3 473 Re award of Indo-Pakistan [ RAJYA SABHA ] Western Boundary Case 3474

1 pm C .

PAPERS LAID ON THE TABLE

ANNUAL  REPORT

(1965-66) i ND
AccouNTs OF THE INDIA TOURISM
DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION LIMITED

NEw DELHI AND RELATED PAPERS

+

THE DEPUTY MINISTER IN THE
MINISTRY OF TOURISM AND
CIVIL AVIATION (SHRIMATI
JAHANARA JATPAL, SINGH):
Madam, I beg to lay on the Table,
under sub-section (1) of section 619-
A of the Companies Act, 1956, a copy
of the Annual Report and Accounts
of the India Tourism Development
Corporation Limited, New Delhj, for
the year 1965-66, together with the
Auditors’ Report on the Accounts.
[Placed in Library. See No, LT-604]
68.]

~

AMENDMENTS TO THE SECOND SCHEDULE
T0 THE INDIAN TariFr AcT, 1934

THE DEPUTY MINISTER IN THE
MINISTRY OF HOME AFFAIRS
(SHRI K. S, RAMASWAMY): Madam,
on behalf of Shri Mohd. Shafi Qureshi,
I beg to lay on the Table, under sub-
section (2) of section 4-A of the
Indian Tariff Act, 1934, a copy of the
Ministry of Commerce Notification
No. 131]24]|66-EP(CAP), dated the Tth
February, 1968, publishing certain
amendments in the Second Schedule
to the said Act, [Placed in the
Library. See No. LT-604/68.]

NOTIFICATIONS UNDER THE ALL INDIA
SErvicEs AcT, 1951

SHRI K. S. RAMASWAMY: Sir, I
also beg to lay on the Table, under
sub-section (2) of section 3 of the
All India Services Act, 1951, a copy
each of the following Notifications of
the Ministry of Home Affairs:—

(i) Notification G.S.R. No,

245,
dated the 20th January, 1968.
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(ii) Three Notifications (G.S.R.
Nos. 246, 247 and 291), dated the
3ist January, 1968.

(iii) Notification G.S.R. No. 243,
dated the 1st February, 1988.

[Placed in Library. See No.
275|688 for (i) to (iii).]

LT-

(iv) Three Notifications (G.S.R.
Nos, 292, 326 and 327), dated the
5th February, 1968. {[Placed in
Library. See Nos. LT-275/68 and
387/69.]

Av) Two  Nohffeawtions (GSR.
Nos. 328 and 329), dated the 17th
February, 1968. [Placed in Library.
See No. LT- 387/68.]

s

MOTIONS RE THE AWARD (FEB-

RUARY 19, 1968) OF THE INDO-

PAKISTAN WESTERN BOUNDARY

CASE TRIBUNAL ON THE RANN
OF KUTCH-—contd.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: We
go on to the debate of yesterday re-
garding the Kutch Award. I understang
that the House is willing to sit
through the lunch hour, $So, I call
Miss Maniben Patel to speak.

et wfraw wemwwf w@w
(roraa) - e Y, wR @ § wA
q%ar § fr & & F5 F a1 F 0F qF7
¥ AT, gAfeRz glezgy W wv-
FT FT &9 IQ T § | TR 90 IE
TET AT O &Y 99 AT F [ WAL A
N 9T @ ®Y qIF 9 &0 o0
wFar ™ foar, vy ww@ 9w wrd
FraaTar A8 &1 A€ |
[Tee Vice-CHAmIRMAN (SHmx M. P.

BrARGavA) in the Chair.}
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SHRI CHITTA BASU (West Ben-
gal): Mr. Vice-Chairman, the Award
of the International Tribunal on Kutch
hag once again gone to prove that the
Western countries are still not in a
mood to miss a single opportunity to
beat India. We walked straight into
the trap when we chose to refer the
Kashmir question to the TUnited
Nations and you all know that the
problem of Kashmir has not been
solved. Rather 1t has been
further complicated. Intrigues and
machinations are on the in-
crease and, if I am permitted to say
s0, with the connivance of the Western
countries. Then, again, in the matter
of Kutch we chose to refer the 'matter
to an international Tribunal at the
instapice of the British Government
ang it is found that we have not been
given justice.

Yesterday, it was said by Congress
Members opposite that since Parlia-
ment ratified the agreement to refer
the 'matter of Kutch to international
arbitration and since in that agree-
ment itself there is a condition that
the decision would be binding on us,
we cannot but agree to accept it
under the force of compulsion. I want
to refresh the memory of this House.
When this question was brought be-
fore Parliament, Patrliament, in  its
wisdom, agreed to ratify the motion of
the Government, But at that time,
as far as I know, the late lamented
Prime Minister of India made 2
solemn pledge in this House that not
a single inch of Indian territory would
be handed over to Pakistan o~ any
other foreign country. Parliament, in
its wisdom, ratified the agreement, be-
cause Parliament did not know at that
time that the decision of the Tribunal
would be on the basis of political
considerations or extraneous comnsi-
derations. Parliament, in its wisdom,
agreed to rvefer the matter to an in-
ternational Tribunal because the
House felt that justice would be done
in this matter and that the Tribunal
would be working strictly within the
limits of its jurisdiction. As far as
that part of it is concerned, T want
to say that Parliament on the bosis
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of the solemn promise given by the
Prime Minister, agreed to ratify the
agreement. But what do we gee
today? It was expected that the Tri-
bunal would give its Award on the
basis of the map, on the basis of
material evidence produced by the
contesting parties. On that basis we
can easily see that there was no dis-
pute in regard to the Rann of Kutch.

History has it that the ruierg of
Kutch State have always exercised
effective control ove- the entire part
of the Rann and the Rann was a part
of Kutch. There has been no dispute
between Kutch and Sind in thly mat-
ter glthough there might have been
certain intrusions and invasions from
the side of Sind during the period
from 1762 to 1777. But the people of
Kutch fought valiantly against that
intrusion and ‘maintained there rffec-
tive control over that area. -

Sir, in this matter I want once more
to place before you that even Pakis-
tan’s claim that the Rann of Kutch is
an arm of the sea, dead or alive, has
not been proved by the documents
placed by Pakistan herself. Again,
Pakistan’s claim over the .eiritory
does not bear any semblance to the
actual happenings during the whole
of the British period right up to the
15th August, 1947. When these his-
torical facts incontrovertibly ai2 cor-
roborated even by the documents
given by Pakistan, I do not find any
reason why a particular portion of
that land has been awarded in favour
of Pakistan., Sir, in this connection I
want to refer to a particular portien
of the judgment wherein it has been
said, page 152:

“However, in re§pect of sectors
where a continuous and for tlie re-
gion intensive Sind activity, meet-
ing with no effective opposition
from the Kutch side, is established,
I am of the opinion that Pakisian
has made out a petter and superior
title.”

Does it ‘mean that the right oi tiile
will be determined on the bas:s merely
of the degree of aggressiveness? Does
it mean that an aggressor will be
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aliowed to enjoy the fruits oifggl‘ES-
sion Decause they could comnut an
aggression? Therefore, 1f we re te
aecept this very principle on t e basis
of which a certain part of o' r terri-
tory has been given, it is al solutely
baseless, absolutely erroneous and ab-
solutely pernicious. This wil enable
an aggressor to continue to € 1joy the
fruits of aggression if that ward is
based on this consideration, ard I
think you would agree wih me in
this.

f

Sir again I want to draw j%u‘r kind
attention to page 8 particulatly where
Mr. Bebler was referring to his mat-
ter. It is a befitting reply-—a, yway he
has said that there cannot pe any
drgument on the basis of wh.ch mere
aggressiveness of a particu ar con-
testing party creates supericr title

In this connection I waut t, .¢ler to
another portion of the judgment
which is exclusively of political
nature, page 153: - N .

“In my opinion it woud be in-
equitable to recognise the ¢ inlels
as foreign territory. It vould be
conducive to friction and cenflict.
The paramount considerat: »n of pro-
moting peace and stabilit in this
region compels the recogr ition and
confirmation that this territory,
which is wholly surrounced”...

Please note this:

!
“which is wholly surrc ahd¥d by
Pakistan territory, also Ly regardcd

. as such.” . fy -

. P K
This raises a very fundame gal ques-
tion. You know there are g large
number of Indian enclaves yhich are
surrounded by Pakistan te ritory. If
this principle is accepted as he guide-

line to determine to whom his parti-

cular territory belongs, wha will you

have to say in regard to t¥ i Indian

enclaves entirely surré [ded hy

Pakistan terrltoy? 1 }. very
} 3

t
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acceptance of this  principle
the matter of delineation—does it
not invite the [urther cession of our
territory? Again, I want to submit
this on this political consideration, the
consideration of peace and amity, I
would not have ‘'minded had
this consideration been there to
bring about stability and peace
between thest two neighbouring
countries for all time t{o come
Has not history shown that even
when we accepted certain 'adjustments
with Pakistan with regard to terri-
tory, Pakistan’s belligerency has not
yet stopped? Ig it not a fact that
we have given eértain territory to
Pakistan and allowed them to cons-
truct their dam a; Mangla? Yet
Pakistan continueg itg belligerency. Is
it not a fact that we arrived at a
mutual agreement on the division of
river waters? Yet Pakistan continues
its belligerency. Even if on the basis
of pélitical considerations we are
ready to pay the price for abiding
peace and abiding tranquillity and
abiding good relations, even if it is so,
what is the guarantee that there will
be abiding peace and abiding stabi-
lity? Even today Pakistan is indulg-
ing in “hate India” campaign. The
relations are being strained every
day, day in and day out. That being
the case, I want to conclude that
when Indian territories, which belong
to India, are being given over to a
foreign country, Pakistan, on the
basis of a consideration which is
wholly extraneous to the jurisdiction
of the Tribunal itself, it should be a
nullity as Mr. Chagla was telling yes-
terday. Therefore, there is no obli-
gation on the part of our country to
respect it, to accept it in an unques-
tioned way, The unquestioned
acceptance of this award will further
prove our weak-kneed policy, and I
want to refresh the memory of the
Government that because of this
weak-kneed policy Pakistan has been
constantly raising this demand or that
demand one after another. It is net
limited only to Kutch. It this prin-
ciple of ceding a part of our country
is accepted, it may be extended to

.



3481 Re award of Indo-Pakistan [ RAJYA SABHA ] Western Boundary Case 3482

[Shri Chitta Basu]

the question of Kashmir also. It may
be extended also to the question of
those parts of our Indian territory
which are still being forcibly occu-
pied by the Chinese. What will you
have to say when this type of propo-
sal will be coming that in the case of
Kutch you have agreed to give a part
of your country to Pakistan to earn
stability, to earn peace, to earn
good neighbourliness; why should you
not give another portion of Kashmir
to Pakistan o earn abiding peace and
abiding tranquility? Why should
you not give a part of Indian terri-
tory to China to earn stability and
peace which we long for? Therefore,
this will further complicate +he issue,
and that wil] invite further ceding of
Indian territory which the Govern-
ment has got no right to do. If the
Government pursues its policy, it
would be an act of treachery ta the
nation.

Again, I want to draw your atten-
tion that the Government hag got: no
right to part with a part of the coun-
try simply by executive action. This
has been reinforceq particularly by
the decision of the Supreme Court in
the matter of Berubari. I do not
know why the Government is not
bringing forward any proposal for
amending the Constitution, which
alone can vest the Government with
the power to cede a part of Indian
territory.

Therefore, while concluding I would
once more urge upon the Government
of India that in the interests of
national unity, in the interests of the
independence of our country and in
the interests of the territorial integrily
of the country, we cannot afford to
accept this agreement, this Award,
without questioning it. Therefore,
the Government would do well to
accept the motion of rejection of this
Award moved by Shri Rajnarain in
this House.

SHRIMATI LALITHA (RAJA-

GOPALAN) (Madras): From the
opinions expressed by various Mem-

J
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bers who disagreeq with this Award
it seems to me that they were trying
to pass judgment on the judgment of
the International Tribunal in this
matter. Whatever it might Le, we
cannot deny the fact that there was
a dispute; nor can we deny referring
this matter to the International Tri-
bunal. So, now that the Award is
there, we have +to accept it in a
graceful manner. 1 fee] verv sorry,
when the representatives of bpth the
countries are here in Delhi now dis-
cussing the ways and means tg imple-
ment the Award, we have taken up
this discussion. 1 wish we had taken
this up even before that; otherwise,
we should not have taken up this
discussion at all. When disputes
between two countriegs could not be
solved by themselves or rather when
one party is disinclined to solve it in
such z manner, for the sake of les-
sening tension and suspicion anq for
maintaining peace and security, it is
a well-establisheg fact that such
matters are often referred to an in-
ternational Tribunal and whalever
that international Tribuna] gives as
judgment, that judgment is invariably
accepted.

In this connection, I would like to
cite some of the instances—

Date of Award :  June 23, 1865,

Parties con- Netherland —

cerned Venezuela.

Dispute: Territorial.

Arbitrator,: T.abella IT. Queen of

Arbitral the Spaine.

Tribunal :

Award : In favour of Vene-
zuela,

Remarks: The Aves Iyland

was declared property
of Venezuela, who had
to pay an indemnity to
Holland for the loss
of the fishery rights of

her subjects. The
Netherlands accepted
this  decision  but

preferred the continu-
ation of the fishery
rights.

Of course, when this decision was
taken, it went in favour of Venezuela.
To a certain extent, it was a loss to
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the Netherlands. But still, the Nether-
lands accepted it as a compromise.
[ 2

Again,
instance:

I would refer to another

Date of Award:  April 2, 1861,

Parties : Muscat—Zanzibar.
Dispute: Sovereignty claims.
Arbitrator : Lord Canning, Gover-
nor-General of India.
Award In favour of both, par-

tially. (political charac-
ter).

I would like to say this because
Mr. Chagla referred that this Kutch
Tribunals Award wag political. I would
like to say that here also—it was in
favour of both, it was political in
character and it was accepted by
both.

So, an Award might be motivated
by political consideration or other-
wise, But once you have referred it
to an international Tribunal, whether
it is a political judgment or g judicial
one, you have to accept it, and one
cannot differentiate between a poli-
tical judgment and a judgment other-
wise. So, this instance can be taken
to show that thig judgment was of a
political character.

Then again, I would like to refer
to another instance:

Date of Award :  April 21, 1870,

Parties : Great Britain—Por-
tugal.
Digpute : Territorial.
Arxbitrator : U.S. Grant, Presi-
R dent of the USA.
Award : In favour of Portu-

- . gal.

The decision has been given in
favour of Portugal, and the remarks
are:

‘The respective claimg were sub-
mitted for arbitration for final deci-
sion which would be without appeal.
Under the Protocol of Conference
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to set up this arbitration, the award
could be wholly in favour of either
of the parties or an equitable solu-
tion of the difficulty.’

I want to emphasise this that ‘the
award could be wholly in favour of
either of the parties or an equitable
solution of the difficulty’. You e¢an
very well understand, when a deci-
sion is given by an international
Tribunal, it does not mean that the
entire thing should go only to one
country as we anticipated. In that
trend we discuss this matter, when
we have been given 90 per cent and
only 10 per cent goes to Pakistan.
The previous Award showg that the
Tribunal is entitled to decide which-
ever way it likes and it should in-
variably be accepted by both the
parties.

Then,

Date of Award :  July 24, 1878.

Parties : Britain—Portugal.
Dispute : Territorial.
Arbitrator : De Mac  Mahon,
President of Fran-
ce,
The Award went in favour of
Portugal.
Remarks: The law to be applied

was that should the Arbiter be un-
able to decide wholly in favour of
either of the respective claims, he shall
be reguested to give such a decision
as will, in his opinion, furnish an
equitable solution of the difficulty.

And this was accepted by both the

parties. They did not question the
judgment. They both accepted this
decision.
Then again:
Date of Award: August 5, 1885.
Parties : Britain—Transvaal.
Dispute : Boundary.
In favoar of Trans-

Award :
. vaal.
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‘The decision of the

ceferee on  any

. question of disag-

reement was to be
final,

Remarks :

And this is the last instance I am
referring to:

Date of Award:  May 30, 1905.
Parties : Britain—Portugal.
Dispute : Boundary.
Arbitrator : Victoa—Emmaneul
I11, King of Italy.
Rematks : In place of the

procedure contem-

plated in aa earler

declaration,  the

two Governments

v decided to have an
arbitrator who was
to give a decision
wiich would be
accepted as final
by both.

I am citing ali the.e awards only
to show to the House that the decision
need not go in favour of only one
country. It is always the decision of
the Tribunal which is invariably
accepted by both the parties, so long
as it does not infringe both the
parties.

Such a dispute, whether it is a
river or a boundary or a territorial
dispute, is always decided by an in-
ternationa] Tribunal, and so in the
same way we had referred this de-
marcation or determination of the
boundary of thig area to the Interna-
tienal Tribunal. And the Tribunal
consisting of eminent people from
three countries has given the Award,
according to the evidence given by
both the parties. Now, a judgment is
a judgment; whether there is a dis-
senting note or not, it is the majority
opinion that carries; Unless we
accept this fact and unless we try to
mmplement this Award, I think our
relations in the internationa)l sphere
will worsen, If we accept this Award
and implement it, I think if Pakistan
tries to rub us on the wrong side in
future, we have every right to con-
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vince the world that what she
doing is wrong.

is

This House has been discussing
this matter since yesterday. Some
hon. Members seemed to dwell only
upon the 1965 aggression. They re-
tuse to go far back behind, when this
dispute was there. And if you look
at the debate of August 18, 1965, Mr.
Lal Bahadur Shastri  himself,
speaking on the Indo-Pakistan Agree-
ment stated that the agreement of
1965 was only in conformity with the
Indo-Pakistan Border Agreement of
1959-60. Mr. Vice-Chairman, I would
like just to read out one or two lines
from Shastriji’s statement in the Lok
Sabha in 1965 .

“First of all, when the Indo-
Pakistan Agreement wag signed in
1965, the main element of the
agreement was cease-fire on both
sideg to be followed by withdrawal
of forces and restoration of the sta-
tus quo as prevailing on the 1st Janu-
ary 1965. Once these are accompli-
shed, there hag to be a meeting be-
tween the Ministers of India and
Pakistan and if such a meeting is
unable to resolve the boundary
1ssue, g S-man impartial tribunal
is to be constituted to give its find-
ing on this subject”. -

Then again, Prime Minister Lal
Bahadur Shastri on August 18, 1985,
on the Indo-Pakistan Agreement,
says—

discussions at official
level were envisaged and there-
after at Ministers’ level, In the
event of fajlure of these negotia-
tions, the maftter was to be re-
ferred to an impartial tribunal for
a binding decision.”

“At first,

I want to emphasise the words
‘binding decision’. I do not under-
stand how an hon. Member has said
that Shastriji’s hand and foot were
tied down
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Again, Sir, the hon. Members wll
see what the late Prime Minister
Shri Lal Bahadur Shastri said. I
quote:—

“Hon., Members will seee that the
basic claim of Pakistan is in re-
gard to the alignment of border
between India and Pakis‘an, and
this claim Pakistan seeks to base
on pre-partition and post-partition

documents . I would like,
hawever to reiterate and
re-emphasise  that the text of

the agreement makes it perfectly
clear that both 1India and Pakistan
are referring to the subsisting
border between the two countries
and both claim te have evidence in
support of what they say.”

The matter was placed before the
Tribunal which heard the evidence
given by both the countries and then
gave its judgement. Therefore, it
wauld be wrong to say that the judg-
ment is politically motivated. Again,
this is what Mr. Lal Bahadur Shastri
Sg.id-% Ty
©v It is, of course, true that where
there js a dispute about the align-
ment of a border Dbetween one
country and another, such a dispute
ipso facto involves some territory
or other.”

That means when a judgement is
given and when a Tribunal degides
about a territory that means the
territory is divided, Some parts
come to India and some parts go to
Pakistan. That is the implication of
that particular line—

“w¢. .. allgnment of 3 border bet-
ween one country and  another,
such a dispute ipso facto involves
some territory or other.”

Some people question about the
Tribunal. They say that the Tribu-
nal does not consist of able people.
In this connection let us see what our
late Prime Minister had to say. He
says:—

Western Boundary Case 3488
Tribunal on Rann of Kutch

“80, { do not think that we are
going to suffer in any way because
we have decided to have members
of the Tribunal from outside
India... After all, the Tribunal
will consist of very distinguished
people and it would not be advis-
able to charge them from now on
and express our vigw.”

May I, in this connection, refer to
article 51 of the Constitutien which
says:—

The State shall endeavour tp—

“(a) promote internationa] peace
and security;

{b) maintain just and honour-
able relationg between nations;

(c) foster respect for interna-
tional law and treaty obligations in
the dealings of organised peaples
with one another; and

(d) encourage settlement of inter
national disputes by arbitrafion.”

a0

8q 1 just da nat find any justification
in any Member accusing the late
Prime Minister Lal Bahadur Shastri
that his hands were tied down. At
the same time I would like {o pay my
tributes to the late Prime Minister,
He was a man who was guided by his
own conscience, This was well pro-
ved when he resigned because of fre-
quent railway accidents happening
when he wag the Railway Minister
though he wag not responsible for
it, He was Cabinet Minister and still
he resigned. Therefore, I just can-
not understand how any body could
say that his hands and feet were tied
down. (Time bell rings.) Just five
minutes more.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI
M. P. BHARGAVA): Two minutes
more.

SHRIMATI LALITHA (RAJAGO-
PALAN): Taking all this into con-
sideration we can oufright say that
there was g dispute. It may be that
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[Shrimati Lalitha

at the outset it is difficult for us
reconcile with the facts but it

imperative that we  accept

Award gracefully.

(Rajagopalan)]

to
is
the

Sir, hon. Members would remem-
ber that during the 1965 Aggression,
when the Indus-Water Treaty was
renewed, there was tremendous up-
roar in the two Houses of Parliament
about this. But the late Prime Min-
ister, Lal Bahadurji Shastri, took a
very correct stand by stating that
though Pakistan wasg an  aggressor
our commitments were with the
World Bank and we had to keep up
our prestige in the world, Had we
acted adversely, we do not know
what would have happened. While
we discuss things here we do not con-
sider the situation arising in relation
to the outside world. We only think
of the conditions here and argue in
a narrow-minded manner.

Lastly, Sir, I would just take three
minutes . . .

THE  VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI
M. P. BHARGAVA): You can re-
duce it by half.

SHRIMATI LALITHA (RAJAGO-
PALAN): The implementation of
the Award is now being contemplated
and both the parties are trying to do
what they can do. In this connection
our Prime Minister, our Deputy
Prime Minister and the Home Min-

ister have said something very good
in the Lok Sabha. I think we all
should ponder over that thing and

act accordingly and not do something
in haste, The Deputy Prime Minis-
ter hag very rightly said:—

“The Government is going to
stick to its word and nothing else.
We do not want to live like out-
laws in the world.”

And this is what the Home Minister,
Mr. Chavan said:—

“But our present attitude should
be to honour our international

!

\

?
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commitment even if one has {0 pay
the political price for it.”

Again, he said:—

“The decision taken by the then
Prime Minister was taken after full
consideration of the issues involv-
ed, and with a full sense of natio-
nal responsibility and responsibi-
lity to the people. When we have
taken such a decision and when
the award comes, we have to ac-
cept it.”

Lastly, I quote the Pri e
Minister

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI
M. P. BHARGAVA): It is time to
wind up. -

SHRIMATI LALITHA (RAJAGO-

PALAN): The report saysi—

“The Prime Minister, Mrs, Indira
Gandhi, today told the Lok Sabha
that India would implement the
Kutch award in the hope that the
settlement would close an unfor-
tunate chapter in Indo-Pakistan
relationg and promote normal re-
lations between the two countries.”

I hope we will look inte this problem
in that atmosphere. Iet us not do
something which will be devastating to
the country. Let us be one with the
Government in this matter and help
them with al] possible means to im-
plement this Award.

I am very sorry, Sir, I have taken
too much time. Thank you.

N awAEe (397 939) o qE
T 57 Ay NwA & 77 v aay faar
FM | gWTeT ®ug WY T faar s

IANTAL S HETEIT YT N7 .
YITHT FIT 797 7 7 -

Y THARES 0 mWT A gETT
feoit 2 | 3o & Awg 7 oy s
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MNAdl EAET AT A
(TR ¢ FERATEAE S, F9% #T
v g fadr fords faam &0 7Y § gk
fa w1 T2 | F=9 R UF wow afe-
feafy & | & ot @1t £ for w50 #71 9ww
frgaT 3T & | F5 FIE T FATAT GAT
g2W TG 1 FOB A A @ gE
afcfeafa 78y & | F59 1 aga gOAT
gfaema w1 & 1 # 759 F1 3fagre st
g | 96 71 90 Ufagifas wma aea
& | wfimgzr & = a1 W a7 SR
O T &1 wAm T A am
F 90 far § | I 9fv=H F38 0T
w37 w2w Ay fqafm oy mr
zfror oF wEw Y 2T W Fwgwr &
sadt 9.0 & 910 ¥ agarar @ g |
THFT WIWT Wk Tg FTH F7 HAT & |
T QO H F5% WA ®X a1
g § FEHT WER TANT A AT E
ag 49T ¥ gurk 795 *1 g §
g S Fraford ST @A HFT
&Y & s a8 T R 798 ¥ 919 dafera
a1 | A N @ £ a8 w5 § Afufey
& 1T Y 300 A T TEY AT, T FAT
F95 F1 F JaU AL 47 | F59 AT
TH gV FT § QF ¥ 727 Ay aepfa
T &, @ FT T 98T OF § W gl
FefmEm i gF &1 W W Fe ¥
TTST HY GHAT Y, HIFTC o, T o

a9 1819 § F95 F WAHT T
9 & famg A 7 A8 aae T #
1 &1 ufeferfy & wvnifas ofeds
AT | T A FIG & AT IX TERT [T
BN | T & AT, IO AT B
F=9 HI 3 H & | AT T& IAB! q0AT
T8 F A9 g1 g% & W g frwd
IqeT F 1 1843 K w99 v fafew
TifAfeFa e qEo To AFIY T 756
FTOF AT AT FATAT | I et
& fr F95 T F5% TS FT HGHC &
A TS & | T8 qraWifaeT 1947
270 RS—5

|
!
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T% |1 § | 3% wiafeT ag s
AR gad 95 &1 g fafe
F ot AR ag AW W oA |

Observations on map of Kuch
is showing possession on bor-
ders of Kutch with Kutch
rulers. Lt. Col. Holland

% Road betwen Sind and Kutch |
# o e1ee frdw & FF w98 w13 0
F99 T & SR FT AOAT AT E |
A% AT $59 T AT fafew
s g1 F AT § AT FACEL T 1
TAH 1819 ¥ ST HTL HT AT 93 93¢
T € | Ag FEAE AT 21 ff AW F
F5P & T TLFG BT GAT AT H
& # IAHT T R € ) )

& wag #fuF oI 39 W W
T =Y oY fF Y g A smE T
ok 4@ § 98 F99 TST &7 Afeq €<
F T foa fafew gpag & arddilws
qr Siv a8 Fa  fra s frard )
7z wafufeg & fo andwlw #<r &
qIfEAT ®T TS AFAFT AT |
None was able to challenge the
politica] agent I IR &I, WG HIX
TR oTFL & a1 A7 g Qa7 FI
T qgarar gar o | faeg Dfafors
A< T BT g (T £
qEAT 97 | 39 QTS F 5 13 § o7 g
frargar & :
Boundry between Sind ‘and Indian
States was never solved.

T geo@ 9§ wfg gar & v ug
HTTY-STGT FT T 97 | IEIT AL 07
FC W GTTTRT &7 47 ;T qgT O
Fo0 HOAT TSI FT HigFR Feqriug
FAT <(Tgar o1 | Fgf o< fag &1 w18
srfirsrTdr 8T AT 1wy gt 9 S Rl
Fom R gE AR s
1947 & a8 97 Iafeqa gar |
39 @@ § $99 ¥ T F A7 7§49 qT
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[#fi 72 9&0 17 & (& 17 9237)
FgT ¥ YT Ti GV F FTOW FE ATAAT
ararfad T8t v | feeg & sy ag e
T FT A& 9 Tg Ao @Ar g §
™ & gt ¥ gAW qTAR, FUEATE
qAT AT FQ T | ST A F I F
g FT Fa7 H1< IT5 TTAT FT TG4
T T Fr AT & gAT a1 | 39 §F
¥ qQRAT HFHATFTE AT & AR F=8
F[ AT IAT H IAFT ATAAT FTAT
qEIT AT | T 09 H5F T T 5/ AH T
T I FT AR 9T ) JT FT JE
a1 WL AT q7 W AgF FY Aqqv T

ggd aga Ay WA fqar o9r
It was not no man’s land but
it was and it is Kutch’s

I§ TAFE T F FATET AT
FFCT §T A(EF F AT T AT F AT
#1 ol foery F forg ga=w e 90
I T S AN T H A T 37F ¥ 7oy
Tt e & 1 & arg O 97 9y o
mma‘zﬂ??*@ﬁﬁﬁwé‘:mq
Y T | FAT IA H I ITL T0AT 40
AT S A qraAT o F AL 509 g3
TEAT A7 IFFT IG FT FAT T AIRAT
¢ qrE wrar 9 me e 7 3zt aE
3T T e @137 qE 7 I Ty
¥ w7 g7 woAl F 9 g | g
mﬂ?fﬁamwmmgmﬁ
IUY § | WIS AT S 9ME T UF
T s w7 vy Aqr gl & et
R e & UF A AT AT E A
ot ga<t qre mat A sl gy
& | Az W AF FAC T ITH 4G AT
frg g & v ag fgear zqm7 40
RT T R FL AF BT ITAST B
frd 75 am fog @it 2 o A
T A 0 & ST g § a8 gl
2| 37 axg ¥ urdy gewfy fr o 4y
ar fag &l & fF 73 eqma zamvT &

Rann.

[

|
|
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% AT HA a7 quh § 740 v 2
TAAT F AL FT qwAT Gy qar ¥
A g Faadi v A A 3fmw
2 ) ART ¥ 9 qW T s 9
Tl & | g9 97 & i @7 a4 §, 7wt
G 99 GTRT & T T THQ g | oS Y
AqTq AT FoWa ATIAAT AT §
AT T F7HE F F97 0 faear 74
F@ & g oa® gwr W
Zr il g1 g FF guT ST qadi #
T F 97 399 ? {1 | 9 e
F 99 37 AT T A F A a@
qY S A & FwT a1 fr gy 179
aEst W A & ferg #47 Wy 3} 3,
SIEEICRIEECIE AR RE R RO €
T F99 I FT & 1 Fig g9 T47 § )
q3 q Y WA A ) TR AOAT
FT A5 & 1 M AT J4 30
T TN TqAN F TAF & ;T
T BT WA KT AAT 3 | KT W47 HT
I TG G ITRCN AT TG 1 T
T sgt I & qgt 9% & A qu i
B FAA & | 7 3T AT 3iqgra F1 A5
A & WM FAY AT AT AN ¥ @A
=TT gf 3 a1 @ & 1 ferg =g gard
wadt ¢ Browaet w fafeaar & 3@
3¢ 1 g aifR T & qorl R I
AT 3 AT F7 Wiow 47 o) fr ag
SV A9 & T A AT F 3 ) 2F wady g
SIR AT % F30 3@ F AT ;94T IT
m%mﬁwaaqa‘wa‘r&m% n

B1g, FIHRIE AT gOAAT F
g PR T Wy g §
AT F ALH ﬁm? AR C i
Hzar;ﬁﬁ BET -

1 q; ’Jd '(l q.t"

R EE S (R O R T
TLAG A9 40

JERFT & 37 F FF %93

Vahivatdar a3fr73re) Irarar ae
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qq AT FIAAT AT1 BT F A T
T FT A A7 T A FT AT F ITHT
T 1 NI g9 & #qEml #i
¥ w3 A7 WIS, A H ATAA AL
g | 977 gAR Sg@ A S &I
# ¥ a3 @y wew g qaerst
® TAIR A IF@w agt qu aar

@ T

CERG (I CILGRA L R G R £
g A os o1 mar ?ogwe afe-
ferlxdi ¥ wyI™ A Fw I
o AUTIE g9 949§ 1 v 3
AT 97 7% 9 gAR fad gaTHTd
g g gey 1T A8 F oW
AT, & AT AT gadq fear waw
g, IR FIT & & foy faw afdy
FT &1 A TIWINWT § AR AN
¥ AT QT ATH ITHI BIFA FT A
qgg wilr g §

o9 3T gAg FAX ATHA G
H I FIY AIF 1 WT W AT
& a ¥ WIF ©qI @AT 0T aqifE
IR 2W 97 {F0 B EHAT T AW
¥ | BN T @A AL AT I
I[N Fr RS TOET FAFT AT arfw
gardr g7 gAm & far qwwT ®
a¥ | #¥3 ¥ foadr qoel F1 a8@
§ SR EH ek ¥ Wex QU OFTAT
wifed wix @zt o v dt qar FET #
afear #1 gT A F AIL FAAT
arfed | & weft FmvEEd A g A
gazar N AE R wT FH AU WM
Fr verrd oy ge azg T gIYFAT
Tried |

P e “

& TF a7 WX FFAT AT
f& fra @7n ofFeqm &1 A% &
TioT gar ar, § 9w @ T W
9 F @A o4t froagt & @
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fFrawd 3o A e & A ww
FWR A AT FIE 9 AT AR
dgr v T q@ & ¥ F) wRE AR
F fag s @ 7 o wiifr@ a
T gAR H(d U U &, BT gATT
TR & AT agf o F5%¢ W w9
FT gFA ¥ | 75 RATT QF FEXfew
@igr g I fF g ST g1 wgH
& q01ATE A AT AT 9T W R
T qAr & geeq 9 fagdr wwan
MEAT 3 B.F, FAHE FT gAX ¥AW
AR ¥ o1 @ & TAX  gwrdr
dael & fa@ (vt &1 ww oaga
sfer &1 w1 ¥ W gER A
TAFATT HIE g ) A gEa ag &
f5 arfeea & wedl agt ox wma
WA 8 | FAT A IW HWRAAT B OOHY
Fa g o w oty wmfadY 50 oy
Ty g gHAT AN A g g B
ag frg wwag & f@d o & SrgaEr
FH & oy o & A W
F foa o & zafed ¢ famar
2 fogd wd ardc F1 wrd fox
W ¥ Sog FIW IS Fred arfw
g Ao wewe 9@ ¥ qudEd
!

[Time bell rings.}

A FE1E F oW g W
qfifeafs &, awro A offagfad oy
#H g1 Eraae & agfr 3 e
q A & fod 5% 3 FAT AAEY
P WEAT AAMCA | FHS OFT ITRAT
wdl g% qu g gar & A agt
qArt & aefr g f5 gl o Ae
FiedT 377 & SHUY FIH TH) q3T A=S
qEEd g wmar 1 A & agaadr
3 fF FATT AT AT FIAT ATCEA
g A S w1 owA § fgard @
& ag ol ¥ T A0
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4 [sﬂ @mﬁa SATEO AT

Y ogak argarq § wgAr T ge
w5 FT W] WIS § TN WAl g,
gAY gTvAmEe uikfeafy W) S
g, Teume afkafy &1 g% oy
&, W AwAw afdfeafy wogd
aard & AR # wgandr g
e ¥ g OwEEr A T H}
7g gaR o faar &1 gw gnm )
m S zﬁﬂ'a’r m%l

SHRI P, N SAPRU (Utt*ar Pra-
desh): Mr. Vice-Chairman, when this
Award was announced, I welcomed it
and I was the first to say that it
shoulg be accepted by us. But after
considering the Award I am fully in
agreement with the arguments ad-
vanced by Mr. Chagla, in regard to
the character of this Award., The
learned Judge, the Chairman, says at
page 153 as follows:

“In my opinion it would be in-
equitable t6 recognise these inlets as
foreign territory. It would be con-
ducive to friction and conflict. The
paramount congideration of promo
ting peace ahg stability in this re-
gion compels the recognition and
confirmation that this territory,
which is wholly surrounded by Pa-
kistan territory, also be regarded
as such. The points where the
boundary will thus cut off the two
inlets @re these:”

Now it is quite clear that the arbi-
trator has gone beyond the terms of
reference and from the legal point
of view the Award is a nullity. I was
just reading a  book called “The
Settlement of Boundary Disputes in
International Law”, written by Cuk-
wurah. At page 200 he says: ,

“Many boundary settlements have
been precedeg by prolonged nego-
tiatiohs before finally being sub-
mitted to adjudication by an inter-
national tribunal. Once this proce-
dure is reported to, jurisdiction over
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the matter shifts to the new body,
and each side to the dispute is com-
mitted in advance to accepting the
tribunal’s verdict, unless it is clear-
ly shown to have disregarded the
terms of reference.”

Now it is quite clear that the learn-
ed Chairman of this Tribunal disre-
garded the terms of reference or went
beyond the terms of referecne. He
took into consideration political mat-
ters. He was not asked to produce a
political settlement. He was asked to
demarcate and settle the ‘boundary
dispute. Therefore from a legal point
of view I was unable to understand
Mr. Setalvad’s argument. ¥rom a
legal point of view Mr. Chagla’s
argument is correet, ‘o *

But it is not from a legal point of
view only that we have to judge this
issue. We have to take into considera-
tion other factors also and one of the
reasons which makes me hesitate to
suggest that the Award shou!d be re-
jeeted, which makes me think that
the Award should be accepted for what-
ever it is worth is that we need to
settle our disputes with Pakistan. We
need to have friendly relations with
our neighbours. We need to give to
the world the picture of a country
dedicated to peace. I may say that I
had occasion recently to go through
the hook of President Ayub “Friends,
Not Masters”. I was greatly disap-
pointed with that book becauge if b’
thesis is accepted, there can be mno
friendship betweepn India and Pakis-
tan. The point of view which he has
expressed in this book is that India
wants to finish off Pakistan. Pakistan
is one-fifth of India and India has de-
signs on Pakistan. If that is the men-
tality, it is difficult to argue. I  re-
member a speech which I made in
the debate on foreign affairs and I
gaid that the ultimate solution of the
problem was some sort of g 100ge con-
federation between India and Pakis-
tan. But I see no signs of that. Mr.
Nehru always used to show me cour-
tesy by listening to my  speeches.
After I finished my speech, he came
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to me and said “You made this re-
mark but Pakistanis are very sensi-
"tive about 1t.” I told him “You are
the Prime Minister of India, I am
‘not the Prime Minister of India, I
am just an ordinary citizen and I am
.Iree to give expression to what in my
opinion should be the ultimate solu-
“tion of the problem.” So he under-
“stood my point. It is far from afy-
"body’s intention to suggest even re-
motely that Mr. Nehru ever wanted

a reunification of India and Pakistan.

2 P.M.

He never wanted Pakistan to disap-
pear. That is the mentality of Presi-
dent Ayub. We should make concession
but we should be under no illusion as
long as those concessions are likely to
affect the mind of Pakistan. Even
if we are to yield on the question of
Kashmir—and I am one of those who
flirt with the idea that we should
give Kashmir somesort of autonomy
Pakistan will discover something or
other to keep alive the dispute bet-
ween us because it wants to exist
and it can exist only when there is
a dispute between India and Pakis-
tan. That is the difficulty so far as
we are concerned. I told Mr, Shastri,
when 1 went through the agreement
at that time, that it was a mistake on
his part—I told him frankly in pri-
vate association and I can reveal it
now—to agree to that clause in the
agreement which ruled out the ap-
- pointment of any national to this Tri-
bunal. T said that I would have had a
judge from India, 'and I would have
had a judge from Pakistan and with
the agreement of both the parties, I
wou'd glso have a nominee of the
Secretary-General of the United Na-
tions as the Chairman, The reason was
this. Our Judge, Mr. Ales Bebler, is
one of the greatest authorities on In-
ternational law as it ghould be in &
non-colonial era. Their Judge, Mr.
Entezam, is a very distinguished dip-
lomat and the Swedish Judge, with
his democratic bias, was influenced
by the consideration that there should
be political stability. That was not the
point referred to him. This is
the theme which has been developed
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by the great Jurist, Mr. Cardozo, in
his book on ‘Sources of Law’. The
- Swedish Judge naturally felt attract-
ed by the argument of the Pakistan
~Judge. It hag ‘been said that 90 per
cent. territory has been given {0
us but it is the 10 per cent. which we
have to give up that matters and that
“is the position which hag been creat-
_ed by this Award. “r 1:
May I also say that one of the les-
“sons which we should draw from this
agreement is that we should hereafier
settle our disputes by direct negotia-
tions? That is the great virtue of the
Tashkent Agreement and we should
seitle our disputes in the Tashkent
spirit. We should not go 'to this
Power or that Power for the purpose
of mediation. Situateq as we are,
mediation is not }ikely to help "us.
Therefore, it is that I fee] that we
have had to suffer for gome mistake
which we committed in the conduct
of negotiations regarding this Kutch
border. I do not say that we should
not now go ahead with the demarca-
tion of the boundaries but let me
give this warning that I am not sure
that the Award will not involve some
secession of territory and if it in-
volves some secession of territory, the
matter will have to go to the Supreme
Court and we do not know what will
be the decision of the Supreme Court
in that case. We know that we had
to fight in the Supreme Courf so far
as Berubari wag concerned. We may
have to fight this litigation in the
Supreme Court so far as this Award
is concerned. Therefore, it is not a
matter of happinesg that this Award
is what it is. I do not deny that Mr.
Daphtary, Mr. Chatterjee, Mr, Palkhi-
wala and others who appearcd for
us did the best that they could for
us. I woulg like to pay a tribute to
the eminent jurist who was our arbi-
trator and I would like to say that
the Swedish Chairman also enjoys a
reputation of eminence in the world
of internationa] law but unfortunately
I am not happy over the Award. I
accept it as I accept many things
which T do not like in life. It is

2
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[Shri P. N. Sapru] s e

_something which has been forced
~down my throat. I do not feel happy
about it. I can only say that this
means that destiny intendeq that this
izshould happen and it has happened.
I am gratefu]l to Mr. Rajnarain for a
very thought-provoking speech which
he deljvereq yesterday on thig ques-
tion. He diq not speak in a partisan
spirit. He spoke as the spokesman
_of the nationalist thought in this
country.

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN (An-
* dhra Pradesh): You pay very good
compliments to Shri Rajnarain,

SHRI BANKA BEHARY DAS
(Orissa): Mr. Vice-Chairman, after
al] those gpeeches of eminent jurists,
I am not going to advance any legal
argument against the acceptance of
the Award. 1 want to refer Mr.
Sapru, with all respect, to the fact
that it js not only on one ground that
an Award can be challenged, Inter-
national jurists in many books which
I can quote, have said that on three
grounds internationa] awards can be
challenged, namely:

- (i) if one of the Judgeg is sup-
posed to be gained over;

(ii) if the Tribunal goes beyond
the bounds of reference; and

(iii) if the argument that have
been adduced for coming to a con-
clusion are not the proper argu-
ments for coming to that conclu-
sfon,

So, all those eminent international
jurists have told us that these are
the three grounds on which a tribu-
nal’'s award can be challenged. I am
not saying about the first ground, but
those second and third clearly indi-
cate’ that this Award is not a legal
Award and I shall very briefly go
into them.

After hearing some of the illumi-
nating speeches of our friends from
Gujarat, from both sides of the House,
who gave the history of the Rann ol
Kutch, I want to refer only to the
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statement of Mr. Bebler who was
our nominee on the Tribunai I will
diwvide the Award into two parts.
One is about Biar Bet and gther areas.
Sir, the other conclusion that the
Chairman has drawn is about the
grazing, that is, Pakistanj agricu:tur-
ists were utilising it as a grazing
ground, and the other three inlets
which have been given to Pakistan,
as admitted by the Chairman himself,
have been owned and possessed by
India. About the first argument M.
Bebler hag said this on page 77:

“It js inconceivable that the
boundaries of Sind were kept
vague and uncertain when Sind
was created a  Governors
province; the Under Secretary of
State declareg in the British Par-
liament that the boundaries of
Sind were “clear”. He no doubt
had in ming the Dboundaries of
Sind as shown in all official maps.

The inhabitants of Sind villages
lyiag beyond the northern edge of
the Rann, used to Egraze their
cattle on three bets in the Rann,
lying close to the northern edge
of it. In this activity Sind autho-
rities were not involved 2

He has clearly stated that Sind autho-
rities were not involved in this acti-

vity. It meang that only gome agri-
cultur.sts were involved in this
activity.

“ . . . while Kutch authorities

levied a symbolic grazing tax (pan-
chari) frem 1926 on, altnough the
recovery of this tax was resisted
by the grazers.”

 That is, before independence.

“.a revenue officer (tajvijidar)
was also appowmted by Kutch.”

“The grazing of Sind cattle on
the three bets in the Rann, being
a purely private activity, would
not constitute display of State
authority.” . .
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It meang that even about that area,
the three bets, which the Chairman
hag stated belong to Pakistan because
of grazing activity, Mr. Bebler, our
nominee there, has clearly stated
quoting House of Commons debates
that the boundaries of Sind were
clear. Secondly, he has also stated
that this grazing activity doeg not
eonstitute any territorial sovereignty
on the part of Sing over that grazing
area because it was private activity,
and also because the ruler of Kutch
was levy.ng a symbolic grazing tax
on them. 8ir, we know that even
after the partition of Benga] into East
Bengal—it is now East Pakistan—
and West Bengal--it is now West
Bengal—up till now also there are
many people belonging to East Beng 1.
or East Pakistan who are having
their agricultura] lands just on the
border, in another revenue mauza or
taluka which is in West Bengal. But
for that reason it does not up till
now give power to East Bengal or
East Pakistan to exercise jts sover-
eignty over West Bengal or over those
villages where their agriculturists’
lands are sitwated. That is why ‘Mr.
Bebler has categorically stated herc
that this was a private affair ‘and
the International Tribunal should not
g0 in those aspects. Now this is one
aspect of those three factors or bases.
About inlets poth of them agree that
it is under the possession of Pakis-
tan. So, here I want to say that on
both those two grounds according to
the formulations of international ju-
rists, the decision of this Tribunal has
no legal basis.

- .t

Now about the political aspect of
the matter. Some of our friends who
also want to challenge it on legal

grounds have sald on  political
grounds that, if we want to have
amity between India and Pakistan,

this may be considered in that pers-
pective. Here also I want to  tell
them that by ceding these areas to
Pgkistan relations between India and
Pakistan are not going to improve. If
all those other differences that lie
between Indiz and Pakistan would

|
|
|
|
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have been taken into consideration
and both India and Pakistan would
have been a party to it and there
would have been a permanent solu-
tion to the political stalemate that is
going on between the two countries,
I can understand that some give and
take gn political grounds between the
two countries can take place just to
have Dbetter relations. So from the
point of view of political relations also
no useful purpose will be served even
if we cede these areas to Pakistan.
Can any friend or the Government
tell us that by ceding these areas on
political grounds the problem of
Kashmir will be solved? Can they tell
us that by ceding these greas the
other problems that are lying up till
now unsolved will be solved? There
is no question like that. So even if
you take it from the point of view
of political considerations there is no
question of these two countries com-
ing closer because of ceding these
areas to Pakistan. Secondly, 1 want
to tell my friends that it is not the
nation’s commitment. It is not a
country where a bl-party foreign po-
licy is being followed. I can under-
stand, when this Agreement was en-
tereq into, when this Agreement was
put before Parliament, if both sides
would have agreed to it. In some
other areas, democratic countries
have their bi-party foreign policy. If
in this country we could have evolv-
ed 3 bi-party foreign policy by which
all the politieal parties in this coun-
try, at that time, would have tagreed
to this position then I can understand
that the nation would have been com-
mitted to this. Kindly remember all
thoge instanceg of international com-
mitments of England—not their Im-
migration law enacted the other day—
the commitments they entered into
with America also, in regard to the
Suez. But the nation dld not accept
all those commitments. One party, by
virtue of its majority, if it enters into
an agreement with  another, the
nation ean well reject that agreement
on some other occaston when it arises.
That iz why I am to put to my friends
here slso, even if you think that on
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political grounds you have some justi-
fication to accept this Award because
you have written there that you will
_accept this—though it is not a legal
and valid document—in order to fur-
ther the political relations that are
now existing between India and Pa-
Ll;istan, the nation is not committed to
it. So I would urge upon the Govern-
ment, if they at ‘all fee] that thig will
improve our political relationship
with Pakistan, that they should now
resort to the method of plebiscite, be-
cause it is not a small question.

[T VicE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI AKBAR

.AL1 KHaN) in the Chair.]

_For the last twenty years we have al-
lowed other countries to nibble at our
borders, Throughout these twenty
years, all those neighbours who were
at one time very weak nations began
to behave ag bullieg because India be-
haved like a coward. In this world
there are bullies—not that somebody
is porn a bully—but in the interna-
‘tional situation that we are facing
.bullies have come up, ang it is beca-
use there are cowards in this world,
and India, within these twenty years,

- whatever might be its achievements in
some fields, it has throughout behav-
ed as a coward, as & result of which
even smaller nations which are on
the border have tried to behave as

“bullies, and as long @s there is no
personal equation between two count-
ries on the basig of strength, on the
basis of mutual respect, I am very
sorry to say, in the present case,
that by just conceding these areas you
are going to whet the appetite of Pa-

"kistan, as a result of which Pakistan
will always think dnd claim a hundreq
times that they can always again the
cost of India. So even if you cede

“these " areas, it is not going
“to  help to create  Dbetter re-
lations between India and Pakistan
which we all want to have, I am sor-
ry to say that even when Parliament
is sitting, when it is seized of the
matter, when thé decision of Parlia-
ment is not even known to the Gov-
ernment they unilaterdlly decideg to
implement the Awward, and the talks
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« are going on, and today’s papers say
that by the eng of this month the
talks will be over and by the middle
of next month the entire boundary
between India and Pakistan will be
demarcated according to this Award.
It is an absolutely obnoxious situa-
tion in which we have been placed. I
.will urge here that when the Prime
Minister replies to the debate she
should take into consideration the
gentiments of this nation. When I say
nation I don't mean the opposition
only because some of the Members on
| the Treasury Benches including Mem-
bers from Gujarat, have been very
much fagitated over this, and in spite
ot it it they want that they should
take into confidence the people and
know the desire of the nation, then
I will say that Government should re-
| sort to the plebiscite method and
determine whether the nation is com-
mitted to this Award or not. Mr.
Vice-Chairman, secondly, I want _to
gay that evep if Government want to
decide it by a majority—the Govern-
ment has the backing of the nrajori-
ty—they cannot do it, and ] agree en-
tirely with Mr. Sapru that ceding of
these areas cannot take place without
an amendment in the Constitution.
Even if they decide that it is a ques-
tion of boundary adjustment so far
as Chhad Bet and other Bets are
concerned ang even if we concede
that point, I am not prepared to con-
cede the same thing gbout the inlets
which, according to me and according
to everybody, belongs and has always
belonged to India. It was always in
the possession of India and that has
been Indian territory and even ac-
cording to the Award these inlets be-
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long to India and they have heen
Indian territory. The moment
you concede that this §s In-

dian territory then if for any reasons
you are going to cede that territory
to somebody else then the only me-
thod by which you can do it is by an
amendment of the Constitution. You
can amend the Constitution and then
deliver thig area to Pakistan. In thls
connection I want to quote what Mr.
| L. Oppenheim, another famous In-
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ternational jurist, whom I  quoted
during my speech on the President’s
Address, has to say on the question of
cession. On page 49 of his book Inter-
national Lraw, Volume I he says:

“Cession of territory is transfer of
sovereignty over the said territory

- by the Owner State to another
State”.

These areas which are now going 1o
be transferred to Pakistan do not
come under the description of bound-
ary adjustment, as the Chhad Bet and
other Bets may be. These other in-
lets which we claim and which even
the Chairman of this Commission says
are greas of India, even if yoy want to
transfer the sovereignty of India over
thig territory to another country, then
in that case India can cede that ter-
Pakistan and Pakistan can  acquire
thaat territory only through an amend-
ment of the Constitution of India. So
even if they decide to do it, in spite
of the opposition of the nation, in
8pite of the wishes of many Members
from both sides of the House, in spite
of the fact that the nation was not
committeq to this Agreement that had
taken place, they can do it on'y by
amending the Constitution. Therefore,
Mr. Vice-Chairman, there are these
alternatives before the Government.
First is reference of the question to a
plebiscite to know the mind of the
people, to know if there is a willing
acceptance of this transfer, The second
is, if they think that by majority they
can accept the Award then because
they will be going to cede Indian
territory to Pakistan which will be
the acquiring country, the only course
open to the Government, according to
inernational jurists, is to amend the
Constitution so that the definition of
Gujarat State is changed and Gujarat
will then be allowed to surrender that
territory to Pakistan,

-1 am not going to say anything more
now. On these grounds, I oppose this
Award and I submit that this Award
shoulg be rejected and hence I want

|
|
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to support the motion of Shri Raj-
narain.
SHRI SURESH J. DESAI (Guja-

rat): Mr. Vice-Chairman, 1 oppose
the motion moved by my hon. friend
Shri Rajnarain. 1 oppose the motion
not because we are happy over this
Award but because I firmly believe
that we cannot repudiate an interna-
tional commitment which we  have
knowingly entered into. Sir, when this
Agreement was signed on the 30th
June, 1965 1 was one of those people
who opposed 1t very strongly in the
Congess Parliamentary Party. I op-
posed it not becauge I disagreed with
the principle of settling international
boundary disputes by arbitration—in
fact we were already committed to
this principle of settling all boundary
disputes by arbitration, as early as
1959 because of the Joint Communi-
que of 24th October, 1959 between In-
dia and Pakistan where it was clearly
enunciated:

“It was agreed that all outstand-
ing boundary disputes should be re-
ferred to an impartial arbitration for
settlement and implementation of
that settlement by demarcation on
the ground and by exchange of ter-
ritorial jurisdiction, if any” )

But I was opposed to this Agreement
on other grounds. Firstly, while India
referreq this dispute in good faith as
a boundary dispute, Pakistan referred
the dispute as a territorial dispute. I
would read out what the Agreement
says here. It makes it very clear in
article 3 of the Agreement:

“In view of the fact that:

(a) India claims that thers is no
territorial dispute as there is a
well-established boundary running
roughly along the northern edge of
the Rann of Kutch as shown in the
pre-partition maps, which needs to
be demgrecated on the ground,

(b) Pakistan claims that the bor-
der between India and Pakistan in
the Rann of Kutch runs roughly
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along the 24th parallel as is clear
from severa] pre-partition 'and post-
partition documents and, therefore,
the dispute involves some 3,500
square mi es of territory.”

Therefore, the first ground on which
1 opposed the Agreement was that
while we referred it as a boundary
dispute for arbitration in fact we can-
not refer any terr.torial dispute to an
arbitration of this sort. The second
ground for my strongly opposing this
Agreement was that only July 14, 1948
the Pakistan High Commissioner had
submitted anote to the Government—
just eleven months after our attain-
ing independence—asking for the ap-
pointment of a border commission to
determine the Kutch-Sind border and
we replied on the 10th of May, 1949
taking up the definite stang that this
question was finally settled by the
Resolution of the Government of
Bombay of 24th February, 1914 and
that the question of g Joint Border
Commission in that sector did not
arise. We should not have given up
that stand because Pakistan commit-
ted aggression in Kutch.

My third ground for differing and
for opposing this Agreement was that
it wag a most inappropriate time to
enter into any agreement of this sort.
Init ally Pakistan hag got certain ad-
vantages becguse the Pakistani Army
was on more favourable ground for
fighting. Secondly it was a gurprise at-
tack by Pakistan. Thirdly, Pakistan
could use tanks in that whereas we
could not fake our tanks there be-
cause of the nature of the scil. The
initial advantage was with Pakistan

and there was jubilation among the
Pakistani people. At that time we
should not have entered into an

agreement of this sort. That was es-
pecially so because our army Wwas
preparing to make a counter attack
to give a counter blow. At that time
our army was trying to regain  its
prestige which had suffered because
of the initial advantages of Pakistan.
But because Britain prevailed upon
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our Prime Minister, our Government
entered into this Agreement. At that
time, there was also a sirong demand
that we should open a second front,
not in Kutch but at some more fa-
vourable place, Most of the people in
the Congress Party aiso were in fa-
vour of opening a second front at
that time. While they were asking
for the opening of a second front,
while our army was preparing to give
a counter blow, at that time we en-
tered into this Agreement. The army
lost this opportunity of regaining its
prestige and because of its initial ad-
vantage the people of Pakistan were -
jubilant and they thought that India
was militarily weak and tottering. I
shall read out some extracts from
the Pakistani press of that time
which will clearly show how the peo-
ple of Pakistan viewed this Agree-
ment at that time:

The “Huriat” of Karachi wrote on
the 23rd of April, 1965 thus:

“Whatever happened in the dis-
pute between India and China in
the NEFA will be repeated in the
dispute and in the war between
India and Pakistan.”

It was a reference to our conflict with
China of 1962,

Then the “Navaj Vaquat” of Lahore
wrote on 9th May, 1965:

“The prescription we have ap-
plied to Kutch should be applied to
the Kashmir frontier”.

They mean by “prescription” the use
of force. There is here an extract
from the proceedings of the Pakistan
National Assembly which says:

“If there is a war between India
and Pakistan the Pakistan Army
shal’ maarch on Delhij and capture
Red Fort ang shall fly the Pakistani
flag on the Red Fort at Delhi”.

That was the reaction or the mood
in which they were at that time. An-
other issue of the ‘Huriat’ of Karachi
dated the 13th August, 1955—very

\
|
|
i
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soon after this Agreement was
signed on the 30th June, contains
this:

|
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ete. I do rot think we have made any

mistake in presenting our case, but

what is the result? The result is,

the judgment—i¢ I may not call it

“The daughter should know that | pervert, if I may not cal] it politically

the sparks of fire which her father
haq lighted have now become a
flame and it cannot be extinguished
by the waters of the Ganga and
Yamuna.”

&

Then Mr. Bhutto in “Pakistan Times”
dated the 20th August. 1965 says:

“To say that Pakistan hag com-
mitted aggression in Kashmir is
foolish and hypocritical. Pakistan
cannot commit aggression on  its
...own gubjects in Kashmir.”

A

There are a number of extracts with
which T do not want to take the time
of the House. Anyhow the initial set-
back which we received in the Kutch
sector and this Agreement which we
-were prevailed upon to enter into
created an impression in Pakistan that
we were militarily weak, that we
were tottering and it was only a
guestion of Pakistan using more force
to settle all the problems with us. I
firmly believe that i® we had taken
up a strong attitude at that time and
not entered into this Agreement the
larger conflict which followed laotter
on between India and Pakistan could
have been averted. v

{Tue Drrury CHAIRMAN in the Chair]

I am mentionirg these facts, Madam,
only because we should grow wiser
from our experience and we should
n~t enter intp this sort of arbitration
for tackling boundary disputes which
later on develop into territorial dis-
putes. That is why I quote all these
facts.

Ag far as the case itself was con-
cerned, evidence was properly led by
our people. There was voluminous
evidence; gbout 300 maps were sub-
mitted apart from the administrative
reports of the erstwhile Bombay Gov-
ernment, Kuteh administrative reports

!
|
|
|
|

motivated—throws all legal concepts
of international law and justice to
the wind. I will give only one ins-
tance because I have not got suffi-
cient time, There are a number of
such instances which you will find if
you read the whole book carefully.
On page 134 it says:

-

“It is, in my opinion, establish-
ed that after the publicationn of
Indian Map B-11, the following '‘maps
beyond doubt did depict a conter-
minous boundary of the said charac-
ter, referring in whole o in part
to the boundary at issue in these
proceedings....” N
Then there are 50 maps that are
quoted and the Chairman goes on to
say:

“In conclusion the maps 1listed
above do depict with striking uni-
formity a conterminous boundary
lying along the northern edge of
the Rann and a few of them were
seen and approved by the highest
British authorities.”

He further states: *

B -

“T have stated earlier that in my
opinion, there did not exist at any
time relevent in these proceedings,
a historically recognised and well-
established boundary in the disputed
region.”

At one place he says that there was
a conterminous boundary and that
was clearly proved by the maps and
at another place he says that in his
opiniory there did not exist at any
time relevant in these proceedings a
hist~rically recogniseq and well-
established boundary in the disputed
region. Then he again contradiets
himself and says:

“This notwithstanding, the state-
ment and the maps now referreg to
constitute acts of competent British
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authorities which—if viewed as be-
ing in response to claims by Kutch
or other Indian States that the
Rann was Indian State territory—
may be interpreted as acquiescence
in, or acceptance of such claims,
and which—if viewed as unilateral
administrative acts not prompt-
ed by such representations—may
amount to a voluntary relinquish-
ment, whether conscious or inadver-
tent, of British territorial rights in
the Rann.”

Now the clear recognition by the
- highest British authority of the claims
“and rights of the erstwhile State of
Kuteh is just watered down here as
voluntary relinquishment, whether
-eonscious or inadvertent, To my mind,
Madam, they are either lacking in
legal acumen or deliberately and cun-
“ sciously they are perverting the clear
‘evidence which was put before them
which they themselves recognised as
-depicting that the highest British
_authorities had accepted that the
- whaole of the Rann of Kutch belonged
-to the erstwhile State of Kutch, There
.are a number of clear instances of this
type and I have no doubt that this
is—if you do not call it politically
motivated—a sort of perverse judg-
met, This is a perverse Award to
which we have been subjected, At
the same time, Madam, notwithstand-
ing the fact that we opposed the
Agreement very strongly at that time,
because of the fact that it implied an
international commitment, in my
humble opinion it would not be in
keeing with the prestige of the coun-
try to go back upon the Agreement.
After all we cannot follow the con-
duct which Pakigtan has been follow-
ing in international society., We can-
not be an vutlaw in the international
society. We have 3 name, a prestige
in the international sphere and we
have to keep it up and we have to
follow certain codes of mora] conduct
in the fleld of international relations
and only from that viewpoint I say
that we have no other alternative but
to accept the Award, With regret we
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should accept the Award; that is the
only thing now left for us.

Only one more point I want to touch
and that is as to whether the Consti-
tution needs to be amended or not.
There are legal experts on this side
and on the other side also. I would
request Madam Prime Minister, when
she intervenes to make it clear what
the opinion of the Government of
India’s legal experts, especially the
Law Ministry, is int the matter.

Thank you, Madam, for glving me
this opportunity to speak.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA (West
Bengal): Madam Deputy Chairman,
it is quite possible to speak with a
great deal of passion on a matter like

thig as indeed my friends of the
Samyukta Socialist Party and  the
Jana Sangh have done here. I am

also capable of introducing g little
passion but I thought that over a
subject like this I hag rather avoid
passion and view it in the larger pers-
pective of national interests. Often
it is said that unless you take the
stand that this Award should be re-
jected you are not displaying patrio-
tism. I do not at all accept that
viewpoint hecause we live not in an
isolated world. We live with our
neighbours in certain conditions of in-
ternational realities and realities of
our internal political life also. How
then can we completely ignore the re-
percussion that a step of the kind en-
visaged or suggested by the Samyukta
Socialist Party is likely to  create?
Madam Deputy Chairman, we need
not sit as if in a court of appeal geal
with the Award and examine it from
a legalistic angle or even from the
angle ofi accepted constitutiona] law
or usage. We shall have to consider
it in the context of a very specific
prablem, a question we have been
living with all these years, namely,
the question of Indo-Pak relations.
We have to make up our mind clearly
as to the direction in which we want
to meve no matter what the other
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party does in a given situation. As
far as Indo-Pak relations are concern-
ed we are committed as a nation and
as a community also to the line of
peaceful approach, peaceful settle«
ment, friendship and amity with our
neighbour. This is as it should be
because the problems arising from
Indo-Pak relations are a legacy of the
partition of the country and it should
always be our endeavour in shaping
our internal affairs and our extermal
affairs to see that we minimise as far
as possible the harmful consequences
of the partition of the country within
the framework of the co-existence of
the two States. It should be our
endeavour always to seek points wof
agreement, seek bridges for building
up friendship and amity to which we
are committed. It should be our en-
deavour, therefore, to reduce the
points of friction as far as possible
of course consistent with national dig-
nity and national honour but then,
Madam Deputy Chairman, can we
possibly view in the context of our
national honour in chauvinistic spirit
without taking into account the reality
that here exists on this sub-continent
of two nations which had beep arti-
ficially created as a result of partition,
against which we had fought during
all those years of our freedom fight?
No, we cannot possibly ignore it.
Therefore, I think the approach in
this matter should be political, should
be moral, should be ethical. Our
horizon should not be a narrow one,
but a broader and larger one. Only on
that basis ean we arrive at the right
conelusions. Otherwise, we shall be
faltering, we shall be failing in taking
the right step. It is very easy to say
that the Award should be rejected,
but then we must also say how we
are going to face the situation that
might arise out of it. Are we thinking
in terms of fresh clashes and con-
flicts or are we interested in seeing
that clashes do not take place and we
proceed, as far as possible and to the
best of our ability, along peaceful
lines? Clashes between India and
Pakistan harm both our people. It
i§ not-as if a sort of war between two

1

t
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nations who suddenly come, by a
coincidence of historical processes,_
into a clash of interests to defend cer-
tain chauvinistic interests here or in
the other place. It is not like that.
Here certainly there are elements,
warmongers, who want a clash and
conflict, but the ultimate and real.
beneficiary of such a conflict is a third
party and that party is Anglo-Ameri-
can imperialism. Therefore, if we are
to consider this '‘matter, how can we,
for a moment, forget that we have
to be on guard against the evil designs.
and machinations of the imperialist
powers and the likely advantage they
wmay derive out of any untoward
turn developing in the relations bet-
ween our two countries. That is very
important. Those people who do not
take intp account imperialism or im-
perialist machinations, well, for them
1t is easy to say what they say. Any-
how, you can hit newspaper
head lines. What I am saying would
not easily attract newspaper headlines,
The going is not good on my side.
I know it, but I must stand for what
I pbelieve and I know that on a subject
like this one doeg not speak glways
with asurance . . .

3 P
P - d

-

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA (Orissa):
You have attracted the headlines too
long.

Pl

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: As far
far as you are concerned, I do not
know, but your Party is hal§ support-
ing it ang half opposing it. The
Kutch part of it opposes this Award
and asks the Govermment to reject it-
and Mr. Dandekar and Mr, Masani
are on the Kutch part. Prof. Ranga
wants to accept it. Why go to any-
Tribunal? In one Party you cannot
come to one conclusion, which is a-
plausible one and which is acceptable
to all of you. So, vou can understand-
the problem how difficult it is to settle:
Inno-Pak problems when the Swa-
tantra Party cannot settle its domes-
tic problem over a matter like this,S

i viz, “To bevor not to be”? an

o
e
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SHRI LOKANATH MISRA: We
settle it curselves.

SHR. BHUFESH GUPTA: This is
the tiist thing. Secondly, here, if 1
am to go through this Award care-
fuldy and study it as i’ I am a lawyer,
it is possible to find out arguments tor
or against it. Give it to Mr, Setalvad
he will produce one set of arguments.
Give it to Mr. Chagla, he will produce
exactly the opposite set of arguments.
Give it to somebody else, he will find
some arguwments to be the chairman in
the conflict between Mr. Chagla and

Mr. Setalvad. It is quite possible.
Otherwise, lawyers would not be
minting money. If the propositions

were so simple, so self-evident, so
self-explanatory, do you think that
Mr. Chagla and Mr. Setalvad, both of
them, would have been flourishing in
the Bombay High Court making
making money? They were appear-
ing on both sides and both of them
were making money. Therefore, let
ug not go into that, Here is a political
fssue. Here is an issue which de-
mands no legal quibblings as if we
are in a court of law. Now that the
Award has come, a situation has
arisern,. What is demanded of us 1is
vision, statesmanship, courage to stand
up to certain principles that have been
held dear to our heart and which we
wish to promote. We want to set an
example and we want to inspire the
healthy forces in Pakistan also. We
are addressing, whether we like it or
not, when we speak in Parliament a
larger world audience and above all
the people in Pakistan. I am talking
about the good people. They will be
watching as to how India reacts to
this Award. We know that in the
internal life of Pakistan conflicts are
going on between the aggressive
forces, or the one hand, those who
want enmity, hostility and tension
with India. On the other hand. ther
are those who seek the ways o
friendship, amity and peace with ou~
countrv, Are we not interested in en
couraging those people In the politic~’
life of Pukistan by our example k-
our conduct, by our spoken word.

rd
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; and deeds. Well the bridge of friend-
. ship will be open from this side, if

there are people on that side, to walk
. along the bridge. That should be ou-
| approach. Therefore, let us discuss it
i ‘rom that angle. i
!
\

Historically speaking, the original
sin was comitted by tne late lamented

i Prime Minister, Lal Bahadul Shastriji.
I tell you very frankly, As far as this
Congress Government is concerned,
the sooner it goes, the better. There
is no doubt about it, but we are not
corcerned with the question of Gov-
ernment at the moment. We are con-
cerned with the proposition belore us
and ii you Jook at it historically, you
will find that the original sin was
comrmitted. I took part in all the
private discussions Lal Bahadur
Shastriji held with the leaders of
various political partieg in his room in
Parliament or in Prime Minister’s
office. What was the position then?
It is not as if we were winning at
that time. Rainy season was coming.
The situation was difficult, At that
time the British came into the picture
and indulged in secret diplomacy at
that time. Thty prepared a kind of
draft agreement and asked India and
Pakistan to accpet it. Maybe they
had consulted Pakistan already and
asked India to sign on the dotted lire.
I may inform the House even
Shastriji’'s Government found it diffi-
cult to sign the original dra®t agree-
ment, as it was given to the Govern-
ment. It was vicious. Even the
agreement that was finally signed was
bad. We criticised it. We asked Lal
Bahadur Shastriji not to sien such an
agreement, certain terms of the agree-
ment. We were in favour of a cease-
fire. I declare here that we were
,ibsolutely right. There should not
Yhave been any attempt on our part
‘n prolong the war and go into the
srocess of ‘military confliet and so on.
'f there were other ways of seeking
1 solution or at least trying for a solu-
‘on avoiding war, avoidance of war

ul

'}~ somthing which civiliseq nations
“ould practise. War is not some-
1ing which we cherish, It is one
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which we should try to avoid all the
time. In the case ot those who want
it, it is a different matter. But what
happened as far as this agreement is
concerned? First of all, in the terms
of the agreement, in the very pream-
ble, there were certain stalements
made which were not at all satisfac-
tory and the agreement provided that
this will be not only for the demarca-
tion of boundary, but the determina-
tion ol the border in the light of the

respective  claims. We objected
to this at that time. Pakistan
had laid claim to 3500 sq.
miles. We said: you do not go to

arbitration on the basis of the claim;
go to arbitration, if necessary, on the
basis of demarcation of the boundary
or delimitation and also in that 1es-
pect on the basis of such claim com-
ing from the other side. Therefore, it
was wrong. It was wrong on Shastri-
ji's part to agree to it. Secondly, there
was another formulation. In the
agreement it is said the arbitration
award of the tribunal “shall not be
questioned on any ground whatso-
over”. Therefore, we precluded our-
selves from questioning it. It would
serve no purpose for Mr. Chagla to
make out now that he can question it.
At that time, Madam, Deputy Chair-
man, 1 pointed out that international
usage and other law do not require
that we should in this manner »re-
clude ourselves. On the contrary in-
ternational law provides that certain
types of awards of tribunal could be
legitimately questioned in conformity
with the usage of internatiohal law.
I pointed these things out and I gaid
it should not have been done. There
also Shastriji said, “No, nothing can
be done”. It was said, “Well, we are
absolutely bound by it and nothing
cou'd be done”. Now what is the
use of trying to wmanufacture argu-
ments at this late hour when the
Award is in our hands? When we
asked Shastriji not to accept this kind
of terms, not to submit to this kind
of self-denying ordinance, Shastriii
asked us not to trouble him, and na-
turally he appealed to us to accept
this position in the name of peace.

|
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We could understand the latter part
of it that he appealed in the name of
peace, With regard to the boundary
demarcation and delimitation issue,
in Lok Sabha on the 16th August,
1965, this is what he said. “It is per-
fectly clear that the boundary would
be demarcated on the basis of docu-
mentary evidence and the de facto
interim position would have no re-
levance whatsoever”. But did the
agreement provide for it? These were
Shastriji’s own words. It is no use
saying one thing in Parliament and
getting another thing done. You
signed the agreement on the 30th
June and the agreement did not -on-
tain this kind of formulation w~hich
Shastriji made on the floor of the
House; and we pointed out, we small
people here pointed out, “Shastriji,
what you are saying you had not
signed in that agreement”. Natural-
iy he had no answer because ine
agreement was then before us as it
is now before us also. Therefore, you
committed the original sin, That is
number one.

You took the position that no mat-
ter what award comes we shall accept
it without question. That was the
international commitment. I would
like even the Congress peoble some-
times to respect their word provided
it is for a good cause, not the way
they give assurance to America about
sell out on devaluation ang other
things. As I am saying, we are pro-
tecting our natiomal honour and in-
terest and we cannot think of our
long-term interest without taking
into account the Indo-Pakistan rela-
tions. What is this budget, military
defence budget of Rs. 1000 crores and
more today? Would we have that
budget with such impact on our eco-
nomv but for the fact that we have
not tidied up our Indo-Pakistan affairs
that we have not settled our Indo-
Pakistan problems? Therefore, you
must take that into account. Do you
not think that if we take the course
that mv friend, Mr. Rajnarain, sug-
gests, the budget will go higher, peo-
ple will suffer, tension will incraase
and conditions of uncertainty will
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develop, far from solving the pro-
blem? -

Madam Deputy Chairman, I have
given the background. The British
tricked Shastriji’'s Government into
the trap. We are carrying this.
Shrimati Indira Ghandhi is holding
the baby. Being a good mother, she
will certainly hold it very nicely and
tenderly, I have no doubt about it,
but the baby comes from there after
this award. Do you, Madam—this is
the point—do you, Madam, think an
award can ‘ever give a hundred per
eent satisfaction to anybody? Have
you heard of an award, whether in
industrial dispute or in private liti-
gdtion or in partnership, which gives
a hundred per cent satisfaction?
Never an award has given hundred
per cent satisfaction. I would like
to be told about that award which
gave to a party hundred per cent
satisfaction especially when such
claims are involved. In our Consti-
tution we have provided for arbitra-
tion. In the present case we should
have settled it through bilateral dis-
cugsion. We should not have gone in
for British-manufactured, British-
contrived arbitration with British
terms of reference under gn agree-
ment produced in Whitehall, for
which we hold the Congress Govern-
ment responsible. ol

Madam, let us look at the award.
What was it that Pakistan wanted?
1 have also gone through it T am a
bit of a student of law but the more
T think of law the more frightened I
Teel myself. Therefore, I have tried to
understand what is there. Anything
can be said. Surely we support the
‘minority judgment, but today we are
‘not sitting ag if we are the Privy
Coancil ér the House of Lords in the
‘capacity of the highest judicial tribu-
‘mal 6f the United Kingdom, nor are we
‘acting here ag the Supreme Court.
-A ‘political proposition has come be-
fore us. Let us see what we have
vained and what we have lost, what
is plus and what is minus. The minus
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certainly is 350 square miles. Is

there anything plus in it? If you
read this award not as a case of
border demarcation or even bor-

der delimitation, Pakistan has built
up its case as a case of territorial
claim involving 3500 square miles,
with a view to establishing not a
claim in the sense of how to draw
the line but how much territory they
could grab from our country, and
their claim was put at 3500 square
miles, How much they have got?
It ijs 350 square miles. Where? That
you all know. In substance we gain.
Before the world opinion we stand
vindicated because we said it is not
a Matter of territorial claim, Pakistan
has failed to convince even the
Chairman of the tribunal about its
territorial claim. That has been re-
jected. The bottom of Pakistan’s
case has been knocked out by the
unanimous judgment of the tribunal.
Is it not a moral victory for us?
Did we think when we went to a
tribunal of this kind that the tribunal
would sign whatever New Delhi said
or whatever my friend, Mr. Rajnarain
said? We went there, we fought out
the case against overwhelming odds,
because one member of the tribunal
was from Iran, a country which is &
partner in SEATO and CENTO, Pak-
istan’s military ally; another came
from Sweden, from the ruling ecir-
cles, pro-West circles of Sweden;
only one came from a non-alighed
country. In the sence of physical
composition it was 2:1; that is, non-
aligned 1, partisans 2. Even so
Pakistan has failed to prove the basis
of its case and the substantial part of
its claim. Pakistan has morally lost.
It is quite clear. Pakistan did not
start the war in the Rann of Kutech
in order to draw certain boundary
or to put some boundary posts.
Pakistan went into war in 1965 in the
Rann of Kutch to take possession of
the entire area, and in pursuance of
that it went to the tribunal backed
by Britain. We have defeated to
some extent the game of the British
as well as that ot Pakistan.
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THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Please
“wind up.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Madam
Deputy Chairman, let me come to the
operative part. From the entire op-
position you have heard only one
point of view. Here is a different

point of view, Madam
3 p.m. Deputy Chairman, let me
come to the original part.
Therefore, from the entire Opposition

you have heard views, Here is a
different view. Another time will
come when my friend, Mr. Niren

Ghosh, will speak.

1t looks as if we have lost every-
thing. I do not take a defeatist view.
Certainly, 1T do not like the Chair-
man’s judgment here, the majority
tudgment, and the manner in which
he has sought to settle this thing. 1
am not going into the legal part of
it.  But first thing, we have won
norally. It was not a case of terri-
sorial claim or territorial re-distribu-
tion. Certainly we have won also
rrom another point. Pakistan wanted
3500 square miles; Pakistan got only
one-tenth of it.

The rest has come to India.

AN HON. MEMBER: He does not
anderstand what he talks.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Then
“you go somewhere.
Pakistan came into the war. star-

ted aggressive action, to take the
very part which you have got. Pak-
istan started the war not to regain
-only Chad Bet. They started the war
packeq by the British to grab what
has now, as a result of the Tribunal,
-gome to us, which we retain, Please
understand jit. Then your argument
also can turn round that way. That
way, that ig not an jssue. We went
10 the Tribuna!. The Award is given,
Therefore, I say, do not take a defea-
tist view of this or in such a manner
as to criticise the judgment.

Finally, I would only like to say
this. We have strong criticisms to
278 Rs—6.
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‘ make against the Government, espe-
cially the Government that was in
t office in 1965 which mismanaged and
bungleq and let itself be tricked by
Whitehall, Certainly, condemn that
Government by all means, condemn
the Congress Government any time
' you like. I am with you. We con-
1 demned the British who played the
| dirty trick at that time. But our love
t for the British wag still there. Shri-
I mati Indira Gandhi told the Congress
, Partymen to be a little cautious, not
, to come to hasty conclusions. Well,
' we know all that. Blame them. But
. what gbout the Award now? It has
to be implemented. I know that it
is rmot a very popular utterance to
| my friend, Mr. Rajnarain. 1 hope
1 I will not lose his friendship. Our
i friendship is more enduring than the
| Award for that particular area. But
I say, what are we to do now? What
are the consequences of the rejection?
Politica'ly or otherwise, discuss it;
come to the point,

Madam Deputy Chairman, we are
bound by the Tashkent spirit. We
made a solemn commitment some
years ago, Shri Lal Bahadur Shastri
made it, the nation made it. The
Tashkent spirit told us—and we
accepted it without reservation—that
we shall seek solution of all problems
by peaceful methods, through nego-
tiations. We had been accusing the
| Ayub Government or the Ayub re-
gime that it did not observe the Tash-
kent spirit. Must we not deal over
a matter like this in the Tashkent
spirit? Or shall we say that the
Tashkent spirit be suspended and
put into the cold storage? Then we
ghall stand here in this House, with
a sword in hand and tell the nations
of the world, tell our neighbours in
Pakistan, that we are not going to
implement this Award and should
anybody do anything, shall we say,
sword will be met with sword? Is
that the way to speak? Whatever
we may say, in the larger interests of
the country—I again say in the nation
al interests of the country, in the

i larger interests of the relations be-
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tween India and Pakistan and for the
promotion of the high ideals that we
hoid dear to our heart, it is absolu-
tely essential that we, whether we
like it or not, proceed to implement
this Award in good faith. We have
béen vindicated because our case has
been just and the faithful implemen-
thtion of this Award, despite our re-
sérvation, despite our complaint, will
Pring honour to the country tand
create better relations, better condi-
tjon, in the Tashkent spirit, in ad-
vancing to a greater initiative in or-
der to bring about Indo-Pak amity
gnd Indo-Pakistan relations.

THE PRIME MINISTER AND MI-
NISTER OF EXTERNAL AFFAIRS
(SHRIMATI INDIRA GANDHI): Ma-
dam Deputy Chairman, I must admit
thtat 1 also share the unhappiness of
the hon. Members and the country at
large that the Award is not wholly
in our favour. Before I say anything
further, I should like to pay a very
warm tribute to Mr. Bebler for the

ard work which he put in, for his
forthrightneis and the understanding
which he has shown in his illumina-
ting judgment,

Sardar Swaran Singh has yesterday
given the historical details and des-
cribed how the entire process of
partition  had been  completed
through arbitration. He has also
raised the level of the debate to
certain fundamentals. And here if
I may, I shou'd like to quote what
our ex-President, Dr. Radhakrishnan.

has written or said somewhere. I
quote—
“When we say that we are

Indians, that we are all Bharativas,
we must remember that the true
quality of Indianness does not con-
sist in our being merely born in
this place but in our developing
certain outlooks, attitudes and cer-
tain dispositions which have been
associated with this country from
time immemorial.”
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Madam, we have stood for certain
ideals, It is easy for individuals and
sometimes even for other countries
to decry our efforts or to ma’ign us.
But India has endeavoured—being
merely human beings. We have our
shortcomings and we have not al-
ways succeeded—but we have al-
ways endeavoured to maintain cer-
tain standards during the freedom
fight and later on, during the strug-
gle for development. Ang Madam, I
sincerely hope that we shall always
continue to do so.

I have welcomed the motion of the
hon. Member to take this matter into
consideration, though I must oppose:
the other motion. We are always
glad to hear the views of hon. Mem-
bers on any subject which is of such:
deep concern to this House and to the
country at large. However, Madam,
I am somewhat astonished that the
other day hon. Members should have
allowed their memory to fail them on:
the point that the agreement had not
only been discussed in this honourable
House but been approved by it. The
House, as I mentioneg also the other
day, discussed the 'agreement at great
length, And as far back as August
24, 1965, it endorsed and approved of
it by an overwhelming majority.

Sir, the issue before us today is not
the issue of the Kutch Agreement,
Most of the discussion here has cen-
tred around the Agreement but the
issue today is not the Agreement
which was approved by this House,
And as in all democracies, we are
committed to what the House has
digcussed and approved. But since it
has been discussed here, I should like:
to say just a few words to recall the
background of the Agreement,

Shrimati Lalitha Rajagopalan and
other hon. Members have rightly
stateq that it would be idle to believe
that there was no dispute in Kutch.
In fact, there was a dispute. There
were bilatera] talks, and finally there
was armed conflict, It was hinted
that the agreement arose out of the
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military pressure exported by Pakis-
tan, This, Madam, is not true. When
Pakistan tried to settle the issue by
force and indulged in blatant aggres-
sion, we gave them a fitting reply.
We did fight back. So, it was not
from a position of weakness that
Shastriji agreed to arbitration. The
question before him was, as the hon.
Mr, Setalvad rightly pointeq out to
decide what was the best way to deal
with this problem. There were two
broad courses open; one to let the
‘“armed conflict grow and the other to
find out a peaceful solution. Now,
the course of peaceful settlement
through arbitration was chosen. Some
Members have suggested that it
might have been better to have bila-
teral talks rather than arbitration.
Now, that is a matter of opinion, and
they are entifled to hold a particular
view. At that time, Shastriji said 1n
this House and I quote—

“It would be disastrous if we
wage war or if we go to war if
there is any possibility of settling
issues without any major conflict.
And in this matter, as 1 said, with
the endorsement of the House—

. and I think that js the general
attitude of our people also—we felt
that it would be desirable that we

should try to have a peaceful
approach and settle the matter
honourably.”

So it was not because of fear of
armed confrontation or doubts about
the ovutcome of such confrontation
that this decision was taken. Not
only did we fight back at that time
but three months later, when Pakis-
tan forceq a much larger conflict
upon us, our valiant forces, our brave
officers, Jawans, agirmen and others
demonstrated their valour and their
determination to defend our country.

The movers of the two motions
have both maintained, and some other
hon. Members also have said, that
the implementation of the Award
requires a constitutional amendment.
Madam, this matter also has been
dealt with in this House and, on a

-~
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previous occasion, in the other House.
Let me straightway say that there is
no question whatsoever of bypassing
the Conctitution or this honcurab’e
House. Indeed no Government with
a parliamentary form of democracy
can think of bypassing Parliament,
And as this Government has amply
demonstrated only the other day—
and is glad to do every time it i’
called upon to do so—this Govern-’
ment continues to enjoy the confi-
dence of this Parliament and of this
nation. There can be no question
also of being shy of going to the
people. We have gone to the people
whenever required and, Madam, it is
because the people have willegq it so
that we are sitting on this side of the
House and not on the other.

Coming to the constitutional point,
hon. Shri Shastriji madg it clear even
in the discussion which took place in
1965 that what was involved in this
case was not transfer or cession of
territory but the determination and
demarcation of a bhoundary. The
Tribunal has thus determined the
boundary talignment, where in its
judgment the border between India
ang Pakistan lay at this particular
point, at the time of independence.

I was tastonished to hear some refe-
rence made to the Berubari case.
There is nothing in common between
the two cases: since that involved a
transfer of territory and this one, the
determination of the boundary walign-
ment. Some hon, Members also
mentioned Kashmir in this context.
Here again my colleague, the Minis-
ter of Defence, has already clarified
the point. It is quite irrelevant fto
link up the two issues. Since the
determination of the boundary and
demarcation which is to follow do
not involve a transfer of territory,
the question of a Constitutional
amendment does not arise. This is
the conclusion reached by Govern-
ment on the basis of the legal advice
given to them.

" Madam, this House will have ob-
served from the Award that the
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alignment claim of India has been
substantially accepted by the Tribu-
nal. May I correct my hon’ble friend,
Shri Bhupesh Gupta, who always
feels he is right? Here in this House
he was trying to give away more
territory than has actually been
adjudged to lie on Pakistan side
because, Madam, the figure is not 350
it is 315,

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: It must
be a printing mistake.,

SHRIMATI INDIRA
Speaking mistake,

GANDHI:

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: At least
on one matter Shrimati Indira Gandhi
has corrected me. Honourable develop-
ment.

SHRIMATI INDIRA GANDHI:
Therefore, while Judge Bebler upheld
our claim completely, it is a matter
of record that the alignment claimed
by India has found support in regard
to the greater part of it. The Members
of the Tribunal rejected the three prin.
cipal contentions advanced by Pakis-
tan andg held: —

“It has not been established that
Sind exercised continuous and effec_
tive jurisdiction over the whole
part of the country.”

Pakistan’s claim to this effect was thus
rejected,

Again, the Tribunal rejected Pakis-
tanl’s claim based on the so-called “Me.
dian Line” and the principle of near-
ness of shores. I shall not take the
time of the House by quoting the re-
levant portion from the relevant para-
graphs since hon’ble Members are in
possession of the Award and the re-
marks which I wanted to refer to are
on pages 146 and 149 of the printed
copy of the Award. Similary, the
third basic contention of Pakistan con_
cerning the so-called “widthless line”
tas also not been upheld by the Tri-
bunal. On the contrary, the Tribunal
has upheld the essential basis of the

i

Tribunal on Rann of Kuteh

Indian argument. The Tribuna) has
stated, on the basis of evidence pro-
duced by us, that these records must
be consirued as an act of recognition
on the part of the highest British au-

thority that the Rann was Kutch terri-
tory,

Madam, our disappointment at the
Tribunal’s findings not being wholly
in our favour cannot justify our going
back on a solemn commitment and
agreement. It should be clear to us
where our duty lies. As a responsi-
ble Government entrusted with the
confidence of this Parliament ang of
the country, we cannot but honour
this commitment.

It is understandable that hon. Meme=
bers should be upset by the observa-
tions in the Award regarding the two
inlets. As I said earlier, I must con-
fess that I share that disappointment.
We also regret that while upholding
our case in regard to the greater pari
of the boundary alignment, the majori.
ty judges should have made devia-
tions from the line claimed by us.

As hon. Shri Setalvad has pointed
out, sometimes different conclusions
are given in such pronouncements and
these conclusions may not always meet
the case in its entirety. In this very
House, Madam, yesterday two eminent
jurists in our midst expressed different
conclusions and different reactions on
the findings of the Tribunal. So, Ma-
dam, let us not question the motives
of the Tribunal on the ground that
while mostly  upholding our claim,
some of its findings are not in our fa-
vour,

The House will recal] that speaking
in this very House Shastriji himself
had pointed out, and I quote:—

“However, we have taken a risk
no doubt. But then what can we do?
Is it suggested that on every border
dispute we should go to war?”

It is hardly possible in this background
to entertain any suggestion that we
should somehow try to get out of this
solemn commitment in one way or
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another. We must remember that even
in the midst of the active conflict of
August-September, 1965 India chose
not to repudiate this Agreement. 1
submit, Madam, that it would not be
right or proper for us to do so now.

Hon’ble Member Shri Dharia and
other talked of national interests.
Madam, I believe as I stated at the
beginning of my speech that our
national honour and our larger and
long-term interests demand that India
should always do what is right and
what is proper, and any other view
would be taking an extremely short
term point of view and would harm us
in the long run.

"Some hon’ble Members have express_
ed their concern about the defence of
this part of the border. 1 appreciate
this concern and it is something to
which we have to give very careful
attenion, and, Madam we are giving
that attention.

An honourable Member seemed to
suggest that the Government has been
influenced in this case by the consi-
deration tha¢ the defence of the area—
which he called far-flung although it is
no further from us than many other
areas of the country—would be diffi-
cult and very expensive. This is a
entirely wrong attitude to take. It is
an incorrect attitude to take and it
would be wrong for the Government
to think along those lines. I should
like to assure the House and make it
perfectly clear that when the border
1s delineated, it will be defended
strongly as indeed any other part of
the border must be defended. Defence
and security will be ensured at all
times through the strength and deter-
mination of the whole nation and by
its valiant armed forces who have left
no one in the country or outside in
any doubt about our capability to
thwart aggression against our sacred
soil.

A suggestion has been made that
the development of this area should
be ensured through the implementa-
tion of the various projects. Sugges-
tions were made in the other House

U,
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and suggestions have been made to
me both by members of the Cong-
ress Party and of other parties. One
hon. Member tried to suggest that
we were taking up this matter as a
kind of sop to Gujarat. This again,
Madam, if I may humbly suggest is
a very wrong way of looking at the
problem. It is our concern that the
whole area should be developed and
should be able to play its part in
strengthening the country in every
way. The reason why I mentioned it
in my statement was that several
Members in the other House had
spoken of it in their speeches. I al-
ways welcome any such contsructive
suggestion which would promote the
prosperity and development of this
area and this is the principal task now
to which we must pay urgent atten-
tion. The Narmada project, which is
one of our mos{ important projects,
is of interest to more than one State
and, Madam, we have been having
consultations regarding the most fruit-
ful and prcductive way of furthering
this project for the common benefit
of all.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: We can
discuss Narmada on a separate motion.

SHRIMATI INDIRA GANDHI: I
hope that whatever is possible to
provide for the speedy development of
this area will soon be done.

~It is understandable that a debate
8t this kind shoulq bring to the fore
the larger question of the relationship
between India and Pakistan. Now.
here we must recognise that there are
differences of approach. I can only
state the Government’s approach to
this question. It has been stated on
earlier occasions, but I should like to
reiterate our policy, which is that we
believe that India and Pakistan must
some day settle down to a rational
relationship of peace and good neigh-
boyrliness. We have a background
and many problems in common. It
is not realistic to think that we can
go to war on the slightest provoca-
tion. It is, therefore, our sincere hope
that the gettlement of this issue will



3533 Re award of Indo-Pakistan [ RAJYA SABHA ] Western Boundary Case 3534

[Shrimati Indira Gandhi]
bring to a close an unhappy chapter of
discord between India and Pakistan
and help towards the promotion of
normal and good neighbourly relations
between our two countries,

I have dealt with most of the points.
I see my hon. friend Shri Sapru here,
He remarked—I listened to him al-
though I was not sitting in my place
here. I wouldq like to let him and
other hon. Membersg know that I
was listening to the whole of this
debate with great attention from my
room, Sometimes one is not able to
be present here, but fortunately I
have got the facility of listening to
the remarks of hon. Members and
thus keep in touch with what is hap-
pening in the House. As I said, I
welcome the Motion that this matter
be taken into consideration. But 1
hope that having listened to all the
speeches and the arguments here,
hon. Memberg will come to the
conclusion that India must honour its
commitment to this agreement which

in 1965 was discussed at length in this .

House and endorsed by it. Thank

you.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr.
Rajnarain will reply.

SHRI B. D. KHOBARAGADE
(Maharashtra): One question, Madam.

SHRI G. MURAHARI (Uttar Pra-
desh): Madam, I would forgo my right

to speak on this Motion provided you

allow Mr. Chandrasekharan to speak.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: There
are g0 many names before me. It is
not that there is only one name or
there is only one suggestion. There
are many names before me. But the
Prime Minister having intervened, 1
considered that the matter was closed
and the mover would reply.

SHRI G. MURAHARI: The matter
was not closed.

|
i
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THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Please

~ listen to me. If the discussion is to
go on

SHRI G. MURAHARI: You are

going back on your own word.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: 1 do
not know whether the discussion
should go on or not. If the House SO
desires . .(Interruption) Mr. Raj-
narain, will you reply at this stage?

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Do you
think the Prime Minister could con-
vince Mr. Rajnarain if I could not
convince him?
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THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: That is
all right. If the debate is to conti-
nue, I want to put to you whether
you want to reply now or at the end?

SHRI RAIJNARAIN: At the end.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: The reply
should always be in the end. What
are yvou saying? You are forgetting
this practice.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Be-

cause the Prime Minister has inter-
vened
(Interruption)
DR. B. N. ANTAN! (Gujarat):

Madam,

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: What .
do you want to gay?

DR. B. N. ANTANI: Madam, on a
point of clarification. As I said yes-
terday in my speech, at one stage
members of the Tribunal desired to
visit the place on which they were
going to arbitrate. Arrangements
were made and it wag decided that
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they were coming. Could or wowu
the hon. Prime Muinister, Loy tne sdu.s-
faction ot peopie In Kuich wao are
very much concerned with this poiac
clarify now, why and 1n what manner
awas this visit of the membeirs of the
Tribunal cancelled? I am emphasts-
ing this as does the entire Kutch, The
Prime Minister herself visited one
very near point. People on cameis
greeted her. They are the peopie
who are to-day going to be deprived
of that point.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Please
be brief.

DR. B. N. ANTANI: I will pe very
brief. 1 do not have the honour ‘o be
Mr. Rajnarain or Mr. Bhupesh Gupta.
So I will be brief, Now, the Prime
Minister will particulary remember

that Chhad Bet has got a patural !

boundary of sand dunes. Now one
is rightly or wrongly under the
impression—perhaps it 1is wishful

thinking, beggars cannot be choosers—
that if the Members of the Tribunal
had visited that spot, the impression
of the Members of the Tribunal would
‘have been different,

SHRIMATI INDIRA GANDHI:
Madam, it was India herseif who had
suggested such a visit, but after con-

sideration, the Tribunal thought it
was not necessary.
SHRI B. D. KHOBARAGADE:

Madam, when the Tribunal was ap-
pointed, the Governments of Pakistan
and India recommended their own
representatives to constitute the Tri-
bunal. But there wag conflict regard-
ing the person who should be the
Chairmayn of the Tribunal. I would
like to know from the hon. Prime
Minister whether +this conflict of
opinion between India and Pakistan
regarding the person who should be
the Chairman of the Tribunal, was
due to any distrust in any particular
country and that the Chairman will
not be impartial in giving the ,award.
It that is so, is it not true that the
present award is not a legal and
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judicious award, but a politica] award
and that the doubts that were expres-
sed in the beginning regarding {he
appointment of the Chairman have
been confirmed now?

SHRIMATI INDIRA GANDHI: It
was mentioned in the agreeement,
Madam, that if there was no agree-
ment, the Secretary-General would
appoint the Chairman.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: WNow
the debate will continue. Mr. Mooker-
jee.

SHRI DEBABRATA MOOKERJEE
(West Bengal): Madam Deputy Chair-
man, the question before the House is
this, whether we are prepared te
stand by an agreement into which we
solemnly entered, that this dispute
should be referred to an arbitration.
It is well known that an arbitrator’s
awarg cannot possibly satisfy on all
conceivable points all the parties.
We have 90 per cent. of the Award
in gur favour and only 10 per cenf.
has gone in favour of Pakistan. If we
forget the quantitative aspect of it,
the real question which will have to
be considered is whether this Award
has been vitiated by extiraneous con-
siderations and whether we should
throw it out. It would be my endea-
vour to show by reference to the int-
rinsic evidence of the Award itse}!
that the arbitratorg did not allow
their considerations to be warped by
extraneous matter. I will place before
you certain excerpts from the Opinion
ot the Chairman which will in my
viewy make the position plain.  The
Chairman says:

“Tt is the case of both Parties that
the Tribunal is not bound to adhere
to either claim line if it concludes
on the evidence on record that the
boundary lies elsewhere, between
the extremes of those lines.”

New let us for a moment see what are
the principal considerations which
weighed with the arbitrators for ths
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purpose of arriving ‘at their conclu-
sions. On page 116—I quote— it
said:

is

“The evidence falls into several
broad categories, mainly dealt with
separately in the various chapters of
this Award: maps, non-cartographi-
cal evidence, guch as official pro-
nouncementg and gtatements in the
form of administration reports, etc.,
incidents when boundaries in the
region were put in issue, and exer-
cise of acts of authority in disputed
territory. This material wi]l now
be examined seriatim; its total im-
pact on the alignment of the boun-
dary will thereafter be discussed in
a concluding section.”

Sc¢ it is plain that the arbitrators aid
not go beyond the evidence that they
had heard. They confined their coa-
siderations to the maps, survey docu-
ments, resolutions of Government, ad-
ministration reports and correspon-
dence at Government level. So I
cannot quite conceive how you can
impeach the conclusions of the arbi-
trators. I am talking of the majority
opinion. If after having considered
this evidence they have come to cer-
tain conclusions, could those cnelu-
sins be challenged as not being legal?

SHRI SUNDAR SINGH BHANDARI
(Rajasthan): What led Mr. Bebler to
differ?

SHRI DEBABRATA MOOKERJEE:
Il is well known that when a Tribunal
consists of three persong or five per-
sons, there is scope for difference of
opinion. The matter which had been
referred to them for consideration was
not so simple as not to admit of any
difference of opinion. If it were so
easy, possibly we ourselves, India and
Pakistan, should have been able to
decide the dispute. Not having been
able t6 do so, we felt constrained 1o
agree to arbitration.

[THE Vice CHAIRMAN
KumAraN) in the Chair.}

(Suar1 P. K.

|
i
l
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I might here submit that in any
pronouncement which takes the cha-
racter of a judicial pronouncement,
the rival contentions of the parties arc
examined and examined in ag dis-
passionate g manner as possible and
then only certain conclusions are
reached. If the arbitratorg consider-
el the evidence as a whole and thexr
felt that they should reach a partt-
cular conclusion, which they havs
acually done, it is not a feature which
goes against the acceptance of the
Award. On the other hand, I am
inclined to think that it is a features
which shows that the minds ~f the
arbitratorg took note of the conflicting
claims put forward by the dispulants
before them. If out of 10 points made
by a particular party the arbitrator
or the Judge negatives 9 points anc
holds the 10th point made by that
party as a good one, that does not
vitiate the conclusion reached by the
Tribuna] or the court concerned.

Sir, it has been argued that this
Award, in order to command accep-
tance, has to be a legal one. I am
endeavouring to show that it ig legal
everywhere, from t{op to bottom,
Exception is taken to a casual ghser-
vation made on page 153. but I think
if we read the Awarg carefully, the
conclusion becomes inescapable tha:
even without this gbhservation the con-
clusion reached by the majority sf th-
arbitrators is based upon legal, accep-
table and credible evidence. This is
what is stated on page 153—T guote:

“In my opinion it would be in-
equitable to recognise these inlets
as foreign territory. It would b2
conducive to friclion ‘and conilict.
The paramount consideration o?
promoting peace and stability ir
this region compels the recognition
and confirmation that this territory.
which is wholly surrounded bY
Pakistan territory, also be regarded
usg such.”

It one is careful in reading thi~
passage to which exception has hee-
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taken, jt becomes abundantly clear
that this observauon 1s ouly of a
casua] nature., It 1s not a determin-
ing tning. Peace between India and
Pakistan ig hoped for ag a result or
settlement of the dispute. They went
clearly upon the evidence that they
haq heard and after having care-
fully weighed that evidence they came
to the conclusion thati certain parts
ought to go to Pakistan and certain
other partg ought to go to India. I am
talking of certain parts of the territory
going to Pakistan or to India in a
rather Joose manner. What I mean
to say 1s that they drew the boundary
line and for the purpose of determin-
ing the boundary line and demarcating
1t they had to consider the evidence
that they had heard and into which
they went quite carefully. So in my
submission it is not right to say that
the arbitrators misconducteq them-
selves. If they had allowed their
judgment to be vitiateq by considera-
tions which did not properly arise
from the evidence before them, then
it might have been gpen to us to
challenge the Award and say that we
are not bound by it. I would respect-
fully ask the hon. Members here to
point out any passage anywhere from
this long expression of opinion to
show that they went beyond the Lnitts
of evidence. The question remains
that if after having heard that evi-
dence they came to one conclusion
which does not appear to be palatable
to us, can we reasonably challenge
that opinion and decide to go back
upon an international commitment?
We cannot eat the cake ‘and have it
too. When we went to arbitralion,
we took the chance of an award in
our favour as much as the chance of
an gward against us. You cannat
very well turn round and say at this
moment that since it hag been held
by the arbitrators that the demarcat-
ing line should be along a particular
area which you do not like for one
reason gr another, you are free *o 20
back upon a solemn vpledge which
vou gave and upon the basis of which

[ 6 MAR. 1968 JWestern Boundary Case
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the arb.rators were appointed., [
consider that it woulq the heigh: qi
Ioliy 1o tlunk OI 1euacing our sieps
ana repudiate tne Award oun the
grounu tal 1t 1s vitiated by extra-
legal conssaerations. 1 would request
Members here to point to ‘any pdssuge
in the Award except the gne tp walck
I have referred which would cleariy
Idicate that the Award 1s vitiated
by extraneous matters. Unless that is
done clearly I do not think we have
any case agamst -this Award. It 1s
true that in certain instances, count-
ries have refused to go by the arbitra-
tors’ award. But we have to g0 upun
the evidence ang the conclusion reach-
ed by the arbitrators. Has anywaere
anything been said against the Award
on the ground that the conclusion 1s
nct supported by the evidence that
was produced before them. I have
not, I, at any rate, have not heard of
any such criticism. The only passage
to which I drew the attention of ine
House 1s sald to be the yulneravie oune
the passage upon which the whole
argument 1s sought to be buiit up
that this 1s an Award which 1s moti-
vated by political considerations. I sub-
mut that taking the Award as a whole,
we have to decide upon our course ot
cenduct. The Parliament approved of
the proposal to go to arbifration. We
solemnly pledgeq that we shall be
abiding by the conclusiong reached
by the arbitrators. We produced our
evidence before them and if the arbi-
trators have arrived at a conclusion,
mind you, a conclusion of fact, from
evidenec adduced by us and by pak-
istan that the demarcating line should
be drawn glong a particular place,
can we, in all honour, go back upon
that internatiomal commitment? Csn
we do that? That is the simple ques-
tion before us. We have always bhe-
lieved in settlement of disputes by
arbitration. We have always tolg the
world that we do not pelieve in war
but we believe that al]l disputes can be
settled with goodwill on both sides by
reference t0 methods iike arbitration.
Arbitration is a well-known method of
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settlement of international gisputes.
We did not do something which was
never heard of. It was not that We
did something which was a recogaised
method. We agreed to go to arbiira-
tion with our eyeg wide open. It
today because of certain inconvenient
conclusions reached by the arbitrators,
we think of going back upon that 2
‘sclemn commitment, I fear we ghall be
guilty of the worst form of inteina-
‘ticna]l skullduggery. 1 would ask the
House through you to consider this.
We have been the loudest in the world
to say that we believe in Panchsheel,
that we believe in the maintenance of
international peace and that all dis-
putes between nations should be de-
cided not by war but by arbitration.
‘Where shall we stand if to-day we go
back upon this commitment and be-
have in a manner very different
from the way in which we gave the
world to understand that we always
wanted peaceful settlement of dispn-
tes through peaceful means. I sub-
mit this Award, even it unpleasant
in certain parts, Itas to be accepted and
there is no way out for us.

SHRI K, CHANDRASEKHARAN
.(Kerala): Mr. Vice-Chairman, the hon.
Prime Minister was pleased to state
that the issue is a political one and on
political considerations this Award
has to be accepted. The Prime Minis-
ter also stateqg that the issue is not the
agreement at this stage. We have
long ago passed that stage but the
Prime Minister did not refer to the
legal aspects that arose out of this
fagreement. There was glso no refe-
rence to the gspects as to whetker
this was an Award after all in con-
formity with ang in pursuance of the
agreement that India ang Pakistan
had jointly executed and on which
basis the reference itself was made to
the arbitrators. As you know, in the
Joint Agreement of 30-6-65 this coun-
try hagq claimed that there was no
territoria] dispute at all, as there is
# well-established boundary running
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along the northern edge of the Rann of
Kutch as shown 1t the prepartition
maps and which boundary needs to
be demarcated on the ground. A lot
of confusion has been created on ac-
count of the words ‘determination’ and
‘demarcation’ but if we read the main
reference that this country made, znd
the claim that this country made, it
will be found that there was no ques-
tion of any territorial dispute ws far
as India was concerned. India main-
tains that in the pre-partition maps
and in the map of the Government of
India in regard to the Province of
Sind in 1935 it had been clearly stated
as to what was the boundary between
Sind and Kutch. It was this bound-
ary that wag to be determined, the
boundary that was there on the criti-
cal date, and it was this boundary on
the basis of the determination that
has to be demarcated. According to
the claim made by Pakistan, the bor-
der between India and Pakistan in
the Rann of Kutch runs along the
24th Parallel and therefore Pakistan
claimed that an area of 3500 square
miles of territory in all, had been
involved in the dispute, The question
therefore, so far as reference to ihe
Joint Agreement was concerned, was
based on those two aspects, the claim
of India and the claim of Pakistan.
And it will be seen, Sir, on a reading
of the Award that the majority judg-
ment has found a third case which
is neither the case of India nor the
case of Pakistan. Ordinarily, Sir, in
a civil case a civil court is competent
to build up its judgment on a third
case which is neither the case of the
plaintiff nor of the defendant in &
particular suit. But here it is not the
question of a civil case; it is not the
ordinary competence of a civil court.
Here are a set of arbitrators invested
with a particular jurisdiction on the
basis of a particular Agreement, and
they have to act within fhe four
walls of that Agreement and on the
wording of that Agreement, But
they have not so acted in this parti-
cular case. The Tribunal has record-
ed a unanimous finding in an earlier
part of its judgment that it kas ne
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‘power to go outside the bounds of
law. Pakistan claitned Dbefore the
Tribunal that the Tribunal can go
outside the bounds of law, but India
stated that the Tribung] cannot go
outside the bounds of law, Angd it
~was adjudicated upon and found by the
Tribunal unanimously that it could
not adjudicate Ex Aequo Et Bono as
no such power had been given or
subsequently proposed to be granted
to the Tribunal, But in spite of this
unanimoug finding recorded by the
Tribunal in an earlier part of its
judgment, practically at the beginning
of the inquiry itself, Sir, the Chair-
man—and another Member of the
Tribunal—has gone beyond the
Agreement and beyond the terms of
reference to build up a case for this
judgment, which is absolutely wultra
vires of the Agreement on the basis
of which the arbitrators were ap-
pointed.

I am indeed happy to notice, Sir,
that the hon. Prime Minister had
given a part of her time to pay a
tribute to Judge Ales Bebler., Now.
if the Prime Minister was sincere
in her tribute, she would have stated,
she ought to have stated that Judge
Bebler was correct and he nalone
acted within the competence and
jurisdiction of the Agreement and
therefore India would stand by that
judgment and not by the majority
judgment which is ultra vires of the
Agreement.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI
P, K. KUMARAN): You have only
two more minutes.

SHRI K. CHANDRASEKHARAN:
This great diplomat and constitutional
expert of Yugoslavia has really under-
stood the position and has decided
unto himself that he will not be
moved by any political considerations
whatsoever, as probably the Chair-
man and the other Member were
concerned with, and the result has
been that so far as the Chairman and
the other Judge were concerned,
they have given a judgment which is
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absolutely beyond their jurisdictiom.
The question therefore is not the issue
of the Agreement although that is
an issue which could be properly and
morally raised on the forum of this
House even at this stage bul, even
Wwithout going into the question of
the Agreement, what is the judgmertt
on the basis of the Agreement can
always be enquired into, investigated,
examined and found by this House,
and I maintain, Sir, that the majority
judgment is in excesg of jurisdiction
and ultra vires of the Joint Agree-
ment itself and therefore an abso-
lute nullity. The Tribunal has stated
that a boundary alignment should be
newly made. But then that boundary
alignment, Sir, did not exist on the
crucial date. That boundary align-
ment, Sir, did not exist in the pre-
Partition mapg or in the map of the
Province of Sind as formulated by
the Government of India in 1935, It
wil] be seen that in a fairly long and
wel] discussed judgment, the gdissent-
ing Judge Bebler has come to the
conclusion fully agreeing with the
claim put forward by India. The
dissenting judgment, Mr, Vice-Chair-
man, Sir, has noticed two particular
things, the display of authority in
the Rann of Kutch by the ruler of
Kutch, and the boundaries in the
Survey of India maps and in the
Index Map of 1935 of the Province
of Sind. On these two aspects there
is nothing in the majority judgment
Which can canvas against the merits
of the dissenting judgment, and I
would submit, Sir, that these are
the only relevant criteria, and these
Criteria having been missed .

(Time bell rings.) T am just finishing.

S T - % .

These criteria having bezen missed
and the Tribunal having gone upon
a case which was never put in the
Joint Agreement by India and Pakis-
tan, 1 submit that the Award has to
be treated as unenforceable by this
Country.

May I make in eonclusion, Sir, two
or three submissions? I do not know
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whether any purpose or use will be
served by those submissions. Now
when this House is still discussing
this matter, newsSpaper reports have
come, Sir, that representatives of this
country’s Government and the repre-
sentatives of the Pakistan Govern-
ment have reached a certain amount
of agreement on the basis of the
Award and on implementation of the
proposals contained in this Award.
Such an undue haste, if I may say
so, on the part of the Government
certainly does not serve any good to
the country and certainly does not
give any importance to the place that
Parliament occupies in directing the
nation’s affairs and in directing the
Government to strive for the nation’s
development. We ought to have made
a reference to the United Nations. We
ought to have made a reference to the
International Court of Justice often
called world Court. It is not known as
to why we are prepared to take
the issues, particularly the legal
and juristic issues involved in this
case, and the question of the ultra
vires nature of this Award to the
United Nations or the World Court.
May 1 tell the Government, Sir, with
all the humility that I can command
at this stage that in deference to the
many aspects of the maiter that have
been pointed cut in this House, in
deference to the juristic views pro-
pounded by Mr., M. C. Chagla, a
Member of the Congress Party, and
in deference to large sections from
among the Congress Party Members
themselves who have come out gpenly
in this House and registered their pro.
test against and opposition to imple-
mentation of this Award, the least
that Government can do to satisfy the
conscience of this nation is to refer
this matter under article 143 of the
Constitution to the Supreme Court of
India. Let the Supreme Court give
its verdict as to whether this is ultra
vires of the Agreement or not. We
can then go into the politica] aspects
of the matter. The decision that has
been made is a political decision. It
is a decision made on
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political expediency. It is stated, Sir,
that this will jmprove India-Pakistan
relations., But I should say that this
sort of attitude on the part of he Gov-
ernment of India is just displaying
that the Government is weak-kneed,
that this Government,is not prepared
to fight for its rightful claims and
that this Government js not prepared
to fight for its rightful place in the
comity of nations, This is the gort of
submissiveness being displayed by the
Government for which I can only
compare the Prime Minister of this
country, Shrimati Indira Gandhi, tfo
Mr, Neville Chamberlain in 1938.

Neville Chamberlain was
4 PM. prepared to barter away

things because he thought
that that policy of conciliation would
land Great Britain and the world in
ultimate peace. But it landed Great
Britain and the world in ultimate war.
I warn this Governmet now that this
attitude that the Government is now
taking, this sort of conciliaticn and
this sort of sub-missive outlook on the
part of the Government, i8 going to
weaken thig country as a whole. It is
likely to weaken the morale of the
nation as a whole and unless a new
policy, a policy of no concessions at
all, is taken up by the Government
of India we are likely to lose our
land not only to Pakistan, not only
to China, not only to Ceylon, but we
are likely to lose the whole nation
itself and thig is what the Congress
Government appears to be doing at
this stage.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI
P. K. KUMARAN): Mr, Niren Ghosh
Please try to finish within ten minutes.

SHRI NIREN GHOSH (West Ben-

gal): Yes, Sir. Mr. Viee-Chatrman, the

Government of India is now in the
unenviable position of being assailed
from within and from without. This
is the position of the Government
now and that position flows from the

the basis of | very nature of the policy which they
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have been pursuing for a pretty long
number of years., India emerged
free, and we got our freedom, after
a long period of slavery. At that
time our borders were undetermined
in some places and undemarcated at
many places, That being go what the
<ountry required was a basic, national
political approach towards the whole
shatter- in order to project its true
image and tc uphold the interests of
the nation. In my opinion, that
policy should have been one of enter-
ing into bilateral negotiations, peace-
ful negotiations on the basis of give
.and take. Where the borders are
andetermined in gome places and
undemarcated in other places this is
the-—only possible political approach
that a country can adopt, unless it is
a warring country unless it is a
chauvinistic country, a country which
wants to become aggressive Unfor-

tunately our Government has not
adopted that policy. It has notl
taken that position. In fact they

entered intc a competition with the
Jana Sangh and at certain times with
our friendg of the S.S.P. in chauvin-
istic attempts, thinking perhaps that
by that approach they could retain
their mass basis. Whether it was
rational. whether it was patriotic and
in the true interests of the country,
these thoughts did not occur to them.
They plumped in for a chauvinistic
policy, And now they find them-
selves in a position where they are
being assailed from all sides. I can
-only pity them on this score,

Now what is the actual position
with regard to this Award? The only
stock argument that is being advanc-
ed by the Treasury Benches is this,
that we cannot go back upon an
international commitment. ‘Though
it is a bad bargain and our terri-
tories are going, in order to honour
our international commitment, we
have got to swallow it.

[Tue VicE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI AKEAR
Arr KHAN) in the Chair.]

I say it would have been honour-
able for the country and patriotic

|
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also if we had entered into bilateral
negotiations with Pakistan on a -
policy of give and take. That was
never done. We said we stick to our
position and they said they would
stick to their position. Had we
adopted that attitude of give and
take, I do not take it for granted ihat
Pakistan would have reciprocated.
They might not have. In fact, the
socio-economic conditions being what
they are in India and Pakistan, both
Governments are reactionary and it
ig difficult to envisage that good
neighbourly relations would be estab-
lished between India and Pakistan in
the near future. Bug till then every
single step forward which goes to
lessen tension and to settle some of
these controversial border problems
is a welcome step. But that position
was not adopted, on the basis of give
and take. There ig nothing on record
to show that we adopted such an
attitude and Pakistan rejected it.
They might have rejected it. But we
might have gone on negotiating. But
to go for arbitration on such a sub-
ject is a step which I do not approve
of. That I should say categorically.
Just because fwo sovereign States
are unable to determine and demar
cate the border, they should not sur

render their sovereign rights to
others, and in this case to the imper-
ialist powers. These imperialist

powers always try to set one against
the other, they want to make Indians

fight those who were once Indians
and who are now Pakistanis. They
want to make Asians fight Asians.

They always plump in for that game.
Now where ig rancour inside the
country because our territory is go-
ing to another. It would have been
better had we on our own volition
adopted the policy that I had referred
to and said that we can make adjust-
ments, these being undertermined
borders, give something here and
take something there. If Pakistan
had rejected it, then that would have
been a different matter. The matter
could be dragged on and we can say
we will negotiate, negotiate and nego-
tiate till the matter is settled, To
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have gone in for arbitration was not
a good thing., By this the Govern-
ment hag created such a gsituation
that there is some sort of rancour and
bitterness inside the country because
300 sguare miles of our territory is
going away.

Quite apart from that matter, if
we take the interests of the country
as a whole, in this sub-continent un-
less India can establish peaceful good
neighbourly relations with all the
countries that are her neighbours,
determine and demarcate all bound-
aries and seftle all these disputes
once and for all, we will be pawns
in the hands of the imperialists time
and again and our resources would
be wasted again gnd again. There
would be wars on Indian soil at one
time between India and Pakistan,
at another time between India and
China and at—yet another time, I
don’t know between India and which
other country. This is not a nice pros.
pect. That is not a good thing. Had
all our borders been demarcated
formally then of course, there would
be no question and we would have
stuck to that well-determined posi-
tion. That would be patriotic. But to
be chauvinistic is not nationalism or
patrioctism, The two things should
not be equated. Now communal
farvour js there. Always there are
certain parties which pounce upon
all issueg on which they ean whip up
communal fervour and anti-Muslim
tension in the country. I would only
appeal to some of our friends here,
I would appeal to my hon. friend
Shri Rajnarain here, that he ghould
take these things into consideration.
I take it for granted that he does unt
want such tension. But talking and
arguing things in a way that might
create communal tensions doeg not
promote demorcatic movements in
our country or in Pakistan. That is a
point which we should take note of.
Having said this I should say that in
this case this Award we should
honour because it settles some vexa-
tious problem once for all. At least

|
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this problem is settled; if on the
western gide the border ig finalised,
determined and demarcated, a grea$
source of tension is eased and to
some extent normal relations would
prevail. Taking this factor into con~
sideration I should gay the Govern~
ment should adopt the same atti~
tude—not go in for arbitration or the-
Hague Court or this or that but once
for all take this action—of entering
into peaceful negotiation with all
neighbours. And this applies to the
northern boundry as well, the bound-
ary that obtains between China and
India. The same procedure should
be adopted and on the basis of give
and take we should settle all these -
boundary disputes once for all so that
we may not be dragged into unneces-
sary conflict, so that democratice
national issues may not get distorted
and so that all nations can advance
in a democratic and progressive man-
ner. From that standpoint I would
say that this Award we should honour
and settle this issue and 1 would
appeal to the other parties of the
Opposition and to the Congress Mem-~
bers ag well that they should not
whip up communa} tension, They
should not utter words in a way which.
might tend to create communal ten-
sion in India. The fundamental
policy we should adopt is to conduct
negotiationg on the basis of give and
take wherever the border is undeter-
mined and undemarcated with a view
to settling those issues once and for
all, Then we would know where We
stand. Then we need not give an
inch of our territory which is finally
demarcated and gettled,

SHRI D. L, SEN GUPTA: West
Bengal): Mr. Vice-chairman, I have
heard many hon. friend speaking on
this subject in the last two days and
I have not found anybody here who
has justified the Award on 'merits.
Some have opposed it while some have
tried to support it on moral grounds.
I shal] discuss that moral aspect here
afterwards. I would like only to em-
phasise here that the bankrupt Gov-
ernment of ours day in and day out
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over the All India Radioc harangued to
the people at large that we have
gained 90 per cent and we have lost
only 10 per cent. This was suicidal.
When we have Jost 10 per cent which
Wwag ours the question of gaining 90
per cent does not arise. Since we
have lost—even though only 10 per
cent—we stand condemned before the
people of Pakistan, They will natu-
rally justify their aggression on Kutch
on the ground that at leas! India had
wrongfully usurped this 10 per cent
of their land. So, Mr. Vice-Chair-
man, Sir, this Government of ours
have not only landed themselves in
this disaster where they cannot es-
cape from the responsibility of giving
10 per cent but they are making a
triumph of it by saying that they
have gained 90 per cent. It is sheer-
ucnsénse  and this self-complacency
must go.

I have of course noticed the anguish
of our Prime Minister and other res-
ponsible Ministers of this Govern-
ment. I see that they are not
happy but they feel helpless. If they
really feel the anguish of the people
of this country, Mrs, Indira Gandhi
has one way before her. She can
share the anguish of the peope and
at the same time observe her moral
responsibility in respect of this
Award. She can say to the world: I
am committed and therefore I am
giving it. At the same time she can
go out of the office hy resigning and
tell the people: I ghare your anguish,
I have resigned because I fzel I did
something wrong. This is the way.
She csnnot suffer the auguish of the
veople ang alsp hold the office of the

Prime Minister of India; that is
a paradox. If anybody is responsi-
ble it is her Government. She has

no right to continue there with the
anguish of the people if she hag any.

Mr. Vice-Chairman, I know my
time is shor® At the same time I
tell you here that if this Award is
accepted you have no
friend Mr. Niren Ghosh is not here—
to claim the land which China has us-

reason—my.
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urped because the logic here is very
dangerous,

SHRI MULKA GOVINDA REDDY

(Mysore): That is why they are
supporting.
SHRI D. L. SEN GUPTA: I do not

mind these 350 sq. miles but I mind
very seriously the logic behind this.
Mr, Vice-Chairman, please give me
your indulgence. I am speaking on
something important.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI
AKBAR ALI KHAN): Four minu-
tes more, I told you can have a
maximum of ten minutes, ‘

SHRI D. L. SEN GUPTA: If I re-
peat you stop me.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI1
AKBAR ALI KHAN): 1t is not a
question of repating,

SHRI D, L. SEN GUPTA: Now

what ig the logic? The logic is this.
On page 151, last but one paragraph,
it is stated:

“As stated earlier, the activities
undertaken by Kutch in thes areas
cannot be characterised as continu-
ous and effective exercise of juris-
diction. By contrast, the presence
of Sind in Dhara Banni and Chhad
Bet partakes of characteristics which,
having regard to the topography of
the territory and the desolate cha-
racter of the adjacent inhabited
region, come as close to effective
peaceful occupation and display of
Government  authority  as may
reasonably be expected in the cir-
cumstances.”

If the area is desolate does that
mean hat my Government has 1nq
claim on it? If NEFA and Ladakh

were desolate does that mean we
have no claim? If that is so, how
do they justify their later claimg?
They cannot, On the next page
they say:
“However, in respect of sectors
where a continuous and for the

region intensive Sind activi‘y, me-
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eting with no effective  opposition
from the Kutch side is established,
I am of the opinion that Pakistan
has made out better and super-
jor title” )

They say meeting with no effective
apposition, Did China meet with
any effective opposition? If China
did not meet with any effective op-
position how do you make any claim
lor getting back any of the occupied
territories? Possibly that will be the
argument against us, the moment this
Award is accepted, in respect of
occupied Kashmir, Mr. Vice-Chair-
man, I am telling you something
-very serious. I am telling you and
through you this House that  this
‘issue hag three  important implica-
tions. One is legal, another is cons-
titutional and the third is moral.
Everybody has argued here on moral
grounds. On legal and constitutio-
nal grounds I support Mr. Chagla 100
per cent. Mr. Setalvad argued like
& lawyer without reading the brief,
And here was Mr, Ramachandran
who was more Gandhian that Gandhi
himself. He did not know
who Mr. Chagla was. He said
he might have been a great Judge
but a bad lawyer. He should have
remembered that it was Mr. Chagla
who placed the Kashmir issue before
t+he U.N. and argued more effectively
in 1} hours than what Mr, Krishna
Menon could do in 12 hours. Now
when he says something which is
out of tune Mr. Ramachandran as a
Gandhian comes out to say that he is
a bad lawyer, 1t wag unjust; it was

uncharitable to Mr. Chagla. On
constitutional ground you have no
case to give it. If you are giving it
on political grounds for peace and

armoney then you are doing some-
thing which is beyond your jurisdie-
tion. It is a part of India, how can it
be given away without changing the
Constitution? You cannot do it
without amending the Constitution.
So if you want to give it to Pakistan,
give it to the Pakistan peovle out«
right, not in the name of the Award.

sixth has been given, etc.
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and that might foster good relations,
harmonious relations. I can give
everything for something bigger but
what is the point here? It is a bad
Award, a perverse Award, it should
be rejected.

DR. ANUP SINGH (Punjab): Mr.
Vice-Chairman, 1 think that the ques-
tion before the House is, should we
or should we not accept the Award
given by the Tribunal, but unfortuna-
tely we have drifted apart. Mr.
Niren Ghosh has claimed that from
its very beginning, from the day of
independence, India has pursued a
path of war, this, that and the other
thing. These are utterly irrelevant
considerations. It has been argued
that Mr. Chagla is a better lawyer in
this case than Mr. Setalvad. 1 think
that is also beside the point. The
point is. Do we or do we not stand
committed to certain cobligation? I
am told by people who should know -—
and I wish that the Defence Minister
were here to correct me—that it was
at the instance of our spokesman that
the wordg were inserted that there
will be no question about the accep-
tance of this thing, no condition
whatsoever. I am told that the Pakis-
{an spokesman was satisfied with the
stipulation that the Award would be
binding, but we insisted that it
should not be open to any ‘ifs’ and
‘buts’. I presume we apprehended,
perhaps rightly so under the circums-
tances, that Pakistan might not re-
deem her commitment. This is my
presumption, But having inserted
those words clearly “under no cir-
cumstances whatsoever’—] am not a
lawyer—from the common sense point
of view it can be seen that it cer-

tainly does not leave any loophole
whatsoever.
It has been mentioned endlessly

that one-tenth has been given or five-
Did we at
any stage say that if the Award is
acceptable to us 95 per cent, we will
raise no objection and if it is 8§ per
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cent, we wil] reject it? No, under
the circumstances, it just closes the
chapter completely, I think morally,
technically, legally and politically we
are bound by the Award. I do not
subscribe to the idea that Parliament
has been bypassed. This agreement
was brought before Parliament, We
endorsed it. Our friends here are
consistent. They criticised it then.
But when Parliament has endorsed
it, we made a commitment as 3 Gov-
ernment, as a nation and as a people.
Our record, I think, is second to none,
if I may put it mildly, from the day

we achieved independence. We have
been ardent advocates of peaceful
negotiations, settlement of all dis-

putes by peaceful negotiations. When
we were forced to take up arms
under the most difficult circumst-

ances, We were very unhappy. To-
day, after having made a solemn com-
mitment in writing, having accepted
it, for us to go on arguing that we
are not going to accept it, because
there were political considerations, is
not right. . .

Mr. Vice-Chairman, I would like to
say just a word or two about this.
It has been suggested that the two
inlets belong to India and, influenced
by political considerations, the Tribu-
nal has given it away to Pakistan.
That unfortunately or fortunately is
not the case. Let me quote from the
document itself. I wish our colle-
ague, Mr, Chagla, had taken the trou-
ble of reading the whole thing, be-
cause that would haye thrown a lit-
tle better light. This is the opinion
of the Chairman:—

“The two deep inlets on either
side of Nagar Parkar will constitute
the territory of Pakistan. Already
in 1885, the Deputy Commissioner
of Thar Parkar pointed out that if
these inlets were to be considered
Kutch territory.”

Fr Ba Ty
Then, I come to the second para-
graph:—

“In my opinion it would be in-
equitable to recognise these inlets as
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foreign territory. It would be
conducive to friction and conflict.”

It is not because they belong ta

India or that we are giving it away -

to Pakistan, If they were to be
considered as part of Kutch, ag was
claimed earlier, and if they were to
be considered foreign territory, that
would constitute a permanent and
perennial danger to peace between
the two,

SHRI SUNDAR SINGH BHAN."

DARI: Is it somebody else’s foreign
territory?
C A -
DR. ANUP SINGH: It is neither to
India nor Pakistan. He says:—

“The paramount consideration of
promoting peace and stability in
this region campels the recognition
and confirmation that this territory,
which is wholly surrounded by
Pakistan territory, also be regard-
ed as such.”

If you read it very carefully you
will find that they have nowhere

conceded that the territory belongs .

to India and that on considerations
of amity and peace between the two
we are now handing it over to Pakis-
tan. That is not the position. The
opinion of the Chairman, in a sense,
as Mr. Mookerjee has already pointed
out, is casual observation. It may be
of a political nature, but it does not
by any test whaisoever vitiate the
legal position of the judgment that
has been given, ’

Finally, as far as I am concerned,
I do hope that in future our Govern-
ment will be a bit more vigilant and
careful in drafting these documents.
We have been told that at the time
when this draft agreement was
brought before the Cabinet Com-
mittee, the Law Minister was not
present ...

DR. B. N. ANTANI: After having,
murdered us,
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DR. ANUP SINGH: Mr. Daphtary
was out of the country. So, hislegal
opinion was not available, It was
rushed through. I do not know
why? I am one with those who are
becoming increasingly sceptical about
our blind faith in international justice.
I do feel that we have to hve up
to our commitments, as I said earlier,
but to feel that becauge our case is
just justice will come to us does not
necessarily follow, We went to the
Security Council and we have been
there for twenty years. I am not sug-
gesting that we should deviate from
the path of peaceful negotiations or
from our faith in morality and
ethics. Mr, Dharia, in hig youthful
exuberance—I will not say reckless-
ness—said, hell with the Award. It
is very easy to say it, but I am afraid
that if we do not honour our interna-
tional commitments and if we do not
recognise the validity of these com-
mitments, all of us, internally, as
well as externally, will collectively
go to hell, It takeg infinitely long to
build up certain standards, certain
conventions. (Interruption). I was
not here to listen to him. I only
read it in the papers. I know that
he is a serious youngman and I
do hope that it was said in a moment
of forgetfulness.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN
AKBAR ALI KHAN): Mr.
Narain. Please be brief,

'(SHRI
Jagat

oft s arwy  (ghormm)
Tt 9t &1 & & & st g A/
@ E | AT JAAT WA,
Tei X TgT ¥ qfieew #1 R,
R I AWF TP A FFAL gF
S TSETOA ST ¥ ST qEqra 9w har
g a8 I aruar ¥ YwfeaT & &
SEFT [0 9T FQT § !

& F18 fa oedr A g &
qAEER A ) SH gEwE

L1
¥ asmage #§ 34 I @Al

l
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agar g | AN a9 =W ¥ I W
T g ey fag w1 gAT g AR A
oot afge iy e aily Fr et
¢ TR ¥ AT | A I ANIE B
e & adt wmr Srfed
a1, Tt g€, ag W At § Ay
HEAT  FAT I AAQE § |

T A @ T § | aRfeataew
Fr A arg T g FF g amsfeaw aga
FF & | 919 AW e, #as
e ¥ Y@ g—40 T A W F0G
¥ | g AN T A9 SR ASRAr
T & g R ——IwQ duw ¥ fw
FIAT HEIHT 7T & FTIfeTeq &1 EATHTL
FEF  IAF AR FH OFQ § )
I wfeafasw & g faar o9
F o= g @ § ) gwfwg agen
wrgfeafasw &1 =< far omar &,
IRw fearsar g g faege @a 84
§ A 40 w9 FW A @ E T
gy R W g | & awaar § %
gAY wEre WY & wxfeafasw w1 g7
U g TATT FF @ fear §
gafaq wrgfeeq M a@aam o
@ham g8 T fF g
qT 9 T ATE, Figl v i gav amar
fear &, gwA = fagar @ sed Q)T
FIATE | 3T AT Vg, JTTHT
a1g g fF S= AtgAT ® gaer Grar
7 a9 Ay qifeamie § wg arg
€t fF ST 20 g {EAT HIT AT
WU AN ¥ faar g SRt ew I
AT T FATA WA TE SH @A
FT T A4 FT ! FT EATY AT FET
FEfrgm oA &8 [/ I S
qifFeaT F1 ®T AT FT 7 FAT I
g o AR a=E ! gw AT
I FAH AT A AE aTw A !
qifemiz. A 50w & OF W &
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7g T Fg F AW F o .Y g
20 AT AT i T § AT iR
¥ g, uFfagrd sl @ SEwr
A FATE | AT wiwE & TR Aar
T A0 afgw 7 A1 TER @l
T a9 wgr frsuwr aq@ dwTR)

st =i s awn (fgw) @ R
IR AT FIT Y

St ST ATEW ;0 F R A
A I AT A A ¢ (FEOI) &
T aqw gd wear et g ¥
FRX A e &Y 1 S| el
qAG AT & ATH qEIGT AT F7T, A

am A e a1, A fRar e H

HIOH! FEAT FIEAT § F A9 A9 &
AT e g, F uamwy Fdw fF
TR fegEm & 90 B W THH
fad®w & |z AR WiE gEREn
fag =TT wegdr T 99 T X
TATFAF A€ q1 F 1T AT gHF | AT
gl e g i Staar ga a1q §, g
SICEEECHE (G S e ECE
wgea, # FgAr At g fFoaw
T T § e ¥ W A fgEran
¥, QT HUF G A ¥ | qG W
FUF T ITH qIFT T AT qHUT
X, WA ST HGE G919 A8 & )
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5-7 g3 WTF W ¥ Few qB
g agl 30-40 F HomfEr g |

® srog® T U R
ST & for miferTde & doer fFar 1965
¥ wagar fag 4w amEfen g
@ sy ot a) o sted-
U qHE fRar ) 1 8T dvd ¥ g
FA T E 1 A IS T § B s el
qieaTHE T BEAT FT A ar A%
qiieaTie S9N gedie q S s ?
TEHT WY §, A AL A
T AT §, FEiAC T FEAT
TEHI A9 AGl WG, I 6E
&R urer A FEAT AT
INAT gTgT A ATF f3 g
A oI N A9 FEd o
IEHT ATAAT 9T, AT
qedr A Fw A F
) 43 § | v wtaw
g #fad T AW @ § 19
A FE L AT AGE FAR
@ F G BIAR A,

LR L

EEy
§§%§§%

g @@ | W) oW FT g ¥
T 3@ dfagae F v AMAFR E,FAT
yferge f& ot i &1 A4
ATITR FT TATHI & ITRT freae
& g ! zafed FiEEgmE A7
gisHe FVT, 3 grew ¥ dedfag
ez & fqT | SO 9® T A
g o 3 Arwfomw wfvg www
HOHRY [T E 1 oWy qww fegew
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[sfr stra AT

T o a3 AR qferw § IR T
Gy ot =mer @@s ¥ oY
I W ] @I g 99 IAF qTAA
gy wr i frwer e 2 Gt
T® & | IBN & e ey ¥
s s daer A T oW
W g7 ¥ faed gpa §a Frwew
it Ffim #ifve 1 g dE@T T
U qEF §, AT IW §, qEET
feemam Am ¥ w93 fFar, wfeear
¥R P R WM RE A
HFT AOY TATHT AR @I R, A
fra aridsy wo Akt o
W wfgear-wfger qwr Att
W, qE wiw SR @
F& w9 Fr ! waws fau
&1 5 s @W W ga @
TIWR gy @A § & AW
fegem wraTT T A @ ¥ oA
A g fFoaT g o oW &3,
By W @ A, fegeT @
T, fegeam Y qx $=w oflw 2|
W BT FI) T AH F AT
# TomTEw oft & weara w6 oadE
g

AT -

Mo o TR0 KIS
mg | PRI
st T - (@ weea g e

ot evifay  agt ox faosmm w@t €
AT "g@YW Wea@ 9T gt fauw
&AW ], AT FA gt § AR
T geEr wdr @t €

# ogw w@w fag #1 @ AT
Igar § A s fAwmwem fF
W OYIST w1959 ¥ ;A A ST
AET W F I AG q0F AT F
faizr & fag w0 wf @ fex
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grar ?
“During the general discussion
between the two delegations held
from 15th to 19th October, 1859, it
was agreed that 1legal provision
must be made for effecting the ex-
change of territories after demar-

cation hag taken place whenever it
becomes necessary.”

¥ IETw 9 A7 Srear

ST &g AT U A arfwear
F arfaaifen gra @t fFoag
AR Y ST Tow W g
o arfeream ST gAT T & frateo
# fm e oMoy, @ 99

q% T gq“a’rcr T TG AR )

gdr ¥ grarw Y 99 92ge
ATEHT S 7 Y Ty F1 41 T B
IGF AR F FFA AN | A QiR
gAT 30 S 1965 F g1 I WL
¥ Tgin sy fearfy T Y —

“Making our position clear in the
agreement we had stated that there
was a well-established boundary
running roughly along the northern
edge of the Rann of Kutch as shown
in the pre-partition maps.”

ag o A AGgT AR ST S
¥ 18 WA 1965 F ¥ § | IAN
TER agFe & 5 gnd a8 Freqm aiw
w fam § 5 grd dweefew
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qoRy & 1w X agl F O w4 I
dfeq &hr § SA9 g AT AT §
foF AT-TEifeaTe e a F AT FE 7
wafaq v & fagife d@ar. ..

Y AgwET A™A W (A
frdforg) : mEar fedr &

st THATAAW : FF GAfHq &7 &
gard faaifca & & @ & @\ &
AR ¥ T wETE & wFAT g F ag |
gy & T 7Y & | A% A% T s
T o Gt | T WEET T TERT g,
fzr argeh, fomraw o & T9Eq),
& 97 I g fecres areed , giafe
drar 2 &t feedfas &, gy | feez-
fas § At feefamom &1 &% @4
& 7Y F2AT | WL A AW W
¥ o A T 7% gwaT & fr e
A | & o AT | A gReataTe
3} glafem 3 w@@ w9 Faw
fermmaa # 9@ | TS, @ feArwEw
¥ wF wWEe A, @R S,
QY TS 7 AT T T AL EAIT, S9H
aar ay Agl gt aar 6 315 AT 317
ar 320 A0 WA FHIT AT IAT ST |
75 at faega greamens g fF oY e
Aoy grfemrsrwr & ars
CFR AR § I g 9
fear T WY B | @ 3@ g
FHaf fadm [T A g &
TQ geq 7 A HrwErEd fear @ ar
IgaT @ fag off 3@ a1 Fl sg I)
. g @3 781 &1 @ & 9g gAY &, W
oy gHS § g1 fF ST gH FT W@ § 98
HT @ & o AT e g

' moﬁqfag:mq%mﬁg@
©owwarg ?

&} THATAW : FET g -
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DR. ANUP SINGH: These are the
words of Shri Lal Bahadur Shaatri.
There is no doubt about it. But if
you read the Agreement, you will
find that these words have not been
incorporated there. We are bound by
the Agreement not by what Shri Lal
Bahadur Shastri said in Parliament.
It is the Agreement that we have
signed.

st AW Mo A9 fag,
g AR @9 §, S0 ww fag ¥
g WEY Ag7 afeT ¥ 98 03 @1 F o
froie ¥ § s R @
3 FRR @ fag S e W oW
T Fg @ e ¥ i & w3 §, R
T fF I F e A &

IaqATeRer (A7 THEAT At W) -

g, a7 af§¥ t You need not be
interrupted.

=t TR . ST AF ¥ AN
afwg, o 7 =, wifs w1 ==
AR PH W @ AR & TR
[T | T Ag — -

“India claims that there 13 no
territorial dispute as there is a well-
established  boundary running
roughly along the northern edge of
the Rann of Kutch as shown in the
pre-partition maps which needs to
be demarcated on the ground.”

JH F oY AIEgIg W A 18
WES 1965 o FI TIA § EAT § |
& ag awgar g fF gar sy fag i
AR N&NT & 99 § Fie 4 | q9 a
wifere 8, aed & @ feefumem
# FE a9 AE & 1 Sw g, W
W AV AT A T AT H G TR
M, O gEq Hifer g @i s
Tg A Feefeqrve aaEt OfY § @1
& ady Wy ST ar Y 4 S g
A FAA T TG AT §, I
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[ T TRE]

T IO FTZ T AL THAT | 7 39
T HT A GHA § A 39 THAT &
AT qaTS ST 7 YT, S A7 FAA
*g T, (& "rOEr S 3500 @ A
g W fF arfee ¥ |/E
2 99 IR & ST 999 g A @
fag &7 aF qEY QT 98 98 F§ g4
§ 5 ag a%T =6 ATH THE §, Wi
qiffem F9 T & & 3500 =t
Hrer gy 2fked § AR WRa ®Ean
? fF g I gEfsave a e g,
el 1 A @ § A, & A
A A qF T FH A7 6 wheem
FY 1 94T § AT VIR FT 917 T
gTo 7Y fag Fd & 5 Frg ot Frew
g1, foredy oft 107 B A FF & TR
AT & §HTC AL F, 7 g T
Y g9 ATqF A Mo HT Fag & Fgn
aEd fFrd gl FTaTg F A
&t gl § a9 fRawT § AR e
= gX A% w@Ts % R 5 A dwa
FETY A AT AT W AU gEIT AR
& fay sen € | | o A @iEe
fFaT &, a7 9EY AT TWLATT & 1 T8
quAtAT g A9 o S AE €, W
T o WA Y 39 FT EET § F ST
FT GATHM |

wafty & aga weT & FgAT =A@
g, T fowr 7l Tear § 5 aw wt
fag it F TH FE a5 F o7 F Y
@, g AN T a9 € & 7
FA9 W W § AR T A afaw
g wad, @o fag St #Y agt ST
R | ST T F IR F a8 AHAT
[T AT A0 A AR FE Y wrfer
dr § ag 9% a® & iy T
a8 WIRTT SR F A I off FE) ot
3 S @ SEd fak wiERgEe
wHTHe AR & T 1 A T TR
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F &g & foar gar § 5 a8
AT FIE TATE, $E Ta9d AR
dgar waE, ¥ ¥ AR ogw faew
mfede &1 @l F fed
2 ¥ wi wiedegma w wfadT ar
21 A g wTETEE 2 & forae 7%
W@ § FOGF AN AT IH S AN
e & av S TAEEE S | g
fog s dre ¥ AT &, IR W AGT
Z59d YA §, O qIET &, I ;v
aEq Y, ¥ TESTAAT, FT [EAT TGA
TTAT 9T AT AT § AT FE ZgA QAT 97
Fifs g7 @d ey 94 & gW q9IF
frrar AT @ AT @ATEE XA AT
=Tean Z £ &7 carEE A g SgF T=ul
93T &, AT 73T & AR gar @ & e
TEE TG JIAAT & gAIX ST AT
Sefmad § ars Al ¥ a8 98 @l
¢ quife ga form 818 F1E F geaiae
§ ag foad 9T f6Y SO &w Er
& o e 47t g @e #1 § S
& g% g9 WA I9T [T ATET § |
T AT TT AT @ QE AR AT
# o <71 § W faa =i qTw TR A

Tg w90 wgq Afufq g I
99 997 AT §, T99 # [gwea
¥ far @gw are wad, ug afufa
T § S g | AS 9 I F qh
W B & T g, I T E -
Y g afaw, oft ApAS qrer
AAT—TATHIE T FAIT—2
fargga STHX —To Go dto ST FATS-
e T, A gAY AgA— AT
o T Tar—f aEteg Ar—
A T, = ) Agar—amfaee
aeEr aw, off faam wr Re—
e, At AT TR—Rafsate
v, #ft s erfa—fg T
Y TR AT FAR—Ioa e
gu, ff yHw TEA—da fawret
I |
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SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Things
are being done along that line.

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: We have
spoken our line,

S WAATTAT © START g F
TIAT TG FET FAMAT T AT TRAT NG
& ST FEATIT qaeq AT H § a8 T
&g aq1 g € | AfEd & wrowt aarar §
e 1 3 ferwa w6 R aRfew
qiEt &, wrdm Fiwee aEt wvan
A T ot A, e ogm e
AT H ST AT § AT (TAEBIT
2, ad g0 ¥ 3d | qgw ag agl
MY F, T W 98 T9 EAAT A TG 15
T=PT WA HOHT AT AAIT AT IFIT
#g7 {5 g7 9T HIX IT IH FAST &
gEey g9 w0 guferfy & & agf
faam g, ©F SEEA g A &
qTg AT AgE &y A7 F I q T@g1
F wex wd A1 AT SEAA T[T A FAT
2, SATGHI qgA F AR qEA A,
IfsT saTwg g frag ar s ¥ qumw
e AT FY § o T qars #iy
T AW | gg 9@l F W Ay FT A4Y-
Yew mafae gom |

[Tee Depury CHAIRMAN in the

Chair.)
frad  wrdlm  Flee rrrﬁ—aﬁ
"o qogr, faad AT FRfTEE
qrEf——ft AW W, 9, A
et §9 N9 [T agl B 419, FAH
FAR 919 FE A A& 8
asFey® STl et ot
, -2

T[’»ﬁ REAT WAY AR HAH

A=t & 1]

sy TrArTaT - T a1 gArd
g § | AWEET, TF A A § wg

¥ () Hindj transliteration,
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g | & axfee ¥ ary w wrgar g
f = w g g W g, & adfed
Fggara 1 A1garg i g aw
AR | AT F I Ay Y we-
AN T@T AT AW & TF TAA FEAT
argat i gfaem w1 gged 7, sfagre
1 gEfa wE g anfEy, 1942
&Y, 1940 F | =) AW TAT ST FE

§ wafrew, 7 wreew | K gAY
qeAT =gt g fF qar @gfaa -
aqr g 1 PR 9w 7oy 7y & arg faamar
atgar § fF =99 9 5w w4 Fify &
AT | FT T FAETT B L AgF o
A FT W & L WS AT AT [T AR
AT AT NT T F g F a7 FEAT
It § B 3 e A fedede
FT UL FT @ & 1 57 AW 9,
Aft 7 F71 f Aafaee faeqma &
far qar g, ar Fam agr wafafe §
#4106 TF ok §  gHTSETEr Hild g
g & awdr @, "eTaTEy wify -
Ay 78 ¢ favaeardy  gafeom afa
arfafaee & | &€y a, ST oo A
My far g | & < 1w
T 727 2 5 mfafafes qﬁm
ﬂarlz‘rlmcr e E
S #gd & 5 g gfeaw & q@a &
qaT W1 BF T | F FgAr Trgar g
T § 5 ggm 7t 1 waq Q,
HET FL | AT FTE F1 B @ g1 A6
A I AHHE GAT FHAODT F7
g QAT AL A AR § 79 T
A H1 ART GLHI AW R TAX T
Fga & f g8 @iwwE &1 9 9@
AT | | AW T G HHFT AT -
GATAT FL G & | H g S F1 9 Fg
WEIFH AT FHATFIIGT. ., .

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I would
like Madam Deputy Chairman, our
enduring friendship to survive ihe
onslaught of the Kutch Award.

: T T, , s A A



3§59 Re award of Indo-Pakistan [ RAJYA SABHA] Western Boundary Case 357%

off e ey § feege
THET § FEAT AEAT § HifE AT
i g S faega e € @
durafa &1 g garfgm &1 W@ & @t
R EAFRTO & gv saray 6 FaT
I T FEd & FF 8 TS KT A
FAT FHOFT Fga & {5 30 74 1 7
CICTART o I T V- L
ATT HT AEAT G0 7 & 94w [ A
ST & fa¥ s g, S wer e
aterr § woht /a1 g, 6 9@ 0F weAd
Hfgme Yy araw gl & gs o1, 9
1965 ¥ AW, Fgl &1 A& A
uoT gaftw #WE s ag haar
fear f5 F~@ 9T ATV gETE W,
T, g9 wTetHAl &1 &Her  dY
T 12 92 & HE I gt ;afaTT 1
FHET 1 1 (93T 7 g L AR fFET
& TG FAY T TGt F FAM FAT BT Fl

I, WL AT 98 T gaTs JE

#T gEwTe {1 v gH "iel Ay &
Qe & Aartas qriweq w1 arg
] 7k IEF T g gATS g
gHar 7gl guT | 3afad § sow T
FIMT WIEAT, TS FH TS BET F
T AT YW Y %3 F1 A9 G Q
W g

=t {aw T
ga%T 9318 T fear g

gizq fafqeet &

T

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr.

Rajnarain, you must finish now.

= TwAEe : AAET, § gy
ST AT gH F TT Toq AT )
o & ot @t g 1 s da g wifE
AT E |

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: After
you Mr. Bhandari has to reply.

=t veAraw ¢ fed, § gudy
T4 # 9T § ) foaw @ oA

Tribunal on Rann of Kutch
g e & R faaey § a7 %) g4 A9
&7 &, @ a ¥ faue #71

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr.

Rajnarain, you will have to limit
your time.
A TRATTAS . AEEET, g
Ty 91T UT [T AT |

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Youw
are such a good parliamentarian.
You can finish replying to every one-
in 20 minutes.

ofl TRATNGOr ¢ § [T W AT
w1 fodaE F& w99 FT Sfaw

FEAT | U A d@y |

Afgd, i o aggR WA
o g R FeTFA RS aJgE o
TqH FART AT T 9T 12 HES

1965 ®T. ..

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Youw
cannot go into details now.

Y TSAATW : ST gAT A
TR ATT gH &X fauy a3 &= =t
a1 AT ST g 1 9g Tl ¥
dafe & | M@y SN @ e
g:

‘st qaT, WE awa}
TEl T AT G F15 AL Tl T=T |
wq & sufedr siferer #3 wr g o
Tt 39 gfaag #) a8 0w o
@1 g a8 o aaw & Jar g o

Tg a0 g wT waw #
OF qa & o s F afe &
TRH “faramauva da” w7 A9 w9
TR A Y ST «F | ag  saw
dfedt & far @ A afer ot
T qF T FAAT HR GHTANTAT
¥ fo wEsHe §mr 1 g welt o
T fay Wy ga & A g oaq
& uFar @ ot g fafoay ar
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& &Y §fy 9 g Y I
AR R RANIR GRS L
- were fagg fg &1

o Aifgar 7, afF ww =
NN FIAT AT TG A, Y FHTX AT oy
[T 9= A foreft ¥ 99 < fagray A
At 9t FiGF g famedr € W
faamereag & 1| ag gAR NET Y g aNT
e @ At i AT aggT A ¥
oY sETe fzar SEE Y AT et AT E
[ 4 Hom%%mmmfeﬁﬁtr
WIATE 39 L -

“F ggq § #f I Fg
91 § fF geady &1 wraen Faa
TG IF AT UL FT gIaT § AKX
FEl 100, 500 UFT FT T & |
. Aifes 3 aTaidar g A AT
. wWraag.. .
ST HeAY FT I ¢ i
“fa TTREX WEE, AU
ST 12 HAF 1965 &7 99 T
g e | §F aw g § 5 faars-
. T WER & YON 4 § g 9Ta-
g g aTfgd | ag 3w g fe
gAY AFT ¥ §B TF SR,
# “faareasr’ &1 waw fFam &
T 984 § SET aF GFAT gl AIR-
dra a7 9% avey ¥ aifeee
q T AT €, wesl F oS
ufyer ¥ Fawa &1 & To Ay
o3 frar FT @rg A SfaaaRw
STy FET 17
ofY TR SEEL AT F o7 o i
& ATa AU o § 9g faega aweft &
oy FfE d sgam N e aiF
wiar g fF g faamue wee s
ST T FET AT HT I AT
Hur, T AR W a9 F O R
F AR ¥ 95 Tl ¥ faarae v

Uy

l
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T AT gY 7 § forad fodr 52l g3
UF gaATa 7 faan 5 & 9 B o
QAT ST & I8 WK 7 AT §, W

AT 3 9% HIAT FFTHTC AT @/
g...

IqaATaia T S FAT AR
5 a9 & &L U HI9TC |

5 THAATCAN ;. STedr  Toar A
AT F QT E | 7T § FFAT AT
FIAT g9 W 95T Ta1 & | & 3q 3 forai}
¥ 9BAT WreaT g, W fag @i, R
o fqsaq ot e 1 g g, fosa
F1 1 Y fom T O F 19 9 e
TTESAA AT 9T FAN A1F 14,000 FF
i FETE 3 3ATH § AHATE I AT AE
s Bts & 1 a9 frw grewamea -
& 7 Fg f5 Cwr w0 | w9 gy
IUT @ HT =, sEeey §, i 17y
T FHE SIS A @Y e aresre X
FET 9T | WX UF AT 97 a7a< qif,
wifa, wify, & & = Qv 0, s
oy g, ..

(Time bell rings.)

el : A7 @ FRE )
. , BUET
Y TR L L o wqA
STEY ST &9 § g Aoy f arzafan
&7 St ZHST | AN G 7, 98 IT®!
& Qferr, & oEfag & Fgar T §
3 99 o AR e & #g  f gw S
F B T AR T4 a@ & gufwr @
FE fof =ETF @A T | F AT N B
FgAT | § f gw ot ag wifa #v aw
qFET FTET & AfFT W gt Bl
RESFLET AT AR AN I &
Wity 7 7S AT 8T T &Y | T Fee
g : wify, mfy, mfy 1 gEemr wif
T &, Frer w77 &
(Time bell rings.)
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Irearafy : 5 fge & &ow F@T
AT | 5 AT & |

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I assure
+you it he speaks a litt'e longer, no
more territory will be lost. Neither
will we get any.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr,
1Gupta, you had your say.

st TrRrRr : fed fiw w1 e
FTe  Afqgar, 9§ FE T R
AE g fragwe = w § &
1940 ¥ AR ¥ weara g foam fw
qrfweat v | IF AT FT o FF ;T
famar & S ghor oo+ fefie <
@ T 95T | | ToIfT ¥ S
T drEr | SR At A g o
gt faar g7 # wre 9wrd § wEAr
aredT § fF aw &Y, argafw =, g
FT ATE I AW & A< g Tt &
Y fe wigw wifa ¥ =W @ §
S GATS § WA AT aTed & 1S
IR Y GIEAT TGHFT § FLFAT
AT & AT T TS A T, I
farda  foaer  mreor R ag
A a9 W|T OGWET | T W
fag, @i fig sk dfer afdr sk
99 T 1947 ¥ 9 14, 15 qT
sea g ogan,  faw ¥ wales
WG A WFFET™, a9, 98 7Y wgr
a1 i 0% wWar  qew 7T Fearya @
JR oY WG 9 OEaT g,
I ¥ wify w1 wifs & am X,
FgAe Wi F AW ag o fF
wifc FTW QW AR TEF T qiE W)
R ool T8 @, TR F A"
|13 AT ATG 9H TS | I9 3 T1E ThT
& g A g B L. Sgemw L
wa fEd o @ § T ¥ | omi
5 T T O ...

It catw awEF

Tribunal on Rann of Kutch

A TAATOAW © @ EGE !
gig fme & ...

Iranafa : 5 fAe adf 5 & )

it TAAATAIW © I§ § H6T T97

@« OF AW F AN
g o wifq, wifs 78 & o o B
gte w7 & mifw & v 1 wa@ &

T WE
e aniff W g & fwag &
e qa dfadaifo «fr giR, e
a@® ¥ fag &wra @i & wifw

9T §, TR T 5@ 9 § wify 9y
§ @1 W@ AR 9% # TF A
9 99, OF FIESYT a9 | gy o
HegeAT ¥ I A FE FaE v Ay
feedt ¥ #R 99 & a8 gaw faar
qr f5 3 wifegm & araw FaqE
WA a e ww 7 afesam
wig S agt Jam o FifegaT w5
qI@ W wEEE wiE W
ST IR S a7 & 98 32T W
qEAT qRaEAr g 1 fag qEewE &
i Husl ¥ S ARE e A §
AN ANE T T AF AT THS
g AR a8 @ @y ghw g
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TE T ARG FI LA & ag FT oY
wgsr foear s@W 7€ g9 aaT )
W M1 qent & dv agw frear
FAW  FET & A 859 & faw oF &
| § A ag a5 § 5 AT et
& OF S FIHgUA  T14T S | TF
AT A8 FT SIS o AT qgt
YW WAl &9 HIT TF AJGT gt 7
SSise av AR Fgl &1 YA Helt
F¥ 1SR & gIr uE 21 W]
s fawg s ow gl 9w
g9 THAYE F FHHESUA ST
gE s wifs Frawar &4

¥ ot q¥w T § sAnEr Hqw=aw-
U g 1 & forem e F AT E |
A T I F1% faoa qricarie aw s
A FIT TET T HIE (875 TLHTL TS
A | WX 7] o @I AR A
qrfvtardie Fadt § AT a8 SArmay &
|9 FIE BAAT FET § Q1 g SEAT
I & fAq qaT E | WX ST g AT
AT O FT TN F Hfeqes FT99 &
T qF AT UF 39 SHIW HY SUH] AT
FATT &, I E, FwEr §
I F fag A § 1 s W
AT HR Y 737 99 77 F1 fand
T FT T & | A farely geg 7 g af@
&t T Tfgd v 9 o< ooy waee
AT FEE | ATCATT &F I8 FgaT &
foF 99 ward A /T AT =gy @
I dae § S ey w w1 § =
AN AT FT TIAT AT 18T § 5w
FT FTIR & G99 § &G T 1T §
FifF o 78 foar & fF sren st
AR § 38 T ST A @ g
T ® H1 0T T FS farf 918 707 q«
S | ey, § Em aar, § R
/Y, g SAd i< Age M A qw &
T8 AT T s T G T A
&V TAT FTT AT g, AV gATd oty
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AFT W W AR AT IFT A
gw Wy qfa Y wr F 97 79w g
¥ faeesr § FT W AT ST AR TqHT
@& w3 | gafad & wagar § 5 5w
e F1 g T AT S @ AW
T FEHT AT F AIT FAT § T8 W
T €, TR & W Sar F1 aF §
& S AT § |

=t g fag werdy : 9w awmafy
RN, § gET & I oy aged] #
mwtd g RN T e 9 e
faae g W@ | WA T@ a9 A W
yesaT & fF ¥® Wam wss q@
T TErF 9 frar F79 awg -
fas @At} § o9% FY q"qr wfEy
TG AFAT W AT I T T4qT GG
AT off, I9F AW SR A
fa=are &1 agi o< smEw fRAT

TYTA "l HEEAr § W S 37
fagrg ¥ AW AFT I F AT
¥ wraew § IO I Fgl, & g9HdAr
g3 T vaTE F wRY ¥ IR
g faame 3 & oy ¥ Ife e
FY | GTHT A A 9 AT {5 qrieear
& o she &3 oo = w2 fag
F F o AR fo meR 9% 9Ew
g gfasw ), IRAgTH 7 owEd
UF WY Feeewd F1 ST AR R
qifFeaTd ¥ §F WEIX F FfAS I
AR & 9 o & fRe o I §
IR A AFT 1w S ATER
it A 3@ ANET F 1 RO e
oY ¥ F o9 wAT g1 W § A AE
T WY waadt & f ofee &
FEFUA F1 T AHA gH W ST
YFpTF A gAR & T A
aqr e e

Y AF AT F1AG T & fF 9w
H ;r‘s;'o‘&rji‘l'* U T AT TG qATT FT
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[t g fag weTdi]
T Afgd 5 100 B ArHr
BT %1 | qF g gran | § A8 gReAar
fie g1 9g 917 et a9 9 warfa
g fF S g9 ITEAA F M T A
JqE! B A B FE BT FL G
faeT HT A0fed | F ag a1 W awar
g fF qIT S 100 WGl FT FH AT
SR 100 WFET qraT AT {5 100
BEdY fooge &% 31 | FaT IR
F ¥ F7 78 AIAT AT & FF g W4T
fegsTs™ F1¢ FTT 70 B qL, 80 K-
Y qT &Y bmer 3 | & A guwan 5
fll Zrgea & 7T ¥ AT w%
g A= fafgg & 1 o w9 fag S
Ffra § O 741 ww o fF T
TG TACH & qATA 4T, AHAA TS
TEaS AT AR TH A ¥ TR o9 &
F BT T F7T 1 SHFT 7Y qg
frgerar & fr ag feear 7 fergeam
FT 97 A TG AUfFEqTa &7 971 0 TH-
a2 o ZESAT A g9 Aeed A
qifeeaTs Y 3 T Gwen fEar
&Y a8 arg @ S 7 el
afcarr § g #dr & | <78 @0 g
ITF gF & 1 afew g § e
wree 9 fa=e fRar, wdY v e
FTI § STEEAAA T HTAT HCHA F7 |

DR. ANUP SINGH: 1 just want to
make a correction. I do not recail
what I said, but I am sure I did r.ot
mean this. I was quoting from the
text of the judgment itselfl. What T
said was. Nowhere has the Tribunal
admitted that the territory belonged
to India. Therefore, when they have
given it to Pakistan, it cannot be
inferred that it belongs to India and
now it is being given to Pakistan.

SHRI SUNDAR SINGH BHAN-
DARI: You quoted some word
“foreign” in that. What do you inter-

pret by that?

~

Tribunal on Rann of Kutch

DR. ANUP SINGH:
word.

It is not my

SHRI SUNDAR SINGH BHAN-
DARI; Your interpretation.

DR. ANUP SINGH: Not my inter-
pretation.

Y g fag vt (&7 fage §
fr sw et &fa ¥ IR ¥ AR 3@ wawqw
¥ & ¥o SR faar &, ag orfess
ifﬁ?fﬂrﬁ%’amﬁ |

“In respect of those sectors of
the Rann in relation to which no
specific evidence in the way of dis-
play of Sind authority, or merely
trivial or isolated evidence of such
a character, supports Pakistan’s
claim, I pronounce in favour of
India.”

3 g & €t g 17 @ | F forwr w1
% B grzearer @ watS 39 vy anfeer
& forg 19 €Y St adt & 21 AT
T A adAT &, T AGX 9T AT
ST T & | OF TIS a7 AT g
#1 forer froweaaT & waar Tiet o= Far
=i a1, fanr s, ohe & 3w O
F A FHIAT AT 9T, I Iq G
foram  SuET 97 FE fF amE o
fesr o oifeeam 3 ot oRfER
#1 arfag fem o FfF Fve Maw &
IO @F A1 FFar 1, qw avg 9w
feen e s srT & 1 AU AE
Fgn g f5 fosma & afowmr §,
fesger 31 wreaTafer ¥ a8 UF geravaqer
gftewior § AR = fod o fesgwr
TR F T A ART @ &
g feeqe &t gfawa ¥ faare =t
fFar | o7 fr aifeeam & o Feag
F. waq wedirT foan, fEC W 9O

wrrey gfesw & w7 F fek
fomat |
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TF T feur wr Fa /@ A7
¥ fF T ¥ gradiew & TIEER AT
g 9 HX @Ay wifedw ¥
FATHT FT TG TG0 | ATHT FIEHT
T g, TaHed 3T A g, if it is
mutual transfer, Y qTE FAT [T
g a7 AT Fikegq ame o F1 IT&&
gAY HIX [T FA I FT & HAT
fear st @ Fifeeagura s @
TATFHAT AT 81, TG qF {Iege T
% ug o faegw dqfae & 1 H
grraereT SR fadr  arfeeamr &, @ o
AT g FRET AT HES T @ 00
AT 34 FT hur fFqr § AR 9
TAReeT S fAfva w0 J, wRA we
F afeqrr & warfas feiwm &
TAFReT § 3 W wfesrT i e
& & Fifeezg aver wHgHE Y grawFar
£ 1 oifiFen w1 A g #3 9 4 fre
T QX T 317 TEAEL HIT T FAHT
grfeea #1 faar 797 93 afseae 71
FIE AU 73 & AT AT T | OfF-
I & FeAT FT 9T AL AAT &,
fin WY adr ard ofSte 7 8% gu
oft frg a@ & 317 Samax i AT
qifFear &1 Iaw T, 3,500 TEM@I
AT SEATHT a7 § oY 3GF KT T oG
qT, |AT TS 91, FAT aTI=L AT |
&3 AEATWAT, WS FEfAr I
T A FT 317 WAL A gAraT faaw
@ 3,500 VEATAT WA dF W AL
Az awfar T & TS i, T8 o
AL TAG 7 ST, TS T A T I
FIAT Y @ T dw 9X fF Al @)
317 TETG WA TR 9T Fa9 7 AT
gwfat 0 ¥ safay e far 91
FTHY TV 7T T AT T 0T TEE X
AT AT FEY 4% ¥, FFq AT F Aww
g fermm ¥ v F @) &
wngar § fF ag 0 fF Tt 317 @
w1t fear &, fesgmret 7 F17 A g
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F [T 9T a9 FW 99 I8 T A,
fF ag Fa9 317 TETITHA FT TATHT
&, 90 sfawra feear g oTw AT R,
10 5frer Seret ey & femman 8,
F gaaan § fF FrE ¥ @A AT qE
= I WY, T FfaE & v uy,
arfeeqr wow fred wemw & frad
Fg< waaT "fasre arf 7 agi T g,
ufasa gad T gFaeg § QR Ag) < amm,
IqF AU 9T TF TF IHIA 341, 33
ey Y X ¥ fosgmer & fadr anfag
&l AT | FEfad fosgae & S 98w
o & ag waq Y, wifeear & foeey
FeuT 9¥ #g afed g FON 9T
faar & :

IR @ fag 7 F9 OF 217 FE
fF i< gq amd & &7 qF 99 |
#39% 39 TF F OF a99 T oG
FFar g o M1 ghaw A F9 qF G
W, g9 39% a9 54, T ¥ Fuar ¥
93, 9 ¥ T4 90 Sfawa a1 afew g
AT, ER THI T ARG FIF | qR
TRETE g 5 WL 399 a6t ¥ gg Amar
gaAT &, 39 q61 & a8 A feayde
W 8, TR ag A fesg & WAy
1965 ¥ 34T 9T, 1965 & 74T gAT AT
1968 ¥ wars o B, fesgaer ¥ quw
W ar=t @, @ fesgaa § @ av i)
Fifagud 9 aFar AT | TR qIET
q %9 a8 417 Fg! (5 87 T3 ITH Fra
¥ foarm a@y ¥ 5 d° gra w@t
TR T STHTAT 2 TFE0T #Y
TaTEY 3 € AR wrag fesgeer v foamr
@ AT % A@ FT IR AT 47 |
oI 78S 59 498 9 I gt w7
ag g 6T g ST g9 A S
FH & o7, g FIX A =g fear
T § IAET gz O F fad A @y
F0F ? ag J& it A5 & | gl &
gagar § B o greeee #1E o

w
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[t grag fag woer]

| AT ®! UGN 7T § A FT @ qv
AT SUTE1 &g gN | AR W
HETSTAE F) A FUG (¢S FT § gaar 4
I ATEA A HATIANS F] IqA Tael
7Y foFaT & | AT WG eI 9T
FaTar AT FEW gE & | AR
T fel I g 9w feenaa & agaa
T A | N FEWIA FE F I
sy ¥ o fgva s =nfed | @R
FIT T 3T GAT &, S FA B
Wi B %1 famn AT § 9 AeT 7 O
2 F< fr g9 6 & 37 79 #1 @,
g o fpT femege #1 Fror A9,
qiffea F W fewee a7 Fww
T & Y WEW 39 a9 & T Gy o
TE ¥ TOF GUNT FH Sedl Fedl
TH! q¥ KT FT gW wfwm Fw], §
grgar g a8 3w & felt off swfeq 0
AT TEY 3 AT | gafad et
g f 3@ W A gw wgddy ¥ A
agt qT & W |

AT o R3sw & 5 a2t o aaw
qEAT geEeq 7 wud faeme @ 1 oo
oS FA A A FA A @
QTHFIT A SAHT GBI FLA A HIAT RT
2 afew G g S T AT 1)
T 3W N T FAGI FT II@IEIT
FATT ATET & STH aF § T F9
TITAE T | g SAD AT NS ASH
&, ) e A T | g FET AT R
T AN AL WS AT AT w7
gr5w fafTeeT ¥ 39 % #7 Saw™ 3 Fr
Fiferer 1 o5 g7 F1E 1T & @Y 7,
sfe za9 9 747 7T 74 fawsr 69 &,
I & F % 9aET 399 § F ¥ =
®T T FIF HT ATHT ITF FT T
TEHT T X AT A
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4 ag faew g fF amee &
T & | GIRT WA gu g faedr
feal § gw ST qaFTfaan Ty 7 7,
AfET gwrd sw qreETfas, IR
TEF FT AT T FC R Fy feafa w,
FAIK & ©F § qTHT W@ FT TG
faT T § | a8 qraET gX aeaAr
e & w9 gogy wdam o Gy
T IT AT AT & aY g9 gar aad
FF A o5 IV AT wqq &7 W
ATH A TN ¥ g1 Ay 7 qffeafq
F GAGRGT FATC TTAT FHT qq T
L
Tafay § fraaw &< =mgan § &
w1 B o fafswsr s oe=t ¥ agt
g fra v & 99H & 39 ana & gfte
gs 2 % a8 we, fraet & wpe, e
e & o feeqae awmn @ o,
T SEHRT TN W & S§ qEX 9%
FTATRT &1 & #Hif% S9 aE ¥ W
100 TWEE 39 Siqd | TH FAAT A
g e R g femarsaw &
5, 10 UTAC SFH! FMT FET &
ATled, 78 79T % & AR 78 fawey -
T 9 TE ST | T9 TR0 F Jg
10 9%8e  gHH ST gHY GHY ST @Y
2 98 g9 X #9Y AR T %61
gt #37 &F fol g #ew e
Hifgd AR LRI F Jg TAAT AGY
AT ARG | 98 FgaT fF 9 Fawr
ATSGT T 7 & A T97 I AT
el grawae af & ® wwwan g
fe a= aFf 7 98 I fag 1 & 5 Joe
#T% 2f e garcas & | ¥99 ATw
el Tawee Y & T wifee-
AT FAEHE F 997 oF g9 9Ae
ot foFelt g% IW T AT AL TWHHC F
Afgw & 78 & 1 fa wifegmema
HSHT F W AT FT FUTET &7
FIZLTAT FT HAT & A IR 7

| wifeegque & sqac ot 997 ¥
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73 FEwE g ) 3 Tawm §
FET AGAT § )

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I shall
now put Shri Rajnarain’s motion to
the vote of the House.

The question is:

“That this House disapproves of
the Award (February 19, 1968) of
the Indo-Pakistan Western Boun-

dary Case Tribunal on the Rann of !

Kutch.” beamo

The House dividid,

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Ayes—
17; Noes—63.

AYES--17

Antani, Dr, B. N.

Basu, Shri Chitta.
Bhandari, Shri Sundar Singh.
Chandrasekharan, Shri K.
Chordia, Shri V, M.

Das, Shri Banka Behary.
Jagat Narain, Shri,
Khandekar, shri R. S.
Mani, Shri A. D.

Murahari, Shri G.

Panda, Shri Brahmananda.
Patel, Shri Dahyabhaj V.
Rajnarain, Shri.

Reddy, Shri Mulka Govinda,
Sarla Bhadauria, Shrimati.
Sen Gupta, Shri D. L.
Thengari, Shri D.

NOES—63

Abdul Shakoor, Moulana.
Ammanna Raja, Shrimati.
Anandan, Shri T, V.

Tribunal on Rann of Kutch.

Annapurna Devi Thimamareddy,.
Shrimati.

Bhadram, Shri M. V,

Bhatt, Shri Nand Kishore.
Chandra Shekhar, Shri,

Chetia, Shri P, -
Devaki Gopidas, Shrimati.
Gilbert, Shri A. C.

Gujral, Shri 1. K.

Gupta, Shri Bhupesh. -
Gurupada Swamy, Shri M. S.
Hathi, Shri Jaisukhlal

Kathju, shri P. N,

Kesavan (Thazava), Shri.
Khaitan, Shri R. P.

Khan, Shri Akbar Ali
Krishna Kant, Shri.

Kulkarni, Shri A. G.

Kumaran, Shri P. K.

Kurre, Shri Dayaldas,

Lalitha (Rajagopalan), Shrimati

Maniben Vallabhbhaj Patel,
Kumari.
Mary Naidu Miss. M. L.

Mehta, Shri Om.

Mishra, Shri L. N.

Mitra, Shri P. C.

Mohammad, Chaudhary A.

Mookerjee, Shri Debabrata.

Nandini Satpathy, Shrimati

Paliwal, Shri S. K. D.

Pande, Shri Tarkeshwar.

Panijhazari, Sardar Raghbir Singh..

Patel, shri T. K.

Patra, Shri N.

Pattanayak, Shri B. C.

Purkayastha, Shri M.

Pushpaben Janardanrai Mehia,.
Shrimati.

Ramaswamy, Shri K. S.

Ramaul, Shri Shiva Nand.

Ray, Shri Ramprasanna.

Sahaj, Shri Ram.

Salig Ram, Dr.

Sapru, Shri P. N.



