-
cember 1965, the Government of India
requested the Secretary General of the
UN to appoint a common gentleman to
preside over the tribunal. Thereby this
Council of Ministers have cheated the inte-
rests of the country. I accuse the persons
who are occupying the treasury benches,
the Council of Ministers, of having be-
trayed the interests of our country,

Still, there is a method, All the parties
were here and this agreement was put and
accepted by Parliament, We have been
advocating so much the settlement of
international disputes by negotiations and
arbitration, We have been advocaling the
development of the United Nations. Today
it may be 300 sq. miles, Suppose the tri-
bunal had accepted our claim, would we
not be supporting the decision given by
the tribunal ? This Council of Ministers
have signed a blank cheque, They have
misused the mandate they got from this
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Parliament to sign a blank cheque, They
were irresponsible in doing that, There
were sufficient opportunities for the Gov-
ernment to withdraw from the tribunal
after the major conflict, but they have fail-
ed to do so, Today we are an entity before
the whole world and all the nations repre-
sented in the United Nations are watching
us, They are saying, “The Indian people
are advocating so much the settlement of
dispules by negotiation or arbitration. If
they do not implement this award, it means
they have a double standard.” The view
of my party is that this award has to be
accepted at the cost of the Council of
Ministers. The price has to be paid by the
Council of Ministers,

How is this award to be implemented ?
There is some technical difficulty,. When
the Prime Ministers of Pakistan and India
arrived at a settiement by which 8% sq.
miles of our territory in Berubari and
Cooch-Behar had to be transferred to Pak-
istan, the President referred the matter to
the Constitution, Bench of the Supreme
Court consisting of more than 9 judges.
Their judgment is reported in AIR 1960
page 81 Supreme Court, This Council of
Ministers can give Rs, 3000 crores 10
Pukistan by way of money. They can do
anything, Shri Morarji Desai can mortgage
the cntire country to America, Soviet
Union or any other country. But they said
this Government has no right to alienate
cven one inch of land because that is a
question of territorial integrity, Immediate-
Iy after this award was announced by the
International Tribunal our Prime Minister
was telling that, whatever it may be, it is
only a demarcation of boundary. Madam,
1 would appeal to you that this is not a
guestion of demarcation, rather, this is a
guestion of determining whether those 300
square miles of land have-to go to Pakis-
tan or they should remain with us, We
are surprised to find that they are willing
1o contend that it is only a question of
demarcating the boundary. No, it is o
question of determination in regard to 300
square miles. Applying the principle laid
down by the Supreme Court Full Bench
in their earlier judgment to which I made
a reference, this Government has to amend
the article I of the Constitution which
deals with the boundary of India that is
Bharat. They have to amend article under
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368 or article 3 of the Constitution and
only then they can bring a legislation im-
plementing the award,

Whatever the position may be, my
submission is only this. This Govern-
ment cannot implement this because they
cannot bring a constitutional amendment.
Therefore, the need has come for form-
ing a national government as has been
suggested by my hon. friend, Shri Madhok.
This Government cannot implement this
award.

Another thing is, this Government has
no right to continue in office. They do
not have any moral sunctity to continue in
office, After so many non-Congress
Governments have been dismissed in
States where the Congress has been dc-
feated, is it proper on the part of the Cen-
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their problems. She is keeping quiet, Why?-
If the Madras Legislative Assembly has
passed a resolution to the effect that we:
want only two languages—Tamil and
English—in Tamilnad and we do not want
Hindi—at the same time we do not compel
anybody to learn Tamil, let them have
Hindi if they want or any other language—
why do they want to impose Hindi on us
Why is this Government sleeping without
uny reaction ?  Why this three-language
business ?  Who wants the three-language
formula 7 Does Shri Limaye want it 7 No..
Doces the Swatantra Party want it ? No.
Nobody wants it. Only the Prime Minister
wants il; nobody else wants the three-
language formula, Only her Council of”
Ministers, because they want 1o manoeuvre
something, want the three-language for-
mula, They want to manoeuvre the toppling
of non-Congress Ministries, because they
could not get the mandate from the peo-
ple. Someh or other, they want to create:

tral Government to continue or to ad

ter President’s Rule in those States, They
have no business to continue, they have no
moral sanctity to conlinue, no power to
continue,

Shri Madhok in the course of his speech
referred to the burning of the National
Flag. I entirely agree with him, I agree
with all hon. Members here and I con-
demn the burning of the National Flag
anywhere in any part of the country, Our
leader, the Chief Minister of Madras, Shri
Annadurai, and Rajaji have condemned
such acts, whether it is refusal to hoist the
National Flag or burning of the National
Ilag or refusing to sing the National
Anthem. We are not lacking in patriotism.
We are as much responsible, if not more,
as my hon, friend Shri Madhok.

The other day our Prime Minister was
saying that if disputes are taken to streets
where will India be, where will democracy
be. But, Sir, all the people outside do not
have the privilege of speaking in the Lok
Sabha. Their problems that are not solved
here, they are taking to the streets to get
solved. If the Primc Minister and her
Council of Ministers do not solve their
problems, whether it is a dispute relating
to Assam or regarding Maharashtra-
Mysore border or regarding language, they
Lo to the streets to get them solved, Has
the Prime Minister done anything to solve

trouble, 1 ask the Prime Minister and the
Home Minister : who has burnt the Cons
titution 7 Ask Shri Subramaniam. He will
tell you who is doing it. Who is raising
the independent flag in Coimbatore 7 Ask
Shri Subramaniam, He will give the names.
Wheo is financing all these agitations 7 The:
same source. [ am sorry to say that the
Prime Minister's attitude is not helpful to-
us. After Shri Subramaniam was elected
as Congress President in Tamil Nad, therc
have been more and more of agitations.
Only the other day I read in the pruss that
in the Congress Working Committee he
was arguing for the dismissal of the DMK
Ministry, though he has not suggested any
remedy for solving the language issue.
Then how are we to believe the Prime-
Minister and the Home Minister when they
say that they want to go hand in hand
with the non-Congress governments ? In
my view, they are hatching a major cons-
piracy to dismiss the non-Congress govern-
ments, onc by one, Therefore, their plan
is to see that all non-Congress Ministries.
are dismissed ultimately,

Lastly, 1 would like to repeat that we-
do not lack in patriotism. But, at the same
time, we should not forget that the dignity
of this Parliament, which created the
Constitution, was marred aod sullied by
the bebaviour of some members in the
name of anti-cow slaughter. Yet, these are
the very people who are saying that in 2
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particular  State the Constitution is not
shown due respect. How could 1 forget
that there are Congress people in my State
who are determined to topple our Ministry
and that they are doing all these things
to give a bad name to the party in power
in our State ? Alrcady, the State Govern-
ment and our State leaders have appealed
to the people to desist from such activities.
We are also tuking action against people
who violate the laws of the land.

At the same time, I would request the
Prime Minister and her Council of Minis-
ters to be helplul to us. Let them recon-
sider the decision on the language issue.
Shri Kamraj, the previous Congress Presi-
dent, Shri Brahmananda Reddi, the Chisf
Minister of Andhra Pradesh, Shri Nijalain-
cappa the present Congress President and
Chief Minister of Mysore as well as Shri
Namboodiripad the Chief Minister of
Kerala, think alike on this problem, Many
members of the Congress party, the DMK
and Communist Party belicve that there is
an unequal burden on the people because
of the Resolution passed by Parliament.
So, that Resolution should be rescinded.
For whom was it brought? Article 343
already gives a constitutional and special
status, so far as Hindi is concerned, Yet.
in the name of doing justice to the non-
Hindi people, this Resolution has been
foisted on us. Then, are we not entitled
to agitate against it? Instead of simply
saying that this dispute should not be car-
ricd to the strects, I would appeal to the
Prime Minister to kindly open her mouth;
let her explain how and why the resolu-
tion is necessary, The people from the
South, irrespective of party affiliations, urc
wondering why the Prime Minister is keep-
ing quiet,

‘With these words, [ would appeal to the
hon, Members of this House, that if this
Kutch Award is accepted, then the price
will be that the Council of Ministers should
be dismissed and a national government
should be formed, With these words, I sup-
port the motion moved by Shri Madhok.

SHRI D. C. SHARMA (Gurdaspur) :
Mr. Deputy-Speaker, Sir, I must admit
that Professor Bal Raj Madhok touched
many a sensitive spot in my heart when
he spoke. Both of us are refugees from
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West Pakistan and both of us come frome
near the Indo-Pak border on the West.

Therefore, when he was talking about
giving away this part of the country or
surrendering that part of the country, of
making this concession to Pakistan and of
making this border dispute or that border
dispute subject to an award of a tribunal.
1 suid to myself that Shri Bal Raj Madhok
is my own brother, He is my own brother
because he was giving expression to those
feelings which some of the refugees fromr
Pakistan still have, We all suffer from
nostalgia and my hon, friend, Shri Bal Raj
Madhok, is the arch expoment of that nos-
tulgia carried to absurdity, Therefore |
feel a kind of kinship between him and
myself,

But I ask you, Sir—you are a very preat
parliamentarian—are we discussing a vote
of no confidence or are we discussing the
three-language formula; are we discussing
that this Government should go and we
should have an alternate government or
are we discussing the terms of a national
government ? What is a national poyern-
ment 7 We have tried this kind of national
government in some States of India and
we know what the result has been. They
may accuse us of toppling those govern-
ments because they know how to muslc
us wrongly, but I must say that this
national government of which they hl}ve

i ain shows their craving
?;:np;s:.k Tlfei:s avarice for occupying the

Treasury Benches, their desire for having
those very ministerships which they are
today condemning.

SHRI VASUDEVAN NAIR (Purmade) :
What is wrong with that?

SHRI D. C. SHARMA : There is noth-
ing wrong in this world so luruf as you
are there because you are the chief expo-
nent of making a wrong thing right. But
I may submit that a vole of non-confidence
means that the Congress Government must
go out and these gentlemen, who are sitting
there—my, very good friends—should be
able to form an alternative government. Are
they in a position to do so ? No. They are
as much in a position to form an alterna-
tive government as the people in the strects,
of Delhi are able to form a Parliament
outside this House,
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SHRI M. L. SONDHI (New Delhi) :
Are you denying the popular basis of
'Parliament ?

SHRI D. C. SHARMA : I do not deny
-anything because you are the most popu-
larly elected Member of this popular Par-
liament,

I was submitting that the vote of no-
-confidence does not mean that our Prime
‘Minister should go. They say that she is
‘the Prime Minister but she is not the lead-
‘er, I do not know how they distinguish
‘between leadership and prime ministership.
‘She is the leader of the Congress Party
‘elected in her own right and that is why
she has become the Prime Minister. 1f
tomorrow the Jana Sangh party comes into
.power and elects a leader who then be-
comes the Prime Minister, have T the right
‘She is the leader of the Congress Party
to say that that gentleman is the Prime
Minister but he is not the leader 7 ] say
with due deference to my hon, friends thut
the Prime Minister is a leader not only of
4he Congress Party but of the whole of
India and anyone who tries to detract from
‘her dignity as the leader of the country
-does so at his own peril, at the peril of
‘the country and at the peril of the nation,
Therefore T would say that a thing like
ithis would not pay.

AN HON, MEMBER : Flattery.

SHRI D. C. SHARMA : You must
know there is a right kind of flattery and
a wrong kind of flattery, But 1 do the
right kind of flattery., T was submitting that
Shri Bal Raj Madhok gave us a full list of
the sins we have commitled vis-a-vis Pakis-
tan, We gave Dera Baba Nanak to Pakis-
tan; we gave away this territory and that
territory. But 1 could not understand my
friend, Shri Bal Raj Madhok, who has a
historical perspective on everything, who
‘has a historical imagination, who looks
:more to the past than to the future, say-
‘ing that we should have a package deal
‘with Pakistan, What package deal with
Pakistan ? T think, the history of the world
shows, specially after the Second World
War, that no package deal is possible any-
where and that we have to solve the prob-
dem bit by bit, gradually, one after the
‘other as the problems arise. I do not know
what kind of package deal are we geoing
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to have with Pakistan? Are we going to
have intensive cultivation on an agricultural
farm ? I would very respectfully submit
that my hon. friend, Shri Bal Raj Madhok,
for whom I have great respect and great
regard, was self-contradictory in the speech
that he made. He forget what he said in
the beginning and contradicted that towards
ihe cnd,

SHRI BAL RAJ MADHOK : Will you
please point out where is the contradic-
tion ?

SHRI D. C. SHARMA : Why do you
talk of package deal with Pakistan when
you repudiate this Agreement ? When you
talk of package deal, it means you want
us lo come to terms with Pakistan, to
come 10 agreement with Pakistan, How
can you reconcile these two things ?

SHRI BAL RAJ] MADHOK: We do
wanl settlement with Pakistan but not on
the terms of Pakistan, that wherever Pakis-
tan gains, we give oul and wherever we
lose, we give up.

SHRI D. C. SHARMA : | know you and
1 know your views also very well.

What have we done ? T think, the history
is not something that can be of past only.
it is a continuous thing. What we have
done is something which is in accordance
with what Mr, Nehrn said in this very
House, This is what it says s

“Both Governments  reaflirmed  their

determination to resolve border dis-
putes by negotiation and agreed that
all outstanding boundary disputes on
the East Pakistan-India border and
the West Pakistan-India border, raised
so far by either country, should, if not
seitled by negotiation, be referred to
an impartial tribunal for settlement
and implementation of that settlement
by demarcation on the ground and
by exchange of territorial jurisdiction.
if any."”

This jis what was said here. Shri Lal
Bahadur Shastri also reiterated the same
thing and the Government has acted upon
the assurances that were made possible by
the overwhelming majorily vote of this
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House. Therefore, I think, whatever the
Government has done is in accordance
with the express wishes and the desires of
this House. At the same time, I want to
ask one question........

SHRI S. KUNDU (Ba]asbn): We
opposed that.

SHRI D. C. SHARMA: When your
turn comes, you do that. After all, our
country is a signatory of the United

Nations Charter........

SHRI S, KUNDU : So what ?

SHRI D. C. SHARMA : What does
the United Nations Charter say ? It says
that we should settle our disputes by arbi-
tration, whenever possible,

SHRI M. L. SONDHI : Why don't you
encourage the other people to settle by
arbitration ? . ... (Interruptions),

SHRI D, C. SHARMA : We encourage
them. We request the people that they
should settle the disputes politically and not
militarily, That is what we have always
been saying. (Imterruptions). ‘Therefore,
having accepted the United Nations’ Char-
ter, of which arbitration is the biggest key-
stone, I think, we have done nothing
wrong. T wish my friends on the Opposi-
tion to bring a Resolution, if they want,
saying that we do not respect the Charter
of the United Nations. If they do so, then
it is alright. But having accepted that, T
think, what we have done is the right
thing.

Now much has been said about the
judges and about the person who present-
ed our case. So far as the presentation of
the case is concerned, I think, it was done
as ably as possible, So far as the judges
are concerned, I have no right to question
their judgment. After all, one judge was
nominated by us, one was nominated by
Pakistan and the third was nominated by
the United Nations, I do not wish to inter-
fere with the judgment which the judges
have given, T wish to submit very respect-
fully that this thing, which has happened
to us, is a much better thing. {(Interrup-
tions), And having accepted arbitration,
we cannot get back on it. This should be
the pattern of solution of disputes between
India and Pakistan, I think.
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Now people talk of going to war. Our
brave soldiers fought at Kanjar Kot and

other places in 1955 and also in 1965.
What gallantry did we see !
MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: He must

conclude now,

SHRI D. C. SHARMA : I am just con-
cluding,

They fought valiantly, heroically, and T
was very happy, But all the same, I would
submit that power has never solved any
problem. What have you settled by the two
World Wars ? What did the First World
War do ? What did the Second World War
do ? What have the other wars done ? If
wars could solve problems, then all these
big people would be fighting only wars.
But war is a very imperfect substitute for
arbitration, for negotiation, I must submit
very respectfully that arbitration was
accepted by the House; we accepted it.
Therefore, there is no need for the repu-
diation of this award or for a national
Government which will fall in six months,
if not in three months, as was witnessed in
various States,

With these words, I support the award:

SHRI H. N. MUKERIJEE (Calcutta,
North East) : Mr. Deputy-Speaker, Sir,
this Government richly deserve a vote of
no-confidence, and the country has al-
ready given its verdict, which is the order
of the boot, during the last 1967 elections.
But I am supporting this motion for rea-
sons which are different from, and in my
submission more cogent than, what have
been formulated by the Mover.

The Kutch Award which has certainly
deeply stirred our people has brought to
a boiling point the manifold discontents of
our country. It has illustrated right from
the beginning this Government's weaknesses
and hesitations and downright folly. The
crisis which is now foisted on the country
is the responsibility of the Government
which has brought it on us,

As far as we are concerned, we had
warned when this House was discussing
this matter in August, 1965, that something
of this kind of thing would happen, On that,
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[Shri H. N. Mukerjee.]
-ocassion we did even press to a vote an
-amendment which we had put forward to
Shri Lal Bahadur Shastri’s resolution, in
‘which we wanted the House to say—and
'l am quoting the words of our amend-
‘ment—

that the clause for reference to arbi-
Aration be revoked as it impinges upon
our sovercign rights on the territory of
Kutch and is fraught with grave dan-
gers,

So, we had warned this country; on that
occasion, | remember, and some of my
friends in the House will perhaps also
:temember that my colleague Shri Indrajit
‘Gupta had made a very impressive specch;
he had pointed out how Government had
Jbeen guilty of bungling over and over
.again, and not only bungling, but hood-
‘winking the House by keeping the facts
:away from the attention of the House, We
‘had pointed out also that there was no
compulsion on us in regard to the accep-
itance of a tribunal, but this Government
preferred to indulge in secret diplomacy
behind the scenes under the protective
:umbrella of the British Government. That
avas exactly what happened at that time.

We placed this pathetic reliance on
‘British good offices, knowing wvery well
how the United Kingdom has behaved in
.the United Nations and elsewhere over
Kashmir and other questions relative to
ithe Indo-Pakistani sub-continent., We had
‘pointed out at that time ghat if the Gov-
ernment could not revoke the agreement,
at least the minimum which the Govern-
‘ment should have tried to do was to see

that the mischief created by the terms of
reference which were couched in the widest

‘imaginable terms could be prevented and
-similar loopholes could be plugged. The
late Prime Minister Shri Lal Bahadur
‘Shastri did not see our point sufficiently.

Shri Sachindra Chaudhuri, who as a
result of that speech, according to certain
‘press reports, got the reward of the
Finance Ministership several months later,
made a speech and prated about trusting
the United Kingdom as a good friend I
am quoting his words; he said that :

It is hardly gracious to distrust the
Whited Kingdom,
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He had said also on that occasion as the
chiel advocate on the Government side :

“There is no question whatever that
we can go back on any conclusion that
the tribunil might come to, but as I say
that occasion will never arise for the
simple reason that the tribunal cannot
possibly afford to do anything but honest,
just and impartial.”

It is quite patent that the tribunal by a
majority has done something which is
neither just nor honest nor impartial, It
has obviously introduced extraneous extra-
iudicial comsiderations into this matter, It
forgot that its job was demarcation on the
basis certainly of a certain kind of deter-
mination, but in the process of that deter-
mination it could not go into the ambit
which it has covered. We¢ know all that.
We should have anticipated all that, We
should know how international tribunals
function in the atmosphere of today; we
should have had the wit to anticipate what
was going 1o happen, and yet we did not
do so.

Then it was said also on the Congress
side on that occasion that we have u capa-
bility. I am sorry, my hon. friend, Shri
Chavan, rather sucrilegiously called by
some people, I hear, as Chgtrapati; he was
Defence Minister, und even in those days
when things were not going too well, we
were piven to understand that i we can-
not fight so well in a war, we can fight
another kind of battle. Our capability re-
garding marshalling of evidence—that is
“another kind of battle.” That was what
Shri Chaudhuri said on that occasion.
That kind of battle has been conducted so
badly that some kind of a probe ought to
take place, even though we cannot do any-
thing about it. No good now; the thing is
beyond repair. Even so, it has to be done.
I hope that Shri N. C, Chatterjez, who is
not here, is in a position uninhibitedly 1o
tell Government certain of the things which
he has told some of us in regard to the
way in which the case was conducted. I
would like very much to know why one of
the counsel who was appointed was
appointed not particularly because of his
qualifications in constitutional law, but
because he was an expert in defending peo-
ple who evade income-tax law and that
sort of thing. I have heard reports about
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his gallivanting in London with a Tata
-assignment, to which perhaps he was giv-
ing more attention than to the kind of case
which patriotism demanded he should have
«oncentrated his attention upon,

This was the kind of thing which was
:going on, Something has got to be dome
about it. I am not mentioning names, But
T have a right to demand of my country's
Government that the kind of legal proceed-
ing which had been taken recourse to by
ourselves is examined to see that we were
not guilty of default, I know I am saving
this on the basis of what I have heard
from people, even like Shri Chatterjee, 1
hope he will have the guts to tell the Prime
Minister to her face even in regard to the
kind of feeling which he had in regard to
-our procedure in this legal battle, We do
mot feel that this legal battle was fought as
well as it ought to have been. This is how
we have behaved in so far as the Kutch
matter is concerned. Yet for this reason
alone—for this reason alone which in
mormal conditions should have meant the
fall of the Government—I do not ask for
Government te quit office, because condi-
tions are not normal,

‘We want friendship between India and
Pakistan. Let there be no mistake about
it. 1 was very grieved to find my hon.
friend, Shri Balraj Madhok, poing out of
his way to make statements which I can-
not conceive how in the name of decency.
we should allow to pass muster in a
House of Parliament. I wrote down his
words, He said : “Pakistan is an enemy,
and will continue to be an enemy of India™
We have diplomatic relations with Pakis
tan, whether Shri Madhok likes it or not.

SHRI BALRAJ MADHOK : So do we
have with China.

SHRI H. N. MUKERIJEE : Everyone of
ng has his grouse against Pakistan. 1 have
my own. My part of the country has been
partitioned just as much as Shri Madhok's
part of the country has been partitioned
on account of the pernicious idea that
Pakistan brought about in our country.
But to say that Pakistan is, and will con-
tinue to be, an enemy of India is the height
of irresponsibility masquerading as patrio-
tism. I do hope therc are clements in the
Jan Sangh, a party which tries to appeal
to the Indian-ness of our people, which
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would repudiate this kind of assumption
which is being circulated all over the
world, only to point out that in regard to
communalism, India is just as bad as
Pakistan, That is the propapanda which is
passing muster all over the world. I do
not know if this is what we desire.

I did not interrupt at that point of time
because 1 wanted to see this debate con-
ducted in a serious atmosphere. But I was
u little astonished when my hon, friend to
my left, who is so particular in regard to
interrupting whatever statement is not to
his liking, did not object at that point of
time. I hope my hon, friend Kknows
that T have differed from his leader,

Dr. Ram Manohar Lohia, who was talk-
ing always about a confederation of India
and Pakistan. Is that going to drop as a
ripe plum into our mouth ?  Will it come to
us as manna from heaven.? Tt will have to
come mostly by our efforts, serious and
imaginative efforts, in order to bring about
a friendly atmosphere between our two
countries. But I found none of our people,
who are now combining on account of this,
objecting to that statement,

The Communists can take care of them-
selves, Shri Madhok or anybody else can
call us all sorts of names, We can take
care of ourselves. We do not depend on
the good graces of any particular individual
or particular party. Tt is our service to
our people which is our own certificate.
our criterion, to whatever prominence we
have got in the country's polity. T am not
going to say anything in regard to that, but
1 do hope that Members of Parliament
would have the sense of responsibil'ty not
to allow such o go hall
ed and we have to tell the whole world
that it is the policy of this country, of the
preatest possible majority of our country
that we want friendship with Pakistan,

Only the other day, on 21st February, in
hoth Bengals, East Pakistan and West
Bengal, there was celebration of what
happened in Dacca, because the people there
who are Bengalis, who speak the language
which I speak, gave their blood for the
sake of the honour of the Bengali language.
Woe celebrated that in order to bring about a
better atmosphere, not in order to bring
about a merger between the two countrics,
however much you wish it, it will not
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happen just like that as a matter of wish
fulfilment, but we want to create a better
atmosphere in that country and from that
point of view we celebrated that occasion
and it is a pity that in this House I have
to hear a statement that Pakistan is our
enemy and shall always be our enmemy.

And this is a point which makes me
say also that by this time we ought to
know, Mr. Madhok included, we all ought
to know the hazards of modern interna-
tiona! diplomacy. The theory of not an
inch of our territory ever to be changed
one way or the other in the wake of the
Chinese aggression is neither realistic, nor
correct nor patriotic. This Government,
of course, which ironically brought the
so-called Unlawful Activities Bill. has plac-
ed itself in a ridiculous position, but then
this Government is always behaving ridi-
culously, It is strange that by the com-
pulsion of events it had to do certain

things which it says it will never do, But

when we are going to take international
politics seriously, let us not go about beat-
ing the drum_ witn whatever sophisticated
phraseology my hon. friend Shri Sondhi
over there can supply to the Jana Sangh
Party, let us not go about beating the drum
which says that not an inch of our terri-
tory anywhere would be disturbed. It
cannot do the trick, it will never do the
trick, That is why we have to give up
that idea, and that is why that approach
we have got to discard,

That makes me say that it is not possible
for me to ask this Government mot to
honour the commitment which it made.
It was foolish, it was wrong, it was per-
verse in making a commitment which in-
cluded so many perverse clauses about
which you are very well aware, but T can-
not tell this Government, “do not honour
this commitment”, T cannot tell this Gov-
ernment to take up the risk of war in
order that things might improve. That is
not possible, but my reasons are different.

Here is a Government whose actions are
so disastrous that under the very nose of
it 30,000 teachers are now on strike, and
Government is treating them in a manner
which is so shabby., beyond description. It
is happening right under the very Govern-
ment's nose. Here is a Government which
carries on a parody of planning, on
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account of which jobless engipeers by tens
of thousands are wandering all over the
place, and I find my good friend, the
Education Minister, well-meaning but abso-
lutely ineffective, completely unable to do
a thing about it. Here in Delhi at this
moment there are wandering students and
professors of Uttarpara College in West
Bengal where happened a Fascist type of
police barbarity, and they are trying to
get hold of some Minister or other. to
look for an honest man in Delhi with a
lantern in daylight so to speak.

I find that our friend Shri Chavan is
there. He is a strong man of the Cabinet.
My hon, friend the Finance Minister is
there, Both of them flank the Prime
Minister, according to press reports some-
what to her consternation. How is it that
the whole lot of them refuse to see the
handwriting on the wall which came to
the front in the 1967 elections. How is it
that Centre-State relationship has yet to
be placed on anything like a sensible level,
but, of course, Government has neither
the imagination nor the efficiency to do
anything in regard to that. The Central
Government is the fount of power and
in line with utterly unscrupulous proiects
hatched at the Hyderabad session of the
Congress, they have emerged as the politi-
cal pindaris bent on strangulating demo-
cracy and all pol'tical decency and where-
ever remotely possible and by whatever
means to foist a Government of their party
or their puppets. Whether it is Bengal or
Bihar or Punjab or Haryana or U.P. it is
a variation of the same theme. They
forget the fact of today. The fact of
today is that Congress is decrepit, West
Bengal has proved by its mighty movement
that the senility of the Congress is abso-
lutely incurable, In that stage, we found
an intense new fangled and new fascist
repression. The central leadership’s disor-
ganisation is complete and writ large on its
face. Rejected by the people absolutely,
it has shown up what it is. The way in
which Mr. Chavan and his friends com-
ducted a crusade against the whole idea
of having President’s rule in West Bengal
and the fact that the Government had to
come down the way they did as a result
of popular pressure would have meant in
any other parliamentary context, a parlia-
mentary resignation. That is the essence
of Parliament. You know something about
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it; you are a studious person and you
know what it means. In no other parlia-
mentary context would this kind of thing
happen. Mr, Chavan fought us so valiant-
ly that I must give him credit. Then he
had to come down; you have to pay the
price for that sort of thing. You do not
do that. Therefore, all this kind of thing
is happening. I have no time; you are
always intent on pressing the bell and I
realise that your job -is a little
difficult in regulating the debate, But
1 must say in repard to my own State
which has been suffering that they tried
Lo impose one puppet after another—Pro-
fulla Ghosh. Atuya Ghosh and Asutosh
Ghosh—aund people felt crying: to hell
with the whole lot of them... (Interrup-
rions,) The Centre’s game is going oOn.
From West Bengal comes the demand that
the Governor of West Bengal Dharma
Vira who might be a vir, a very valiant
person though I am doubtful—should po;
that he should not be there, But the
Centre- does not do a thing about it and
it does not give any kind of inkling
as to what it thinks about the elections,
when the elections are going to take place.
They should take place as soon as ever
it is possible. The Centre is taking a differ-
ent attitude in regard to U.P, and keeps
the Assembly alive because the Centre cal-
culates that it would be possible to do
something about having a Congress or
Congress-supported puppet ministry. Things
have .come to such a pass on account of
the advisers of the President; they are so
hopeless that so many Members of this
House had to think of something which is
normally inconceivable—to impeach the
President. That is evident enough of the
kind of opinion which this Government
has created in the country, the kind of
image which it has got. This image has
2ot to be submerged in the water for a
variety of reasons, T feel that the Kutch
matter has brought to focus, has brought to
the boiling point the hundred and one dis-
contents of our people. While the Kutch
matter has brought them to the focus, there
are so many other reasons for which this
Government should go. I do hope that
the writing on the wall is visible to the
Prime Minister and her advisers.

SHRIMATI SUSHILA ROHATGI (Bil-
haur) : There is always a spell of silence
alter -the speech of Prof. Mukerjee be-
LALSS(CP)/68--9
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cause the House feels hypnotised by his
brilliant eloquence. ... (Interruptions), But
I personally feel that his lustre and brilli-
ance was somewhat lacking today. As he
himself has very clearly stated, there are
a hundred and one other reasons besides
the Kutch question which have to be taken
into consideration, So, that shows that he
himself is not very serious on the no-con-
fidence motion so far as the Kutch tribunal
award is concerned. 1 am glad he has
conceded that point, and that makes the
matter slightly easier for me.

15.31 Hms. -
[Surt S, M. Josit in the Chair]

One of the allegations that he had made
—and that too coming from a man of his
emincnce and learning 1 am surprised at
it. He based it on hearsay, from a third
party from whom he has heard it. And
that was that at the time when the legal
proceedings were going on, our legal coun-
s¢l was busy gallivanting round the town.
I fail to understand how an argument of
that magnitude could have been brought
forward. Mr. Mukerjee knows very well
that Pakistan lay claim to 100 per cent of
the Rann of Kutch, whereas the award has
given it only 10 per cent, That itself shows
that our legal counsel was not busy galli-
vanting round the town, but was bisy put-
ling up our case in a good, firm, reason-
able and rational way.

Secondly, the argument is also repudiat-
ed by the fact that Pakistan’s claim that
the entire Rann of Kutch was a marine
feature was not conceded. The award
clearly lays down that it was not a marine
feature but a unique feature, There also,
the argument of Pakistan has been abso-
lutely repudiated. Therefore, 1 would say
that so far as our way of putting up the
case in the legal proceedings was concern-
ed, it was put up very well. It was not
only put up well but India’s claim to the
true facts has been very successfully
placed.

But the point remains that today, public
passion is roused on this, because every
inch of land which goes hurts our pride,
hurts our national homour and hurts the
very skin. I agree with the sentiments
expressed by the Members,” both on the
Opposition side and on the Congress side,
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that not an inch of our territory should
go. I apgree. But in the fight that was
going on, therc was no choice for us. I
would ask the hon, Members on the Op-
position, what was the choice before us
at that time? I would not say that we
should have accepted an ignoble peace.
But the choice before India then was
either we continued the war or we came
to a scttlement., Wc¢ had to face odds.
The terrain of Kutch was a very difficult
terrain. Qur forces were holding out ad-
mirably, but it was even doubtful whether
we would be in a position to hold on and
ultimately, even if we continued the fight-
ing, it would have been difficult to drive
out the Pakistanis, In the circumstances,
we opted for peace. Therefore, we either
had to come to an agreement or we had
to continue the war. If we continued the
war, we not only did not have all the
money and the men concerncd, but we
were not very sure of the result that would
be ultimately achieved. In view of the
uncertainty, there was little choice but to
opt for arbitration, and that step for arbi-
tration was taken with the entire consen-
sus of this House and the majority of its
Members.

1 would beg of my hon, friend Shri
Madhok to wunderstand the international
history., He is a man who knows all
about what is happening here and abroad,
and I would ask him today, what hap-
pened here at the time when that agree-
ment was discussed herc. 30 Members of
this Parliament opposed it. In a House
which comprises over 500 Members, only
30 Members opposed that agreement. |
would like to know from them, today, in
the context of that perspective, that histo-
rical perpsective,—what wg should think :
we have to think of what is to be and
what is not to be,

Is India going to stand on what she has
agreed to abide by, or should she go
back on what she has already agreed to?
1 may say that so far as Pakistan is con-
cerned, she has been saying that India does
not stand by its words, and that India is
playing a game of hypocrisy. But India,
so far as the international comity of
nations is concerned, today, is not going
to take her rightful place if it is not gding
to hooour its pledges, its words, its cov-
enants, its agreement and its international
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obligations. I would like to know where
India stands in the comity of nations and
what place it will have in the international
context if it does not honour its word,

. Where is the voice of Gandhiji and where
is the voice of Nehru and where is the
fate of India ? This is an acid test not
only for the nation but for each and every
individual Member of Parliament to think
of it today, not only from the point of
view of India's conscience, but from the
point of view of the world's conscience.
I am glad that Prof, Madhok is here. He
is a very senior Member of this House,
and I respect him. I would appeal to him
as an Indian first, not as o party member.
In the light of these two facts, what is the
remedy sugpested by him ? India has
committed, this highest democratic plat-
form had committed, to stand by the
agreement. When we gave that power to
the tribunal, we did not ask whether il
would be in our favour or against us, We
have said, the decision would be binding
and final, Whether it is a majority judg-
ment or unanimous judgment, it makes no
difference, Having piven hundred per ceni
powers to the tribunal, having given that
assurance that we are committed to stand
by it, if we do not accept it now, what face
will be have in the international context
before the eyes of the other nations of the
world ?

1 agree that Prof. Madhok is pained, 1
know that we have to think of the people
whom we represent and we have also to
think of the Indian people as a whole, 1
can understand their indignation. I can
understand the outburst of the feelings of
the people. But because of a little mis-
take, which might have been made, are wc
to pay a greater penalty and lose the pres-
tige and position we enjoy today ? Today
what s happening inside the country is bad
enough, There are fissiparous tendencies
and gross indiscipline in certain States, There
is constitutional failure and there are agita-
tions of a hundred and onc types which
we have to remedy. But to top it all, arc
we to climax it by breaking our word and
the solemn agreement we have entered into ?
That is the question which I would like to
ask Prof. Madhok. 1 would be very happy
if be realises that Pakistan has not been
the gainer. Pakistan laid claim to 100 per
cent of the territory, but she got only 10
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per cent. Her claims have been refuted.
But still, by gearing up her propaganda
machinery . . . (Interruptions).

MR. CHAIRMAN : Order, order,

SHRIMATI SUSHILA ROHATGI:
There are certain documents which have
to be considered, irrespective of the person
concerned. 1 can quote that particular
portion of the apreement dated 24th Octo-
ber, 1959 where this very Parliament had
abdicated its powers and surrendered its
powers. 1 agree that today the award may
have been a political decision, I am very
pained over that fact. 1 personally feel that
in certain cases, they have gone beyond
their terms of reference. I personally
feel that it has been a political. rather than
a judicial decision. But still, T would ask,
what is the remedy, Because they have
violated their terms of reference, are we to
violate ours ? That is a point which I will
leave to the judgemcnt, sane wisdom and
learning of this House and to its conscience,

SHRI S. 5. KOTHARI (Mandsaur) :
After war, all commitments and agreements
are¢ abrogated.

WERY, UF WA TEGAT T, ToF

* ACH-TFA T HIX FATLT ATEHI-

oo 71 & | &5 A9 #7578 T 7

EnGE Rt CEE RuivciEak i

AT & ATH-FEAA FT TH04T AT A

ATl ArEwifasar 1 @ A ) S

T AT Hor & Ay I F FIeaw

#x 5 gardl drm faareme & o

A & FTU PR AR 9T ST IS

5 o & 97 ¥ FA7 FTF I VA

F1 T AAALT ATAT F ATE

Y FLHTT FATT AT §, T A

F JaTel ¥ W AT & AqF FEA

qfwa g ATt I  fr g9

T@ ¥ OF aOW FWaEE qfw T

T AT AATHT HY WITT AT F FY

& FET T |

A AT WTET JeW A E IW M
df7, vaet g sOw w0 A
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M S OEN TR TE Y § s
AT qF AT AgE qeE ¥ N A o
WHEIT G 91 I HT @A A
fora & wz ey mar a1 s o faaki B
EE & fau ware fear s
W 9w F 7 e duie o7 d
frate 2o afes wZwi F1 aEW
ST f BN 1 TH § orEEw Afw
Hed g1 39 & 917 g QKR
A g offam & fa agr & @
fagg # amasta #73 @ o AT 7
far #7 oF awmter far foam &Y o
# Aot e famma =mEEr

196599 F90 & LA § qrfF@ #
Famm g A W Az g
A Fgge W ot & fardnedy awi
& Jarel w7 qETT 91 §R 9w a9
7 oY off & Q9T AT—UME AWK
arEd Y 99 doF A wim 4— fr g
JT 1958 § 1T fawwy ag & A
BT & AT 1959 F w47 IHAT AH-
T ora FY oY 7 7g o o 3 %
Faw faar ar f& 7@ o @ FOR
FT T L AT AT | IH 9 WO
gfFaEr Mt asgem sy ar fe
qg T AT GIA F1 Eq T AT AT
qr, FT% WY gAY FW FHFAT AT 1 KW
FAT & OF IHT I & A% FIHA
AT ATRATE ©

“It was agreed that all outstandiog
boundary disputes on the East Pakistan-
India and West Pakistandndia border
raised s0 far by either country should be
referred to an impartial tribunal comsist-
ing of three members for settlement and
implementation of that settlement by
demarcation on the ground and by ex-
change of territorial jurisdiction if any.
Any dispute which may have been roferr-
ed to the tribunal can be withdrawa by
mutual agreement. It was also agreed that
the decision of the tribunal shall be by

majority and fioal and binding oo both
the parties.”
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SHRI M, L, SONDHI: So he is the
culprit 7 -

it wy fovrd : Afw & oo wE
¥ quT wTE § 5 we A dme )
A qE AT Y FL QT 47 AfFA 759
0T F1 99 a@ w8 @@ F gra
aofeardz #1F wefa amm F fav
I TET U7 FT TAAT Rge@qul ST
A FLFAE, g+ § form &
TATH F, TN F A I Y AT
qma e &, A T AT g Afaw
Fereg Ag) o1 i A & A0 @ aww
& AN TEHT @I WY ¢ §ST | g}
fe gt w T @ W € e fa
At ggey & fou S e w19 w7 €
ag 77T T2 & R 38 it s &,
AW TS 198 qF, IAET HEqAA
FLHF | WL F AT g Afaw
U AG AT ! 99 IH AE T OF
A FOCARE S A AR qQ@H
av fag 7 foram ar fomr & Y ® |1
TEIFT WY A FH ARG A q@r
T 9T, T FOL UL AF AT F
el 9 F F AU auwT agq &
A 7Y 9T ifgd a1 ? oo gue
T Y W AW W W A
e g L

AW FOL A AT AT AT E
afew fag & g8 & s wf| 3
T ag T g Il UL AT e
fear oA 2, OO ST FUQ H A9
X § I qTH AT ea Al fean
T & 1 99 e 9| ae & o
AR FIFrar &I ¢ 65 1050
T FU< I AT T 539 F /A
i TR T, Ses & qv, afE
qaA F A AT AT T fqar
@ AT AT AGE AEA F HH
e § Ag AT W Y

“The Prime Ministers further agreed
that pending the settlement of un-reselved
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disputes and the demarcation and ex-
change of territory by mutual agreement
there should be no disturbance of the
status quo by force and peaceful condi-
tions must be maintained in the border
regions.”

ag Wt THY FAC FT OF 07 A7 1 WK
Y W S Y w7 o 9 F98 F T
§ Aremer FT qifFsE ¥ o3 F%
Fmam A A far g Sraw e
FE TE 99 4 5 sta o1 gr FOT w7
femn § 9 7 I dawrew Al
g7 o1 g T ag Ao & R
gffem FOU #t dear 9 ok
& A Afawar @ s w1
& AT 9T S FOL g fawg 9w @
IH 9% AT AT AE FIT FL HAA F
E ? Og -8 qOUEg SEgK g
A qeAfa § 70 om 7 &
HATR | R AG TF Fa@ 71 Ifaaan
T AT AT T ATGL F 409 &
# Qe W § 6w A qwge
ure A F g W F A AR T
TG & A g5 W g FEr 91 K
7g e W T e ar i )
ST 3 "A FY Afear agr FT FWHIT
¥ Sify fggeam &1 femn W wmar
g g, 99, 9B, fogam, sfrer
& T A ¥ fod § o gw ad
BIgH ! IW F A T F G0 A I
7w 7@ e ar f g g &
qB & T A WA I I gATH
¥ gAY B G g2 HWifE ag gEry

Motion



261  No-Confidence

FEAT MG | TR AgAa g | F AT
WA W AW IH FT  FAT AN
g f& sifafm it aew & mE A
T 7T o g FW AL FET AME,
BH %Y 39 4 I @& FTFW FEAT
Tifed | T FHIT 9T GHT I AT
2 % wvit faee aTea & q@ma, & a9t
ffafm g & @ & K FA
WFEA WIEF F @@ A o1 §T gW
e fedi #71 §w 5@ § wge fem
HT AT FT T AW & |

% sgn Wew g & owwim
Fr & qar feafa § 7 amearesmr o
w e fFF8 TR FIAR g A A
arar frar @ f

“The decision of the Tribunal shall be
binding on both governments and shall
not be questioned on any ground what-
soever.”

T U FEAE & F AW F
ara afusifer saffat & Igaw
Wy Fer § & o smmdiE——
491 & faogt @1 aEwie Tt & grer
THTAT AT TFAT & AT G ¢ I ATV
# qgET 9GO0 # HoAtew & fAw F
AIATAEATE | SR wRTR

“There seems 10 exist no provision of
a peneral nature for the solution of con-
troversies arising out of the allegations of
a party that an arbitral award has been
rendered in excess of the powers conferr-
ed upon the arbitrator and is, therefore,
null and void. There is nothing inher-
ent in the nature of arbitral awards to
render them final beyond the possibility of
appeal.”

AT FET Jg o UWo fawA uT
Pawm N fFma &

“The general rule that the judgment
or award of an international tribunal is
final and binding upon the parties is sub-
iect to the qualification universally admil-
ted, that it may, on certain specific
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grounds to be treated as null and void.
A judgment or award is void if the tribu-
nal has clearly exceeded the bounds of
jurisdiction conferred upon it expressly
or by implication in the relevant treaty.”

A oF e &1 F Igor AT @A
g 13z frae s ST & | 5w d Far
e

“It is believed that the foregoing dis-
cussion has amply demonstrated that an
arbitral award may, under certain condi-
tions, be null. This is supported by the
practice of States and the views of writ-
ers, In the words of Judge More ‘the
finality of award does not mean that in
no case whatsoever, no matter what the
circumstances may be, an award cannot
be attacked on the ground of its charac-
ter or the means by which it may have
been obtained’. More concludes : ‘It may
be stated that by the outbreak of thc
world war the doctrine and practice of
international law recognise that an arbi-
tral award could be considered as with-
out effect by reason of the lack of juris-
diction of the arbitrator or of ap excess of
jurisdiction committed by him.' "

ST F TH WK e fEeT T
g f% ag agwa aren it favig & #av oo
Ffgwrt & X F58 gafr e €
AT TeRTEAT W W T A wrETT }
W& AET AT ag HEAT goT § AT
Tl | 39 7 41 aga AW AW | [D
153 A 51 a9 99T & 918 §
FE W FAT T @ATE | AT g
AT a1 F A A A iy
T & I3 AU § 99 & e 91
=H 4T BN FY AT FETHFC FT THY
WET T AT @E -
“The two deep inlets on either side of

Nagar Parkar will constitute the ter-
ritory of Pakistan,

- L] L
In my opinion it would be inequitable

to recognise these inlets ms foreign
territory. It would be conducive to
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[ st g e |

friction and conflict. The paramount
consideration of promoting peace and
stability in this region compels the
recognition and confirmation that this
territory, which is wholly surrounded
by Pakistan territory, also be regarded
as such. The points where the boun-
dary will thus cut off the two inlets

are”—

f&x 2@ ¥ 9 awder faar & e

T () AFgHE

“The boundary marked by symbols
along the ovter edges of the peninsula
of Nagar Parkar and up to the Eas-
tern Terminus is a jagged one. A-
such it is unsuitable and impractic-
able as an  international boundary.
The boundary shall accordingly lie in
conformity  with the depiction on
Map C".

A I 3T AV I~ HET T T
FAT Y A AT iy ¢,
frraifeor #1 & sme & Afar, 203 q29
o =9 3 AEIE I T A FE
femr 2, 98 T A ST w=TEST
2, I HT A AETG 2 37 H1 Y e,
@ 99 ¥ oy famga faeda smar
gafaw w7 AR 2w faar
fe s sfuse g3 & aET o1 T
i gftfesm @ g 1 $aer
faay mar & %z awd & fr aC @
T FIA T H AGAG , IH G
ST g FL GHFAN | HALT AA W
q| Fr Ao g A § a1 & e
W B a6 § g7 § F afawmw v
SEATT qT9| o F o gw FArCE
AR q7 == g T owdw ofr ot =

T RIHIT JT€ 2 377 F1 I
o g Gt o w3437 1

wft wg fowd | o 9w T 2
Ffer 2z @ 5@ € 5 o
T w1 A A 7 T ga fraw
i s FA F aER @R
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F9% AT J97 fesqmar &1 A FwAw
2 39 & STET WY ST §F A S
a5 § | aiedhg ww § w€ wfa-
T T, FrE O adi & 1 s A
i i st e s E A
# wrar § fae wgw agw Ao
g T AR @ s aew ¥ W
¥ 7w g g e wreffe A
A Fgd AT § qEd X e
Wt §% e agt §W @ 99 #
AT & %g A g o ag oft Ao g st
i e frgram 1 s gw &

H oAz w@d fe faEndt am o
TR 9 AGT AT AT, #W
st wf A v T AR E o=
H TIAFIT AT FA FT AE FATT AR
¢ A el #A 7T
frafa & 39 &Y &7 F 7 ¥ a7 @m
f=mar

SF ST FATIT ATSAT FT qF AFTAT
timmammiFmama
I w3 ar fev ;e qar gt
3 I ¥ A A § g% 49 FAT 0890
gl facd ar fammr sEAT g
f £ AT 9gF FeATN F AT A FAL
ZAT 91 T A A A [ AT R
gmEdm F aqy H, T AAH @
2 g AE g W I A F -
qfy ft ¥ sfaur 1 260 143 § w@T
g FE F a7 g ATEAT AAT 9T )
seafw? o g Ffam &
T 5 9T qHA FAT g ar ¥ faw
FEafas ¥ g9 ¥ I qwEE ¥
THH ¥ CW T AWA F1 qFAT & AT -
F B S qATT 93W 7 AT FEH
FATT GHT A FA HAuriAE qwe
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# wed ¥ T AL T 3 & aEd
R i A TR RS H
T FTA A FT AL TATHT &9 AT
RNLTEFY § 7 T T § ol
AT A W FE F AR g7 o Fawr
FrEaifas & sfawe 7ag a9 @
| AT &, A FE FTAT hger
g WY maeETsER 7 faur v @R oS
T ot fogmam ¥ 99 W F @
a8 HUGK 9 § H A I5AA F A
g #9 4, IW HEA § Ul S
HTET Y AT AT @IS IS g AIE
MeFT AT A F5TE

“Thercfore, we cannot accede to the
argument urged by the learned
Attorncy-General that it does no mor:
than ascertain and determine the
boundaries in the light of the Award.
It is an agreement by which a part
of the territory of India has been
ceded to Pakistan and the question
referred to us in respect of this agree-
ment must, therefore, be considered
on the basis that it involves aliena-
tion or a cession of a part of India's
territory.”

THH a1 99 4 WY I cATHTAT G &
T = fogsga= 7w & fv ag ot Ao
qreE ¥ e A fagr o § 9y gEiae
& ey mav & & e 970 o1 @
#1 faufoor #T & 7Y, afew ag wiew
f& afsem &1 3w v faq @
wveT T &, zafem gwz @& o
ug fawre i ®1 a9 &, yov Tomd, Iuw
Wadt fawmr wt oifeear #7 3A1
¢ R wmfer gfim #12 &1 W@ &
AER FE-TfEH Fa7 gen a
FTH I 320 T AT T TOTH -
FAC A9 g9 & § a1, W qgun fag
N { s fear an, e @ 3
¢ fs W aifewr @ 3w F (@

T 8, T I ¥ g F -
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afFq o gt @ W g Ay
7 ag g § Y W A F daw F
FATT YL FLHFIT TH FAT T 90
FTAT AT @ @ ¥AA FE-qifEIT
arRM F A @ qrdm, HE A
TEAT | 3T FHA HL aGT ¢ T 3 H
1 A arEt F A § e2ew QomATE-
AV Oz AN & 97§ qowr o7 @
fafeaa &7 7F ot o 9 7 aw W
gf@ds #om qEm aifs s S§
THTETE F AT A FEr A7 RO A
F9% WY ST & | 9 g% %% &Y 4y
frrga aw 2| Smom T am
AE F1Z WF & | T F7 Tg A ITHT
Fzam 7 o wfw § 9z fafewm =
T W ®Y ufa &) THE A OO
g W Iy T A A OE ) W
FEd € wifs ¥ fAu a1 gat SRl w
AT EH T EE | TEiAn s sfaar
Y QW 3 F ATEA AN agwE &
FTIA F7 FI, T oAt F AT amwS
& o oF To% %1 gay o 7 fawim
3 ¢, 99 a%E T 7€) & | i
FTEA@AmT ¢
“Parliament may, however, if it so
chooses, pass a law amending article
3 pf the Constitution so as to cover
cases of cession of territory in India
in favour of a foreipn State, If such
a law is passed, then Parliament may
be competent to make a law under the
amended article 3 to implement the

agreement in question. On the other
hand, if the necessary law is passed
under article 368 itself, that alone
would be sufficient to implement the
agreement,”
16 Hes.
zawT waaw ¢ 5 gdwfas &R
g 368 ¥ AET ATAVGE & 1 AT AV
s9ET # AT 98 a9 2 g6 &
qT IEF AT AT FEA TAHT AT
Wy s e s e )
™ fad s afe yum gt i gk
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[ =it wg fema)
STET Y IFTET § 9 T faww W
T FIFT AT G AR FIAT AR
¢ ok faz @& =9 To% F1 TifeEE
1 2T AT E, A1 Y wi @ wE-
qifers & gF & 99 ag A FL @A,
dfqem &Y @77 3 agg @gea A
FA AW AG FI GEAN,  HTTR
g 368 ¥ TEA FMA AMT T
R A FTA S-fawre agwa A @A
A EE §, IAF FAAR AT
FTAT TE7 |

HW ATHFT F 78 AT F@ g 5 G
Tg gWI AENIAET F1 g9 g,
T A g AR Hfs fegeae 9t owan
Yau o ¥ o gEwifas mraen
doe foar &, =@ fF s #' @
W g9 9 T wEws 1 w3
e if e &< F ag o 31 Jiw
2 fF oy SwaT & 9 AIRE | AT AR
T GANT F F WG AT AT
# T AEE & &ifow e,
St 9 Aot i o faRet TS @
WE o T F I qEuIfAS aOiH
qE FI & q0E, FWA 9 F F 919
A SFAT A T AT AEAEF |
aY g9 ¥ qger 9 Tegafa St F geE
fferd fis a1 143 & Tga 741 wqufas
T 340 ¢, 78 9§ faw g
FEF T aEE I F1q | AR FA T
afe ¥ s2g T 4w W
fe amoEY gulyw FAT 9 g
arda &/, wfawm 7, SEF q@ AW
dquifaw qofw 7 a(1zd, 99 9g 9w
g AR g, a7 AT AT A\ar #1Y
T S ¥ Fifrw Fifaw |

T v v HAY ST Y AR

AT ATEATE | I IA FT AL FEAE
fFaamE Fag g @WK
YRS FEAT AR €, @ Ag g0
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7% AT 5 weA T THE e ¥ A"
%, A AR FWATE, T ITH 72T
X, ST fOw s A §, ¥ I
faing 97 1 AT T AT GRS

-

AN HON. MEMBER :
stituency ?

From his Con-

st 7y fomd © & s dm 7 of o
g, & s ST %1 A F fag
AT g 1 I AT A g fF st
TAHEFH L, A1AT AT AT FedrEr
TS AT afza, § 4 497 )

UF A FI it F FEAT AT E
T TE WAl ST T gUE 1 T A
w ufeefadi far o7 s ofar-
T TS A 6 a7 R a2F GO
oY @1 §7 R F OF T T2F 97
@& a1 1 e fegeAm #1 Frf FweA
HAE FT AT F7AT £ AT 9T FATH
F1 o #1347 wfzg ar offwam &7
Zr wifed ar awi &1 3 Sfgd—aHr
A FIAT § AT FA7 FvAT £, ar 59
HTA 97 araedy A a favmarfusre
ggia fomm &, Tl wfase ) s
& qer JrEa g fF 2 2 | sty
# fwer foem & faar, w7 &1 st
qfear o1 wewfa st 7 fam T
A off 7 I8 a9 #4 a0 F1 gHEE
fFarar | gav S A g ar fRar
HTET T AT T HH 4, qE T
atfeerdr &F ar Wl 2f a1 e
&, 99 9T 9EE A A A A,
affr STy TR G v AF A,
wifF oo 7 7 A7 AT A T
T g Rt faa & GT a9y ame-
JMET & W HIT & BT AT AT
affEm FT @A FE FEAT I |
T fodd s gamdh i Y 78 WA |
ot feafy § o sweTEw wEfEd
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FIA FT G 79T AR @, W@
T T 9% 3F FAT ¢, a2 T &Y
Fraffag $TT &, a1 99 ¥ @S FUw
qret qx TF FAT Sifed, qraey AT
aifgd SR T FMEH F1 @ F AT
aifed, FifF 30 F wWE gu gy
wfe 1 vww T fakfoat & g
|

7 Wl F g1 § Wyl AeE § 39
NEAE A qTiR T § A g FA
St ¥ Fgam g & a1 at g gmrdy arden
T EFT FL AT G T 2 BT
TE 9 AT AT F TW F IO
FEAT FIH FT AHT Z |

SHRI J. B. KRIPALANI (Guna) : Mr.
Chairman, Sir, it gives me no pleasure to
speak on this motion. I wish the no-
confidence motion had not been brought
in and we could have discussed this Kutch
question without generating any heat. 1
am sorry that as Congressmen have been
speaking, they have been proving them-
selves 1o be the devil's advocates. They
have waxed wvery ecloguent upon the loss
of our territory,

Even in regard to this agreement which
we opposed, as I shall show iereafter, why
was it made? It was made because it
was said that It will lead to the reduction
of tension on the entire Indian border’.
Even when steps had not been taken for
this tribunul to meet, there was added ten-
sion on our border,

Congressmen  have arpued that  there
should be less of tension between Paki-
stan and India. 1 do not think that there
is anybody in this House who does not
want the tcnsion between Pakistan  and
India to decrease and friendship to prevail
between these two parts that were the same
country, But can you by merely giving
sops to Pakistan bring about this result ?
Can you reconcile the Pakistan Govern-
ment to remain at peage with India? I
am not talking of the peoplz of Pakistan.
The people of.India and Pakistan are one.
But ure the two Governments one? And
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is it not a fact that the Pakistan Govern-
ment is in existence because it wants 1o
create conflict between India and Paki-
stan 7 That was its origim and that is also
the reason for its existence. If that rea-
son disappears it has no carthly reason to
remain where it is further, it is wrong to
say that we considered that there was any
dispute about territory. In this very docu-
ment that has been issucd now, in the
preamble, when the appointment of the
commission is decided upoa, it is said “that
India claims that there is no territorial dis-
pule as there is a well-established boundary
roughly running along the northern edge
of the Rann of Kutch as shown in the
pre-Puartition maps, This is not only writ-
ten in that document but this was even
said often by our two previous Prime
Ministers, Much is made about what was
said in 1960. Shri Jawaharlal Nehru had
said that ‘both sides should collect data
and there should be nothing done unless
data are collected". What happened? |
said on the 17th August, when this ques-
tion came before Parliament, ‘what is the
meaning of this collection of data 7 After
the data is being collected, the two parties
would sit together and review tbat data,
und according to that data, they would de-
cide what is risht, what is wrong, what
ought 1o be done and what ought not to
be done’. This is in this volume of deba-
tes. Anybody who wants fo rcad it may
do so,

1 am talking of these things becausc
some Congressmen said that ‘the Housc
accepted’. The House had a majority of

Congressmen, The majority accepted. We
never acccpted the appointment of the
tribunal, Even after it was appointed,

when the question came before Parlia-
ment, we strongly protested, because wo
caid ‘there are reasoms why you can even
now p this agr t. b
peace has not been restored, lension bas
increased and they arc attacking us in
Kashmir'. All this is guotation,

‘Supposing there was an agreement to
refer the Kutch dispute to arbitration, it
is of the essence of an arbitration that you
must clearly keep the issues before it
There should be no confusion about the
issues, as there has been, Indifferently in
that document, the two words ‘demarca-
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tion' and ‘determination’ of boundaries are
repeatedly used. One does not know whe-
ther it is demarcation of thc boundary or
it is to be. the determination of the terri-
tory, as to where any portion of this Rann
of Kutch should go.

‘Our Prime Minister has many times
said that there was no question whether
the Rann of Kutch belongs lo ws or not.
There was only a boundary dispute’.
When this dispule was being referred to
the tribunal, it was said here that ‘we have
a cast-iron case’ was it said by the Defence
Minister or the External Afairs Minister ?

SHRI NATH PAI: All of them.

SHRI J. B, KRIPALANI : All of them
said that they had a cast-iron case, This
is what has happened to their cast-iron
case !

SHRI HANUMANTHAIYA :
what Mr. Wilson said.
SHRI NATH PAI :
SHRI J. B. KRIPALANI: On that

occasion as on this our fricnds have talked
of international opinion,

That is

The whole lot,

16.15 Haus,
[Mgr. SPEAKER in the Chair]

I said on that occasion that ‘international
opinion is affected and guided by its
own interests, *and not by our inte-

Further 1 said :

“Wherever their own rights are concern-
ed, they (the other nations) art pre-
pared to risk world conflagration, they
are prepared to risk nuclear war and
they are prepared to risi. the destruc-
tion of the world.”

They are prepared to risk cven the annihi-
lation of humanity. If we are to guide
our international policy or internal policy
by world opinion, then I say we po wrong.
We have to look to our interests, and not
to world opinion,

On that occasion I had given the exam-
ple of Gandhiji. When he started the
Quit India Movement, many wise men
amiong us said that international opinion
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will be affected. Gandhiji said, "It does
nol matter what international opinion
thinks about us. Tf right is with us, we
must assert that right, and we must not
care for international opinion, because, if
we are right. international opinion will be
in our favour some day or the other,
sooner than later.”

Then I said also :

“Whatever Agreemenls about Kutch
might have been made. they have no
value after Pakistan has attacked in
Kashmir.”

This award had not come before that war
began.  You had cvery opportunity to
cincel the agreement that yvou had arriv-
ed at. When war is declared between two
nations, no agreements  exist in interna-
tional law. All agreements are abrogated
at that time, Bul what did our wise men
say at that time. They said that Kutch
wis different from Kashmir, It was from
the Congress Benches that it was suid that
Kutch was different from Kashmir. And
what did I say about it 7 1T said :

“Some¢ Congressmen  argued then that
Kashmir question is different from the
Kutch question. To this T said that
the circumstances under which this
agreement was made were quite diffe-
rent, radically difficrent from the cir-
cumstances that exist today on account
of the betrayal by Pakistan in
Kashmir.”

This word “betrayul” was used by our
Prime Minister Shri Lal Bahadur Shastri.
At that time everybody said thut it was
hetrayed. Then T asked if it was pussible
to sit round the table with Pakistan about
the boundary of Kutch. 1 concluded like
this.,

1 may be permitted to allow my friend
to read for me, 1 hope the House will ex-
cuse me and you will allow it, because the
light and my sight do not coincide with
cach wother,

SHRI NATH PAI : | apologise to the
House because | cannot introduce in my
voice the authority and power and fire
which our veteran Acharya can. So, with
due apology, T will try to read it:

“I concluded my speech by saying that

when we have clearly been shown that
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their words cannot be trusted, when the
Prime Minister has said that their
words cannot be trusted, can we then
sit  with them round a negotiating
table 7 It is sinful to carry out at this
time of the year when we are fighting
Pakistan with the skin of our teeth in
Kashmir, I say it is time enough for
Government to retrace its steps if it
wants to be considered a powerful,
good and honourable Government. o
Government  that does represent  the
people.  not only with the vote of
the people, but the will of the people. .
Go into the market place, go into the
bazar, go into the kutcheries, you will
find that people think that this is a
wrong agreement and the people think
it will be worng at this time to talk
with Pakistan.”

SHRI J. B. KRIPALANI: 1 entirely
azree with what Mr. Madhu Limaye said
about  international apreements.  Interna-
tional agreements are made under  certain
conditions. I those conditions are not ob-
served by those who sit in judgment, then
those agreements are lo be scrapped. Al
least one member of this tribunal, the re-
presentative  from Yugoshivia has told us
that so fur as the boundury guestion is con-
cerned, it i guite clear us 1o what are the
considerations that have weighed with the
majority. It is not the consideration of
finding out the truth abouwl the boundary.
It is the consideration of bringing  about
peace between India and Pukistan, If peace
can be brought about hetwecen India and
Pakistan by piving 350 sq. miles of terri-
tory, I shall be the first man to grant it to
them.  But vou will not pel peace with
Pakistan by granting this territory. Do not
think that you are piving only 350 sq.
miles; you are giving the best part of Kutch
territory.  1Jo not think that it is only one-
tenth of that area; you are piving almost
the whole of it. We ure entitled to re-
pudiate this award. [ do not call it an
award. It exceeds the lermy of reference
that were given to it.  First of all we should
not have made our terms vague. Vague
cven as they are, their is no place therein
for political considerations or for considera-
tions of peace between Pakistan and India.
People are daydreaming when they think
that it is casy to bring about peace between
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India and Pakistan. Our friend Sheikh
Abdulla dreams he is going to bring about
peace between India and Pakistan, some-
thing which Mahatma Gandhi could not
do, Jawaharlal could not do and something
thut the Tashkent agreement could not do.
I say that the evil that people do lives after
them and unfortunately it affects our coun-
try. Three major mistakes were made by
Lal Bahadur Shastri. One was the Tashkent
agreement; another was the setting up of the
Kutch Tribunal and the third was the agree-
ment to bring back the nationals of Ceylon
to India. They were there for centuries;
they were carrying on their work; they did
not go ol their own accord; they had gone
as indentured labour. They were citizens
of Ceylon. We wanted to bring them back
as if America could still send the people
of Irish origin back to lreland, Will Ire-
land ever agree 1o it? It is something
impossible und yet we do this. I am very
sorry that in this Parliament there are des-
cendents of our Prime Ministers and I have
to say about them that they have betrayed
the trust that was reposed in them. These
are hard words but [ cannot but say these
words, because this is not a question of my
[riendship with this man or that man. It
is a question of our country. If we go on
like that, what will happen ?

Gandhiji had non-violence as his creed.
But on that account he did not say, *“Yield
to violence.” He said, “Make your body
<0 strong that if anybody wants to kick
you, his leg may be broken but the body
may not be broken.” He wanted us to be
men of iron, and not men who are afraid
of shadows. If we are afraid of Pakistan.
il we are afraid of China, if we are afraid
of anybody we cannol do anything, We
must take risks. A nation that does mnot
take risks will go down in history.

SHRI R. D. BHANDARE (Bombay
Central) : Mr. Speaker, Sir, I oppose the
no-confidence motion moved in this House.
I was under the impression that logic was a
very strong point with Mr. Madhu Limaye,
but today | found that logic is not a strong
point with Mr. Madhu Limaye at all. I
say this because of two reasons. The major
portion of his speech was based on the
question of implementation -of the award :
if we are to implement the award, what pro-
cedure should be followed : whether the
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Constitution should be amended, what was
the opinion expressed by the Supreme Court
and so on. All these are things which are
not germane to the discussion of the no-
confidence motion. When we come to the
question of implementing the award, how
it can be implemented will be a matter of
procedure which we shall discuss later on.

Mr. Madhu Limaye said something about
this : that if you are not to amend the
Constitution, then resign and let us go
before the country. If we can resign, who
can implement the award ? The implemen-
tation part of the award will come later,
and then at that time, we shall consider
whether the Constitution should be
amended or not. Therefore, from today,
at least, I will remove that impression that
logic was a very strong point with Mr.
Madhu Limaye.

There have been a number of prohepts
and there have been a number of fortune-
tellers who say that if we accept the award,
then the desire of Pakistan will not be satia-
ted and Pakistan will again put forth claims
for further territory. 1 think those who
say this must have studied the Panchang.
Today, that is not the point before the
House. The point before the House is
whether we should accept the award or
should not accept it. On that basis, they
have brought in this no-confidence motion.

Preposterous propositions have been laid
before this House. On this side, we do
not for a moment say that an award cannot
be challenged. We say that an award can
be challenged. 1 am talking of generality
and 1 am not talking on a specific point
pertaining to this award. We are prepared
to say that any award of the International
Court will be challenged, but under what
conditions and on what grounds it should
be challenged, is the question. It is not
necessary for me to go through the diffe-
rent authorities which deal with the nature,
acceptance and implementation of the award
of the International tribunal. It can be
challenged on the basis of excessive powers,
powers assumed and not given to the tribu-
nal. Mr. Limaye has dwelt on this point
at length saying that it could be challeng-
ed on the ground that the tribunal has gone
beyond and behind the agreement entered
into betwcen India and Pakistan. 1If any
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tribunal goes beyond the compromise and
terms of the agreement, certainly it can be
challenged. But what is there in this award
to show that the members of the tribunal
have gone beyond the terms of agreement
between India and Pakistan ? There is not
a word which can be proved or suggested
that the tribunal has gone beyond the com-
promise terms of the agreement,

It can also be challenged, as the mover
of the mction Prof. Madhok said, on the
ground of corruption, Certainly these arc
general principles accepted by all countries.
But the question is whether we can prove
that there was corruption, whether we have
an iota of cvidence to show that the judges
accepted the bribe. So long as that evi-
dence is not there, how can we challenge
the award on the ground of corruption ?

It can also be challenged on the ground
of essential error. What docs it mean ? |
have gone through the award carefully. 1If
at all this aspect is to be challenged, then
there will be no grounds for us to stand
and go before any tribunal of international
repute. We have to read the award carc-
fully to find out whether it has dealt with
any essential errors,

It has been said in the press and by some
members here also that that it should bc
rejected because the award is based on
majority opinion, It is again a preposter-
ous proposition. It has been accepted that
an award does not lose its sanctity becausc
it is based on majority opinion. In this
context, I would like to quote what Simp-
son and Fox have said in their standard
book on International Arbitration :

“Jt may today be stated, without fear of
arousing controversy, that in the ab-
sence of express provisions to the con-
trary, an international tribunal reaches
all its decisiogs by a simple majority.
To require unanimity would involve the
risk that the Tribunal would either be
unable to reach any decision at all
or would d ate into a ing
rather than a strictly judicial organ.”

Therefore, it should not be rejected on the
flimsy ground that the award is not bascd
on the unanimous opinion of all the mem-
bers of the tribunal.
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We have got to take into consideration
certain basic facts if we are to answer the
question as to why the dispute between
India and Pakistan on Kutch border was
referred to the international tribunal. Much
heat has been pgenerated on this issue.
Emotions are bound to be aroused, as some
of my friends have said, “We will go
before the people: the people are agitated.”
That is true. But the affairs of 5 great
nation cunnot be carried on and managed
on mere sentiments and emotions. There-
fore, we have got to take into consideration
certain obligations, national and interna-
lional.

Before I come to the obligations 1 would
certainly share along with my friends the
anxiety felt by the persons on the Kutch
horder. | quile uppreciate, I quite sympa-
thise their lot. But the question is, apart
from the question of sympathy and apart
from the question of sentiment and emotion,
a great nation has to fulfil certain obli-
gations.

How did this dispute between India and
Pakistan on the gquestion of Rann of Kutch
arise 7 This dispute arose out of an In-
strument of Accession. It is in fact based
on the succession of a State. They ask,
why is it that we have taken up this head-
ache from the Maharao. I have here this
book, The Story of Integration of Indian
States.  Shri Madhok said that this dis-
pute arose out of partition. I beg to
differ from him. The dispute between Kutch
and Pakistan did not arise out of partition.
This arose out of the succession of the
State by virtue of an Instrument of Acces-
sion. I refer to page 286 of this book,
The Story of Integration of Indian States.

SHRI BAL RAJ MADHOK: Who is
the author ?
SHRI R. D. BHANDARE : Shri V. P,

Menon. 1 was saying that this dispute arose
out of the accession of States. If a State
has acceded then we have to accept the
liabilities and responsibilities of that State
which has acceded to the Indian Union.
The result was that when we entered into
the Instrument of Accession we had to ac-
cept the dispute. That is the origin of the
dispute, It arose in 1948. In this connec-
tion, T would like to read a passage from
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the speech of the hon. Prime Minister, Shri
Jawaharlal Nehru made on 3rd March
1956. He said that the Government of
Pakistan raised the issuc of the boundary
between Kutch and Sind being in dispute
in 1948. He went on to say, I quote,
“After a lapse of about five years Pakistan
is again creating....”., Even the Prime
Minister had to say on the floor of this
House how this dispute arose,

I would like to put forth three proposi-
tions for the consideration of this House.
Firstly what sanctity, how much importance
should be altuched to the decision taken by
this House when the agreement was entered
into after the cessation of hostilities  bet-
ween Pakistan and India ? That agreement
was laid before the House and it was ap-
proved by a majority, Is it right to say
that that decision was perverse and should
not have been accepted. I quite concede
the right of the Opposition to criticise but,
at the same time, they must attach some
sanclity to the decision taken by the highest
tribunal of this country, namely, Parlia-
ment.

I would like, secondly, to place before the
House as to sow a dispute, a border dis-
pute, between two nations could be resol-
ved. These are the accepted methods by
which a dispute between two nations could
be resolved. One is by the negotiation.
If you go through these documents you will
find that we have been negotiating a set-
tlement for a long time. On 28th Febru-
ary, 1965 the negotiations broke. The
negotiations were carried on in order to
solve the dispute between Pakistan and
India at the Prime Minister's level, at the
ministerial level, at the official level. When
negotiations failed, then war started. The
negotiations failed on 20-8-65. Before that,
we had taken all possible care to resolve
the dispute by negotiation. Could my
friends sugpest, could they argue in favour
of total war, war to the finish, and say that
we should not have entered into an agree-
ment for the cessation of hostilities and an
agreement for the purpose of referring the
dispute, to the tribunal 7 Let them say, let
the leaders of the opposition declare (heir
policy, that they are for war to the finish
wilh Pakistan, or for that matter, any other
country.

Thirdly, if war as a means of solving in-
ternational dispules fails then there is a



279 No-Confidence

{Shri R. D. Bhandare]

third method and that method is reference
to the International Tribunal, Now, when
the matter was referred 1o the international
tribunal, under the conditions as they were
prevailing then, that agreement was ap-
proved and sanctified by this House. Ceuld
we now say that it was wrong on our part
and that we should not have referred the
matter to the international tribunal. Now
when the international tribunal has given
the award, have we any check, have we
any right to say that we shall not accept
the award 7

One more point and I am done. If
there is any doubt as to the merit of the
award of the tribunal, we have one remedy,
we have one way open. If at all there is
any doubt about the award. if at all there
is any ambiguity in the award we can go
to that very tribunal and seek certain clari-
fications. That is the only way, Otherwise,
there is no other way but to accept the
award of the tribunal, With these words,
1 oppose the motion of no-confidence with
all my strength.

SHRI P. RAMAMURTTI (Madurai): Mr.
Speaker, Sir, I ri¢e to support the simple
motion, expressing want of confidence in
the Council of Ministers, for the reason
that this government deserves to go for
many of its acts of omission and com-
mission, But | want to make it clear that
the Mover of the Resolution, apart from
indicting the government for its acts of
omissi and ¢ ission, also wants the
country to tuke a particular course in the
particular circumstances and 1 feel that
it has nothing whatsoever to do with the
motion of no-confidence. What we ought
to do in the case of a particular award is
entirely a different matter altogether, and
on that T have absolutely no doubt as to
what the country should do.

I have been hearing very learned dis-
putations about international law, the
niceties of international law, when an
intermational arbitration award can be up-
set, Al rightt But may I say that in
the agreement itself we have said :

“the decision of the tribunal referred
to in (3) above shall be binding on
both governments and”

—mark these words—

FEBRUARY 27, 1968

280

Motion

“shall not be questioned on any ground
whatsoever.”

You have given up your right to question
that arbitration award on any ground what-
soever, be it extra jurisdiction, this thing
or that thing.

SHRI N. K. P. SALVE (Bctul) : If the
agreement is void ab initio, could it be
binding on the parties ?

SHRI P, RAMAMURTI : [ am not en-
tering into a dispute with my hon. friead,
but the fact is that it is the position.
Why they entered into an agreement of
that type, on that we can condemn them—
that is an entirely different matter—but
today the country cannot afford not to im-
plement the award in toto, Therefore, as
far as T am concerned, it is futile, it does
not serve any purpose whatsoever just at
this moment_ to go into the details of this
award itself. It is not for us to sit in
judgment over the award itsclf having
agreed that we shall implement it irrespec-
tive of other considerations. Tt is not
necessary for us. It does not serve any
purpose, No fruitful purpose is served,
Later on some people, out of academic
interest, may enter into research as to how
exactly these people came to this conclu-
sion and all that. But I am not concerned
with that at present,

Another point which T want to urge is
that when we do a thing, let us do it with
grace. Having agreed to that. [ will not
be looking into ofher questions at  all,
whether the tribunal was corrcct here or
there. 1 would not raise that gquestion in-
side the country; first T shall implement
that award and then all other questions
will come, as far as I am concerned. That
is the way in which I look at this. There-
fore the question of implementation of the
award is outside tne scope because it is not
something which has already been dome.
After all, you bring a motion of no-con-
fidence against the Government for acts
which it has done and not for acts which
it has not yet done. Therefore I com-
pletely separate the whole thing and I sup-
port the No-confidence Motion for wery
many other valid reasons,

Take, for example, thi¢ agreement iteelf.
Why should it not have been possible for
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us to settle the disputes by bilateral talks ?
He referred to an agreement in 1960, Shri
Swaran Singh and his counterpart there had
agreed that they will collect material, Is
it necessary to sit up for five long years to
collect that material and once again to
meet 7 After all, when disputes have arisen
it is of the utmost importance that the
greatest effort and speed are exhibited to
resolve those disputes. But | find that un-
fortunately that determination is not there
on the part of Government.

Then again, why was it necessary to
coter into that ? Other people have spoken
about arbitration and all that. 1 am not
going into that now. 1 agree with Shri
Hiren Mukerjce on that. For ¢xample,
there are other aspects of the question, 1 am
able to sympathise with the position of
Government, which it is in and which is
entirely of their own making. Once a
dispute has arisen and you have agreed
cither to enter into hilateral tulks or to
arbitration, obviously uny wisc man, any
man with ordinary commonsense, will tell
you that when you go there it is likely that
some party you will get and some parts
you may not get, Even if you cnter into
bilateral talks it may be necessary to give
and take. When this is the thing, what is
the use of going on telling the people in
the country day in and day out that our
case is a cast iron case—you can say that
it is a steel cas instead of au cust iron
case; what does it matter 7 — und 0 that
basis go on raising the people’s chauvinism
on these questions 7 Because you ruise
the people’s Chauvinism on these  ques-
tions, when something happens you fiad
yourself in an extremely difficull position
and the couniry also begins to say that
we have lost something,

T was rather amused 1o find Shrimati
Sushila Rohatgi talking about and suying.
we have won; we have gained %0 per cent.
So, you have lost 10 per cent. After all,
what does it matter; why go on talking all
the time of our having got 90 per cent
and Pakistan having got 10 per cent and
all that? That is not the question to be
looked at at all. All these questions arise
fundamentally because of the particular
outlook that the Government has been
exhibiting throughout in these border dis-
putes with other countries, It has always
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been exhibiting a certain attitude and that
attitude is. whatever I say will be correct:
nobody can dispute that; any international
tribunal will find us 10 be correct; our case
is absolutely correct, This kind of pro-
paganda that is being dome day in and
day out unfortunately creates a situation
when bilateral talks themselves will be-
come difficult and, therefore, later on peo-
ple are not conditioned to a situation where
in the country’s interest it becomes neces-
sary to have an agreement in which you
may have to give up a part of your claim.

SHRI SAMAR GUHA : Aksaichin and
others,

SHRI P. RAMAMURTI : Yes, I do
maintain that, After all, you have to settic
your border disputes with China by
bilateral talks. 1 wish god speed to my
fricnds and to my friend Mr. Madhok, Let
them collect an army in this country and
go to Aksaichin and win it back, But J
know in the ultimate analysis, you hawve
got to come to an agreement on the basis
of settlement,

Apart from this Kuch affair....
(Interruption) 1 am not yielding; dom't
interrupt me. The other day, the Primc
Minister, while speaking on the motion of
thanks on the President’s Address, said that
the Opposition people are all cynics and
she guoted from Oscar Wilde—she used the
word ‘cynic’ in a particular sense—and
she said, cynic is one who knows the price
of many things but who does not under-
stand the value of anything, As far as
this Government’s policies are ned
its internal policies, its external policies,
I fecl totally guilty to the charge that she
has mude. We know the price of policies
that the Gowernment of India has been
pursuing but we do not know the wvalue
and, T say, the Government knows the
vaulue of its policies but does not know the
price. T shall tell you how,

22 years after our Independence, where
do we find our country? We find the
Government, year after year, begging from
other countries, Without that begging, our
country cannot live. There is more and
more aid. This is the way in which this
Government is going and its price we
know. The price of it is loss cf self-
respect of this country. We do not kaow
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its value. Its value may be reserved to
Shri Morarji Desai and Shrimati Indira
Gandhi. Let them hug that value. We do
not want to know the valve, We know
what the policies of the Congress Govern-
ment have led the country to. There are
the teachers in the streets, the engineers in
the streets... (Iaterruption) 1 am not
yiclding. Today, hundreds of thousands
of people are going about begging for a
morsel of food, There is unemployment
increasing day after day, retrenchment in-
creasing day after day, factory after fac-
tory, and the common people of this coun-
try know by their sweat and blood what
the policies of this Congress Government
have caused to them, unemployment, rising
prices and all that. As far as the value
is concerned, they know that the black-
marketeers in this country have flourished.
Of course, Shri Morarji Desai could not
take much action against them, There was
a time when Pandit Nehru, our late Prime
Minister, said in 1946, before he became
the Prime Minister that the moment he
became the Prime Minister, he would hang
the black-marketeers by the nearest lamp-
post. 22 years have passed and I do not
know why Pandit Nehru did not hang a
single black-marketeer, Perhaps, he did
not find the yarn or he did not find the
rasi for that, If the workers were told, of
course, the workers of Coimbatore would
have supplied him enough rasi free of cost.

We know this has yielded about Rs. 41
crores of black money in the hands of the
people, We also know that the policies
of the Congress Government have led to
the concentration of wealth in the hands
of a few people. The Monopolies Com-
mission’s Report has said that 75 housecs
have amassed Rs. 36 crores of accounted
money. How much unaccounted money
they have, heaven alone knows, Therefore,
the common people of this country and we
know the pricc of the policles that the
Congress Government has been pursuing.
Its value we do not know. Of ourse, Shri
Morarji Desai and Shrimati Indira Gandhi
are valuing it. They know the value of
the money in the hands of the big people
because it is valuable for their class. We
have to pay the price and we will continue
to pay the price. That is the policy that
the Comgpress Government has been pur-
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As far as the peasants, the agricultural
labourers, in this country, are concerned,
22 years of Congress rule has led to what.
Instcad of the peasants getting land, on
the other hand, it is authoritatively pointed
out that the evictions that hawe taken place
during the last ten years have exceeded the
total number of evictions that had taken
place in hundred years of British rule.

Therefore, the peasants of this country
know the price of the agrarian policies of
the Congress, by losing their land. They
have lost and they know the value of the
aprarian policies of the Congress, They
know what its value is, Therefore, we do
not want to know. In that sense, we want
to be cynics; we do not want to change
our cynicism as far as the policies of the
Congress Government are concerned,

Then there are many other things, She
wauxed eloguent about unity and ‘all that.
Very good. After all, here is the Congress
Party with a tremendous amount of
prestige. . . (Interruptions),

AN HON. MEMBER : Is?

SHRI P. RAMAMURTTI : It does not
have that now; it was having a tremendous
amount of prestige in 1947, the prestige
of having been in the forefront of the
struggle for Ind dence, and the peopl
of this country entrusted this Party with
power. If in twenty years, with that tre-

d of confidence of the
people and with the trernendous amount of
prestige, you find in this country, when
they have been in charge of the adminis-
tration continuously for the last twenty
years, this kind of position, this kind of
fissiparous tendencies, is it not necessary
at least to have a little introspection? 1Is
there this introspection on their part?
Who is responsible for this kind of thing ?
Do the Congress Party and the Congress
Government not think that there is some-
thing fundamentally wrong with their
approach 1o the whole problem as a result
of which this country is going to dogs ?

Take, for example, the language ques-
tion. It is a very simple question. I am
not going into the whole question at all;
I am just taking only ome aspect of it.
Last time when the Language Bill was
being. discussed, Shrimati Indira Gandhi
told us that, after all, some of the Opposi-
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tion Parties wanted the Language Amend-
ment Bill, Yes. But did we want any
Resolution 7 We did not ask for it. On
the other hand, I asked Mr, Chavan to at
least postpone consideration of it in the
House; I pleaded with him to postpone
consideration of this particular Resolution
at least; I said that the Bill could be passed,
but let us at least postpone the considera-
tion of the Resolution for threc days; I
suggested that we could sit together, But
he said, ‘no; we will not do that’, Why?
Because, they are the Government, they
have the authority and they have decided
this, It is this haughtiness, it is this arro-
gance, that is responsible for the present
state of affairs. After all you have to
realise that the Congress Government does
not represent the majority of the people
of this country; they got only 365 of the
votes of the people. Therefore, they should
have a little more humility, a little more
introspection, Let them at least have the
seme of listening to the other pcople, Did
they do that 7 No.

Then they go on preaching about the
3-language formula, saying that that is the
panacea... [ would like to tell the Hindi-
speaking people that I am not against the
Hindi language. But I would like to ask
the Hindi-speaking people as to what s
the posiion today. They talk of the 3-
language formula. After all, the 3-
language formula has been in vogue since
1956. And who has implemented it? In
Madras, the people have been learning
three languages from 1946. In Andhra,
in Mysore, in Kerala, in Maharashtra, in
Karnataka and in other places, the 3-
language formula has been there for the
last s0 many years, But who did not
implement it? It is the Uttar Pradesh
that did not implement it; it is Rajasthan
that did not implemeat it; it is the Madhya
Pradesh that did not implement it; it is
Bihar that did not implement il. There-
fore, before the Hindi-speaking people get
the right to preach to the others, first of
all, they should demonstrate by their own
“macds what they preach. But they have
not donme this, Naturally, therefore...
(Interruptions) it becomes necessary for
thein to establish their bona fides before
the other people. Otherwise, the people of
the other States think that these people are
mounting the slogan only with a view to
imposing their own language on others.
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Therefore, T would plead with them, even
now, that, in order to create a better
situation, to create a calmer and a cool
atmosphere, so that the problem can be
thought of afresh, they may at least keep
that Resolution under suspension for some
time. Let them create a better atmosphere.
Let us put our heads together and try to
see how exactly a solution can be found.

17 Has.

I am making this suggestion, but I know
that questions of prestige will come and
many other things will come in the way,
and they will not accept it. In that case,
tor the consequences, let them not blame
the other people. We are making sugges-
tions after suggestions. If Government
think that they are the only people who
are the arbiters of the destiny of this coun-
try, then the people in the streets unfortu-
nately think that they are going to be the
arbiters and not the people in Gowvern-
ment,  That is the unfortunate thing.

[ wanted to talk on many other ques-
tions,  With regard to their constitutiona-
lism. ...

SHRI SHEO NARAIN : The hon. Mem-
ber has no faith in it

SHRI P. RAMAMURTI : We know the
tremendous faith that my hon, friends
opposite have; we know the tremendous
fuith that the Congress Party has in the
Constitution from the way in which it is
working it in Bihar and other places, I
do not want to go into that here, Here in
the House Shri Y. B, Chavan will come
forward and say that there should not be
defections and defection is a very bad
thing. But what docs the Congress Party
do in Bihar? There is a party of 38
members having 38 Ministers and the
Congress Party is supporting it. Have
they any sense of shame, whatsoever, leave
alone any sense of propriety 7 They are
prepared to do anything that suits their

purpose.

Again, we arc told that there is plenty
of food, and 20 million tonnes more of
food production. But whatever might be
the total increase ig food production,
Kerala will not get anything more and the
pieople of Keralu will have to suffer. If
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the Kerala Minister says ‘After all, you
are giving foreign exchange to individual
people to buy goods from foreign coun-
tries; import is under your charge; you
are authorising Mr. Birla to go and pur-
chase machine, and you are releasing
foreign exchange for him; in the same way
release us some foreign exchange so that
we may go and buy some food’, then Gov-
ernment here ask ‘Is India one or two 7.
Birla can buy, other people can buy and
for that purpose foreign exchange is Te-
leased, but if a State Government want
foreign exchange to go and buy food,
then it becomes division of this country.
I would like to point out that it is exactly
this attitude of starving the people and
preventing them from getting their legi-
timate dues and forcing something on
them which they are not accustomed to,
which is leading to fissiparous tendencies.
Therefore, I want to point out that on
every count this Government deserves to
£O.

On, the question of foreign policy, this
morning I read that for South Viet Nam
on humanitarian grounds medicial supplies
were allowed, That was very good, But
why not for North Viet Nam also? Then
they would say that they are neutral, and
they would add ‘How can we allow that to
North Viet Nam ? After all, the American
Government will come and put pressure
on us",

Therefore, 1 would submit that on every
one of these counts, on the gquestion of
foreign palicy, on the question of every
ome of its internal policies, its economic
policies and its political policies, this
Government deserves to go. Therefore, 1
support this motion of no-confidence.

THE DEPUTY PRIME MINISTER
AND MINISTER OF FINANCE (SHRI
MORARIJI DESAI) : Mr, Speaker, Sir, I
have been hearing with great respect what
has been said here for the last few hours
on this no-confidence motion, which has
been. obviously brought in connection with
the award of the Kutch tribunal and the
policies of Government in that connection.
Many other things have been said as to
why this Government should go, and why
those who spoke against the Government
had no confidence in this Government, I
am not going to touch the other points
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except this award because 1 shall have
opportunities very soon when these thimgs
will again be hurled at me and 1 shall
have to speak. I shall then be able to
speak at greater length and with more con-
fidence and also in an atmosphere where
there would be no heat generated as it is
the case today. This is a subject where
heat is bound to be generated and there
can be two opinions also—] would not dis-
pute it. The only question is whether we
have acted correctly in what we have done,
whether the award has to be accepted or
rejected. If heat is generated becausc
there can be another opinion, 1 would mot
quarrel with these who abuse us, But 1
do not want to imitate them in replying
to them in this matter, because I kaew
that they are doing this because of their
dislike of this Government, which, of
course, they have, and they are bound to
have because they are not on this side, and
do not seeing any immediate prospect of
coming to this side. Therefore, it is bouad
to be there,

SHRI SAMAR GUHA
not be too sure,

AN. HON., MEMBER : Wishful think-
ing.

SHRI MORARJI DESAI: Wishful
thinking is what is obviously indulged in
by that side. But that is not an argument
which ought to be brought in this parti-
cular matter,

(Contai) : Do

I have no desire, therefore, to touch on
the other points raised about the useless-
ness of this Government or the shameless-
ness of people on this side, because if peo-
ple who do not know the meannig of the
word ‘shame’ begin to say we are shame-
less, 1 do not bother about it. Nobody
need. It is not because somebody gives
a certificate that one believes in shame or
not, that one possesses it or does not. It
depends upon ones own conscience.

SHRI VASUDEVAN NAIR: You are
50 thick-skinned.

SHRI MORARIJI DESAI : I know whose
skin is as thick as that of the hippopata-
mus, Otherwise, they would mot Bave
carried on in the manner they do. What
else can they sce? They can see Oaly
what they have, How can they sce samne-
thing else which others have 7 Therefere.
on that score, I have no quarrel, Buwt I
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do not want to take more time in these
repartees because that is beside the issue.
1 wand a very cool, calculated considera-
tion of this problem. I agree it concerns
the honour and integrity of this country.
But whether the honour and integrity of
the country have been preserved by this
Government, or whether the arguments
put forward today put them in danger, is
a problem which requires to be comsidered
very setiously,

I did not want to speak om this issue,
but when I heard the various arguments,
specially when I heard my hon, elder, Shri
Kripalani, 1 thought T must also give a
view which I hold, and that too as I have
understood from the teachings of Mahatma
Gandhi. I do not claim a better under-
standing of Mahatma Gandhi than Kripa-
daniji. I have no right to do so.

AN HON. MEMBER : You dare not.

"SHRI MORARIJI DESAI: No question
of dare not. I can dare many things which
others cannot, But that is not daring.
Daring is not the greatest of qualities. I
do not want to dare in a foolish manner.
Ome may have courage; therefore, one does
not jump from the fifth floor and commit
suicide. That is not courage. My hon.
friends opposite are welcome to that kind
of courage. This Government is not in-
terested in that kind of courage; nor iy it
interested in mere oratory or castigation of
people whom it does not like or whom you
do not like—] do not refer to you, Sir

when I say ‘you do not like’; _you like
cverybody.
If we take this Kutch award, it starts

first with the dispute, whether there was a
dispute or no dispute,

It has been said that it was wrong to
have said in 1959 or 1960 that there was
& dispute. that it had to be settled, and
that #t might be settled by arbitration. It
besmd.ldonotsaymnncmot
said, because we had no dispute in our
mind, we said that the whole of the Rann
of as demarcated belonged to us.
But does that mean that Pakistan, accepted
K. Tt is not as if this claim has been made
by Pakistan only after independence. Tt
Wdamdbefmhy&nﬂ.udhhs
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dispute, we cannot merely say that we do
not consider it a disputg, and therefore
there is no dispute. Therefore, there is a

dispute, it has to be solved. How, is the
question,

SHRI M. L. SONDHI : By silence.

SHRI MORARIJI DESAI: I hope my

hon. friend understands the value of
silence at proper times,

SHRI M. L. SONDHI: Shri Swaran
Singh does not.

SHRI MORARIJI DESAI: It will save
his energy.

SHRI M. L. SONDHI : He presented an
aecroplane to Iraq the other day,

SHRI MORARIJI DESAI: I think he
did better than hon. Member's interven-
tion, I do not think he did anything
wrong.

Here, in the Award these facts have
been given, from which we see that this
is not a dispute which has arisen only
today. Here, it is mentioned at page 130,
if anybody wants to refer to it :

Next, in 1903, the Commissioner in
Sind declared, in a matter concerning
fishing, that prima facie the rights of
the Sind authorities extend up to at least
the centre line of the Rann’,

“The correspondence ending with the
1914 Resolution and the file of 1934
concerning the establishment of a
Customs Preventive Line has also been
mentioned; both of them comfirm that
at the relevant limes a historically re-
cognised and well-established boundary
cannot be said to have existed, Between
these dales several official reports made
in the course of the 1926 incident indi-
cate that the Sind officials then concern-
ed did not regard the boundary as defi-
nitely fixed.

“Even later in time are the decuments
emapating from both Kutch and Sind
in the years 1944-1946 and relating to
an extradition case. They show that a
dispute about the boundary still existed
on the eve of Independeace.”

Therefore, the question .of dispute m
be disputed, It was there, Whether we
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[Shri Morarji Desai)
should have agreed to solve it by arbitra-
tion is a problem which should be consi-
dered, and what are we doing.

We have a Constitution. In the Consti-
tution, in the Directive Principles we have
laid down in article 51 :

‘The State shall endeavour. ...

SHRI VASUDEVAN NAIR: Is it on
the advice of the Law Minister about the
Constitution 7

SHRI MORARIJI DESAI : There is no
question of any advice. 1 think I under-
stand the Constitution better than the hon.
member, because he has no use for the
Constitution, he does not believe in a
constitution, therefore he does not under-
stand it,

‘The State shall endeavour to—

“(d) encourage settlement of interna-
tional disputes by arbitration.”

This has never been disputed in this
House, and if we believe that we should
not have any arbitration. ...

ot wy foda - 7 o T A
FaRF ... (wm)

SHRI MORARJI DESAI : Let him have
some patience,

off aw Teewt ;. AN T T
& ot 2w @ €, Wt

MR. SPEAKER : Order order, I will
not allow this, Whether you agree or not,
you must hear, If he has said anything
wrong, Mr. Madhok can give the facts.
He has a right to speak again; he will
speak tomorrow on your behalf, [ shall
appeal to Mr. Sheo Narain also not to
provoke them.

SHRI MORARJI DESAI: I want to
plead with my hon. friends not to accept
everything that I say but only to hear what
I have to say. Let them consider it and
stick to their view if they want to, But it
is no use stampeding the discussion....
(An Hon. Member : You are stampeding
a decision). I am not stampeding any
decision, We are taking decisions which
we are entitled to. It is a right of the
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Government. If it is wrong, the Opposi-
tion can castigate us and we shall take it
if it is deserved. But let them also under-
stand that if they are in the wrong, they
must be prepared to admit it or at any
rate concede us the right to tell them what
we think about it. That is how things can
be carried on here; and in no other manner
can they be carried on. People get angry
because they have no arguments and they
are unable to reply lo the arguments.

AN HON. MEMBER :
angry 7

Why are you

SHRI MORARIJ] DESAI: I am not
angry at all, Ewven if vou try to make me
angry, I will not because then you will
win if I get angry. Even in regard w0
Ladakh, then Prime Minister Jawaharlalji
suid that he would be prepared to refer
the question to the International Court.
Nobody objected then,

SHRI A. B. VAJPAYEE (Balrampur) :
We did,

SHRI MORARJI DESAI: You might
have done. Even in this matter, when it
was discussed in 1965, several hon, Mem-
bers in this House objected to the agree-
ment and I do not say that they were not
right.

SHRI M. L. SONDHI : You said that
you had a iron-clad case at that time.
What did the Prime Minister say in Raipur ?
What did Shri Swaran Singh say in Chandi-
garh ? Where is that iron-clad case ? You
must be wrong either then or now; you
cannot be right on both the occasions. ...
(Interruptions.)

SHRI MORARJI DESAI: My hon.
friend should have some manners; thig is
not the way to speak., If one side be-
lieves in its case and says that it is a an
iron-cast case, I do not know how you can
find fault with it. We have presented our
case to the Tribunal, The other side also
says that their case was cast-iron case.
Both sides presented their cases to the
Tribunal and the Tribunal had come to
certain conclusion, Nobody can say that
our case was wrong or that we had mo
belief in it. To say that our case was not
presented well is a grave injustice to these
who presented our case.... (Interrup-
tions.)
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MR, SPEAKER : May I appeal to the
Deputy Prime Minister not to reply to the
interruptions but to go on with his argu-
ments. They can refer to these issues later
on. If he replies to them now, it serves
no useful purpose,

SHRI MORARIJI DESAI: I agree that
I should not speak about them but 1 do
not agree that it serves no purpose. It
serves a good purpose; it makes them silent
afterwards, When arguments stop, they
have got to stop. What else can they do?

SHR1 BALRAJ MADHOK: We can
Teply to your arguments, But this invec-
tive will not do, We listen to your argu-
ments. We will reply to your arguments.
But these invectives would not do,

st wg foda: sgq@ R E fF o
VAT F AN A WY 0T 4G 9T AT
fadwa & fag dory a1 dac § 7

SHRI MORARJI DESAIL: I am not, 1
can definitely say that in future we should
decide not to go to any arbitration, And
then no government can go to it. Let us
do it. But that is not the question now.
(Interruption.) The question today is that
we have gone to arbitration, And we
went to arbitration at the time when it
was discussed in this hon. House, and the
agreement was accepled by the House by
260 votes to 28, Thergfore, it was not
merely that the Government side only
voted for it. There were also people from
the Opposition who had voted for it, It
was pot that all of them voted against it.
What is the sanctity of the decision of the
House ? We all accept the decision; not
that all do not accept the decision; that
would not be right. The decision is bind-
ing on everybody, whether he likes it or
does not like it; whether he opposes it or
does not oppose it, and the decision of the
Huuse is binding on everybody. It is bind-
ing not oaly on this Government; it is also
binding on the Opposition,

AN HON, MEMBER: We
accept.

do not

SHRI MORARJI DESAI: If it is npot
accepted, I am not going to dispute it.
They can say what they like.
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SHRI MORARJI DESAI: That is the
height of irresponsibility in the House.
That is all that I would say. Then, my
hon. friend also says that they are the
only saputs of this country, and on this
side people are all kapurs. On that also
I do not want to argue, because that is
one opinion. And at any rate I am happy
that there are some saputs according to
him, and that is a good thing for India.
I am pot going to quarrel about it. But
kaputs never call themselves kaputs. That
never happens, It is only the other people
who do that.

Now, in this matter, when we have gone
to arbitration, it can be argued that we
should not have gone to arbitration, that
we need not have done, but it was dome.
What i3 the use of going behind it ? What
is the use of saying that we should not
have dome it?

Then, in the agreement there is a clause
which is objected to, but that was also
accepted. The clause is that the award
is binding on both sides and that it will
not bc questioned on any ground what-

soever,

SHRI M. L. SONDHI : Even if it is an
illegal award.

SHRI MORARIJI DESAI: Whether it
is illegal, absurd, perverse or anything.

AN HON. MEMBER : Even if it is be-
yond the point of reference.

SHRI MORARJI DESAI ; If there is an
arbitration, then in the arbitration there
would have to be such a clause; other-
wise, there cannot be any arbitration. 1
think this debate is justifying the inclusion
of such g clause, I have done myself some
arbitration work in several places in the
past. And there was a clause in  this
arbitration also that the award will not
be disputed on any account,

it 7y ferdr : 3T ot fifernm,
aifawrdl T wferror ) oy A EW IE
R W gFaER § 1 ot WA
o qard ¥ o § )
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SHRI MORARIJI DESAI: I am coming
to the problem whether this is  without
jurisdiction or pot. I am not trying to
evade any issue. I am only trying to point
out step by step how there is no escape
for us but to accept this, and we have
to accept it properly. That is the sub-
mission which I am putting before my
hon, friends. They are free to accept my
argument; they are free to reject it. But
ut any rate I must put forward the argu-
ments as I see them. I cannot do it
otherwise., With this clause, therefore, it
is mot possible to dispute this award and
say that the award is perverse. There is
no ground to prove that it is perverse, It
is said here by some members that this
is cession of territory, But this is not
what the tribunal says. If they have said
it, that is different. (Interruptions), 1
would reques; hon, members to bear with
me. 1 am only quoting from the award.
1 am not even putling my interpretation to
it. The award says. . . .

ot vy fedg o fFa ST e R E
T AL FT 97 @ F A YA
BRE’

SHR1 MORARJI DESAI: I am giving
the award, not the dissenting minute. Dis-
senting minute cannot be called award.

SHRI MADHU LIMAYE : That is also
part of the award.

SHRI MORARIJI DESAI: No; it is not
part of the award. It is only a dissenting
minute, Award is the decision and the
decision is the majority decision. It is not
a unanimous decision. The argument that
because it is not unanimous it is not bind-
ing is absolutely wrong, because no
tribunal, unless it has been specified that
it must be a upanimous decision, can be
charged with mot giving a unanimous
award. If they give a majority award, it
has the same effect as a unanimous award
and is recognised in any court. If any-
body has respect for courts, they will
believe this. I have no doubt about it.
Here there was no mention whatsoever
that the award should be unanimous. It
was only said that the award of the tribu-
nal will be binding on both the Govern-
ments and we accepted it. Whether it is
outside the jurisdiction should be seen now.
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What was the tribunal asked to do 7
The tribunal was asked to fix the boun-
dary. These are the words:

“In the event of no agreement bet-
ween the Ministers of the two Gov-
ernments on the determination of the
border being reached within two
months of the cease-fire, the two
Governments shall, as contemplated in
the joint communique of October 24,
1959, have recourse to the Tribunal
referred to in (iii) below for deter-
mination of the border in the light
of their respective claims and evidence
produced before it and the decision of
the Tribunal shall be final and bind-
ing on both parties.”

Now to say that the two inlets were not
a disputed territory or that boundary was
not disputed is wrong, What was disputed
was half of the Rann of Kutch which is
totally wrong in our view, but in their
view, they have gone on saying this sincc
1903. Therefore, that was also a dispute.
What have they said? Have they ceded
our territory 7 That is what we must set
from the award itself. If that is so, cer-
tainly it would not be a boundary setthe-
ment, but it would be ceding of our terri-
tory. In para 3, of page 152 they have
said :

“For the reasons now given, and with
due regard to what is fair and reason-
able to as to details, 1 conclude on
the great issue before me that the
boundary between India and Pakistan
lies as follows. Reference is made
here to the Award Map (Map C).”

So, they fixed the boundary in those areas.
What is said on page 153 is an additional
argument in detail. Even there, what is
said is this:

“In my opinion, it would be inequit-
able to recognise these inlets as
foreign territory. It would be con-
ducive to frictlon and conflict. The
paramount consideration of promoting
peace and stability in this region com-
pels the recognition end confirmation
that this territory, which is whoelly
surrounded by Pakistan territory, also
be regarded as such.”
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SHRI MORARJI DESAI: Where the
problem is the determination of the boun-
dary the Tribunal has to say where the
boundary should be. Then it is not as-
certaining, it is determination. When it
is determination it is for the Tribunal to
dctermine where the boundary lies, and
it is their prerogative that they have uti-
lised. We might be unhappy. 1 do not
say I am happy about it. I am certainly
unhappy aboul it. I was very unbappy
when Pakistan accepted it. But we have
io accept it and we have accepted it. It
is mo use bringing in unhappiness about it
now, Even though one may not like it
and one may be unhappy ebout it, when
the arbitration is finished and the award
is given one has to accept it as the deter-
mination of a boundary, not as cession
of territory, Therefore, in my view there
is no question of thig "award dealing with
any cession of territory and there is no
yuestion of any suitable constitotional
amendment in the matter. There can be
other views. [ do not say there would
not be any other view.

sit sew fagrdr wronddY © Fv A
oiw #¢ 1 @ 3 & fod due
g ?
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SHRI MORARJI DESAI: I would go

to the Supreme Court if I have any doubt.
If 1 have no doubt why should I go to

the Supreme Court ?
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SHRI M. I.. SONDHI : Why don't you
refer to Waldeck and Gugenheim who ad-
vised you in the matter of Dadra and Nagar
Haveli ?

SHRI MORARIJI DESAI: If my hon.
friends do not get into the habit of making
us refer every time to the Supreme Court on
every question I cun very respectfully con-
sider that question of reference to Supreme
Court,

it wy forid : 3% ¥ o a9 WA
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SHRI MORARIJI DESAI : There is no
question of fear in this matter, The ques-
tion is one of clarity and whether there is
a doubt or not, There is no doubt in my
mind in this matter. Therefore, there is no
question of referring this matter to the
Supreme Court.

Now, let us examine whether we are
afraid of doing this. Whether we should
remain alone and not bother about inter-
national opinion also should be considered.
T can conceive of a matter where the matter
is so serious and where we cannot agree
to anything. . . .

SHRI KANWAR LAL GUPTA : This is
not serious ?

sit wy i : Jwardy w1 favig §
qradi 7 ##rE A ava T wEan

SHRI MORARIJI DESAI : The matter is
serious, no doubt, but T am also saying that
we should consider whether the matter is
such that we cannot accept and we are not
bound to accept. Where the matter is such
that we cannot accept and we are not bound
to accept, then, certainly, even if the whole
international world forces us to do anything,
we should be prepared to be wiped out but
not accept it. I quite agree with that.

si( waT W Ao o e
forar aa ofY e 29 &Y Wi g fp daw
Bves g o & ford, afem mera gam

SHRI MORARJI DESAI : When one gocs
to a court one is sure of one's case, But
whennmlooﬂthecnseonehutwml
the judgment. It is no use saying, 1 was
right, the judge is wrong. 1 may think that
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the judge may be wrong and I may be right,
and ‘yet the decision of the judge is right
and not my thinking. That is the position
one has to accept, otherwisc one's faith in
democracy is only hypocritical and not
real. That is what one has to recognise in
all such matters. If that is not recognised
it will be a wrong thing. We are not liv-
ing as outlaws. We do not want to live
as outlaws, [ do not think that is a res-
pectable position for any country to  take.
We must consider international obligations
and international laws in this matter. We
must also have international conventions in
this matter. It is no argumegt to say that
the other side is one which does not accept
arbitrations or decisions when they do not
suit them and therefore we should also fol-
low them. We cannot follow people who
do not follow morality. We have to follow
only people who follow morality. That
would be an argument for not going in for
arbitration with such parties. There 1
agree, But, after going into arbitration
with them, it does not lie in our mouth to
say that we will not accept the award when
it is given and that we will defy the whole
world. Tt is very easy to say that,

SHRI PASHABHATI PATEL : Are you
prepared to say that in future you will oot
g0 in for arbitration in such cases ?

SHRT MORARIJI DESAT: T am prepar-
ed to say that we should not go in for
arbitration in such matters. T am prepared
to say that,

SHRI PILOO MODY (Godhra) :

Why

not go to the Supreme Court ?
SHRT MORARIJI DESAI: Supreme
Court is not meant for arbitration. This is

not a matter for reference to the Supreme
Court. We cannot be cowed down, either
by the British or the Russians, or by the

opposition. Let us understand that once
and for all.

SHRI BAL RAJ MADHOK : You should
not compare the opposition with foreigners
like British and Russians. This comparison
is very bad, He should not have made
this comparison,

SHRI MORARIJI DESAI : There is no
comparison as such with foreigners. The
comparison is to pressures, whether the
pressures come from one side, or another
side, or from within, I am not prepared
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to surrender to pressures, even if it is from
my own family, or from my friends, or
from anybody.

AN HON. MEMBER : From your party ?

SHR] MORARJI DESAT : 1 am not pre-
pared to surrender to pressure even from
my own party. But it is not the same thing
if one accepts the arguments of the other
person. Then, it is not surrender; it is
accepting the argument. When a compro-
mise is made, it is not surrender. But, it
must be a compromise done out of good-
will. and not done out of fear. 1 am not
suggesting this out of fear. I do not believe
when pepole say that we will not be able
to defend ourselves. [ do not believe it for
a moment. We can defend ourselves therc
and anywhere else, We can defend our-
selves completely; 1 have no doubt about
it in my mind. Also, it is not for the party
to sit in judgment over the decision given
by the judge; it is not for the party to do
it. There is also no question of any appel-
late tribunal in this matter. If there was
an appellate tribunal, we could hawve gone
to that tribunal; but there is no appellatc
tribunal. We have ourselves accepted this
as final and honour demands that we aceep!
this award and accept it without flinching.
It has been the tradition and culture of this
country, which is peculiar only to this coun-
try : g wyor TR 9T F=T AT A
and this government is going to stick to its
word; nothing more,

w1 Ay fa®w : oaar w1 91 397 fo
T I FT T ZAT ?
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SHRI J. B. KRIPALANI : Mr, Speaker,
Sir, I did not want to interrupt the Deputy
Prime Minister but, unfortunately, he men-
tionped my name, I would have liked to
know what argument of mine did not appeal
to him, because 1 read out portions of what
I have said on a previous occasion when
this question was discussed. Was therc
anything wrong in that? What is it about
which he wants to differ from me, I could
pot understand.

SHRI MORARJI DESAI: May I
clarify 7 I am not disputing the arguments
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‘of my hon, friend. I am only saying that
he may have said those things, even rightly
but now that this award has come, to say
that this should be disputed, that this
should be thrown out, that we should stand
alone as outlaws, this is what I  do not
accept and this is where I differ from him.

SHRI J. B. KRIPALANI: But I have
never used any word like ‘outlaw’,

SHRI MORARIJI DESAI: You have
not; but T am translating the meaning of
what you Rave said,

MR. SPEAKER : Shri Nath Pai.

SHRI J. H. PATEL : Before that, I want
to seek a clarification.

MR. SPEAKER : I cannot give him an
opportunity now. He can do it later, If
doubts are to be clarified, therc are many
hon. Members who have doubts,

SHRI J. H. PATEL: 1 will not take
much time. Now that we have come to
understand that the matter will not be re-
ferred to the Supreme Court and that the
government is determined to accept the
award, will they think in terms of a con-
sensus at least on such awards which come
under the jurisdiction of the Central Gov-
ernment ?  For instance, the Mahajan Com-
mission Reporl. But they do not want a
national comsensus on such awards which
are to be referred and which should be
taken.... (Interruption).

MR. SPEAKER : We are discussing the
international horder between Pakistan and
India and not the Mysore-Maharashtra
border,

SHRI NATH PAI: Mr, Speaker. now
that the Pakistani case has been so ubly pre-
sented to this House, let me try to present
India's case,

SHRI MORARIJI DESAI: 1t
cheap.

s wvery

SHRI NATH PAI : The basic issue, the
real issue, the fundamental issue is being
deliberatety, systematically, designedly be-
ing clouded, camouflaged and confused by
the Government. Totally irrelevant and
highty tendentious considerations like the
international image, our commitments and
international law, are being imported into
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this discussion. The only issue to be taken
into consideration, though 1 am constrained
to say that the spokesmen of some other
parties fell into the trap of the Government
by bringing in every other kind of comsi-
deration which, though very relevant and
justifiable, ought not to have been mention-
ed today—the only issue with which this
House is concerned at this moment is the
incredible and callous failure of the ruling
party to understand the significance of sov-
ercignty of a free nation and its even less
piardonable failure to defend the territorial
integrity of this country,

The present award, which this Govern-
ment should have absentmindedly wandered
into accepting, and the fact that such an
award should have been given against India
only underline the failure of the defence
and foreign policy of the ruling party, The
present award is only one more instance of
the way this party has mishandled the
defence and foreign policies of this country.
Let us, therefore, try to go to the essence
og the debate today and not allow ourselv-
€5 10 be dragged into other considerations,

Image of India, our international commit-
ments, international law—all these are be-
ing freely bandied about. Amateurs and
pseudo experts on international law, even
on military strategy, are being pressed into
service. If we listen to what All India
Radio and some of those wo-called experts
are telling us day in and day out, the con-
clusion would be irresistible that the best
thing for India to do is, that the real inter-
est of India is advanced, our prestige is
hoosted und our image gaing in lustre and
glory if we reward the aggressor with our
own territory. This is the only conclusion
one is driven to if we listen 1o the barrage
of propaganda that the All India Radio
and some others are cvery day pressing
into service.

Let us now take one after another what
is the issue. Shri Morarjibhai Desai tells
us, “Once we went into arbitration, is it
now fair for you at this late hour to chal-
lenge arbitration 7* Who went into arbi-
tration? We opposed it. It is totally
wrong to tell this country that Parliament
adopted it. It was this majority of the
ruling party which adopted it. We oppos-
ed it tooth and mail. It is the guilty men
who should apologise to the country. Shri
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Morarjibhai Desai stands up and tells us

that we went into arbitration, It is like
saying that I committed the folly, you pay

the penalty.

SHRI MANUBHAI PATEL :
Parliament ?

What is

SHRI NATH PAI: 1 will explain  to
you the meaning of Parliament. 1 was
then too a Member of Parliament. | hope,
Shri Patel will be saying this to his cons-
litmency with the bravado with which he
15 trying 10 say these things here.

SHRI MANUBHAI
bravely and by conviction,

it wrw o : a F fgma =@ g
q o faw FT s FfEzgE

N
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I would like Shri Patel to refer to the
debate of the Lok Sabha of the 18th
August, 1965, 1 want to charge this
Government, apart from the failure to
defond the territorial integrity of this
country, with deliberate indulgence in
casuistry and dissimulation. I may tell
you what I mean. Speaking in this House,
on the 30th March, 1965, this is the thing
I bhad to submit to the consideration of
the House :

PATEL : Very

“Though the House, as usual, has not
been taken into confidence and told the
bitter truth, Pakistan has only in the
recent past grabbed 18,000 sq. acres in
Kutch. 1 hope that the Minister, that
is, the Defence Minister, in his reply
will be in a position to either sav that
this is wrong or what steps he proposes

to take, to take back the territory.

I want the House to ponder over this fact.
This is 30th March, 1965. Till 9th April,
1966, the House and the country, the
people, were kept in the dark by  this
Government. Nothing was admilled, no-
thing was acknowledged and nothing was
told. Then, we were told in a very casual
manner that there has been an intrusion.
‘The nation was alarmed that already the
coemy wus advancing and, agein, casuistry
war that there had been an intrusion—
this was a thin edge of the enemy’s aggres-
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sion. But the then External Affairs Minis-
ter who is sitting here with another cap—
I mean the turban is the same but the
portfolio is different—the then Home
Minister and the then Defence Mimister
told us that there has been an intrusion,

Mr. Speaker, Sir, the House ought to
have been told that this was the beginning
of the aggression of Pakistan. But instead,
continuously, we were told, when we raised
the subject matter—I would like  Shri
Swaran Singh to listen to me Very care-
fully—that there was an intrusion. 1
asked him these questions—this is on 26th
April—as follows :

“Is it not a fact that in 1960, when
Shri Swaran Singh signed an agreement
with Lt. Gen. Sheikh, Mr, Sheikh gave
a warning of Pakistan’s claim of Rann
of Kutch ™

Shri Swaran Singh signed a document
accepting that there was a dispute, ., . .

SOME HON. MEMBERS :
shame !

SHRI NATH PAI: Mr. Morarji Desai
says that the dispute has been there. With
a little more care, a little more dedication
to India's interests, the draft would have
been totally different that there was dis-
agreement regarding the alignment of the
border. Instead, in a very casual manner,
as if they are gifting away some ancestral
properly of their own which is wncultiv-

able like some people playing a fraud on
Vinobhaji. Once u gentleman told me that

he has given 30 acres of land to Vinobheji.
| said “How nice!™ Then, he said, *It
is on the other side of the prechpice.”—
poor Vinobhaji does not hnow it! It was
in this casual manoer that Shri Swaran
Singh accepted that there was a dispute.

Shame,

Then, there was anolher question : If
there was an acceptance of the dispuate,
what did you do between 1960 and 1965
either to resolve it by negotiation or,
knowing Pakistan's intentions, to defend
the country? As the Chairman says,
Pakistan's cluim came to be recognised by
the simple fact of your negligence or
tailure to guard the territory, to defend the
territory and because Pakistan was exercis-
ing its sovereignty and authority, If this
is not an example of the failure of this
Government. what proof can we produce
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to bring conviction against these guilty
men here 7 Mr. Chavan has made an evil
prophesy that the Congress will remain
in power for 20 more years. God forbid.
During the pas; 20 years, 51,000 sq. miles
have been given to the aggressor and if
we continue this arithmetic. ... (Interrup-
tion). 1f we come to power, we will
repain every, inch of ‘our territory. If
this arithmetic is true, if this nation is
destined to be misruled by this galaxy
of bureau, then, at the rate of 2,500 miles
a year, in another 20 years, 50,000 sq.
miles will go.

Mr. Speaker, Sir, let me take point after
point. ... (Interruption). 1 did not inter-
rupt you; I listened to you; I had tried to
be very patient and I succeeded in it.

Now we are told again and again that
there is the Resolution, there is the Re-
solve, and there is the commitment of the
House. In the first place, let us see what
the commitment was. The commitment of
the House was not to reward the aggressor.
I will read it out. I am shocked to see
that not a single member from the ruling
Party has recalled that Resolution. The
Resolution regarding reference to arbitra-
tion was a Party Resolution, thrust down
the throat of the House and the country
by the ruling Party with its majority. But
there is a far more important Resolution,
which way unanimously adopled by Parlia-
ment, That Resolution stood in the name of
Shri Surendrunath  Dwivedy, Shri Hari
Vishnu Kamath and my own name. Shastri-
ji had the goodness of withdrawing his own
motion and accepting our motion. What
was that motion ? It is this by which we
stand even today. T will read it out to
you becausc nobody thought it fit to re-
call it. 1t is this that was the unanimous
commitment of Parliament, of the people
and of the whole nation :

“This House, having considered the
situation arising out of the repeated and
continuing attacks by the armed forces
of Pakistan on the Kuich border, places
on record its high appreciation of the
valiant strugele of the police force as
well as of men and officers of our Armed
Forces while defending our f iers
and pays ils respectful homage to the
martyrs who have laid down their lives
in defending the honour and integrity of
our motherland, and with hope and faith
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this House affirms the firm resolve of
the Indian people to drive out the
aggressor from the sacred soil of Indis.”

It was this on which we were united, The
commitment of Parliament was to this,..
{Interruption). You are the Deputy Prime
Minister, There was a Prime Minister at
that time. Of course, you were there...

MR. SPEAKER: The hon. Member
may please address the Chair,

SHRI NATH PAI: I did oot want to
ignore him.

Shastriji told us in Parlinment. Shastriji,
the late Prime Minister, who had many
many qualities, for which he was held in
high esteem by all of us. ...

AN HON. MEMBER : He was misled. .

SHRT NATH PAI: Yes; he was misled

by them.

Now I will tell you this. Time amd
again, Shastriji made this distinction be-
tween demarcation and determination. Shri
Morarji Desai is completely forgetting that
Parliament was never consulted when Mr.
Azim Hussain signed this docoment with
Mr. Arshad Hussain that there shall bs a
demarcation and determination. Our com-
mitment was only limited to demarcation,
and these are Mr. Shastri's words with
regard to this:

g @ Fas FTGITE W W
o1 £ fF o 2o & o g i fe
zw flY ot 21 & BieR & fag &
T, I aw w7 & fan dare A
# A\ 3w F fAm A oy A g‘nfm?
T2 | NG A%

What is this about demarcation ? This is
again regarding Kunjar Kot. I would Mke
now, about sessution and about demarca-
tion und delcrmination, the Deputy Primse
Minister 1o reflect over these assurkmees
regarding Kanjar Kot, Biar Bet and Chhad
Bet. Chhad Bet has now been gifted away
to Pakistan. Our stand is positive and

clear that it forms a part and parcel of
Kutch and we are not prepared to deviate
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from that stand. Just now, we were told
that there is no giving away of territory. . .
(Interruptions). 1 have been, for days and
nights, going through the proceedings of
this House to find out what we have said
and what the then leaders of the Govern-
ment have spoken. There is something
which 1 would like to quote from the then
Prime Minister. The then Prime Minister
tells Parliament time and again that there
is no question about where the border lies,
it is well-defined. This was in April.
Pakistan’s claims also ignore the historical
fact that even though the Kutch-Sind
border is undemarcated, it is well-defined,
it is well determined on maps, and it is
well recognised, in fact. Now you are
making this casuistry that there is no dis-
tinction between demarcation aend deter-
mination. I can recall, Mr. Speaker, that
this is an old habit. Today what is called
ap award is not an award,

It i¢ a reward to the aggressor. But
there was another casuistry. The then
Prime Minister—and 1 hate to condemn
him because we held him in such high
regard and esteem and affection and there
is nobody to defend him there—said in this
Parliament that ‘There is only a lull but
there is po ceasefire’. But Mr, Wilson
speaking in the House of Commons said,
‘I do not know if this hon. House does
not know the distinction between a lull
and cease-fire; so far as we are concerned,
India has accepted a cease-fire’. Again,
the same jugglery of words was done with
Parliament, and behind the back of Parlia-
ment cease-fire was accepted, but Parlia-
ment was told that there was a lull. The
determination of the frontier was not in
question, we were told; there was no terri-
torial dispute, we were told. But were
Governmnt honest and fair to this Parlia-
ment and to this country ? How many
of their sins shall we go on condoning and

forgiving ?

Mr. Bhutto speaking in Karachi on the
15th April said ‘The dispute is with regard
to territory’. I shall now quote Mr.
Bhutto, He said :

“A dispute has arisen not out of the
boundary as being undemarcated but be-
cayse the disputed territory is in the
adverse possession of Tndia™.
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Pakistan gave a clear warning that there
was a dispute regarding e territory. Gov-
ernment told Parliament that they did not

accept it and it was omly demarcation.
But they signed the agreement  and
signed our honour along with it. Mr.

Speaker, Sir, it is not today that 1 em
saying that. I had said this ecven on the
20th April while speaking in this House
that in allowing Pakistan to run away
with these pieces of our territory, with
these chunks of our territory which really
every Indian believes and fecls was some-
thing which was very vital for him, we
were_allowing her to run away with the
prestige and honour of this country in the
eyes of this world. But then we are told
about India’s image and the sanctity of
an internatiopal eward.

Let us sce the mistake one after another
that they have committed in the first
place. 1 charge the Government—and can
anybody repudiate this charge—that they
are guilty of dissimulation of ‘double-talk
and perhaps, double-think’, They did not
know what they were doing and what went
wrong, and this happened even when a
goodman like Shastriji was there. Ome of
the misfortunes of this motherland has been
that under pressure they have always
yielded; under pressure they yielded to the
division of this country; under pressurc
they yielded to po to the tribunal regard-
ing Kutch; under pressure they  signed
what was won with the blood of our young-
men in Kashmir; under pressure they
yielded 1o give away what was taken with
s0 much valour by our soldiers in Kashmir.
And this process continues again and again.
Sometimes it is the American hand which
twists the arm of India; sometimes it is
the British arm and somtimes it is the
Russian arm, But as Shri Madhu Limaye
has said, whosesoever arm it may be, 80
far as pressure is concerned, Wwe must
resist it. It s a pity that this Govern-
ment’s physiognomy proves that it is sus-
ceptible so easly to certain kinds of pres-
sure, and there are men sitting here who
will not mind the pressure if it comes from
a certain quarter; but the people of India
want to resist every kind of pressure from
whatever quarter it may be.

Again, Mr. Lal Bahadur Shastri tells vs,
‘The totality of evidence leaves mo basis
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whatsoever for any gdispute’. But Shri
Swaran Singh tells us that there is a dis-
pute. The Deputy Prime Minister clo-
quently tells u¢ and with passion tells us
that there was a dispute. But here was the
Prime Minister saying that. Whom should
the people take seriously ? Whom should
Parliament take seriously ? Whom should
this nation take seriously ? Which of these
three should the nation take seriously 7

AN HON. MEMBER : The hon. Mem-
ber who is speaking.

SHRI NATH PAI: Certainly, they will
one day take me seriously, and it will be
a great day in Indian history whea they
will tuke us seriously, and they-are taking
us seriously even now. So, let not my
hon. friend be in the dark. Shri  Lal
Bahadur Shastri had told us that ‘The
totality of evidence leaves no basis whatso-
ever for any dispute regarding the border
between Sind and Kutch',

Now, let us see what happens if we take
the kind of pusillanimous stand that the
Government of India have thought it fit to
take. Regarding the award, I shall pre-
sently answer Shri Morarji Desai.

18.000 Hgs.

1 wanted to quote deliberately these
books; the better books would have been
Bagehot and Guggenheim,  But I would
not take the time of the House. I would
like to submit in the first place that this
award is ah initio vitiated by three comsi-
derations : this award is not based on the
merits of the case; this award has no re-
gard for the facts of the case; this award
has no consideration for the justice of the
case. This award is vitiated by coasidera-
tions which were not within the terms of
reference of the Tribunal, by extraneous
considerations and by expediency.  This
award is vitiated by the fact that one
member has completely disagreed with the
other two. Shri Morarji Desai just now
said that it does not matter; in a court, it
is the majority judgment that counts. But
this is an agreement. This is not a mor-
‘mal thing. What was the agreement ? The
award shall be signed by all the three
members, Nowhere, in any part of it, is
it said that it is not so, [ want to agree
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with the award. But which part of it?
I want to agree with the award of Mr.
Ales Bebler ? Who says that that is mot
part of the award ?

I was really surprised that the Deputy
Prime Minister, who is very deft who is
very alert, should allow himself to be so
wrongly briefed, Mr, Bebler's dissenting
minute is as much a part of the award as
the majority's. Nowhere did we say, no-
where did the Tribunal say that the majo-
rity's is the award. Somebody may say
that this is quibbling. It is not. I have
gone through this very carefully, There
is a serious point here, relating to the law
of awards. Since Shri Desai is wanting it,
let me give him a taste of it

MR. SPEAKER : His time is limited.

SHRI WATH PAL: The Deputy Prime
Minister talhs about sanctity. Somebody
went to the International Court regarding
Dadra and Nagar Haveli. The Iater-
national Court upheld the right of Portugal
against India. What did you do? Youn
rejected it. What happened then ? You all
know. What happened to the images of
India ? What happened to the commitment
of India? What happened to the inter-
national image of India ? Then we thought
about what happened to the honour of
India. We thought that the international
tribunal’s finding was wrong. Once they
had the gumption and the courage to re-
ject it, things turned in our favour.—BEven
Shri Sheo Narain is agreeing with me;
under that cap there lies a good patriot
at least,

SHRI MORARJI DESAI: May I cor-
rect the hon. Member. That was oot
arbitration. We did not go there.

SHRI NATH PAI: This is an example
of quibbling. If ever one wanted a classic
example of quibbling, it is the ome pro-
vided by no less a person than the Deputy
Prime Minister just now.

I would now like to deal with two rather
important considerations regarding this. If
we are to be persuaded that India's image
somehow gains, our image in the werkd
gains if only we barter away our territory,
the greater the territory we give to the
aggressor, the more will be L
will be added to our imlge!&ﬁ Lm
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ing one-tenth of the claim for territory of
Pakistan our image in the world will gain,
now much better will it be if we concede
3,500 square miles of the claim made by
them ? Don't they see the sheer ridiculous
absurdity of what they say 7

We are told about intcrnational opinion.
International opinion is a fickle thing, it is
a flippant thing. There is no such thing
as a static international opinion. I do
not defy international poinion. 1  want
this country to abide by it.

We are told mbout our commitments.
What is our commitment ? Our commit-
meat is to the unanimous Resolution pass-
ed by this House,

AN HON. MEMBER : No.

SHRI NATH PAl: Your commitment,
my commitment and the commitment of
everybody who is born as an Indian is an
inaliemable commitment, is an inescapuble
commitment, is an unavoidable commit-
ment; we are born with this commitment
and we die with it. It is not to bend our
knees to international pressure; it is to
defend the territory of India. This is the
commitment in which we are all involved.
Mr. Wilson’s commitment is to deferd the
UK, Mr. Johnson's commitment is to de-
fead the USA and Mr. Kosygin's commit-
ment is to defend the USSR. How satis-
factorily and how bravely they are all
discharging their commitments ? If only—
what shall I call members of the Govern-
ment 7—If only they waccept their basic
commitment, not to bend down their knees
before this kind of award, how good it
would have been?

I bope 1 have dismissed very satisfacto-
rily all these tendentious argumcats
advanced about our image. Shall 1 Lell
you how our image will grow ? Let us
take a deflant posture, a posture of firm-
ness, of determination, of defiance. Let
ug show that we can defend this country.
Lot ws show that any aggressor who
trapagresses our frostiers is punished,—
end the so-called world opinion will be
paying hemage to this couatry. We saw
an emmmple of it comcearning the Time
which had been 3o inimical to this country,
which had been so eritical of this country,
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almost hostile to this country, never mis-
sing an opportunity to ridicule us, to hold
us to conlempt. After the valour of the
Indian army in our brief encounter with
Pakistan, they had to say that when every-
thing is said and done the world has to
accept that India has arrived on the map
of the world as a modern country. This
is world opinion. It is not shaped by these
pathetic demonstration of mendicants, “we
are such nice gentlemen.” We are going
lo improve our image in the world by
this kind of posture which I am pleading
for.

1 want finally to plead even at this be-
lated hour: let us ponder over this, let
us mot raise false issues, false slogans, falsc
considerations, let us go to the very essencc
of this thing.

What does this Tribunal say at page 8 "
They say that there have been more
aggressions from Sind into Kutch than
from Kutch into Sind. And then Mr.
Bebler tells us something which the old
patriot in Mr. Desai should take into con-
sideration. The Defence Minister should
ponder over this basic issue. He say:
that history shows that there have been
more incursions into Kutch from Sind than
from Kutch into Sind. What does this
mean ? There was a warning for Indin
to be ready to defend itself. But then, the
tribunal's findings are proved wrong
beyond measure in these words :

“If the behaviour of France apd
Germany in the past is compared, it
was the latter who was the more aggres-
sive, but no one draws from this fact
any conclusion as to the  territorial
rights of those two neighbours over their
respective borders.”

This is what Mr, Bebler points out. The
fact that Pakistan was committing aggres-
sion repeatedly, or before Pakistan Sind
did eo, does mot prove that Pakistan has
a better right than India. It only proves
that Pakistan was successor to an aggres-
sive tendency. So, Mr, Bebler says that
if this is held true, half the territory of
France would have %o be gifted away to
Germany. Thank Ged there are Prench
patriots who will not succumb to such
kind of casuistry and argument,
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This territory belongs to every onc of
us, it belongs to the 51 crores of Indians,
and above all, we are only trustees for tae
future generations of Indians to come.
None of us has a right to gift away that
territory, make a present of any territory
of India. If this is your conception, ]
would submit to you : let the Government
make a new precedent. The ultimate
sovereigns in g democratic free country are
the people. We are prepared to go to the
people and seek their verdict, if the Gov-
ernment of India is so convinced. The
United States Senate is required to ratify
every treaty entered into by the President
of the United States. Let us start a new
precedent. At least where the sanctity,
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honour and integrity of our territory is
concerned, let Mr. Morarji Desai get up
and say: “Yes, the territory belongs to
the people of India. Let the people of
India decide this issue.”

SHRI MORARIJI DESAI: The hon.
member was mentioning about the Inter-
national Court. The hon. member forgets
that the International Court upheld our casc
and did not allow passage for Portugal to
Dadra and Nagar Haveli.

18.09 Hrs.

The Lok Sabha then adjourned till
Eleven of the Clock on February 28,
1968/ Phalguna 9, 1889 (Saka).



