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impress upon the Minister, since he
comes from Bihar, that charity should
begin at home. Let him face the
music.

Mr. CHAIRMAN: You press a little
too much. Now, the House stands
adjourned till 2.30 in the afternoon.

The House adjourned for
lunch at twenty-two minutes
past one of the clock.

THe HOUSE REASSEMBLED AFTER LUNCH
AT HALF PAST TWO OPF THE CLOCK, THE
Depury CHAIRMAN in the Chair.

MOTION RE: INDO-PAKISTAN
AGREEMENT RELATING TO GUJA-
RAT-WEST PAKISTAN BORDER—
eontd.

Tae DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: 1 have
10 aghnounce that the Finance Minister
will lay a statement on the Table of
the House at § p.M. Prof M. B. Lal.

Pror. M. B, LAL (Uttar Pradesh):
Madam, most of us in India have al-
ways stood for an amicable settlement
and friendly relations between India
and Pakistan and have regarded the
citizens of these two coun'ries as
blood-brothers, but unfortunately the
policy of Pakistan towards India ever
since independence has consistently
been one of hostility. She has cons-
tantly tried to undermine the strength,
s'ability and prestige of India. In
the circumstances, India has no op-
tion but to take note of the hostile
attitude of Pakistan and to project
Indian policy to the situa‘ion that is
being constant’y created by Pakis-
fan. Madam. 1 am sorrv to sav that
Government has failed to evolve and
pursue a consistent policy in regard
$o Pakistan. Our Government has al-
Jowed itself to suffer f-om hesitation,
wvacillation and complacency and has
eonsequently failed to tske neces-
sarv steps at the proper moment to
protect Tndis’e territorial intecrity
and vital national interests. This f{s
ebvious from the fact that though the

Government had sufficient knowledge
of Pakistan’s attitude with regard to
the Rann of Kutch, adequate s.epe
were not taken to sgtrengthen our
detence on that border. It was sug-
gested by certain experts that six
roads must be built to strengthen our
position in the Rann of Kutch, but
so far not a single road has been builf.
Perhaps the Government hoped that
the Indo-Pakistan agreements of 1958
and 1960 provided sufficient protec~
tion against aggression, but in their
hopes they were absolutely mistaken,
firstly because these agreements werse
so badly drafted that under them
Pakistan could continue to lay its
claims for 3,500 square miles of the
Rann of Kutch as its own territory;
though our Government has recently
tended to maintain that even when
this agreement was arrived at they
regarded the dispute as only a boun-
dary dispute. Secondly, despite these
agreements Pakistan continued its in-
trusions into Indian territory and
their citizens continued to have un-
lawful infiltration into our country.
Madam, 1 beg to submit that Pakis-
tan's understanding with India in
1959 and 1960 was just a smokescreen
behing whick Pakistan hatcheq her
plans for aggression on India’®
Kutch border. This is obvious by
what happened on that border this
summer. This is obvious by the fact
that even after the Indo-Pakistan
agreements of 1959 and 1960, Pakis-
tan continued its hostile activities om
variaug Indian borders. The failure of
our Government to realise the imp-
lications of the 1959 and 1960 agree-
ments and its further unprepa-edness
to meet Pakistani aggression on the
Kutch border have clea~ly demons-
trated the incompetence of the Gov-
ernment and have exposed the hol-
lowness of their tall talks about thelr
vigilance and defence preparednessa

Madam, just when Pakistan deci-
ded to commit aggression on the Rann
of Kutch, we did not have sufficient
forces there to meet the aggression. It
has been told to us that when the
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stuation developed in the Rann of
Xu ch the military wished that the
authority for its defence be handed
over to tneir charge as soon as pos-
&ibie and yet ou: Government delayed
and delayed and for weeks tried
to face the situation with the help of
the police force that was there. The
agreements of 1959 ang 1960 were,
1 beg to submit, rendered null and
woid by Pakistan herse’f the moment
she committed aggression in the Rann
of Kutch. We all know that just
when the S cond Wo:r'd War started
the Soviet Union and Germany en-
tered into an agreement, but wh:n
the German forceg cntered East-rn Eu-
rope against the spirit of that agree-
ment, in view of that aggression, the
Russo-German pact of 1939 stood nuil
#nd void. So, the moment Pakistan
attacked the Rann of Kutch, that mo-
ment the agreements of 1959 and 1960
were rendered null and wvoid by
Pakistan. Unfortunately, our Gov-
ernment failed to take note of this
fact. In fact, stranmely enough the
Government managed to forget the
wery existence of the agreements ar-
rived at between the *two (Governments
#t a time when the Prime Minister
himself was an imnor'ant member of
the Cabinet and when the Ex'er-
@mal Affairs Minister had a considera-
ble hand in promoting the conclusion
of these acreements. I beg to sube
wit that if the Gove-nment had
taken due note of this fact. the Gov-
ernment could ornject India’s policy
prope-lv irto the world. It was pos-
sible for the Government of India to
#ayv that even jf Pakistan was not satis-
fied with the wavs of India. Pakistan
was bound to demand a tribunal ra-
ther than to commit agoression on the
Rann of Xutch. But unfortunately our
diplomacv failed and even when an
aggression was committed on India,
e world failed to understand ‘that
Pakistan had committed an agoression,
and therefore most of the States in
e warld remained almast silent and
only some of them wished us some-
ROw to come to a peaceful gettlement
m ¢this matter.

Madam, I feel that after the Pakis-
tani aggression on the Rann of Kutch
the agreements of 1959 and 1960 s ood
null and void and it is our duty to
review our policy with regard to
Pakistan in the context of .he present
situation. I beg to submit, Madam,
tha: the year 1965 is very different
from the years 1959 and 1960. In the
years 1959 and 1960 Pakistan was
committed to the United States of
America for containing Commun-
ism of China and the Soviet Union.
In 1965 China and Pakistan were in
collusion and the two were more or
less commi ted to have a joint pres-
sure on India and to undermine India’s
dignity and terri‘orial integzrity.
Again, Madam, we know that in 1965
Pakistan was training her armed for-
ces and other personnel in guerilla
wa fare and everbody could conclude
that this training in guerilla warfare
was not intended to be used against
the Soviet Union or even against
Afghanistan with which China had
good relations though Pakistan might
not have good relations. This train-
ing was intended to be used against
India and i was India’s duty to pre-
pare her armed forces and prepare the
whole countrv to face the situation
which the guerilla warfa'e in the
sub-continent of India might create.
1 do not wish to probe into a'l the
secrets of the defences of the coun-
try, and it is just possible that the
Government of India might be also
taking some counter-measures to pre-
pare India's forces for meeting the
guerilla warfare also. But I do fee),
Madam, that India’s foreign policy
and diplomacy were no‘ p-ojected to
the new situation.

Madam, Pakistan’s intrusions and
hostility had also considerably in-
creagsed. In 1959 and 1960 thev en-
tered into an agreement with us that
all disputes would be peacefullv set-

tled and, if not amicably se tled,
through mutual negotiation, would
be referred to a tribunal. But Pakie-

tan continued to make intrusions om
all fronts and these intrusions in~
creagsed in number, All these facte
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had lo be taken into consideration.
But, Madam, I beg to submit that our
Gove:nment however continued its
piecemeal and spineless policy to
wards Pakistan and signed the recent
Kutch agreement. Through this ag-
reement our Government has agreed
to refer lhe Indo-Pakistan border
dispute to a tribunal thus voluntarily
agreeing to the erosion of our sover-
eignty. Moreover in my opinion and
tn the opinion of the Party to which
T belong, this act constitutes a viola-
tion of solemn pledge given to
the Parliament by our Prime Minister.

Madam, it we carefully study the
Kutch agreement, we will find vari-
ous defects in the agreement besides
the debatable question whether the
tribunal should consist of members
none of whom belongs to India and
Pakis an. Our Prime Minister even
today continues to assert that we
stand onlvy for the dema-cation of
the boundary, for the alignment of
the boundary. But if we loock into
A-ticle 3, it says:

(i) In view of the fact that:

(A) India claims that there is

no territorial dispute as there is
a well established boundary run-
ning roughly along the northern
edge of the Rann of Kutch as
shown in the pre-partition maps,
which needs to be dema -catad on
the ground;

(B) Pakis‘an claims that the
border between India and Pakis-
tan in the Rann of Kutch runs
roughly along the 24th Parallet
as is clear from soveral pre-pati-
tion and post-partition documents

and therefore the dispute involves °

some 3,500 square miles of ter-
ritory;

“ (Cy At discussions in January
1960, it was ag-eed bv Ministers
" of the two Governments
_they would each collert furthe~
* daté, regarding the
 boundary and that further dis-

that’

Kutch-Sind

cussions would be held later with
a view to arriving at a se.tlement
of this dispute;

as soon as officials have finished the
task referred to in Article 2(vi),
which in any case will not be later
than one month after the cease-fire,
Ministe's of the two Governments
will mee: in order to agree on the
determination of the border in the.
light of their respective claims, and
the arrangements for its demarca~ -
tion. At this meeting and at any.
proceeding before the Tribunal re-
ferred to in A-ticle 3(ii) and (iv)
below each Governmen' will be
free to present and develop their
case in full.”

From this it is but obvious that what-
ever our asse~tions might be the tri-
bunal would be forced *o decide first
whother it was a terri‘orial dispute
o~ it was a bonndarv disnute, whether
the claim nf Pakistan was a correct
one o- Trdia’s attitude with regard to
the bnorder was a co-rect one,
Thus if rot evniicitly at least impli-
ci lv, we recognise the right of Pak-
i~tan t1 eantermt her claim  to 8,500
sanare miles of our territory.

Tee DEPUTY CHATRMAN: Yow
have taken twen'y minutes

Pror. M. B. LALL: I wi'l finish in &
few minutes,

Mardam tha PSP stron~ly ho'ds that
the Kutch Agreement between Indis
and Pakistan an. the rerent develops
ment in Ka hmir cannot be viewed in -
feola’inn hut must ha considered in+
the backeround nt Pakistan and her-
policy towards Tndia The infiltration -
ot Fakistanis intn Kachmir an? their
attacl on our: territory in a planned-
way with the cannivance nf Pakistan, +:
the, ‘raining and tha equinping of. the
Nava rebe's.and tha colusion with-
China have ewnloded the myth tha$.
the, Tndr-Pakistan, conflict ean he. ey,
so'ved through peaceful negotiaﬂmd.
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Madam, it might be saij that, when
1 say that the Ka_hmir issue and the
Kutch jssue need to be viewed to-
gether in the context of the general
foreign policy of Pakistan, I am wize
af er events but I fee] that the Gov-
ernment will not try to advance that
argument because in the Government’s
document itself it is said that in the
seven-month period from January to
July, 1965, the number of inci'ents on
the Cease fire line in Kashmir was
over 1,800 a- compared to 1,522 in the
who'e year 1964, and unusual interest
was shown by Pakistan in our line of
communication which was threatened
repeatedly. In the Kargil area where
#t li=s close to ‘he Cease-fire line, od
the night of 16-1Tth May, 1965, Pak-
istani tropps started heavy firing on
our pickets and attacking with force.
All these things clearly indicate ‘hat
before June 1965 when this Kutch
Agreement “was arrived at. the Cov-
ernment knew what the policy of Pak~
istan wag and yet, it fai'ed to reorient
i*s poliey in the light of the new situa-
tion ecreated by Pakistan I may fur-
ther point out that while the Gov-
ernment documents only point out
that Pakistan wagq irying to cut our
passage from Srinagar to Leh, actu-
2lly infiltration had started in May,
nat only on August 5th night, in
Kashmir.

. Msadam, I feel that India needs a
reso'u'e policv fo- the defenre nf
Kashmir an? the repudiation of the
Tuteh Agreement; we hope that the
platitades ahout veaceful s~ttloment
with Pakis.an and Indo-Pak Confede-
ration wou'd now cea~e Indi~’s de-
fence policy, unfortunately. wili have
%0 he based on the assumnption that for
years to come China and Pakistan
would work in collusion and would
eonstitute a serious threat ‘o India's
freadom and integrity. Madam, 1 know
qfat we. the people of India, stand for
peace. We know that our great lead-
.ers Buddha and Gandhi stood for
peace But 1 feel ‘hat none of the two
tdught u- to be cowards. Ganhiji has
repeated'y said that,satyagraha was
Wot meant to train people in cowar-

,

dice but to train people to sacrifice
‘heir al} for the cause of the freedom
of the country. We have to preserve
our freedom against the possible col-
lusion and simultaneous attack of
Chinn and Pakistan. Though I do no¥
wish India to suffer from war phyco-
si , I do feel that we have no option
but to crea e—to cultivate 1 shoud
say—the spirit and wi] of resistance
among the pzople of India, to make
them aware of the fact that for the
freedom of the country they will have
‘0 ghed their blopd a number of”
times, and unless India is strong, India
would not be able to make her con-
tribution even in preserving the peace
of the world. I feel that the Govern-
ment, instead of following a weak-~
kneed po'icy, would try to prepare the
coun ry for the defence of the land
under all circumstances, 1 am glad,
Madam, that in Ka hmir our military
is giving 2 good account of itself and
I am sure that this fact must ha\{i
enab’'ei them to regain confidence ip
our own strength and perhaps also i
the'r military leadershio. But
all the same, I beg to cubmit  {Tal
when the Government knew every-
thing—that there was preparation for
guerrilia wa-fare, that there Wwag
preparation for intruson of the
armed personnel into Kashmir—Gov-
enment shows such a strategy that
our forces were required to defen.d
Kashmir on the outskirts of Sri-
pagas. 1 feel that the Government
must be bold enough not onlv to
re‘use to have talks with Mr. Bhutto
but algo to say that Pakistan’s ag-
gression in Kashmir further clearly
indirates that the hoves which led
the Government of India to have this
ag-eement are bel'ed. What doed
the Preamble of the Agreement say?
1t mays:— .

«wphat {h's will also contribute
to g reduction of the nrecent femi
sion slong the entire Indo-Pakis-
tan border.”

On thi¢ p-esumpfion this agreemen?
wag arrived at ‘This presumption ¢
falsified by Pakistan through i
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nostile act vitiegs in Kashmir and 1
feel that the Government of India

should carefully reconsider ijtsg atti-

tude with regard to this Indo-Pakis-
tan Agreement in the light of what
hanvened in August, 1965 in Kash-
mir. anq prepare the
facing all eventualit'es for the de-

fence of its dign'ty and territorial
inteority,

3 pM.
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-Surt ANAND CHAND (Bihar):
Madam Deputy Chairman, I might
respectfully point out that some of
us, ] think, have transgressed from
the immediate problem which is be-
fore this House, namely, the agree-
ment with Pakistan regarding the
cease-fire in Kutch and the establish-
ment of a tribuna] which is to deal
ultimately with the problem as %o
where the territory of india and Pak-
istan lies, That to my mind, ig the
important point. 1 know that the
happenings in Kashmir, the inflow of
infiltrators there, the sabotage and
other activities which are taking
place there have cloudeqd the minds
of the Memberg and there has been
a vociferous cry from inside the
House ag well as from the people at
large that retaliatory measures
should be taken. One of guch mea-
sures is suggested to be the abroga-
tion of the Kutch agreement.
I personally would respectfully sub-
mit to the House that we should not
be carried away by this excitement.
Rather we should focus our attention
on the problem as it existed, when
Pakistan made its incursions into the
Kutch territory. Let us separate the
problem, of Kashmir altogether. I am
glad the Prime Minister when he
moved the Mo'ion this morning was
at pains to explain to us all here that

764
the Kashmir problem as such is one
wnich has ng connection with the
Kutch Agreement, neither is there
any proposal before the Government
nor there ever is going to be in the
future some kind of an agreement on
the boundaries or borders of Kashmir
as is envisaged in the Kutch Agree-
ment. Therefore once we isolate this
from the happenings at Kashmir at
present, I think we will be able to
apply our minds much more clearly
without bias to the contents of the
Agreement itself. I was rather con-
cerned when my friend Mr, Vajpayee
from there raised two objections in
the very beginning, constitutiona| ob-
jections, he calied them. One was that
the Government was not competent to
enter into any agreement which ceded
any part of the territory of India to
another Government  without the
consent of the people of the Stateout
concerned. Now if we examine article
1 very carefully, it establishes the
territories of the Union. It says quite
clearly that India is a Union which
shall consist of States and Territories,
Now those territories are defined in
the First Schedule. In that Schedule
we see the State of Gujarat. Now the
boundaries of Gujarat are the bounda-
ries which came into being with the
passage of the Bombay Reorganisation
Act in 1960. If we go into the provi-
sions of this Act, we will see that be-
sides other areas or districts of the
then existing Bombay State which
was a composite State consisting both
of Maharachtra and Gujarat, there
was the district of Kutch. Kutch, at
that time, was a part of the larger
Bombay State. What has happened?
That Kutch district has now gone
under the Bombay State Reorganisa-
tion Act into the Gujarat State but
what does it say? It says that the
boundaries of the State shall be those
which were the boundaries of Guja-
rat. There is no que-tion that Kutch
forms nart of Gujarat. That is not the
issue. The issue is what are the ierri-
torial lim'ts of Gujarat vis-a-vie the
Rann of Kutch That is the point at
issue But the determining of that point
whether the Rann of Kutch as a whole
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or a part is a part of Kutch and there-
fore of the State of Gujarat is one of
the things which this Agreement aims
to bring about. Therefore I respectfully
submit that there is nothing in this
Agreement which in any way abro-
gateg or does; not take intp consiaera-
tions the provisions of the Constitu-
tion. It is perfectly in consonance with
the Constitution. The Centre has got
the right to discuss with Pakistan
what are the boundaries of the dis-
trict of Kutch, how much of the Rann
is to be included. Of cour e our con-
tention is that the whole of Rann is
part of Kutch. Their contention is
otherwise but the very fact that we
are discussing does not mean that the
jurisdiction or territoria]l limits of
Gujarat are in any way being uni-
laterally altered. That is all that I
would respectfully submit.

Coming to the dispute proper, ever
since Independence and even before
the State of Kutch ha; had its s'ra-
tegic importance, it wag realised at
the time when Sardar Patel brought
about the United States of Kathiawad,
the Union of what we call Saurash-
tra, at that time Kutch, although part
of the Western States Agency, was
kept outside the orbit of this Union
of Saurashtra and if was taken over
as a separate Chief Commissioner’s
Province. Public memory is prover-
bially short but T would like, with
your permission, to read oul a few
lines from para 118 of the White
Paper on the Indian States which was
issued sometime in the beginning of
"1950.

Para 188 of the White Paper says:

“Another important State which
was taken over under the Central
Administration was Kutch. This
State has an area of 17,249 square
miles, of which 8,461 miles is inhabit-
ed by a population of a little over
half a million. The remaining area
is occupied by what is known as the
Ranp of Rutch which is a wasteland
flooded wi'h water during most part
of the year.”

Even in 1953 we were clear that so
far as the Runn was concerned, it was

1965 ] Agreement of June 1965 756

part of the Kutch State ang when
Kutch becanie integrated with India,
not only the Kutch State proper but
the Rann itself came under the juris-
diction of the Indian Government and
has been adininistered as such.

Now comes the point as to why then
should this dispute at all have arisen.
On that if Members will go ba .k into
the past a little, they will find that ever
since 1948, P'akistan has been contest-
ing. It has put forward continuously
the assumptions or assertions that the
Rann of Ku'.ch is not wholly Indian
territory. It was done first in 1948, in
a note which was sent by the Pakistan
High Commissioner to the Indian High
Commission and thereafter right up to
1958 there have been exchanges bet-
ween our External Affairs Ministry and
the Governrnent of Pakistan regarding
the dispute in Kutch, so much so, that
when the meeting of the representa-
tives of the two States took place im
1960, Kutch was discussed and it was
agreeq that a study would be made as
to where the border lay and later on

the Conference would take place.
Now let us skip from 1960. In 1965
Pakistan launched this unprovoked

attack on Indian positions in the Rann
of Kut 'h. %hat is history but at the
same time whep we were meeting the
challenge which was posed by Pakistan
in that area, the Prime Minister made
a statement in Parliament on 28th
April 1965 which of course is known
to all of us but I would like, with your
permission, to quaote a f>w lines from
that. In his speech the Prime Minister
said:

“Pakistan must give up its war-
like activities. If it does, I see no
reason whv the simple fa-t of deter-
mining what was the actual boun-
dary between the srstwhil~ province
of Sind and the State of Kutch and
what is the boundary between India
and Pakistun cannot be settled across
the table.”

That is the policy statement which
was made by the Head of the Govern-
ment ang that is g policy statement
about whih I believe no objection at
that time was raised from either side
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of the House, whether it was from this
sid2 or from the side of the Opposition,
‘Now this Agreement is entirely in
consonance with that policy. That
policy is that there was no reason why
if Pakistan left its aggressive inten-
tions, the question could not be dis-
cussed across the table. Well, Pak-
istan has gone back. As the Prime
Minister was at pains to tell us this
morning, the whole of the Rann has
‘been eva.uated. We have gone back
to our posts except for a small area
which they were patrolling. The posi-
ticn taken by the Prims Minister and
the Government that the stitus quo
ante as it existed on 1st January 1965
must be brought about before therz is
a cessation of hostilities and further
ta ks—that has been fully satisfied. No
one has questioned this that Pakistan
has reverted back to where she was on
1st January 1965. Now that being
the position, the oth-r things auto-
matically follow and I see no reason
why we are raising such a hue and
cry and saying that this Agreement
itself is a surrender of sovereignty or
that we are giving away something
which we have no right to do. All that
is being done is that Pakistan having
reverted back to its position that it
-occupied previous to 1st January 1965,
India, as it hag declared repeatedly, is
honour-bound now to gn ahead and to
find out the avenues of sitting across
the table ard trving to find out the
determination of the boundary. Now
there has been a lot of criticism that
there has to be this determination and
demarcation If I remember the
words arighf, much emphasis has been
pla-ed on these words. They say
that the Aereement has been made
for determination and demarcation
of the bord:r in that area. 1 res-
pectfnllv suhmit that there can be no
demarcation without determination.
Unless we know where the boundary
lies, we cannot determine it. Now
the question: iz that from our point
of view it hias been made auite clear
that the boundary is as it was at the
{ime when partit'on took place, and
that the Indian side of the border was
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wherever the Kutch boundary in the
Rann existed at that time, But Pak-
istan doss not a_cept tais proposition.
So all that nas to be done is that the
boundary has to be determined first
and then demarcated on the ground.

Now another flaw that has been
pointed out in this Agreement is that
Pakistan’s c.aim of 3,500 square miles
of Indian tarritory has been accepted,
I do not think so. If we read
Article 3, very clearly it says that
“India clainis that there is no terri-
torial disput: as there is a well es.ab-
lished bouudlary running roughly
along” such and suh, and that
“Pakistan ciaims that the bordzr bet-
ween India and Pakistan * * * runs
roughly alcrg” such and such. Well,
it only saye a factual position, that
India says tnat our boundary is at a
particular puint, and Pakistan says,
“No, this is wrong; the boundary of
Pakistan or that of the province of
Sind is at such and such a po'nt”
Therefore, all these questions having
aris~n. there is this Agreement to find
out where the actual boundary lies. So
*here has to be a demarcation of tha#
boundarv only—I submit—after the
determination as to where it is.

Now the othe- point that was made
was the objection raised to this por-
tion in the Agreement “for dectermi-
nation of the border in the light of
their resmective claims and evidznce
orodu-ed before it” (the Tribunal),
Now those are words which are
usually used in all these matters,
where there are territorial disputes,
T mean when two parties fall out and
they apooint arbitrators. or they refer
them tn a court of arbitration. Then,
naturally, the claims of both sides as
well as the evidence which they
have to lead has to be placed there,
before the tribunal itself. It is not a
judicial wroceeding, but it is a kind
of guasi-judicial bodv, and therefore
it has to be given both sides of the
pictu-e. and when thev come to a
conclusion then, naturally, they will
give the denrision as to where actually
the boundarv lies, Of rourse, India
hopes and we all hope that our case
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as such is water-tight, and that Pak-
istan has no claims whatsoever in the
Rann of Kutch, and by history, by
maps, by tradition, by our actual
possession of the territory, there is no
reason to believe that we are going
to lose that territory. Let us not be
unduly excited about an imaginary
possibility that we are going to lose
this territory and something should
be done to stop it straightway. That
way an impression, I may submit,
would be created in the mind of the
Tribunal itself, that our case was
weak and so we were worried, that
Pariiament was very much worried
that they might take away all this
3,500 square miles of terr:itory. So I
do not want that kind of defeatist
mentality to prevail. Why should we
be afraid? If our case is just, if our
maps are right, if our boundary line
is correctly drawn—I have no doubt it
is—1I have consulted many records my-
self in the past few days—I see no
reason why we should object to or in
any way hesitate in referring it to an
international body.

That brings me to the last point—I
do not want to take more time of the
House—and it is this. Now there is
going to be no meeting of the Foreign
Ministers of Pakistan and India.

I might be pardoned; there are
very many senior Members in this
House; my knowledge about war
etrategy and political acumen is very
limited but I personally would have
thought, in the context in which we
are seeing this Kutch Agreement, when
Government is so clear in its mind that
the happenings in Kashmir have no-
thing to do insofar as the Xutch
Agreement itself is concerned, I  for
one was rather distressed to find that
there was not going to be a meeting of
the two Foreign Ministers. 7 would
have thought that, when we had come
to an Agreement then whatever flows
from that Asgreement, we might
follow. I am sure Pakistan, by send-
ing its Foreign Minister to India,
would not have budged one inch
from their stand that the territory
whi'h they claim theirs is—up to the
24th Parallel. T admit all that but,
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at the same time, if they had said so
once again, 1 do not think it would
have injured our cause. Of course so
far as the sentiments of the couatry
were concerned, they would be still
more injured because of the mistake
of the Minister of Pakistan himsclf id
saying what he said—I[ was rather
sorry to read that. He said some-
where, in relation to Kashmir, that
although Pakistan was not interested,
or was not involved in the people
who were going and infiltrating into
Kashmir and causing all this trouble,
still Pakistan had a lot of sympathy
for oppressed people everywhere, 1
do not like to bring in that issue here,
and I believe, in a way, perhaps it
serves him right to be told—for his
attitude about Kashmir—that perhaps
it is best that he does not come to
the conference table here and the dis-

pute as such goes directly to the Tri-
bunal.

Now one word about the Tribunal,
and I would submit that we have to
be very careful on whom we put the
burden of representing India's case
in the Tribunal itself. I think that is
a point which must be very carefully
thought out. I do not know what
Pakistan’s attitude might be, After
the British Government had come in
as a mediator between Pakistan
and India, there was criticism of the
British Prime Minister ang of the
British people, that they sided with
Pakistan and that therefore they have
done this, it is their draft, and so on.
Well, in a way it might be true—I do
not know—but if we look to the other
side, we will be quite clear, and let
us be quite clear in our mind that
Britain, in spite of its position now—
the position il occupies in the world
now is not the position which it held
once; it had empires and so on—still,
is the senior partner of the Common-
wealth, a Commonwealth of which we
are a member still, and as such, if
Mr. Harold Wilson, as a senior mem-
ber of the Commonwealth Prime Min-
isters’ entity, if he sent a proposal,
there was nothing wrong. and we
should not say that we won't touch it,
because it emanated from the Britigh
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Now I ¢» not know, Madam Deputy
Chairman, as to whom Pakistan would
select as their referec on the Tribunal,
but if I am to be allowed to make
a suggestion, my suggestion to the
'Government would be that we should
very seriously consider as to who
shoulqg be our nominee on the Tribu~

nal, and I hope T am not transgress-

ing my limits if I would suggest two
names, and the first name that comes
1o my mind automatically is the name
of the TUnion of Soviet Socialist
Republies. I think we should ask if
they would be interested in sponsor-
ing our cause in this particular dis-
pute. The Prime Minister has been
there recently; the Soviet stand has
been that they stand for an amicable
settlement of the dispute between
India ang Pakistan in the Kutch area.
I do not see why, if they are so in-
terested, they would not agree if we
ask them to be one of the referees
from our side. And if for certain
reasons the Soviet Union is
not prepared to come and act, then
I would turn my eye inwards into
the Commonwealth countries them-

selves. Of course there are coun-
tries in Afrira with whom we have
very close relations. There are coun-
tries elsewhere also, but my mind

wanders and it goes to Canada; I
would suggest the name of Canada
for two reasons; one, that Canada is
not so deeply involved in the Euro-
pean and Asian troubles, in all the
conflagrations here, ag other coun-
tries of the Commonwealth are; two,
that it has been working with us in
Vietnam and we have close associa-
tion insofar as the Vietnam trouble
is concerned, and the approach of
the Government of India and the
Canadian Government on the bomb-
ing in North Vietnam has been iden-
tical. So, Madam Deputy Chairman,
if for some reason or the other, we
are not able to persuade the U.S.S.R.
to come to our gide in this particular
Tribunal, I would suggest that we
ask Canada to be the sponsor insofar
as our case hefore the Tribunal is
concerned,

772

Thig is all I have to say. Thank
you.

st mew fagrd Tveet : wEET,

3 WE | 59 & 7 UF qheq  faar v,
ag UF TAF AT 97 S gaweafa ¥
T T A | 39 FEeT W glkwm
ar ¥ qgaT Qg

“With hope and faith, this House
affims the firm resolve of the
Indian people to drive out the

aggressor from the sacred soil of
India.”

T qE g FOO GEH OX
faam #T @ & 91 ot ;AT 9w
TN T FAT A ag £ r o 3 wE
F OEATU qFeT 98 gAAW d T
gaT & ¢ T oty W wem A
o a% ¥ gl FI F q@T TAT 7
FoT T 0 F55 F qfreary 7 gieaey
aE 7 P FUe ¥ O A ¥
g 9 FH FP owT 7oA
TETH HeAT ST 7 G Fg 6 a1y 7w
QUeT &1 AT § | T qIR T FES F
qg 20 WA FT 9Fr 4§ e forad
TFET F1 TE FIT H REFTT
femamard 7 #ar ag T w6 %7 fgean
TP amag afar 7 8 ? wuw
wel 7 F3T 97

“There is no question

rending any part of our
not an inch of it*
TEY WA TE-HeT #Y @R AT eaT
F At A 1 14 W€ A G g9 qIA
T doF wafita @9 91 @ oA, Tw
I F AT

“We will not succumb to pres-
sure. There is no question of sue-
cumbing to any force, to any ag-

gression and there {can be no
question of our surrendering even

an inch of our sacred soil any-
where else.”

T 20 MA TF 39 & fr Grer
grar g ?

of sur-
territory
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Fr5 A 3 TG W F 57 g
F AT F AT F§ OAFT FA
Y gardy sfqar 0 g1 S 1y /T
St FE & fF <ot F95 & arfwedr #1
9T gz 7§ | ga@  §7 gAY
g2 W | aifea #T AN €T
g a5 f5 3 AreAuETd 84 o, 9
FACET F90 N § qHr 4f | WA
T F° § gAT aAT¢ i ge i ?
afs T =8 gwurq g, ufe s w0
T &, A ZATT GG 781 & 1 g2t ¢

Fgr war £ fF 1 swad), 1965
FT AT JA7C AT 71 o | 78 arda
Y o€, § gawy =4t @ § wEr
dfsa & qoaT 31gar § B 78 9% &
f& 1 sy, 1965 F1 gATH §am@
gt A8 off, AT FAT g A AT
Fqmd @y FT AAFTT WY Ag) qv ?
T AIS Ig WAFC F1949 g 7 40
AIT gH 918 dr T F96 § 410 N
gwd & ! &is aHiA fwdT W T A
g AT g 3WFT WA AT AT oAgT &
Fqifeni & 34 oF FawEr ag O 3
f& ag 3w 99 IMT 9T HIA FAT
T@ qEar § a7 9 1 A ATIAAT FY
g frardy & | <o #wo AU §,
HTT gA agl AR AL @ gFI | A A
/1 @A &F wigwre F1 afw@mr w5
fagr 1+ oifseqma & ATk w & I W
g WIT TE @A | AT FAA AT
7g I gV THAEAT IR TH ATGHAT
g g 7 FaTag 3WE FI AAq ¥ faars
TE & 7 99 awy g9 X WAT A &V
FIF T T /AT @A FT ATTEHAT
78f gzt 1 g fAuw gwrw wur
fauig o1, ag oF T@da 3w &1 faoa
a1, 98 foet & qama § o1 F7, fwdr &
IATAT & ATHA FF F AGY BT
TAT AT | WAL ATR AT fAora gAY
oAt fuin aEY g | arfeeqa § w98
# wrsaw frar, S9 AEw F fag

IAHT AT T F JAT A IqD 977 97,
9= 19 g &, WoAT a1 F qfaFwe
FT af st $T W@ & T T4 wdqT St
wigd ¢ 5 gw 3@ feafg &1 T &
TEHI F |

Y HAT 7 FE, F9© & WO H
gary gfaw g 1 w9 F W W qfaw
ar aifwear &7 v &, wF AT &Y &
f& saaT gfag A1 FH@" 9T § A%
gardt gferd SaieT 9HiE 9T § ) q
gAT IHM 9T ¥4 § 7 9| gud
e 1 iaET ¥ frmr ?ogER,
ga faadt gfae @@ #55 & <o &
A0 @ qFA | I HONAAAF GHAWS
¥ ag g a1 & 5 wadz ¥ faqHy
gferg gaTdt 1 SaFd, 1965 F oY
gH 94T IfqF 7@ gad &, SATRT AgY |
gH FEEHIE H ST 199 T4 TR
TEY, T FW F AU G gy
ST agl 997 qwy, zafau v g
gardr A&y Ag 4v 1 gy Smy A
@ & gaI wor faofr ar, 9
qIfEFeaTT WK G810 a1 | 77 gW
BT F HATAT HIT AT 72l qA4T
TFY | gH BgaT ¥ faa¥ faury
T@AT 91 Agl @ wad | g9 fag@e
# Aty 4@l a1 @wd | gHTR 9EI3%
STl ¥ A< AT, farse Sy #5
HIAT ST AGHT FT arag fHan ar,
AfFT wa q3T g9 AT TGN FTEA FT
gHd | TI HAT F 15 WAEq AV
qrafeer 9T #sT wguar | § qedr
qigar § F @ wwwe ¥ fadm
HET BEIAT 747 ? H1E A1 w7 a0
FIAHIE § AT g & fag gEn
Y a7 | FgT9 Ay Fga & o ge
FR@IE arfag & frar | g wd &
arfag o faar ? ga agh S 7@ S
g5d, g agi fasr &=t 4@ wgw
FEHd A1 TI{HFEITA F1 AT gH A FAEIE
qF TIT FIT T "wiTFrT T G277 |
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st feafg aqr § ? wfsama
N A Hgtdm @@ 93 FH1 I §,
q 9o T2l €21, 98 3g ¥ fayawg
& AT ATy §T F=6 & 00 FY GIAT FY
¥ N9 =1 F3 @y § | afg afdfeafa
fawrg @€, fw< wvskaor g war a1 qArd
T @ AT I oGwT gH T W UEd
wIFA F w0y el aur 9g fHe ¥
TG WIaAT aeer ?

#gIeAT, TE qUAIEGT UF HWIT A
WIETR 9% Safases § | Yo |dy
off 757 € f5 &% quw faur a1 5
1 sl 1965 #r feafa w9 a=
Frow @g gl qifeata & ata T@y
wE WX 1 SEdr. 1965 @ feafy
% g1 7% | JX fad zg wdt WY g R
fE159ad. 1965 w1 fafgy fF g ?
7g zafay =g fs oo § w7 arfs
w6 ¥ W # qfFear ogel a1T
25 SE 1 gar | § 1 ady, 1965
# feafq & @raq € F1 ad w4
R §EAT § | 9§ IAW WTRAW F
wTee #7 fafa o, 1 s, 1965 &
gger qIfFETT FT F9O 9L HOHRO
Y 97, IFFT T Y o, T qHIS
g oft, guds gE gf 25 SwE §,
ag WYFIT &7 M & 39 w=q H Fg
T g7 M7 3EfAT gW A 1 o,
1965 g¥ wiafa & & 1 gEIr
qrgT FEAT AMw ar f5 ggm "G
1 JF9LT, 1965 &1 T L I AT
AT & | AT S I A ATy
ag Fag<a fezr wan f arfeear age
a1 25 AL FT 9Y § a1 g 7 wrwha
agY &y ;W gw A gwar 5 amwaw &
gg #7 feafq F15w 371 | 79T Qa7 7EY
ZAT | WIS, 0 %7 ERIC €Y 7€ w4 |
TaFT owdw fawr o1 wr g 1 sy
1965 & ®\ 9T, "ifsgm & w9

|
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F F HUFTL F7 THAT 7 9T G 8
1 S 1965 & FIW T, [T FgT AT
T & f5 war A/t 7wt gwe qur
& fear | warE Helr ST A SowT F9
qu wE {FHT € 1 1 SWad 1965 Y
aTa Ty §e ¥ FE0 wE of fr ofee
FY 9893 25 SHA0 ¥ % g3 g W%
AT 1 SFadl, 1965 F1 feafa sl
a1 aifaaET fadt W 'w § o
¥ fagwm w& € ) afww § #g
AT AT § &6 F57 1 S7ady, 1965
F1 GTT FET ¥ 9B ST T FLEY
q faure-fawm vt s@T o9 7o
TW gWAIT 9% qEd FIT Y 9gd
TSR T F F¢71 747 91 i afwera
q 1 SFEL, 1965 § TE TIT FIA &
st swror 27 § 9 s # s
THIX GTF FL | 99 HelT Sff § 5
W oaT § w7 fw gAY weEl &Y
awy g% off, WX w9 awHar gut a9
EH A YOTT FT GTHIT FT AGT g1 1
# st e g fF e § wwed
w1 ooy wifvw wigfa 3@
T 5w affawa= &7 g X T
F gfgFic F aR ¥ fa3q # gowie
Ft @gq AW far O 4T waw W A
TS FF FIFTL F GGT F I qraay
w@r? e S W oare g e §
e F WA @ STEaT § Wi oy
e g fFFse & fSoedag dewd
qiffeard F1 W FA T GUFR
feat & ag wfoax 59 fe § oifeg
Tl gr (& Y orer arfgeas &
#7 § faFe foa¥ 1 oy § sER
F6 1w & oree faadr | 77 Waeex
ST qEY A9 qEA ! JT ANT UTYTT
T g 7 9 & {5 o &8 a7 §,
Y gTEd & | WX W 7T Witex
@Y 7T 1 7T gAT e T 3w At ?
TS F7 W1 ares @ fad gfew §
7g faw fer ariel # T F7@ ¥ M
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ST ? w9 q arded w15 wEr H
faor =&Y € | S qriEl #7 IgarEd
Y AFTE | & og qrorg "Gl (AT |
¥ oF & ard@ a7 WL T F@IE |
5 WAL R WILT F1 TGwT 9% qris-
WHY WOE & UF TEdFET &1 HWIT
B1dz § AT GwW & UE onfEey
T F7 do%F g3 o ara oy
q wrat fo &7 afedt & fRamw € 9 grow
fama § oz swy g «r "Wt fF
gy I6 o fara ¥ | dfew fer gag
£ g3F v, afzal 9%, gfgat & fame
qET ¥ 1 7 S9Ed F) GATR NI B
9T TI—GT FTS TTF 7] 47 1 AR
g & wfqde sulkse a8 17 9,
gegiv fae /& < fF ot qow =
7§ 1 S ¥ Jg uF &9 ATHIAA
TES FLA wAT AT; I AT ferarer gy
W | Ty gATd §HTT A FET AT
for 25 smardt & agd agr aifeeaT &t
wor A o, qfReaTa 99T A8 9v
¥ ST STEAT §, U HelT 39 w4
qT o FT 78 ? Il ¥l & wEr
for St oft e OE gE Ay 25 S av
IEF X E g3, 1| T Ed F agw
agi?

afe 7g wm W for ond fw
qfFeard 1 S ¥ 9 TR QT
qr @ Ag T AO-fET FGT A1 0
qg T T WTHAO 4T, 98 T 1960
& gl & fewrs 41, #=ifs aw
¥ 1 QT &9 T4 IOH F ™I
g fF
‘“Bach gide will inform the other
about actual patrol by it or any
change thereto if it falls within
fifty yards of the boundary”.
i T & 50 TF F WGy W T
&Y At qrfyeqry 1 gH @9} A arfed
off | 7g e Y gATE {1 O FE
gAY A7 | I 4TSFE T T IeAuA
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F< feur, o gfte & g gl 9x ArHww
fram 1 G-t g8 w9 |/
KT THIT KT 9T KT AT, ST FT Qv
g oar Al @ fawr 1 S gfeeay
g were &7 fasweamas qrfag €T €
TR ONEHRTT 1 674K, 1965 § G5
F96 & W F T FT W AT a7 4g
TCHIT HIA 98 9T TGN & 1% 7l &,
7g WA &7 T FIT § GHE T
7§ vFX ‘g7 39 9fn 7 fewem
g9 T U FEW G A1ET AL §
Tg AT 7ot enfuwry g ar 3y
99T FEATEI & QAT ATgYy ) a7 fee
wTedt St F% R @ wrew ag} oar
ag A srew-faeer wTAr g o Wi
YT WIGR 7el 47 {6+ avaw § 09
T 4 | T ZHAH AT SH FTAAT SR
T qgATT T wEAT; S AR ¥
quds o I¥ mfawre #1 w9 @) far
ST GFAT | A FO@ H W H I &
Y &, g waw ¥ wE 9¥ ¥
gw e T § ag wfawre =& O
gHd | IR AT F58 & [0 F)
GIET qEY g%CT ar g® ooy &y
A & fad Juic g gy av
farr, wreely ofT @y T 1 qF/ wRE R,
7g gART feedt FgmT g AT A W
gt & 7 ag Afawsa & Fw § gwn
g ur afwww qog & fodr Fme #
g &7 =9 mawiy & foEw %7 qamw
feqar & 7 @1 A€l wu= WA S Ay
3 w¥ v wfgar o @), 1 480 W
1 fEd T oreaTesi 7 I TWIW
Tg1? AWM FT qAEA T FATY TGAT &,
a1 Tg T9T W FIH A6l &1 qFav |
qERAT, TG HAT ST F JT 1L
Tq g ¥ %97 f* gH owew F wr #
F1S ety AT AT AMT 1 1959-60
¥ qUAY FT W I (GQeT T4 ¥
feemat &, gegTe @ fag § =%, &
g AIATATAF 1T 707 THAIAT FLh
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[V ve=r fagry areaay) | w wEw A wn, wE gl w

I ¥ | TG "eT H wara AT ATigy
f oiw foim 1959-60 & wweAAT *T
ZATAT IFHT F96 § TIF<TTH & 909 97
9El T FT WA fFaT ST T E,
Tg wWHIaT FY et 7a1 7 ogwAld §
ag a1 F21 faar 781 & o afeears ¥
3,500 37 H1eT 9T gral {347 91, "gegar
g9 39 9T HIOfd &< | AfFT geaw
Ty fag #1 qrew o1 f5 arfeeqmm =7
qTaT F4T 4T | FIA7 AT Orfweqra
X qOFT § o7 T97 IFT § | &1 AT
TR T FETSTE AT AATCHT 7 & A
qifeare &7 gEAET 7 UH oAl S
Fier ar fagd wET W F76 AL,
90 F95 g fgeq ¥ fameman
AT AT | A AT AT § AFTIAT
“mrst” & arfas @ faedt @1 ¥
oI FF T AT ST a0g Gt T8y &,
3 FUST TIAT F TE-ATT FT AT T |
ag AT 3N 3@, ag {avw Aqwy
F I WS | wr faRw gaww
A I, AFT 9T T faT, ML AGY wHaT |
T WAT FT 1959-60 & FHATY T
TTT A I, 99 gAY Iee THIW
fearar @t Fr a1 7 o@ wwAlT W
gav  qdw fqar agl A, gard
W g7 &, 99 9T 97 §, F9A qg
qa e arar & R 97 Fa 9 g 98
T q% FET ATE AT | A IHIHT
g1, W &1 freaieor 78 AT &)
wTEET St ¥ 1T 91T 77 5 ogw A
g faarg gt wraw | feT mree ot
T 19 9% S FI ALl 7

FEI G 8, 1959-60 FT wWATAT
FAT AT | a9 AT 1 397 qUieaqrT ¥
1959-60 & TWHAIT &7 qIad faFar ?
¥ zargw famr & fF 9wy e
&g drs fo¥ | awald F1 OF ww 4g
oY 91 fF wreg ML qfeeqEm § 518

FET TZOMT | STHA FIA T T GaTT
& dg1 A4 iar | faeg e {7
FTE F T 9T AT ATFAT fFAT
gare sfafefi «ft a%ad ¥ gares
qoe ¥ faedt fam #3777 fF ag
gAT WORAW P, qifwESTE &
Jgar & AT qIX qZIT AT FN ATAA
& fadr 9g 99 TAW F G, F99 FI13
et faare i € | @Y 1959-60
F GUA ®Y W& FI Ter we fqar ?
3T FHATY UFATRT T & | GOl G&F
FHHATT &T qTAA 7 F¢, 78 qreal a4,
&1 F4T g9 TF q3% § GRHiAl § 96 (g
gFd § 7 "I W VLM WeAT F 41
ar, g+t fae Iq GeEIT & 39
Hifq 1 quda @ fF 79 & W
qifseqT § HIFAN FEHF 9 GHATAT
F1 &Y die fear & 7T o= 97 quRial F
qUA T RIS FIIO G&T AGY grar |
feq ag adt fawar soam

AT ATTHTT S FO FE AT
SR F AT § | 1959-60 F
guAtd § WY gy Aqd O 9€ wE
§ 1| maratfasTor &t wwaAr "ir Sr
W@ § | WAL 4 FATAER I ag Aer
£ St §T&T T fag M d| & audly
& gwava aferfeaa faat war a1 d=)
o favelt s &M, S fAum
g 9T 9] grm, g9 va favig §
8 g AR ey W "mraTe ux
gu faorg Y AT T8 < I |y
gfrar § 4 =natfaso FE1 78 a1
AT TETT FT F1% qTA qUA SH
BT TEGH &, 79 sfgwi &1, a7 wfa-
FAN FL G TEGAT T AT THEH
&T AfTHAW F, A 7T FFT? F1E qEE
ST {1 AT, WS Y AT, Y 4T gRIY ?
qtq MY ZrEsgae ofade &1 dEw
¥ EFIR IR ; gAA F 9g wo g
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& ofassw 2w, wix @ g
faar ofa3mm 2@ w7 Guem 4G FW
FHaT ? AR T, F qoAT =T F@
ARATE | T A9 §ad, T Wigah e
X TE WA | qIfEET Fa, ag
S AE7 2, 7g 9 Agr §, a8 Cd-
3" § ag guA Ant g A qgp T
419 ¥, wAgT #, W@ 9w g
W T AT @A al, 3% § 555 &
T 9T A1 & I o7, AFFT 97
T HOHT HTAT T FT & WL ag o
FE M A A 7 § Ay q7 FEw
]

als g fegmw & ofsem &
I wE @ AR g ofade ow
Y F T 7 feay a0 ot @w 9@
F dg FY ZHU AGT Goha FAIfE A
qqq F1 swe fam g, mgd Ay 9
awh § atg faar g | fegae, w9 a%
@ swan & faoi ) wme & gt
T4, T a6 ST AT, JAT T@AT 737
i zit fauat =Y gaer ¥ star 9@T g
7T 7

FAT T AAT FT THT GHATAT FH
& AfuFe a1 7 dag @ [ F
% W W F1 19w faeam § fad
WRA & GAIT HGUSAT F, WG AN
SET A fRe "7 dawr & fog St
dfagrt A gt gawr g, Awaa w;
AUE § HIX dag & fagmurfus
® I | NI FATSHT F1 37 TG
& AT FE & ATGF AL 4T 1
4T §7 G&F F1, I 49 &, GG &
THd qHAKT 9 AZT TN Y AWA
AT TAT & ! Wi gAY w9l §
% HrTET qUEAIAT qmR Ag § a1 Wi
I SHU I | T Ny {A qHIA
£ i sgua R =g &, wq arEt &
gge N9 War ¥ fagwrw § M) #
®IT Y gRAGT FF, AT 97 F TH

]

J
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dt o, w2 WX fagars A T8y
ANE GHT ¥ ST LT, I8 arT 99 & |
gafad 7R arFaa & Afgsy § e
331 g1 8 | A gaty fawe wiw
arar g, feve de7 g § | uF aE
wAG F a7 J FA@L T w7 fF wEE
F g AT [TEAT FT HTATSA FT1 T
®E q g FATE & AT qAZ TE
G qFd, FIfF g5 FAFS Ig AR
419 ¥ fewe & T 1 & a7 ATQ9
TG AT | W@fET 91T #T O qIETA
FTF, HAS #T HIZATT FI&, AT A=,
FT AT JedAaT FLH A1 GHAT FANR
AT T HIT AT @1 8 IY A1 GEATAAH
TTH EY WA AT A FL | AT TG TS
f& wafaat gY 7, TaA HAT dwET A
9% quF & 7, fEa A geAla §
®E T [ AITE Tq A FY GIHT
T 36 qI@ 9 GAF - qh |

wEiRaT, WOHl S L A
g fiF 9 gWEly 9% g ATl
fadast &t T ag o 7€ faw g
ag GuAT g1 A1 I¥ g9 g
T fafreeT dfarea £ 33% ¥ A T |
TR W} SR AreRy ¥ 83 ¥
qg qWEAT UF FEAT aR@Al g HIT
FEY 3T TH AT FT I I@ & AeqqR
g1 aifgn 91 | W TF ATAEE
e fFar T W A 1T § A
AT & fiF ag G WAt | g Ag hae
Y T a%a & 7

WETET, GHAN H F§ AT X
gudw gar @ ¢ fF 3 wEeawy
TG qifEeas & fagar #5049 gel,
FewEAr q¢ W T graeal &
HeATx T® SN | FIT AT qATT TE
gm,%Wﬁ?@lﬁﬂgHWW
ferar ST T AT, @ 7% feedy § 43
#7T 3@ qUEN 9C TREA A @ X
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[+t o= ey a1}
a9 qIfecary FTeEIT § OATERO &)
FrREe @ r Wroo9r "I "9

g Gfa FY F1e § AT @roav
T 78 qriereard #t SATTRT &1 9949
g 7 ol gweEl A ardy g
qE 15, 39 ARAIY 9C §EF a7 AZT
WY @ & arfesara 9 sEiT
¥ gwear 7T fZat | gue gl i wE g
fr w55 #ix &R &1 F91 FFag
&1 gt o wifeeata & @19 araea
W R qaT g, ¥ ag WA &) §91%
g fFim FToi & averg § A0S 9@
g W%, afer wvw AR FEHIR
At Y uw W A fF § | we AR
FTEN* qT [IHAT FIA J1AT TF &1 E
QYT T YTHA FT GIHAT FIA 5 fAQ
fora 45 FAz JAar 1 Jofsa, swug
R JGT FATE qg F7aT WY TH &1 § |
F=9 i 97 faun oz Fof & 93
FT i | w9 F FAX arfeta &
qrg fararg w1 sref w7 arfed
¥ Mferl A1 atee | gz A miw
AT g9 T 9 9 gHa |
fatarT HR TER # FH 9y
g gy A I mwar fadw dias
®r dz% F1 wfg =T far
gy dw @Y fRr ) W) ogw AR
QOASE GHR ¥ 47 d8 | 99
87

am #fg afesin ow 39
g 7Y femram § ¥ 1 FTOwr st
T &1 g6 ¢, T &Y AHha &, faare
na WY QY g § | AfET e & @Y
as qicfeafy a1 g € & s9d gorar
Faeq FAT ¢ 7 3T g9 2 awaAy ¥ Faodk
B! o faedt § 3o v g a
HFEAIT F AT g IR WAL
E{u il

feeett ¥ an oifvsE & foRw qav
Famg w3 A aifesara #r g7 oK
TEA AT FTIT Y &1 § gy
§ATR A°qH-47 F1 TATT FT Hrfarer #3,
gATR Farat &1 mfadr &t fAmrar gqr,
T g I I AE A9 adr | A7
W A & fad Fa17 F@ FT qdeT
TIE ag W A AT W FEAA
FE AT A qhEr T R
FEIR B dgar T gnm MY
¥z aaa F gzl & e @
et § B wrwiie ¥ o 7 ofifeafa
91 @ T % gEx IFW H oW
THHEN BT G | gW 39 gAER ¥
THFIATH 9 & @ 96 § | TET qrar
2 5 a8 uF weaeisd guAlar & 0 &
qeAT =1gaT § x5 Far “arz® umw ww-
w1 F1 wwgiar grachedly quaiar
G} a1 AT AT 9T qEAT ¥ AN AT
F gaT Ag w¢ foar 1o NgET
93z fagrdrars o1 ¥ agw faur fw
AT o ®g F &9 S quatar 4m,
Sq STAAY & wewner fwor qa ®w A
FRAW F avg faar 1 g o g
T qrEt #Y A% @iy gFqrT) 0@ e o
Tt AT AL I |\ Ay w3AF forg v
gy, 4% wifeg & forg ot &t =fgdr -
WX A T ATHRAY 9T JaAv & AT
wI1E TG T awal |

fog o & 777 F95 H gfaa<
g1 fa, auqn &< faam, ga¥ mfa
FT A T R 1 Fww HAT 5 gl
IqY gATX AW FT FFES A&y ag7,
g W &7 gfgssr a@ adr | gwd
garr TfoaT #1, gATY qAT & e
| Y T g7 S IF gy
HHAT 3, | F=6 FT GAACT gAAT & foa
yeaT § aw fwar A ogwar @ oqan
TFEA & F1 AT qaw  OF qm o«
T AFHIA! HT G G AN qq IH
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5 AT AZF T 4 WU wAAT
argd & 1 {77 fof 11 97 @1 & 1 gaRar
A FT FE 77 T3 § | qfHEA™ A
Ao 9T gH §:3F § AT TI7 w4 A
W &7 ff arfeeam arfea 78 arear, |
qar fi3.€ [T . g9 %53 & 99917 §
| ITE

IIF AT S w3y g f5 oA
wfaqrg w1 arw 51 ¥ faar g g %
g FFITOGIT FAEATHT F1 §9 63T &
BA F T TIT FLT | 58 | g9 T8T
178 § | frg Froae A ag) 47 #.0F
FEATL FT FI7 747 § | & =077 §
{5 F129TT F 40T FAT B, ATHA F55
& grgsd § 30T gAA0 #9 qHy §
St gk faars s § wiF@ fear
srak faaid goamarga vz §
f ®raqT & A7 I I F A7 AMFA
ZATX T & AT AT F3 @lT T3 & T
w31 § f& w53 § 91 33 g1, A
F1eAI H AT fopar wrr =nfga « &feq
¥ 377 ®g0 wgmr 3 f& w5 A av
FIAT H T FIF 91 T GAAITT 3¢
FT AFT |

IT FEHIR & TFagT  § go
FIET T F SFT FL HUAT
FITTIT AT FIAL TAIH[ I F1a97 AGH?
73 mzad g & maqd & @eme-
FIT F40 FT garar faar amm g 7k
gftm &1 g *w1 garar fear smar
& AR wg1 1 & f% fhg 98 & v0
& FIAT B GIA FFT FFAT 1 T
Frar g fF 33 97917 F1 w9AWT
3, f337 3 9k w7 7 W7 w@ER
fam g

Tue DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You
have taken over half an hour.

ot wew fagrd arsday @ Wi,
# HOAT AT qATT F W | 47

foas 7% gaa &1 fi9g § AR 97 7y |
JUT FgH QU AT fagr av v afza

SHRr G. RAMACHANDRAN
(Nominated): There are other
speakers.

st wEa fagrdy arsday : dqTF
F5 TF 30 & 91 ga% F FAT 9T
wifed &1 FTIR IGAT FEA | F1 qaT
gt &7 gwa wgm fF oifeeaw &
At ? & FINT FT AT aE A qar
T wgEt 7 fRar s Frad 9 @
qiffer & wifd &% &, al ganr

 SHIM T mifa & 7Aar 3 F 9FR

I, FTH qF FE g @ g 1 &
if T aOF @ FIAH F A FA
& fgare 7@ 1 W) ARG
gaeaTd AT &F qla & g v gl
v gy Ff3¥ | W FuT wem F A
IR, 83T FAeaT 337 g1 0 o a1 FR
FiE HrARAIqA Y ! Fe § wrH
fear qur | mx arfseE e
T F@r ar 170 A F wfrax faq,
I T, FIAF I W AT, 9Y W@
Y, THA 2@ JT AR 1959-60
AR F FIIR A AR Ifez & T@a
§, afed f77 guaa 77 A, 37 At
& qrad &1 § Frr A8) g a1, fEwT arar
qIF T A g geAr =gy, WHAT
& fay arfseara &1 qar faadr =nfga,
gAY TF I 9T 957 ST faq7 | 39 99-
AT F 1T AHETA AR g W)
THAT AT, § CF g a0 § @
fad 7 1 gfar A g gAva T
g argdgE gar & WX g P 3
fF & wfeeam #1 guaTax Fg4 @
ZHR FT W@ E | gAa &g F7 fwarg?
U9 WY TN F1 AR qifFea= #1 @
g WY qx W fear € 1 ag mf waw
LA T TURT AGl g |

w@ear, St I3 & W g, 47
IgF N3 AMEAT & | WIHATF F
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[ wrz fagrd arwria]

e AN ¥ SR Wa@ agdl
. & L ufa FEw F9 FT oF qlw
JraTad &1 § oY Gfw IR fgea H
ST FLAT =TT o7, WL o faea
¥ WgHsE & A7 = & | wrfd aaw
FH FT TF IO Fast 1 3 fomw
AT T & 90 HIA gL FIATH & &
ghagri & w93 g & fay Ay
quEAT AT &g 1 7oq F fzq1 fF ag
gfra<i 1 av® & S | 3ay wrfey
7T T AR 7 = W™l | ik &
fFy 7 anARy 78 fawe o &, arfs-
T FY ATHAF TIFAAT F1agR § AR
zofay F& T FE qeun J@r |@iEAy
g AR AT 98 79T AT AAT R |

HEIRAT, T4T9 Wedl Sff 7 THET &
qOS &1 g | UHaAT HI frgw aRr g v
W F g 7 fraw o e & ? 8w
w9 gadr &1 a0y 5@ & a1 aa-
Afas F1L7 gL aGrAY AE § 1 A
AT 3 AE AT qEA I3 FT qfzd |
§9 TIET F IEHT AT 4T | {7 gHFR
F QU gRAT fRar qr, ST fade
gal &1 f:q0 AT ff SN GIFR & AW
a7 S1F W F | 7 A uF 1T Fal
1 f& g TR AT, OY &n
3T FL IGHT qFMEAT FW | F=g
gaAly & f@a1e gt wIRIAE g4y
far =« W ag @ AR
TR & | U UHAT guR AT wgr A
fagg g, arara § gATS wRYr § WK
L TAT AT THAT  FH1AH @AT
=gy &, a1 & 378 wgar f o 1 o
T FEET T GOAT FET Grd, T &
RAGA FT AT @ FT JAFT €1G |
qIT I | G &, FAdAT &34 g1 &Y
g, ufdeafy faeeizs & = 97 A
FHI &, W& A1 & 9 9 W@ 8, Fal
gl AR gretEET fex 93

@r § 1 39 gFeaTa § W FY weErEar
& FTYT 9 §T OF Q@I AT qHaATg |

W F FN FA ¥ feoet A avay
AT w1 foreg foeett & q&F o1 gean &gt
g% | 13 A=t 33 fafeaa & fa g aral
A1 AT 1 & 791 ZT | faeg wa oy gEAy
Agl g% | wywEd ¥ 44 g, vl
¥ AAAT AR GG FT FENT G-
g At ¥ quifs SR afeagd
T |, drara & o # fqesr g0
AfFT TR g9 ATAT FAA TG T
AR ATGT daqg 1 97 & NS w=ar wy
HEATAT FT HEZAAT T ATRITAAT
A F, 1 (BT ATT AT ATy
F1 a9 § AT TGT T GHAT | gH THAT HY
TG FT TN G &, AHT UHd
FAX FW T TART FIM T Y
JUAT FMEY | 4743 |

Ser1 G. S. PATHAK (Uttar Pra-
desh): Madam Deputy Chairman, I
share the feelings of anger expressed
by the Members of this House at the
abominable conduct and behaviour of
Pakistan, but it is on occasions like
this that it is necessary that we should
judge the matters before us with a
liftle cool thinking. Madam, there
are two questions before us. Onez is
whether the Government acted right-
ly in entering into the Kutch Agree-
ment and the other is whether it
would be proper fo revoke that
Agreement at this stage. Now, this
Kutch Agreement cannot be consider-
ed ip isolation. It has got a history.
It is a sequel to something which had
gone before it. The partition which
took place in 1947 brought about a
number of border disputes and the
circumstances in which this partition
tork place made them inevitable.
They started or their disposal or
settlement started with the Bagge
Commission. There was the Berubart
Agreement. Then, there was the
Agreement of 1959. According to the
language used by Pakistan itself that
is a border agreement. It is an agree-



789 Motion re Indo-Pakistan { 19 AUG. 1965 ] Agreement of June 1965

ment not for the settlement of terri-
torial disputes, but for the settlement
of boundary disputes. The word
‘border’ is there. Then, we have got
the agreement of 1960. In that agree-
ment Pakistan uses the word ‘boun-
dary’ and that agreement specifically
refers to the border dispute in Kutch.
The Agreement with which we are
concerned today is the agreement
which is a sequel to these prior agree-
ments and it cannot be considered in
isolation. And, therefore, the ques-
tion that one has to consider is whe-
ther there was any territorial dispute
involved. If the question arises be-
fore the Tribunal angq Pakistan ever
says that a territorial dispute is in-
volved and that they are entitled to
a certain territory, the answer would
he that in 1959 Pakistan had said that
it was a boundary dispute, that in

1960 Pakistan again said it was a
boundary dispute. In the present
Agreement Pakistan says three or

four times that it is a border dispute
and no one will listen to Pakistan if
Pakistan ever says that they want to
claim the territory of Gujarat State.
All that will happen is: Where does
the boundary lie, where does the
border stand? That is why the word
‘alignment’ was used today and it was
not used for the first time. I may
tell my hon. friend, Mr. Patel, that
it was useq in their correspondence
by Pakistan itself before this Agree
ment was entered into. Therefore, we
are concerned solely with the question
as to where did the border lie and
that entirely depends upon the ques-
tion: Where was the border when
there was a bordcr  between the
British territrry and the territory of
the Ruler of Kutch State? That would
be the question and that is going tfo
be the sole question. It will not be
open to the Tribunal to go into an™
-other question and to treat it as if the
Tribunal were deciding that the Rann
of Kutch belongs to Pakistan. The
sole question will be what was the
border between British India and the
State of Kutzh. That will be the
gole question. Therefore, to treat this
matter as if it is a matter involving
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some territorial dispute is entirely an
erroneous approach.

Surt DAHYABHAI V. PATEL:. 1
was quoting from the agreement. The
word in the agreement is not align-
ment, Determination is the word.

Suri G. S. PATHAK: Determina-
tion and demarcation,

Surr DAHYABHAI V. PATEL: Not
alignment.

Ssrt G. S. PATHAK: Alignment
means nothing but fixing the hne.
That is alignment. Well, I have got
a short time. So we could not give
up our policy of settlement of dis-
putes by peaceful ‘means. We are
wedded to this policy. How can we
advocate and preach this policy at the
United Nations and everywhere and
yet, when there i: a dispute of border,
we should say we shall have war?
We never had war on border disputes
ang every endeavour wag made by us
to have our border disputes settled
by negotiation or by arbitration. This
has been the history of porder dis=-
putes here.

Madam, we cannot forget the prac-
tice of nations. We are a nation
which hag to recognise what inter-
national practice is. It must be known
{o everybody that jn the 19th century
this practice grew up, and it is being
maintained up till today in interna-
tional affairs, that is, wherever ilere
is a border di-pute it must be decided
by negotiation or by agreement and
in case agreement is not possible then
by arbitration. I could quote many
instances of such agreements and such
arbitrations. That has been the iner-
national practice. Can India behave
in a manner which makes it a unique
country, a singular instance of a
country which will fight a war while
all the other pations of the world will
have the matter decided by arbitra-
tion or by mgreement? We cannot do
this. We cannot act contrary to the
international practice. Therefore, it
is necessary for us in every such case
to adhere to the international praec-
tice and to have our border disputes
decided according to that practice.
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[Shri G. S. Pathak.]

There is not sufficient time for me
to go into the question whether hav-
ing regard to the situation as it exis-
ted in June 1965 this agreement was
a proper agreem.n!, i.e. Whether the
Government was right in arriving ot
the judgment that this agreement
thoulg be entered into. Today in the
speech of Mr, Vajpayee and in the
spee~h of Prof. M. B. Lal emphasis
has been laid on how did we agr_e to
withd..aw our military force;, how
did we agree to allow a patrol. We
did not agree to have this on a per-
manent basis. Whenever there is an
agreement of reference to arbitration,
the parties in order to arrive at a
peaceful settliment agree for a tem-
porary period to a certain situation.
Supposing the tribunal without gany
cvidence, ag my distinguished friend,
Mr. Vajpayee, :aid, without any evi-
dence decides it, it will be open to us
to say that we never contemplated
that they would decide without any
evidence, and such an award would
not be binding on us.

Surr ATAL BTHARI VAJPAYEE:
On any ground you cannot challenge
their verdict.

SHrr G. S. PATHAK: It is not so.
There should b2 valid grounds, It
does not 'mean that arbitrarily they
could gay that thi; territory belongs
to Pakistan without looking into evi-
dence. Yoy will find in the context
of the agreements that evidences have
to be looked into. Therefore, such @
situation can never arise. 1f any
arbitrator or any tribunal without
locking into any evidence arrives at
an arbitrary decision, such a decision
will not be binding on India, Further,
we mu't not mix up this question of
the Kutch border with the question
of Kashmir. There is in international
practice a  very clear distinction
drawn between cases where the ques~
tion is merely what is the line which
iz the border between two States and
a ca'e where sovereignty is involved.
The principle is that where there is
sovereignty involved and somebody J
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cleyms a particular territory as belong-
mg to that party without any ques-
tion of where the border lies, then
the international practice isg that such
a matter wi.l not be referred Lo arbi-
tration. There is no que.tion of
border gispute so far as the Kasumir
question is concerned. They are
attacking our sove.eignty. They
have got no sovereignty themselves,
they have got no claim what..evei
themselves, We cannot enter into any
arbitration or agreement with .egard
to Kashmir. That is international
law, that is international practice. No
pution has entered into an arbitration
agree'ment in cases where sovergzignty
s irnvolved and there is no borde?
dispute, and we adhered to that prac-
tice, and that js why other nations
have not been able to say that we are
wrong in not entering into an agree-
ment of arbitration with referenze (0
Kashmir. Therzfore, it has been our
policy to draw this distinction bet-
ween Kashmir and border disputes
We must adhere to this policy. To
mix up the two would be running
contrary to this policy and to weaken
our case unnecessarily where our
scvereignty is involved. We must
keep them separate.

I will at once come t{o the other
matter, namely, whe‘her it is proper
to revoke it, Mr. Vajpayee has drawn
a picture of this agreement as if we
have permanently decided that our
forces shall not go there, as if, if this
agreement is viloated by Pakistan, our
forces have no right to go there.
There is no question of any right be-
longing to our forces or belonging to
us in this agreement. It is merely a
temporary phase. We have the right
to send our forces into our territory.
At the time of the agreement when we
agreed to refer it to a tribunal, we
could not finally decide where the I'ne
lay. Therefore, temporarily we agreed
to that thing, Not that we have no
right to send our forces but until the
tribunal dec’'des the matter we shall
not send our forces. Tg say that we
shall not send our forces is not to say
that we have pno right to send our
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forces. Similarly with regard to patrol
in the small area. When an zgreement
is entered into, you do so because
you cannot judge where the line is
to be drawn. Then what is the use
of sending it to the tribunal? If the
other party is accepting your deci-
sion, then there is no question of
going to the tribunal. Therefore, the
fallacy, if I may say so, underlying
the whole argument of Mr. Vajpayee
is that he thinks that at {he time
when an agreement is enfered into
whatever is then decided is the final
decision. Therefore, this picture that
he has drawn is rather misleading
and I think that at the present mo-
ment there is no justification what-
soever for revoking this agreement,
no justification in international law
and practice.

Prof. M. B. Lal referred to the
Russo-German agreement during the
war period. That is a very different
kind of agreement, agreement of
friendship.

Pror. M. B. LAL: May 1 know from
the learned jurist whether there is
_not a similarity between the agree-
ments of 1959 and 1960 and the
Russo-German pact?

Suri G. S. PATHAK: 1 will accept
from you the contents of that agree-
ment if you have read it.

Pror. M. B. LAL: Which agree-
ment?

Surr G. S. PATHAK: The Russo-
German Agreement. I say, there is
no similarity . . .

Pror. M. B. LAL: Why?

Surr G. S. PATHAK: Because there
was no question of any border dis-
yute being decided between Germany
and Russia at that time. I am speak-
ing from recollection. I can bring
that treaty.

Pror. M. B. LAL:
tion . . .

But the gues-

Sur1 A. D. MANI; Here it is a ques-
tion of fact.

543 RS—17.

Surt G. S. PATHAK: [ will tell you
what the position is. A non-aggres-
sion agreement is very different from
a border agreement. The law in im-
ternational practice on this point i
this, If a term of the treaty is vio-
lated by a party to the treaty, it
does not become null and void auto-
matically. It is open fo the other
party to cancel it and give notice of
cancellation.

Pror. M. B. LAL: That is what my
contention was. T am giving a decla-
ration to the effect . . .

Sprr G. S. PATHAK: Kindly hear
from me more. There has been wuo
war technically between us and Pak-
istan. War itself does not automa-
tically annual all ireaties. Treaties
of alliance, treaties of friendship may
be annulled. A border {ireaty like
this has never been known to have
been annulled even when the parties
are at war. If you want, I will give
you references from the books on if.
Therefore, it is entirely a wrong sup-
position. There was a breach of
faith on the part of Pakistan—but
not with regard to this treaty—you
cannot say that any term of +this
treaty has been violated by Pakistam.

Tue ATAI, BIHAR; VIJPAYEE:
The Premble.

Surt G. S. PATHAK: The pieam-
ble is not a term and the Preamble
says “all borders between India and
Pakistan.” The cease-fire line is not
a border between India and Pakistan.
The border is on the other side of
the cease-fire line; on the side of
Pakistan, that is the border. It does
not say ‘cease-fire line’; it says
‘border’. And if they violate {he
cease-fire line, that is not the border,
even if you treat the Preamble as &
term. ‘Therefore, before the inter-
national world we could not say that
it the Preamble was violated by
Pakistan, any term of it was violated.
How is it possible for us then to say
that we have got a right to terminate
this treaty? We have got to teke
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into account the world community;
we have also to take into account
what other people will think about
our conduct, knowing what our poli-
cies have been. Therefore, there is
absolutely no justification for saying
that we are entitled to treat this
treaty as revoked or cancelled on the
ground of violation of any term of
this treaty by Pakistan. So far as
war is concerned there is no declared
war between us and Pakistan. But
even if there were a war, the law and
practice is not that a war cancels all
treaties. There may be some kinds
of treaties like treaties of alliance and
treaties of friendship. They would
be cancelled, other treaties are not
cancelled.

_ Therefore, this argument which has
been advanced is not tenable at all,
and we cannot and we shall not be
justified in revoking this agreement,
Then our conduct will be inconsistent
with international law and practice
and it will be inconsisten with the
position we have taken with regard
to Kashmir.

Now, there is the question of
honour involved. Will not our posi-
tion in the international world be-
come weak if, without pointing out
which clause or which term of the
treaty has been violated by Pakistan,
we say that we shall have it annulled?
And I submit that this is mot wise
either to divert our “energies from
‘places where they require fo be con-
centrated. Those who think of revo-
king treaties must also think not only
of something which may appeal to
you in g fit 'of emotion, but also whe-
ther such 3 thing is proper in the
entire circumstances with which we

~are faced.

Now, Madam, the object of the at-
tack on the Kutch area was frustra-
'ted by entering info this treaty.
This treaty secured a position which

we might have secured by expelling
the attacker because the attacker
agreed to withdraw his forces from
that area, of course, subject to the
decision of the Tribunal. 1 am not
saying that the attacker’s rights are
not subject to the decision of the Tri-
bunal but when you refer a matter to
a Tribunal, you have got to accept
that position namely, that whatever
the Tribunal decides on the evidence,
that will be binding on us. But
what is the subject-matter of en~
quiry will be merely this, where is
the line to be drawn having regard
to the line which existed during the

British period between the  British
territory of Sind and the Ruler of
Kutch? Nothing else.

Now, Madam, there is just one
more submission which [ have +to

make, The situation today is that
atrocities are being committed by
Pakistan in Kashmir as were done in
the year 1947. Reference has hecn
made to infiltration and other things
by the speakers who have gone be-
fore me. The cease-fire line is a con-
tinuous firing line and there is viola-
tion of international law. There is
crime committed by Pakistan in
Kashmir when you consider what
Pakistan has done and is doing, and
we have got to consider one thing and
that is this. You do not have rleci-
sions by international bodies—nat
like the Tribunal on Kutch—like ihe
Security Council—on the merits of
the problem; their interests colour
the decisions and it does appear—if
you have regard to the various reso-
lutions passed by the Security Coun-
cil not only with regard to Kashmir
but also with regard to other mat-
ters—that they recognise aggression
when, they like and they just over-
look aggression at other places. This+
is a most dangerous phase which may
be extremely harmful to the Uniled
Nations. The United Nations is real-
ly on trial in this matter. At some
places they would say that there is
aggression; at other places they
would just overlook the  aggression.
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Surr A. D. MANI: They have never
defineq aggression.

SHrr G. S. PATHAK: Aggression is
undefined. You do not define the
beauty of a woman.

Madam, I am sorry I have te . .

Tue DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: 1 did
not hear it because you turned round
and said it.

Pror. M. B. LAL: No notice will be
taken of these words.

Surr G. S. PATHAK: Madam, we
have got to face the situation. We
must meet Pakistani propaganda. I
am addressing the Government now
and also addressing the other Members
of the House. We are apt to believe
in the justresg of the cause; we for-
get that other nations are motivated
by their own interests and by consi-
derations other than the merits of the
case. Therefore, it is necessary that
we should activate our publicity and
we should o something more in this
respect so that the people of the
worlg may know how Pakistan has
been behaving and Pakistan must be
exposed.

Now, unity inside is important and
on this appeal has already peen made.
I am not adding anything to that. I
am submitting that it is necegsary for
us to strengthen, the hands of our
Army. Madam our Army has given
a very good account of itself. It is
a very brave Army. It is a very st-
rong Army and we can give strength
to our Army only if we sink our
differences inside ang unite on a na-
tional matter like this and do not al-
low controversiag] matters to arise or
to deflect the energies of the Gov-
ernment and of these who want to
work in order to secure the safety
of the people.

Madam, just one word more before
I sit down. Prof Mukat Behari Lal
mentioned the name of Mahatma

Gandhi. I agree with him that Ma-
hatma . Gandhi’s non<violence never
meant that in case there was an at-
tack on your honour, there was an
attack on your territory, you should
be non-violent. So far as my read-
ing of Mahatma Gandhi’s writings is
concerned that was his view. I am
definite that he once said: “Our
young people do not deserve to iive
if they cannot save the honour of
their womenfolk and of their coun-

try”.

Surr P. N. SAPRU
desh): Very difficult to
Gandhiji.

(Uttar Pra-
interpret

Surt G. S. PATHAK: Therefore,
those who  preach non-violence
against Pakistan when Pakisien
wants to destroy our sovereignty, I
submit, they are not doing the cor-

rect thing.

So far as attack or counter-attack
or retaliation—these expressions are
used—is concerned, I agree that we
have got a right in law to self-defence
and, in the exercise of that right, we
are entitled to destroy the bases and
the installations of Pakistan. But how
to judge from which base these intru-
ders or their armies come? We must
remember that the judge of when
and to what extent this right has to
be exercised would be the operational
military. We cannot take a decision
here that somebody should go there.
We must leave it to our Generals
who have their dialogues with other
Generals.

Pror. M. B. LAL: I have no objec-
tion.

Surt G. RAMACHANDRAN (Nomi-
nated): Madam, this is a democracy
in which we live in India. The rul-
ing party claims—and may be, right-
ly—that they are running a demo-
cracy in this country. If that is so,
the role of the Opposition is of
tremendous importance in a demo-
cracy. You have had stated on the
floor of the House most emphatically
the Government version of this Kutch
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Agreement. No one could have spo-
ken with greater clarity, humility,
and emphasis at the same time than
the Prime Minister. It was good to
listen to him because while he was
speaking, bis voice wag not strident,
but his mind was firm on basic prin-
ciples. It is equally good tha; we
heard the Opposition. One listened
to my friend, Mr. Vajpayee, sharing
the emotion that so deeply moved
him, and I coulg see from the faces of
the Government Members that they
too shared that emotion. It is not a
question that the Congress people
who are running the Government
alone are the patriots and those who
points out certain flaws in this agree-
ment gre the enemies of the country.
I hope there is no such idea any-
where. Th, Government and the
Opposition are equally united together
in the defence of this country and in
the maintenance of the honour and
the integrity of the nation. Person-
ally, taking into consideration all the
cireumstances that then obtained, I
think the Kutch agreement is an ex-
celent agreement. You cannot have
an agreement unrelated to circum-
stances. If you had asked Mr. Shas-
tri or Shri Swaran Singh to sit down
and draw up an ideal agreement, I
have no doubt that they would have
drawn up an ideal agreement, but
that would not be related to the
circumstances, But even after I have
said that it is a good agreement under

the circumstances, T am not sure
that the Government of India have
taken care of every word in 1ihat
agreement and every comma and

full-stop in it: Some masterly hand
has drafted the agreement, and I
share with my friend, Mr. Vaj-
payee, the inquisitiveness {o fiind
out where this was drafted. I suppose
that will remain a mystery.

When I compare, Madam, what hap-
pened over this Kufch business and
the sequence of events which over-
took us over the incident with China,
I think thiz time we reacted more

quickly, more vigilantly than we did
over the Chinese incident. We took
no time to recognise what was hap-
pening and we reacted to it vigorous-
ly. There was even the story that the
Government of India—I do not know
how much it is correct—was thinking
of opening a second front somewhere

" else if aggression in Kutch was not

vacated, We reacted quite quickly
and vigorously. We yielded nothing
as the negotiations went on as one
coulg see. I do not know if anybody
tried to pressurise us because ail these
are secrets to which a common man on
the floor of this House can get no ac-
cess. But one does not see the sign
of any pressure in the document ex-
cept that somebody has drafted it so
cleverly that one or two things seen
to have escaped the careful attention
of the Government of India.

Madam, what is the line of attack
of the Opbposition on this TKutch
Agreement? Let us study that care-
fully. Let us be tolerant of this criti-
cism, and see with sympathy what is
in the minds of our fellow Members
who took upon this Agreement with
a little suspicion. Firstly we have
allowed the Pak police to patrel a
certain road . .

Surr A. D. MANI:
newspaper quotation.

That is the

Sart G. RAMACHANDRAN: .

,and we are told that this does not

mean any infringement of sovereignty.
My friend here who interprets sover-
eignty in all the fine nuances in which
he is a specialist feels that even if over
a number of miles of Indian territory
the Pak police can now travel to reach
from one post to another of their
posts, there is no infringement of
sovereignty. But surely there is a
certain weakness attacking to this con-
cession and I do not want the Govern-
ment to run away from admitting this
weakness, this concesion which has
been made. It disturbs the people.

Surr P. N. SAPRU: There is a delu-
sion of sovereignty
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Sarr G. RAMACHANDRAN: We
have also limited our own patrols in

our own patrolg in our own area.
This is even more serfous 1that
we allowed ipn this Agreeement

that in regard to territory indisputa~-
bly ours, we accepted certain limita-
tions of patrolling—another weak con-
cession we have made in this Agree-
ment. We talked about the status quo
ante and 1 remember how often the
Prime Minister came back to this ex-
pression status quo ante. It almost
became a joke. Now this status quo
ante has become a double-edged mons-
tor which has caught us by the tail at
the other end. We now discover that
on the date which is mentioneq in
reference to the status quo ante Pakis-
tan had done something and we are
now called upon to accept that some-
thing as part of the status quo. Now
all these are weaknesses, are conces-
sions, which we have made. Then we
agreed there would be three foreigners
in the Tribunal, there would be no
Indian or Pakistani. That is a very
reasonable thing. Otherwise as the
Prime Minister said, there will be two
lawyers arguing against each other
and there would be only one man fin-
ally deciding the issues. Supposing
my friend, Mr. Vajpayee represented
India and Mr. Bhutto represented
Pakistan, you can imagine what would
happen at that meeting. In a few
minutes, words would be giving place
to fists. I suppose. So it is good that
not an Indian and not a Pakistant
would be there and the third who
would be selected by both would also
be a foreigner. If you want arbitration
there is no other way of getting an
arbitration

Sarr A. D. MANI: Would you sug-
gest the same for the Himalayan
border also?

Sart G, RAMACHANDRAN: You
mot going to draw me across with a
red herring like that. You leave me
to develop my own case. 1 was say-
ing that there are weaknesses in this
gettlement. There are the words ‘det-
ermination of the border’. We could
have avoided that and said ‘delineating

e’
border’ or ‘demarcating the border’
which would have been better. That is
why I have 3 feeling that the Govern-
ment of India did not take adequate
care of the wording and in an Agree-
ment, like this every word counts.
We could have and should have
taken greater care of the word~
ing. What I would like the Govern-
ment to do now is to fairly and
squarely admit that this is a com-
promise and a compromise means
giving something and taking some-
thing. You cannot have a settlement
of this kind avoiding the cataclysm of
a war without giving something and
taking something.

SRt A. B. VAJPAYEE:.
what?

Surt G. RAMACHANDRAN: I am
coming to that. Taking what? Yes,
I will answer that challenge squarely.
The Pakistani forces had occupied
posts inside Indian territory. Pakis-
tan had brought up a lot of military
paraphernalia to support their aggres-
sion, They had to vacate. That is
‘taking it’. If anybody suggests that
this Agreement is all swrrender, may
I say in all humility that that some-
body would be talking nonsence? We
have made certain concessions and the
other party also has had to make con-
cessions. I have a notion that if some-
body can go and do some reasearch
in Pakistan, he will find hundreds of
people there raging against this
Agreement. So we gave and took.
It is a good thing we did that and
avoided the catastrophe of a war. It is
said that we must keep Kashmir apart
from Kutch. I agree but I want to
ask the Government the question:
‘Have you yourself kept Kashmir
apart from this Kutch business?’ If
you did so and if you thought that
Kashmir and Kutch were two separate
issues why have you cancelled the
meeting of the two foreign Ministers?
So in your own mind even while on
the one hand you are saying that these
two things are separate, you have nof
acted on that assumption.

Taking

SHrr A. D. MANI: It is on account
of the Jana Sangh demonstration.
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Surt G. RAMACHANDRAN: 1 do
not think that the Jana Sangh de-
monstration had anything to do with
it. It was a grand demonstra-
tion but it hag nothing to do
with it. But let me come
back to the point. You cannot
keep these things separate. There is
something that happened in Kutch
from which you came out with an
Agreement but hardly was the ink
dry on it when something else hap-
pened somewhere and even the Gov-
ernment reacted to it by saying that
the proposed meeting of the Ministers
was cancelled. Let me tell you I am
not happy that this meeting of Minis~
ters is cancelled. If T had my way, I
would have had this meeting of the
Ministers. Let Mr. Bhutto come and
let him raige the issue of Kashmir, if
he wished. We would not. We would
have dealt with the issue of the Kutch
Agreement on its own and nothing
else. So I am not sure whether in
the mind of the Government itself the
Kashmir infiltration and ail that has
since happened are not egging them
on to other ways of thinking, to other
ways of doing. I should like that not

to happen.

Within the short time at my dis-
posal I have only one or two things
more {o add. I said on the whole this
is a good Agreement. We have avoi-
deg a war. The consequences of war
are inconceivable. There are tin-pot
Field Marshals among us who think
they can have a war as though war

today is 2 kind of big joke. War to-
day is a terrible thing. It will not
India and

be merely war between
Pakistan. A conflict, an open con-
flict ang a total war between the two
countries will, within no time, become
a world war and the consequences
would be terrible. We must make a
peaceful approach to this problem. I
am glad one of the Members here em-
phasised the need for a peaceful and
civilised approach to this problem. In
1965 and onwards, you cannot solve
such a problem by military action.
Even President Johnson, the mighty
man, the President of the USA. is
finding that he cannot solve the prob-
lem of little South Viet Nam with all
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his weapons on the ground and in the
air. No such problem in this present
time of ours is going to be solved on
a military basis. Occasionally a little
military action saves a little situation
here and there but when it comes to
the question of a total war Dbet-
ween two nations, then it never is go-
ing to be solved by military action.
There is no such thing as victory or
defeat possible for any power in the
world in 1965 and onwards.
We must become civilised people,
approaching these problems in a
civilised way and the only civilised
way is that of negotation
and arbitration. Somebody thinks
that arbitration infringes sovereignty.
There can be nothing more ridiculous
than that idea. Arbitration is neces-
sary more among sovereign nations
than between anybody else because
there is not yet a clear Inter-national
Law nor jts effective instruments. So
we must sit together and talk together
ang it two heads do not get down to
a peaceful arrangement we ask a third
man to come and help. There is no-
thing derogatory in arbitration.

Let me close by saying that there
was a Vvery serious situation in Kutch.
The Shastri Government dealt with it
firmly and with restraint, combining
firmness with restraint, This is the
tradition we inherit from Pandit
Nehru., When Pandit Nehru in the
past acted with similar restraint and
firmness, the very people who are at-
tacking the Government today attack-
ed him. I can remember the attacks
of Mr. Vajpayee even then, on Pandit
Nehru. The same people now attack
again but we must remain inflexible
in our policy of firmness combined with
restraint. The Government have done
well and they deserve the congratula-
tions of this House and the whole
country. ‘But they must take care of
every word in an agreement. When
a draft is made they must take care
of every word and every comma and
full stop. Otherwise they simply ex-
pose themselveg to attacks from the
Opposition. I wish the Government
and the Opposition well and I think
they have both done well.

Thank you, Madam.
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Sarr K. V. RAGHUNATHA REDDY
(Andhra Pradesh): Madam, irrespec-
tive of the niceties of the words used
in the Agreement or in the language
used in various letters of correspon-
dence, the question that remains be-
fore this House is whether this House
is going to accept the proposal of the
Government to refer the question of
Kutch to a Tribunal exercising powers
of arbitration. The Tribunal hag to
consider what the border with Pakis-
tan was, in August 1947, when Kutch
acceded to India. In short the Tribu-
nal is to give a finding on this very
limited question without extending its
jurisdiction to any other collateral or
external issues connected with it.
‘Therefore, Madam, the gquestion is
asked why the Indian Government had
chosen to refer this matter to the Tri-
bunal in pursuance of this Agreement?
If we do not refer this matter to the
Tribunal, it amounts fo abrogating the
entire Agreement. Either we will
have to abrogate the entire Agreement
or we will have to pursue the logi-
cal consequences of allthe terms that
are found in this Agreement, That is
the reason why the Government of
India has come forward for the pur-
pose of taking the approval of this
House for referring this matter to the
Tribunal. It had been the practice of
Governments to come before the Par-
liament to have its approval for vari-
ous issues like this. Then only the
Government will get the power, and
the world would recognise that a pro-
per approach had been made in this
regard, ang then only the Tribunal
also will get the proper jurisdiction
to deal with the matter because, in
the dynamics of international rela-
tions, approval of Parliament is neces-
sary for the purpose of the excreise of
the Tribunal’s jurisdiction notwith-
standing the fact that the two Govern-
ments might have entered into agree-
ments. Madam Deputy Chairman, the
question is often asked why the Indian
Government is so cowardly that they
have been resorting to this kind of
diplomacy by conference and not dip-
lomacy by compulsive reprisals. ‘The
Indian Government has been guided,
Madam Deputy Chairman, by the

interests of peace, by the pelicy that
peace is indivisible, for an under-
developed country like India peace is
absolutely necessary for its economic
development. As Mr, Ramachandran
said, there can be any number of
drum-beaters and breast-beaters in
favour of war, but if war breaks out,
the colossal consequences of war can-
not be easily realised unless one ex-
periences them. It is very easy to
talk about war but very difficult to
face the consequences. That is the
reason, Madam why had been the
practice in the history of international
relations to refer matters of this type
to arbitration. This is not a case of
adjudiction hefore a judicial tribunal
but it is arbitration by the chosen, re-
presentatives of the Government of,
say, two or three for the purpose of
giving a finding of fact on a question
that is placed before them. This has
been the practice, Madam, from the
time of the Hague Convention, and
one woulg recall, any student of in-
ternational relations would recall, that
in 1903, when England and France
entered into an agreement called the
Anglo-French Agreement of 1903, in
that agreement there were specific
provisions relating {o the issues which
could be referred to arbitration tribu-
nals, for the purpose of deciding ques-
tions.

But Madam  Deputy Chairman,
there are questions like the vital in-
terests of a nation—the independence
of a nation, the honour, and dignity of
a nation these are the three issues
which cannot be referred to any tribu-
nal for the purpose of arbitration, but
on all other issues of a subsidiary
character and of a legal nature, it has
been the international practice from
time to time, ever since the Hague
Convention to refer these matters to
the international tribunals for the pur-
pose of arbitration. And if we once
give up the principle of arbitration
and take to the policy of the gun,
Madam Deputy Chairman, we will be
violating not only the established
principles of international law and the
United Nations Charter but also prin-
ciple of human adjustments by mutual
consultation and diplomacy by confer-
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ence. This is the reason, Madam
Deputy Chairman, why the Govern-
ment of India had been induced to
take up this attitude in this direction.
Madam Deputy Chairman, in this re-
gard one should not confuse the issue
of Kashmir with that of Kutch. It is
asked: If once we concede the prin-
eiple of reference to an arbitration
{ribunal regarding the Kutch issue,
will not this principle have a dange-
rous extension to that of Kashmir?
Now as far as the question of Kash-
mir is concerned, Madam Deputy
Chairman, it is not an issue that can
e determined as in the case of Kutch.
As far ag Kashmir is concerned, there
is no doubt about the territory, about
any part of the territory. The main
question regarding Kashmir is alto-
gether of a different character, the
question being whether Kashmir, as
such, should belong to Pakistan or to
India and that is a different question
altogether. If we try to confuse these
two issues, we will be only playing
directly into the hands of Pakistan
because, there, it is not relatable in
any way to any dispute of territory
or to any principle international law.
If we inadvertently mix-up these two
issues, we will be only playing into the
hands of Pakistan, and it is against the
Interestg of India. Therefore I would
appeal to the hon. Members and the
Government not to mix these issues
and commit the error of what we call
the misjoinder of issues and it would
only lead to confusion and injustice.

\

Thank you, Madam, for the oppor-
tunity you have given me. I support

the motion proposed by the Govern-
ment,

A qghATT FarEms qAw
(WgTUTT) : SeAN WEISAT, w9
TUANT F1 S TEAT AT GIT & I
TATE, I9% T AF 5F A9 fa=ng
o.9% 1T g & qIWT @Ar ATZar
g | fras £g awld O &a= For @
g ITT qaTH 7] W@ & (& nieeam

FOFLWIRT &1 i 9 Jq9 w@eF
dfas s S TO W A e
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FL § I EH S9F BT § G M A1
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STATEMENT RE FINANCIAL AND
ECONOMIC SITUATION IN THE
COUNTRY

Tag DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Please
give way to Mr. Bhagat who has to
make a statement.

Tue MINISTER or PLANNING
(Surr B. R. BHAGAT): Madam, on
behalf of Shri T. T. Krishnamachari,
1 beg to lay on the Table of the House
a copy of the speech made by the
Finance Minister in the Lok Sabha
today on the financial and economi¢
situation and the proposals that he has
made in connection therewith. (See
Appendix LIII, Annexure No. 23.)

Surt A. D. MANT (Madhya Pra-
desh): Madam, may I request the hon.
Minister to give us an idea of {hese
proposals, because they are very im-
portant? I don’t want him to read
the whole thing, but he can give us
the gist of it.

Surr B. R. BHAGAT: Copieg
available.

are

Tue DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: It is
laid on the Table and it will be circu-
lated to you.



