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Government to respond. We cannot force 

them to respond. I have said that the 

sense of the House is that the Home 

Minister should reply. He will take it up 

with the appropriate people and then 

they will respond. 

SHRI I.K. GUJRAL: We are sending 

word. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI G. 

SWAMINATHAN): Now, we will take 

up the short-duration discussion. 

Initiating the discussion is Prof. V.K. 

Malhotra. 

SHORT-DURATION DISCUSSION 

Need for Review of foreign Policy 
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"With hope and faith, this House 

affirms the firm resolve of the 

Indian people to drive out the 

aggressor from the sacred soil of 

India however long and hard the 

struggle may be." 
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"India lost Security Council votes 

so badly because in the post cold- 

war period New Delhi is an orphan 

within the world community and 

does not belong anywhere." 
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 •"The soft Pak 

policy of United Front Government 

angers MEA officials". 

 

 "Under the new 

Pakistan policy New Delhi has refrained 

from responding to anti-Indian statements 

by Pakistan leaders of the Foreign 

Ministry." 

 

 

THE   VICE-CHAIRMAN   (SHRI   G. 

SWAMINATHAN): Kindly conclude. 

There is another Member from your 

party who has to speak. 

PROF. VIJAY KUMAR 

MALHOTRA: I will take three to four 
 

minutes 
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SHRI PRANAB MUKHERJEE (West 
Bengal): Mr. Vice-Chairman, Sir, I thank 
my parliamentary colleagues for raising 
this discussion, particularly the initiator 
of the discussion, that we should have a 
look at the policy pursued by the 
Government in respect of our external 
relations. By my appreciation stops there. 
On most of the issues I do not agree with 
his views. Firstly, I would like to put the 
records straight. The visit of His 
Excellency, the President of China, was a 
unique opportunity to strengthen our 
relationship with China. The agreement 
which has been signed with the objective 
of reducing forces on the borders is the 
most appropriate and correct step which 
has been taken at this juncture. In 1993, 
when the treaty of peace and tranquillity 
on the border was signed, many were 
sceptical whether it would be possible to 
diffuse the tension on the border. 
Fortunately, with hard work initiated by 
the joint working goup and experts' 
group it was possible last year to organise 
withdrawal of the forces which were 
placed in an eye-ball position leading to 

tensions off and on. These agreements of 
reduction of forces is one step forward 
towards normalisation of relations with 
China. I do agree with the hon. Member 
when we say that the world is changing 
very fast and when we say that the world 
is changing very fast we shall have to 
recognise that our thought process and 
our action should also change fast. We 
cannot live in the mind-set of the past 
and deal with a situation of the present 
and look forward to the future. 
Therefore, what happened in 1959 and 
1962 has no doubt relevance but at the 
same time, those relevances have to be 
reviewed in the context of the changing 
world. So far as India's foreign policy is 
concerned and as we are all aware, there 
is a broad consensus and that broad 
consensus was to maintain the national 
interest and also to ensure that we build 
up good neighbourly relations with our 
neighbours and friendly relations with all 
others. At the same time, at the time of 
formulation of our policies just at the end 
of the World War when the whole world 
was divided into two groups and the 
world had to live under the spell of the 
cold war for almost half a century, it was 
most appropriate to evolve the policy of 
non-alignment which was strengthened, 
which become a very powerful 
movement. But at the same time, 
particularly from the mid 80s, certain 
things have taken place which we cannot 
simply ignore. It is not a thcoritical 
proposition but it has a practical 
reflection. As far as we are concerned, 
particularly as far as India is concerned, 
with the collapse of the Soviet system, it 
has altered the external relations, both 
economically and politically to a 
considerable extent. Any student of 
history cannot ignore this fact. Up to 
1988-89, the single largest trading partner 
of India was Soviet Russia. Nearly 28 per 
cent of our external trade was accounted 
for towards that country. We were 
assured of the supply of our defence 
requirements to a considerable extent on 
rupee account. Today, those facilities arc 
not simply available. There is no reason 
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why we should lament and worry and live 

in the past. We shall have to adjust our 

policies and programmes with a new 

relative which we have done, which we 

have done through the new agreement 

which was signed with the Russian 

Federation after the visit of H.E. 

President Yeltsin. It is also providing a 

new opportunity where our volume of 

trade is expanding, economic cooperation 

is expanding and the recently concluded 

defence agreements arc also providing 

strength to our system. Therefore, the 

policy has to be adjusted with the 

changing scenario. We cannot live in the 

past and at the same time look to the 

future. Certain things have been 

suggested and particularly, I would like 

to touch upon one point because I have 

also a small role therein and this issue 

has been raised particularly in one of the 

Consultative Committee meetings 

connected with External Affairs Ministry 

where it was pointed out that I insisted 

on India's contesting for the non- 

permanent scat in the Security Council. 

Yes, I did. I wrote a letter to the Prime 

Minister and the Foreign Minister on the 

first of August, 96. I do not disown my 

responsibility. A decision was taken to 

contest for the non-permanent seat in 

1994. In 1995, when I was the Foreign 

Minister, we started a campaign and we 

got some good response. On the basis of 

that, we decided to contest for the non- 

permanent scat. I mentioned in my 

letters of 1st August to the Prime 

Minister and the Foreign Minister that I 

had the privilege of having a discussion 

with the Special Envoy from Japan. Both 

of us recognised that it had a bearing so 

far as the permanent membership in the 

Security Council was also concerned. We 

also recognised that it would be desirable 

to have a seat in the Security Council. 

From our point of view, when we started 

reviving the democratic process in 

Kashmir and when there was a persistent 

obstruction to our efforts from the other 

side of the border, it was considered 

desirable that India -should have its 

presence in the Security Council. Apart 

from the other considerations, one of the 

most important, vital considerations is 

that two seats from the Asian region are 

represented by the countries of the same 

region—one seat is occupied by Korea 

and the second one which was vacated by 

Indonesia is going to be occupied by 

Japan from 1997. These two countries 

belong to the same region. Therefore, 

our argument was that we should have 

representation from the South Asia and 

there was nothing wrong in it. I would 

like to have one clarification from the 

Foreign Minister. So far as the stand 

which we took on CTBT is concerned, it 

is not merely the stand of the Foreign 

Minister of the United Front Government 

alone. It is a stand taken by the whole 

House. Mr. Gujral came to this House 

several times with his suo motu 

statements and we endorsed all his 

statements. We congratulated him on the 

principled stand which he took. At this 

stage, I would like to have one 

clarification from him. There was a 

problem in regard to the transmission of 

the treaty from Geneva to New York. I 

was told that the countries, sixty or sixty- 

one, which participated in the Conference 

on Disarmament indicated that they 

appreciated India's position—that India 

could not be a signatory to the CTBT. 

But some countries, after spending two- 

and-a-half years in the Conference on 

Disarmament, wanted to transmit the 

treaty in some form or the other to the 

General Assembly because it could not 

be a document of the Conference on 

Disarmament. Therefore, they wanted to 

transmit the outcome of their efforts 

consumed in the last two-and-a-half 

years. There we had to apply our veto 

power. I am not objecting to Inida's veto. 

But what I am trying to find out from the 

Minister of External Affairs is that 

whether, after that decision, we had 

undertaken a vigorous briefing of those 

sixty-one countries as to why we had to 

take this step and this aspect has some 

relevance. 

Mr.    Vice-Chairman,    as    you    will 

recollect,   today   is   an   important   day 
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because in 1971, 25 years ago, on this 

very day we had to participate in the 

liberation struggle of Bangladesh. But 

after the war was won, the Foreign 

Ministry had launched a very vigorous 

briefing with only one point. That point 

was to tell the international community 

that India was not an aggressor. India 

had to involve itself in this no! only to 

protect the human rights of the 75 

million people of East Pakistan, now 

Bangladesh, but also because the 

developments on the border put a 

tremendous strain on India's economy. 

About ten million refugees took shelter 

in India. That vigorous briefing in the 

post-war scenario explained India's 

posit-on. I would like to know whether 

we undertook such a briefing in the 

present case. It is because if 1 was a 

participant in the Conference and if the 

Conference ended in nothing, my two- 

and-a-half years' efforts would go waste 

because technically India had the power 

of veto. India did exercise this power 

and did it on the basis of its principled 

stand. I would like It) know whether we 

had explained our principled stand to 

the participating countries in the 

Conference on Disarmament. This is 

one of the points that I would like to 

know from the hon. External Affairs 

Minister. I can assure him that I do 

stand by my letter and 1 do feel that it 

was necessary for us to contest. 

Whether we would have got 40 votes or 

30 votes or 60 votes, is a different 

story. Perhaps we could have won, 

perhaps not; I do not know. It has 

happened many times in the 

international scene. When we took a 

stand on the NPT, almost all the Non- 

aligned countries were participants in 

the NPT and we were not. The same is 

the story with the CTBT, Therefore, in 

these two major areas, the NPT and 

CTBT. we shall have to redefine the 

role of the Non-aligned Movement. One 

attempt at redefinitioin has been made 

at the Jakarta Summit. Thereafter, it 

w;is reiterated in the Cartegana 

message. To my mind, the South-South 

Cooperation   and   cooperation   amongst 

the developing countries is not enough 

I now come to the question of our 

relations with the neighbouring 

countries. In general, I agree with the 

Foreign Minister's approach as he Iras 

said while delivering his speech on 

"Foreign Policy Objectives of India's 

United Front Government' at Chetham 

house on September 23. I quote, "With 

this logo, we have started reshaping 

India's relations with its neighbours. For 

four months, the Indian Government 

has not reacted to any blast or blister 

thrown at it from a not-so-friendly 

neighbour". I do agree that you are not 

to throw a blast or a blister. But 

sometimes proper response at the 

appropriate time is necessary. I don't 

want you to throw a blast or a blister. I 

do not even expect reciprocity in regard 

to our neighbouring countries. I entirely 

agree with you when you have outlined 

that you don't expect reciprocity from 

Nepal, Bangladesh, Maldives, Sri Lanka 

and Bhutan. In fact, this is our policy. 

We have never expected reciprocity 

from them. When Mr. Chidambaram as 

the then Commerce Minister reduced 

tarrif duty to zero on 15 items, we 

didn't do so with the expectation of 

reciprocity. Or, when Mr. Manmohan 

Singh abolished the import duty on 

Bangladeshi sarees, he did not consider 

much as to how the Indian weavers, the 

Coimbatore and Kanjivaram saree 

manufacturers would respond to it , 

because in certain areas we shall have 

to take action without expecting 

reciprocity. I entirely agree with him. 

But in certain matters we shall have to 

go a little slow. 

Coming to the most important 

question with regard to our neighbours, 

I feel we have been able to tackle one 

important issue and I must congratulate 

the Nepalese Parliament for the 

retification of the Mahakali Pancheshwar 

Treaty because that was a landmark 

treaty to improve relations between 

India  and  Nepal.   Not  only that,  if we 
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can harness the Himalayan water, we will 

be able to sort out another major 

problem with which we are confronted 

today in relation to Bangladesh. 

Ultimately, the basic question about 

giving water to Bangladesh from the 

Farakka remains. We cannot avoid the 

question of augmentation. Even if we go 

back to the formula of 1977 where it was 

suggested that they would get 34,500 

cusecs in the lean season with a minimum 

guarantee of 28.000 cusecs. That much 

water will have to be made available. If 

sometimes we find that 50,000 cusecs or 

55,000 cusecs of water is available at the 

distribution point, then from where will 

we give it? Even if we agree to have 50: 

50 share—25,000' cusecs to each 

country—if the water available is 50,000 

cusecs, then that is not adequate. 

Therefore, augmentation is needed. In 

order to have augmentation, we can think 

of only two projects and one of the 

projects is the Mahakoshi Project which 

has some relevance with this-^-for this 

project, agreement has been signed—and 

if it could be taken to its logical 

conclusion of harnessing the Himalayan 

waters, then we can augment the Ganga 

waters at the upper region of Farakka. 

Farakka is the distribution point from 

where we can give more water to 

Bangladesh. 

Then, one of our colleagues raised the 

question of visit of the Chief Minister of 

West Bangal to Bangladesh. We should 

not look at this from narrow angle. So far 

as I understand, it is not that the Foreign 

Ministry has abdicated its responsibility, 

but at the same time, it is equally a fact 

that the direct party concerned is West 

Bangal. 1 remember, in 1982, when the 

Five-Year Agreement of 1977 was over, I 

had the privilege of participating in the 

negotiations. At that point of time, the 

West Bengal Government, on record, 

said that they will require 40,000 cusecs 

of water to protect the Calcutta port. At 

that time, the Chief Minister wrote to 

me. Even in 1995, he wrote to me that 

they would require 40,000 cusecs of 

water. Therefore, if today he goes and 

talks to the leaders of Bangladesh and he 

is convinced that Bangladesh is to be 

given additional water and he will have to 

manage it—after all, the Chief Minister 

will have to face the music—then, what is 

wrong in it? It is not that he is going 

there to sign an agreement. It is not at all 

correct. The agreement is to be signed 

between two sovereign countries and not 

with any provincial government. If I have 

understood it correctly, here I must tell 

you very frankly, that he invited all the 

political parties at a conference to 

ascertain their views before he went to 

Dhaka. In that meeting, he made it quite 

clear that neither he was going to have 

any negotiations.... 

SHRI VISHNU KANT SHASTRI 

(Uttar Pradesh): All the parties were not 

called to that meeting...(Interruptions)... 

SHRI PRANAB MUKHERJEE: 

Shastriji, I am sorry, the problem 

fc...(Interruptions)... When we call the 

political parties, we adopt the same 

practice both in Parliament and in States. 

Those parties which are represented 

cither in Parliament or in State Assembly 

are called for such meetings. You arc a 

very big party, no doubt. Today you are 

the single largest party of 161 Members 

in Lok Sabha, but unfortunately, after 

1952, since 1957, neither your incarnation 

as Jan Sangh nor as BJP could have a 

single MLA. ...(Interruptions)... 

SHRI VISHNU KANT SHASTRI: We 
had in 1967. ...(Interruptions)... 

SHRI PRANAB MUKHERJEE: I 

don't remember that you had an MLA in 

1977. ...(Interruptions)... I am always 

correct in my figures and dates. You 

contested the elections sometime in June 

and before that Jan Sangh merged with 

Janata Party. ...(Interruptions)... Jan 

Sangh merged with Janata Party and 

Janata Party came into existence. I think 

so many leaders of Janata Party are here. 

...(Interruptions)... The point is you don't 

have any representation. In 1952, Jan 

Sangh had representation. 

...(Interruptions)... 
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SHRI VISHNU KANT SHASTRI: AH 
the parties should be consulted. 
... (Interruptions)... 

SHRI PRANAB MUKHERJEE: I am 

sorry, I am not yielding. I am correct on 

my part. This is the parliamentary 

practice. 

THE LEADER OF OPPOSITION 

(SHRI SIKANDER BAKHT): We are 

talking of our own interests and not of 

Bangladesh. (Interruptions)... 

SHRI PRANAB MUKHERJEE: I am 

talking about an all-party meeting taken 

by the Chief Minister. ...(Interruptions)... 

Again you arc mistaken, Mr. Sikander 

Bakht. 

SHRI SIKANDER BAKHT: Not at 

all. I am not mistaken. 

... (Interruptions)... 

SHRI PRANAB MUKHERJEE: 

Shastriji referred to the all party meeting. 

You can go through the record. When I 

said that the Chief Minister had called a 

meeting of all parties before he went to 

Dhaka, his objection was that BJP was 

not called. I mentioned that BJP was not 

called by the Chief Minister because it 

did not have any representation in the 

West Bengal Assembly. You arc a big 

party here but you do .not have any 

existence in West Bengal. Therefore, it is 

not correct to say that while utilising the 

services of the Chief Minister the Foreign 

Minister has done something wrong. 

Rather, I would say.'it is a clever move. 

If he can achieve success and if he can 

resolve the issue with the help of the 

Chief Minister, I would like to 

congratulate him and I would also say 

'good luck' to him. What is to be done? 

This is simply beside point. We cannot 

forget the fact that today, when the geo- 

political situation is going through a rapid 

change, democratic process has started 

after a long time in Bangladesh. We are 

the single largest democratic force in this 

region. Can be keep our eyes shut and 

not help the democratic process to start 

and strengthen in our own region? What 

is happening in Pakistan? Since 1947 no 

constitution has survived for ten years. 

No political executive, whether civil or 

military, has completed a full five year 

term except Zulfiqar Ali Bhutto. The 

democratic process has been, throttled 

there. It is their internal matter to adopt 

their own constitution. But the fact is 

these are the hard core facts. If we know 

that the democratic process in the 

neighbouring countries has been 

strengthened, being the single largest 

democracy, it would be easier for us to 

handle. Therefore, a situation has been 

created. We should not forget it. I come 

from that region and I know it. There are 

still 10 million Hindus there. If 

fundamentalist forces gain ground in that 

area, it is not a very comfortable position 

for us. Therefore, if forces which are 

trying to check fundamentalist forces get 

a little better treatment, I do not find 

anything wrong in it. Nobody is going to 

compromise the national interest and it 

has to be recognised. I know that 40,000 

cusecs of water is needed for maintaining 

the Calcutta port from the Farakka point. 

But there have been instances where not 

even 27,000 to 30,000 cusecs of waters 

were available. What are you going to 

do? Can you have a situation where the 

upper region will not draw waters? Can 

you stop a project starting from Haridwar 

to Rajmohal? Simply you cannot do it. 

When the river flows people draw water 

for irrigation, for drinking water etc. You 

cannot say, "No, such and such quantum 

of water will be required to flush Calcutta 

port and, therefore, we will not draw 

water." Such a situation cannot be 

created. (Interruptions) Therefore, what 

is needed? Mr. Vice-Chairman, water has 

to be augmented. Here, I would request 

the Foreign Minister to take note of it. 

When the Water Resources Minister and 

the Foreign Minister of Bangladesh came 

and held discussions with me, I tried to 

prevail upon them. I said, "We are 

prepared to accommodate as much as we 

can, but, at the same time, you will have 



307       Short- Duration [RAJYA SABHA] Discussion       308 

to go in for augmentation. Augmentation 

is possible through Mahakosi of Nepal 

and of Bhutan rivers. I do not know what 

would be the fate of Jaldapara forest." If 

we have another project of Bhutan rivers, 

Mansa-Sankoshi, which has been talked 

about, what happens? The moot point is, 

water must be made available. Water 

flow must be augmented so that we can 

meet the requirement of Bangladesh to a 

considerable extent because it is 

necessary. 

I am sorry. Mr. Vice-Chairman, I will 

take four more minutes. I will complete 

then. 

Why am I suggesting this? Because a 

permanent solution is needed, not 

because of political expediency. 

The benefit which we will get in terms 

of economy, in terms of trade, in terms 

of transit, in terms of having integration 

with the North-Eastern Region, in term 

of money and in terms of value, would be 

enough. Therefore, this aspect we cannot 

completely ignore. The economy of that 

region will be completely changed. They 

have gas. They cannot consume that 

much of gas; they cannot consume that 

much of electricity. We can build up 

despite this fact—please do not forget 

this—that our export-import ratio almost 

is 90:10. Our export to Bangaladesh out 

of 100 is 90 and their export to our 

country is only ten. If we give 30 or 40 

items duty-free, it cannot increase more 

than ten to fifteen. P.C. If you allow 

them this, their economy will grow. If 

their economy grows one of the constant 

problems of illegal migrants*—it is not 

political, it is not communal; it is 

basically economic; they come here 

because they do not find jobs, they do not 

find food; but if you can help to build up 

their economy problem of migration—can 

also be resolved. Therefore, larger 

interests are also involved in it. 

...(Interruptions)... Sir, on this they may 

not agree with me. But I cannot help. 

Truth is truth. 

Now, there is one more issue to which 

I would like to draw your attention and it 

is in regard to Afghanistan. It is true that 

we are participating in the Iranian 

initiative. We have also joined the 

meeting of experts drawn from certain 

countries by the Secretary-General of the 

United Nations. But, I am a little 

unhappy because the way and particularly 

the time which we took to respond to the 

dastardly killing of Najibulla. The 

unfortunate part is that he was in the UN 

Headquarters. The effectiveness of the 

UN Mission was so that they could not 

protect him. Sir, not only we supported 

in the '80s the Government which he 

headed but even his family is located 

here. Therefore, our response, delayed 

response, does not speak of our 

traditional position there. Simply we 

cannot ignore the fact that Taliban is 

nothing but an outfit a creation of 

Pakistan. Therefore, if they make an 

advance there, if they make dent there, it 

is bound to have repercussion on our 

security and in that our geo-political 

security is going to be affected. The 

Harkat-ul-Ansar to whom they have 

handed over the training centres and 

training facilities to train militants for 

Kashmir is going to cause havoc here. 

Therefore, to contain Talibans is our 

objective. 

I am glad that, though it is a little 

belated, we are participating in the 

initiative taken by Iran and the Secretary- 

General of the United Nations. We 

should continue to have this effort 

because in Afghanistan our interest is not 

only nostalgic or historical but it is very 

vita! in our economic and political 

interest also. Mr. Vice-Chairman, Sir, it 

is very often said that the world has 

changed. Whether it is unipolar or 

multipolar, I do not know. If you see 

from military point of view, perhaps you 

are quite right, it is unipolar. But from 

economic point of view it is multipolar. 

Today Japan or Germany or even the 

neo-tigers, the ASEAN tigers which are 

emerging after ten or fifteen years are 

going to be euqally econimcally powerful. 

Therefore, today it is not one aspect of 
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the international relations that is to be 

emphasised. Perhaps in the second half of 

this century which in one way is distinct 

from the first half despite cold war and 

localised consideration, the world had an 

advantage of prolonged peace. In the first 

half of the century, we had two 

ware—the First World War and the 

Second World War. But, in the second 

half of the century, we did not have any. 

Another advantage is that cold war has 

come to an end. Let us take full 

advantage of the situation of peace and 

security which has been created. 

Tremendous technological advances are 

taking place and we shall have to play an 

important role. Our strength will depend 

not on how much strong words we use in 

international fora but to a considerable 

extent on what our GNP is, what our 

volume of external trade is and what our 

technological development is. In that 

context certain major events are going to 

take place and I request the hon. 

Minister for External Affairs to take been 

interest, particularly, in the Ministerial 

Conference of the World Trade 

Organisation where three important 

issues on which India has vital interests, 

like investment, like procurement, like 

social clause are going to be debated we 

must have a view. And here, on these 

three issues—on CTBT and NPT we 

could not muster the support of non- 

Aligncd friends—we can muster their 

support. Theefore, the close international 

trade and international policies must be 

interlinked and we should not merely be 

obsessed with balance of power but at the 

same time, we should equally take into 

account that the balance of payment has 

no less relevance to that of balance of 

power. Thank you. 

DR. B1PLAB . DASGUPTA (West 

Bengal): Mr. Vice-Chairman, Sir, 

generally, it did not happen but this time 

I find that I fully endorse what Pranab 

Babu has just said. Almost, word by 

word, I agree with what he has said on a 

number of issues, including Bangladesh 

and China. I thought, I would say the 

same thing as Professor Malhotra has said 

because our foreign policy is rooted in a 

national consensus, is rooted in our 

history, in our geopolitics, in our 

tradition and in our culture. In fact, when 

Shri Atal Bihari Vajpayee became the 

Foreign Minister, in 1977, some of us had 

the fear, at that time, that he may change 

the foreign policy. He did not. In fact, he 

was the one who went to China and 

conducted a dialogue with China. Apart 

from all the other aspects, this is an issue 

on which there will be no room for 

disagreement between us, between the 

Congress party and between the BJP. For 

this reason I am somewhat worried about 

the statement made by Professor 

Malhotra. He said, 'things are changing. 

Should we continue with the same 

policy?' What is he suggesting? Is he 

suggesting that we should change from 

Non-Alignment to Alignment? Let him 

say so very clearly. Does he intended that 

we should join with America? Tell us so. 

Why should we feel shy about it? If they 

feel today that the time has come to 

abandon our Non-Aligned foreign policy, 

then let them be frank, let them be 

candid, let them come out openly with 

whatever they have in mind. Let us have 

a proper discussion. I would not like 

Malhotraji to make such statements 

indirectly by way of an innuendo and all 

that. He should really come out with 

what actually he has in mind. At the 

same time, I find that some of the points 

he is making are not tallying with his 

statement that the world is changing. The 

world is changing also with respect to 

China. In 1962, there was a war with 

China. We have some territorial 

problems with China. Are we only having 

territorial problems with our neighbours? 

Look at Europe. Italy has a territorial 

problem with Austria on South Tyron. 

England has a territorial problem with 

Spain on Zibraltcr. Germany has a 

problem with France. Germany has a 

problem with Poland. There are so many 

other disagreements. In spite of all these, 

they came together on the economic 

front. They formed a common market 
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where anybody can go from one part of 

Europe to another without any passport, 

can take up any job. buy any property, 

acquire land, etc. Why cannot you do the 

same thing? In 1962 there was an 

unfortunate war. Since then a lot of 

water has passed through the rivers. Why 

cannot we bring about an understanding 

with China, leaving the territorial issue 

on one side, to have fruitful relations 

with China? This is necessary for two 

other reasons: (1) economic reason. Look 

at what the Americans are saying. If you 

go through the American plan, you 

would find that they have identified 

China and India as the two major areas 

of potential growth in the Twenty-first 

Century. There is so much of emphasis in 

the American foreign policy, in the 

American economic policy, on China. 

Why? Because the Chinese market is a 

large one, so much so that there is a lot 

of trade between China and the United 

States. At one time, in relation to 

GATT, the U.S. Government did not 

want to give the 'most favoured nation' 

treatment to China. But subsequently, 

they had to reverse this policy because of 

protests from American businessmen. 

I would like to raise the question here. 

Why should we not take advantage of the 

market that our great neighbour has? The 

Chinese market is a huge market which 

could benefit us. 

Another reason why we should have a 

good and proper relationship with China 

is that we have to take a position in 

international affairs. In GATT, for 

example, there are various difficulties. 

The United States and other Western 

countries are trying to impose their kind 

of agreement on us. How do we fight 

this? Unless we form alliances, alliances 

with countries like China, we cannot fight 

this war along. 

For all these reasons, I would request 

our colleagues from the BJP to take these 

things into account and to support the 

efforts being made by the Government, 

the efforts initiated by Pranab babu when 

he    was    the    Foreign    Minister.    I 

congratulated him at that time. This 

should be continued and we should have 

substantial and proper economic and 

cultural relationship with our great 

neighbour, China. 

On Bangladesh, I have very little to 

add to what Pranab babu has already 

said. All that I would say is this. When 

Jyoti babu went to Bangladesh and held 

discussions, he did not deviate from 

whatever brief had been given to him by 

Gujralji. Jyoti babu talked to Gujralji 

before he went to Bangladesh. Whatever 

he said there was strictly in terms of the 

brief given to him by Gujralji. 

No agreement was signed. An 

agreement would be signed by the Indian 

Government which would be mutually 

beneficial. At the same time, we have to 

take into account the fact that a secular 

Government has come to power now in 

Bangladesh. It is not a fundamentalist 

Government. There has been a change. 

There is a democratic Government now 

in Bangladesh. Should we not encourage 

this? A young lady has become the Prime 

Minister of that country. She is facing a 

lot of difficulties. Even today, there is a 

fundamentalist lobby in that country 

which is trying to unseat her. Should we 

not help her in her difficulties? In that 

process, we would be helping ourselves. 

If we can actually come to an agreement 

with Bangladesh on water, we should 

welcome it. 

Here, Sir, I would like to make a 

request to all the parties in Parliament. 

We should not make water an issue, as 

far as our relationship with Bangladesh is 

concerned. I would also request Pranab 

babu to ask his partymen in West Bengal 

not to make this an issue. Whatever 

settlement may be signed with 

Bangladesh should be seen as a 

settlement, in line with the interests of 

the country and for forging good 

neighbourly relations with that country. I 

would suggest that water should not be 

made a big issue and it should not be 

used for petty political purposes. 

I would also like to point out that we 
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need augmentation of water. I agree 

with Pranab babu. Earlier, most of the 

water from the Ganges flowed up to 

West Bengal and then to the Bay of 

Bengal. Because of the progress which 

has been made in Indian agriculture—of 

course, it is a good thing—most of the 

water was being utilised cither in Uttar 

Pradesh or in Haryana or in Punjab or 

in Rajasthan. The quantum of water 

which reaches Rajmahal is very limited. 

If we can augment the water by getting 

more water from Bhutan and Nepal, 

that would be an advantage. 

In the past, there have been 

problems; there has been a serious 

problem; there has been a difficulty. 

What was that? At least, commonsense 

dictated that India, Bangladesh and 

Nepal should sit together for arriving at 

a proper arrangement on distribution of 

water in the whole area so that we 

could irrigate the land in this large 

area. This would also facilitate 

transport. We can produce electricity 

and this could also be an important 

source of entertainment. There are very 

good places where you have so much of 

water, not so much water as in the 

Amazon, but almost as much water as 

in any other area in the world. Even 

though there is so much of water, 

because of certain problems, the water 

resources could not be properly 

harnessed. 

What happened in the past? The 

Indian Government did not want to 

take part in a tripartite meeting. India 

would hold talks with Bangladesh, but 

not with Nepal as the third party 

because of the fear that Bangladesh and 

Nepal would gang up together. That 

was poor diplomacy. 

Much better diplomacy would have 

been to bring them together. If Napal is 

economically tied to us, Nepal would 

also become, politically, in terms of 

foreign relations, tied to us. There was 

nothing to fear. Even if they gang up 

on certain issue, so what? So this poor 

foreign policy,  poor diplomacy,  led to 

the price which we had to pay in that 

there was no proper agreement on the 

augmentation of water. 

Nepal is a resource-poor country, but 

it can export power. Bhutan is resource- 

poor, but it can also export power. 

Why should we not take advantage of 

it? Give them the opportunity. When 

you have problems, sit over with them 

and let them produce power and give it 

to us for the national grid. So that is 

the kind of approach which was 

necccssary and which was lacking in the 

past, and I hope it would be taken up 

now. 

Now, having said all this, I would 

also congratulate our Foreign Minister 

for taking a lot of initiative in the 

foreign policy. What should be the basis 

of our foreign policy? We are a very 

poor military power. We cannot 

threaten anybody, we cannot overwhelm 

anybody by force. Nobody would be 

bothered about us. Excepting our small 

neighbours, nobody would bother about 

us. We are a poor economic power, one 

of the poorest 20 countries in the 

world. Why should anybody vote for us 

in the Security Council? Why should 

anybody support us in the international 

arcana? We can muster support not 

through our 

military might, not through our 

economic power, but only by way of 

our moral leadership. We should not 

speak only for ourselves: we should 

speak for the third world countries as a 

whole, for the non-aligned countries as 

a whole. That was the tradition which 

was there from the 50's. In that golden 

age of the foreign policy of India in the 

50's what were we? We were also a 

very poor and militarily weak country. 

But because we took a principled 

stand—and we said, "No, we will not 

join any military pact"—we had to 

suffer a lot due to the Americans, 

because in every meeting of the United 

Nations they would raise the issue of 

Kashmir, and Russia had to veto it, not 

to allow it to be taken up there. But 
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even then we continued to do that and 

we paid the price, but the fruits were 

borne later. When the African countries 

became independent, they joined the 

Non-Aligncd Movement. Unfortunately, 

the Non-Aligncd Movement is now in a 

very weak State. Unfortunately, again, 

we have only one Super Power today, not 

two Super Powers. We cannot bargain. In 

this weak situation, there are certain 

difficulties. But to the extent we have 

taken a very strong and bold stand on 

CTBT and the Non-Prolifcration Treaty, 

we have earned some respect. We have 

lost the Security Council election, which 

is unfortunate. May be there was some 

wrong assessment of votes and all that, 

but heavens arc not going to fall. We 

must try to build up our own relationship 

with the non-aligned countries, which is 

extremely important, and that should be 

of moral leadership. Whether it is in 

Rwanda or other places, our moral 

leadership should be there. 

Coming to Afghanistan now, having 

established myself, by tradition, as a 

strong supporter of the Foreign Minister, 

let me now express some reservations 

with regard to some of his policies on 

Afghanistan. I have two major criticisms 

to make. Afghanistan is our corridor to 

the Central Asian countires; it is our 

corridor to the old Silk Route. If 

something goes wrong in Afghanistan, we 

arc bound to be influenced by it. There 

have been many cultural exchanges in the 

past. And I say this: If the Afghanistan 

regime becomes a fundamentalist, 

communal, regime, that will also have its 

implications on India because there will 

be countervailing communal forces within 

the country which would also emerge. So 

Afghanistan is very important for us. 

Unfortunately, when the Taliban 

takeover happened on the 27th of 

September and Najibullah and his brother 

were shot and then hanged in a very 

brutal, savage, way, we did nothing. 

Until the 12th of October—which means, 

for a fotnight—our Foreign Ministry was 

completely   silent   on   such   a   ghastly 

murder of the Head of the State within 

the precincts of the United Nations and 

nothing came forth from our 

Government. On the 4th October our 

Foregin Minister made a statement in the 

UN General Assembly regarding 

Afghanistan—I have gone through his 

statement. It is a very general kind of 

statement condemning violence. 

Condemning encroachment of territorial 

inetgrity and asking for a peaceful 

dialogue. There is nothing in his 

statement condemning the ghastly murder 

of the Najibullah brothers. 

It took fifteen days for such a 

statement to come up. All that was 

coming out from the Foreign Ministry 

during those days was that we were 

watching the situation. I think that it was 

very very unfortunate. Whether the 

Foregin Minister is located here or 

somewhere else, he remains the Foregin 

Minister. There should have been 

regular, daily contacts between him and 

his office. There should have been a 

clear, catgorical statment from here on 

the 28th September itself, not on the 12th 

of October, condemning the murder of 

the Najibulla brothers, and that was not 

done until the 12th of October. I think it 

was very very unfortunate. 

Another thing which, I think, is 

unfortunate is this. 1 know that our 

Foreign Minister is very much involved 

and interested in history. I have heard 

some of his statements at various places, 

that do not reflect that sense of history as 

far as Afghanistan is concerned. I have 

heard him saying on several occasions, 

"We are opposed to the Soviet 

occupation of Afghanistan." The word 

"occupation", I think is objectionable. In 

any case, that is his interpretation, that 

the Soviet Union's entry into Afghanistan- 

was unfortunate and that he would not 

support it. 

I have a certain claim to make a 

statement on this because on the 27th of 

April, 1978 when the Saur revolution 

took place in Afghanistan, when the 

Khalq regime came to power by ousting 
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the Dawood regime, I was in Kabul on 

that parttcualr day. It is not because of 

me that it happened, let me assure you. 

For a few months I was in Afghanistan as 

a Member of the International Labour 

Organisation's Employment Mission, and 

it gave me an opportunity to go to most 

of the provinces of Afghanistan. 

Excepting for Badakshan in the North 

and the Raigisthan in the South, I had 

been to almost all the provinces. So, 

whenever I read newspapers these days 

and sec the names of Kandahar, Herat, 

Kundus, Ghazni, Balk, Salang Pass, 

Mazaare-Sharief and so on, it brings back 

the memories of those days. 

I want to make it categorically clear 

here that when this coup took place, 

there was not a single Russian involved in 

it. There were two other Indians in the 

1LO Mission. One of them was a former 

Member of Rajya Sabha, Mrs. I la Bhatt. 

She was with me. You can check it up 

with her because Mrs. Iland myself 

walked on foot throughout Kabul those 

days through fires and all that, risking 

our lives. I can testify that there was not 

a single Russian there. The only Russian 

who was there was a Member of our ILO 

team, one Mr. Kuzniin. He was scared to 

go out because there were Russain tanks. 

He did not want to be photographed by 

the side of a Russian tank as the 

only Russian who was visible there. 

There was no other Russian there. There 

was no Russian involvement in that 

particular change of Government in 

April, 1978. 

But why did the change come about? 

The regime which was set up by Noor 

Mohammed Tariki, a very well known 

poet in Afghanistan, was a secular 

regime. It was not a communist regime. 

"Khalq Party" means democratic party. It 

had a kind of communist programme. 

That is true. But the programme they 

were implementing in Afghanistan was a 

democratic, secular programme and not a 

communist programme. This democratic, 

secular programme created a fear in the 

minds of Pakistan.... (Time bell rings) 

I want another four or five minutes. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI G. 

SWAMINATHAN): I would like to hear 

you for more time, but you have taken 

twice the time allotted to you. 

DR. BIPLAB DASGUPTA: I am 

making a very important point. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI G. 

SWAMINATHAN): I know that. I am 

very much interested in your speech. I 

may like to hear it. But you have taken 

double the time. 

DR. BIPLAB DASGUPTA: It scared 

Pakistan, Iran and the United States. I 

am very glad to say that Iran is inviting 

us now. It is on our side today. There is 

a rift between iran and Pakistan. I am 

very happy about it. But, in those days, 

Iran and Pakistan, the two enemies were 

united to oust the secular regime because 

Iran was a fundamentalist country and 

Pakistan was a fundamentalist country. 

Both of them had an interest in ousting 

that regime in Afghanistan, and they 

were supported by the United States. 

You must have seen the statement 

made by Mrs. Bhutto before she was 

thrown out. In that statment, she made 

an interesting point. I do not know 

whether it has come to the notice of our 

Foregin Affairs Minister. She said that 

one of the reasons for the Americans to 

give all these aircraft—they promised to 

give aircraft and all the arms—to 

Pakistan was that Pakistan agreed to play 

the role of a conduit for the supply of 

arms to the rebels in Afghanistan in those 

days. And an amount of four billion 

dollars was sent through the Pakistani ISI 

to reach the rebels in Afghanistan in 

those days! And it was in that situation 

that the Government of Tariki and later 

the Government of Amin, because of the 

combined military might of Iran, Pakistan 

and the United States, had no other 

choice but to ask for the support of the 

Soviet Union. The Soviet support came 

nearly 20 months of the Saur revolution in 

1978. The Soviets came because there was 
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already an aggression, we never talk 

about this. The notes prepared by our 

Government never mentioned this. There 

was an aggression on Afghan territory by 

Pakistan, by Iran and by the United 

States. And that forced the Afghan 

Government to seek the support of the 

Soviet Union and the Soviet support 

came. Now, they might have made some 

mistakes in the way they functioned and 

all that. I am not going into them here. 

From the point of view of India, our best 

bet was a secular regime in Afghanistan, 

for instance, the Najibulla regime. What 

support did we give to Najibulla? I think 

Pranab Babu should have answered this 

question. Maybe it is not time now. But 

the question is this. When this conspiracy 

was going on against Najibulla, when all 

these arms were flowing in through 

Pakistan to all these rebels, when 

Pakistan sponsored Gulbuddin 

Hekmatiyar and others, how much 

support did you actually give to Najibulla 

to ensure that he could survive 

belligerency? You should not forget that 

for three years, Najibulla fought alone 

without the Soviet support against the 

might of Pakistan, Iran and the United 

States together. There was a need for the 

Indian Government to give support parly 

because that was proper and partly 

because it was in our interest. My fear is 

that that was not done. And now, you 

arc landing in a situation where you have 

the Talibans. 

SHRI I.K. GUJRAL: That was done. 

DR. BIPLAB DASGUPTA: Maybe. 

{Interruptions). Maybe. He should 

explain that. 

Now, we have this situation of Talibans 

being in control. I think many of the 

regimes in the world are not Islamic. I 

cannot mention all the regimes. But there 

is the Mobutu regime, it is a fascist, 

authoritarian and reactionary regime. The 

Taliban regime is also one of the most 

authoritarian and reactionary regimes we 

can think of. Think of their attitude 

towards women; think of their attitude 

towards civil liberties in general; think of 

the ghastly murder of the Najibulla 

brothers. They are not Islamic. I do not 

think they are Islamic. In most of the 

Muslim countries, they have changed 

their laws. I had been to Tunisia; I had 

been to Algeria, Syria, Egypt, Iraq and 

Turkey. They have different kinds of 

Islamic laws which have nothing to do 

with amputation of legs and hands. From 

all these barbarous things, they have 

dissociated themselves. And there is no 

reason to think that Talibans are great 

champions of Islam. That may not be the 

case. But, in any case, it is a reactionary 

regime; there is a danger to us; there is a 

danger to the world; there is a danger to 

humanity; and certainly, we should do 

everything possible to ensure that they do 

not form the Government of 

Afghanistan. Even now, they are not in 

government of Afghanistan. They arc just 

in occupation of Kabul. They should not 

be allowed to form the Government of 

Afghanistan. 

Lastly, this rise in Islamic 

fundamentalism which you see the 

worldover is, unfortunately, supported by 

the rise of some other types of 

fundamentalism in our country. But this 

rise has been largely due to the policy of 

the United States in the West Asian 

countries since the 50's. In the 50's, 

which were the countries in west Asian 

that were secular? They were the 

countries like Syria, Egypt, Iraq and 

Algeria. They were secular. But they 

were also the countries which were not 

willing to join the Americans. 

So, the Americans pampered and 

promoted the Saudi Arabia, the Gulf 

countries and the most rabid communal 

elements in order to disrupt the non- 

aligned movement in that area. They 

were also interested in Afghanistan 

because that was the way to make 

inroads into the Central Asian Republics, 

which'were within the Soviet Union, but 

which were largely having the Muslim 

population. Unfortunately, the United 

States of America have succeeded in their 

plans. But it is for us to realise what the 
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United States of America can do and 

what they have been doing in 

Czechoslovakia. They have divided the 

population on communal lines. Now, the 

Muslims and the Christians are fighting 

between themselves. We should never 

allow this to happen to India. We should 

never allow the Americans, the Western 

forces to divide our nation on communal 

lines. For this, it is necessary that our 

foreign policy becomes active, our foreign 

policy becomes vigorous, and we 

champion not only the interests of our 

country but also the causes of secularism 

and non-alignement the world over. That 

is the only way in which we can establish 

our leadership in the world. 

SHRIMATI MARGARET ALVA 

(Karnataka): Mr. Vice-Chairman, Sir, 

there have been very distinguished 

speakers before me—the former Foreign 

Minister and the experts... 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI G. 

SWAMINATHAN): You are also a 

distinguished person. 

SHRIMATI MARGARET ALVA: 

But I have never been in the Foreign 

Ministry. Anyway, I must say that our 

foreign policy has always reflected a 

national consensus. Right from the 

freedom movement, our foreign policy 

was very much a part of our national 

aspirations and we were able to look 

across party lines, across other internal 

differences, when it came to the 

expression of our international 

perceptions. The freedom movement 

itself saw its fight, imperialism, fascism, 

colonialism at various stages and 

apartheid. We were the first to go to the 

United Nations on many of these issues 

even before we became free and I think 

that what emerged after freedom by way 

of non-alignment, was very much a part 

our national movement, a national 

consensus. We became the spokesperson 

of the developing countries, those 

fighting for freedom on those seeking 

justice for themselves, whether it was 

South Africa or Namibia or Indo-China 

or  Palestine   or   Vietnam   or   Suez  or 

UNCTAD or the Uruguay round or the 

United Nations; we had a stand. We 

were bold enough to express ourselves. 

Our opinion was sought and our 

leadership was respected, and most of all, 

we were asked to help sort our problems 

where others could not. From this 

background, when we look at ourselves 

and our performance and .our own 

standing, whether it is international fora 

or even in our own region. One can only 

say: What a fall my countrymen! I must 

say that with the cold war gone, non- 

alignment, many people believe—both 

perhaps, on my right and on my left—has 

become rather outdated and of no 

consequence. There are many in this 

country who are talking about reviewing 

our foreign policy option and telling us 

that non-alignment perhaps will not hold 

us in good stead anymore, that we arc 

being isolated and we are being cornered 

in a socalled single polar world. Sir, I 

must say that the recent election bid 

which we made for a non-permanent seat 

of the Security Council showed that we 

have lost our standing somewhere. Not 

that everybody expected us to walk in in 

the first round, but we are told, and I 

believe it, and I have been reading about 

it, that the mandarins in South Block had 

assured that there was no question of a 

victory in the first round for the 

Japanese; that we would automatically go 

into the second round and that would be 

the stage at which we should negotiate. 

Sir, we know what happened. It was not 

a defeat. It was a humiliating defeat I 

would like to say that and replies have 

come very often that we started it...We 

devided to bid in 1994; you pressurised 

us, and so on and so forth. Sir, I would 

like to say that a Government at a 

particular time may have a particular 

perception. We did believe, at that time 

given the circumstances, that we stood a 

good chance, but I would like to ask 

what your assessment was, what your 

feedback was. We had been told that 138 

countries were visited by high-powered, 

specially selected delegations of this 

Government, and when I,  in  another 
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forum, questioned who led these 

delegations, who were the people who 

went, what their feedback was, the 

people, not the Foreign Affairs Minister, 

in the Foreign Affairs Ministry had to 

admit that they were all led by 

bureaucrats—former bureaucrats, retired 

bureaucrats, extension bureaucrats; call 

them what you want. You don't have the 

foresight to realise that if you arc talking 

about winning over opinion in any 

country, you need political leadership, 

not bureaucratic meddling. Is this country 

so devoid of political leadership today? 

You have a consensus on Foreign Policy, 

you have all parties supporting you on 

these issues; why do you believe that only 

bureaucrats can deliver the goods? And, 

Sir, this is my first complaint. In South 

block once you—I am not only talking of 

this Government, but I am also talking 

about the national interests and the long- 

term policy perspectives-have lost the 

political leadership, as far as the Foreign 

Affairs Ministry is concerned,—and let 

the bureaucrats take decisions, without 

meaning to offend anybody—I think, you 

begin to lose your international 

perspectives, and I believe. Sir, that even 

on the issue of election, this election, 

there was a difference of opinion between 

those sitting here and those sitting at the 

U.N. I know that there were differences 

of opinion; I have got it from very 

reliable sources, the opinions did not 

tally; a decision had to be taken. And 

you decided that prestige was more 

important; you are in the fight, you can't 

give up! Sir, there are times when one 

must realise that one has to step down; 

you sometimes have to bow when you 

realise the circumstances, but you were 

not prepared to do it, and this is what 

happened. What was your perception? 

What was your feedback? What was your 

compulsion? Knowing that ultimately you 

were having much higher stakes for a 

permanent scat in the Council why do 

you want to expose yourself at this stage 

and show what your standing in the 

international arena was? I think, it was a 

misguided adventure, and I am sorry to 

say   that    it   has   left,    a   sense   of 

disappointment in the country as a whole. 

Sir, I would certainly like also to talk 

about, rather ask, what is happening 

about our other long-term perspectives of 

a permanent seat in the Security Council. 

After this disaster, Have withdrawn, have 

we given up, are we just too disheartened 

to even talk about it? ...(Interruptions)... 

SHRI I. K. GUJRAL: What is your 
advice? 

SHRIMATI MARGARET ALVA: 

Sir, I have no advice to offer. You are in 

South Block; you should be telling us 

what you are planning to do. 

SHRI I. K. GUJRAL: I would like to 

be guided by your advice. Please tell me 

something. ...(Interruptions)... 

SHRIMATI MARGARET ALVA: 

Sir, if you seek our advice, we will 

certainly give it. 

SHRI I. K. GUJRAL: Madam, I have, 
at every stage, sought your advice. Ask 
Pranabji. 

SHRIMATI MARGARET ALVA: 
Sir, you have been asking him, not me! 

Sir, I understand that there was a 

Special Group set up within the U.N. 

system to study the various options for 

the expansion of the Security Council and 

to come back with its recommendations 

to the General Assembly. This Group 

had not come to any definite decision till 

some time back and as was expected, and 

we wanted that these negotiations and 

discussions should go on, but I am afraid. 

Sir from what we hear, that this Group is 

now suddenly wanting to wind up and 

make a recommendation suggesting that 

Germany and Japan should get 

permanent seats and three more seats 

should go, by voting, within specific 

regions. Sir, you know that they come 

out to a consensus just to get out of 

having to face any kind of open contest 

and this Report is sought to be brought 

prematurely again through a two-third 

vote in the Assembly so that it comes up 

and it is over. I am only requesting, are 
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we, at least, taking enough precautions to 

sec that this is not rushed through? Can 

we lobby and sec that this docs not 

become a fait accompli even before we 

recover from the disaster which we have 

just faced? Arc we able to do something? 

Or, will we sit back and say that it was 

inevitable, it is a unipolar world, the 

Americans took a decision and we have 

no choice? I think a time has come where 

there should be some kind of a discussion 

on all these issues. I am not talking one 

party contradicting another or if one 

person pulling another down. I am 

talking about what can realy become 

something for which we can all work 

together. We are also talking today of a 

very important issue of the election of the 

next Secretary-General. What is our 

opinion? Do we go along with those who 

veto Mr. Boutros Boutros Ghali? Do we 

have a stand? Have we formed any kind 

of opinion? Are we lobbying—Are we 

part of any group? Or, will we sit back 

and say that we are non-aligned, we have 

no opinion, whoever is elected is good 

enough for us? 

 

THE MINISTER OF EXTERNAL 

AFFAIRS (SHRI I. K. GUJRAL): What 

is your advice? 

SHRIMATI MARGARET ALVA: 

Sir, if I were to decide, I should be 

sitting there and not you. 

SHRI I. K. GUJRAL: You are 
welcome. 

SHRIMATI MARGARET ALVA: I 

am saying that I cannot just say do this 

and do that. This is only a discussion. 

DR. PIPLAB DASGUPTA: Why can't 

you say that you should support Mr. 

Ghali? Why can't you. 

SHRIMATI MARGARET ALVA: 

Let me conic to my own points of view. I 

have not seen till today that our 

Govenment is making any kind of a move 

saying that we are supporting him. I 

know that we supported him in the first 

election. I can say today that I carried a 

letter from him to our former Prime 

Minister. I was in Egypt at that time. We 

said, "We would give unconditional 

support." I want to know what your 

stand today is. 

SHRI I. K. GUJRAL: I authorise you 

to do the same again. 

SHRIMATI MARGARET ALVA: 

Anyway, Sir, this is a thing on which. I 

feel, the Government should take a stand 

in time and let us know where we stand. 

After all, we are part of the developing 

world. We need to make others feci that 

we stand by them at this time. Some kind 

of a leadership role to find out a 

consensus, to work out something, is very 

much called for from a senior and very 

experienced person like Mr. Gujral. 

Sir. as far as the ASEAN initiative is 

concerned, we had high hopes that the 

doors were opening, we would, be a part 

of this APEC and the sort of economic 

identity which was emerging. But we find 

now that it has been put of. We are going 

to be out for quite some time because of 

the moratorium which has been decided 

on. I don't know whether it has been 

deliberately done or for what reason. We 

have again been kept out there. This is 

where I come to what has been said by 

others also that ultimately it is our 

capacity to stand up and show that we 

have the economic strength to withstand 

all the pressures that matter. I know what 

the answers are going to be. They will 

say, "You started it. It was all that you 

were doing." I can see Mr. Chidambaram 

smiling at me. I am talking about 

whether we are going with our so-called 

economic reforms and our opening up 

process. I do want to say that this 

country has stood all these years on its 

own capacity. We are talking of 50 years 

of freedom. We have stood with certain 

grit and determination and we have been 

able to withstand pressures. We were 

going to be an economy which is able to 

sustain itself when pressures come. 

Sir, when the cryogenic engine, the 

technology transfer, was denied  to  us. 
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there was a furore in the House. I still 

remember what the then Prime Minister, 

P. V. Narasimha Raoji, said. He said, 

"They cannot beat the Indian grain. They 

may try to browbeat us." Ultimately, we 

showed that we could produce it. May 

be, there was a little delay. We are 

capable. We have the brain. We have the 

power to do it ourselves. Today we are 

opening up. We are talking of 

investments. But I want to say that it is 

not infrastructure that is being built. It is 

the consumer sector which is being built 

up, which is eating the money that is 

coming from everywhere. I want to point 

out that it is your companies which are 

being bought. All the money that is 

coming in is going into buying controlling 

shares. I want to know how much of 

infrastructure is being created and how 

much of real developmental investment is 

coming in. Companies are going to the 

BIFR. Public sector is gradually 

disappearing. Whatever capacity we had 

within us to withstand these pressures is 

gradually going. I want to say today, 

even at the cost, maybe of being told that 

this was my party's stand, that the time 

has come to review policy and retook at 

decisions before they are just rushed 

through. Let us not believe that in the 

name of liberalisation and globalisation, 

everything that we have built over these 

SO years has to be undone. I believe that 

pride in what we have built is more 

important for us. The only language that 

the world understands is the language of 

self-confidence and power within the 

country. What is happening to our 

defence preparedness? It is unfortunate. I 

am not saying this. But we see the news 

papers everyday: The Defence Minister 

gives the impression of being on 

conscription duty in the Defence Minstry. 

He has no time. Half the time, he is 

making it clear that he is more interested 

in UP politics and in going as Chief 

Minister of. UP rather than running the 

Defence Ministry. It is repeatedly being 

said that not enough investment or 

resources are being made available to the 

defence forces.  I hope I am wrong. I 

hope that the reports are wrong. But it is 

for the Government to clarify and give an. 

impression to the world that we are 

prepared and that we are not a lame- 

duck Government which does not have 

the capacity to prepare for our defence. 

These are the impressions which are 

going out of a country which really does 

not know where it is going. How can we 

be respected? How can we have a say 

anywhere if this is the image that we are 

giving of our country.' More pressures are 

going to be built up on the economic 

front in the next round of negotiations at 

the WTO. Social clauses, patent laws, 

everything else is going to be pushed 

down our throat. I think it is time for us 

to forget our own internal differences and 

stand up as one and see that the interest 

of the contry is protected first. It is only 

then that we will be respected. It is only 

then that other countries will be able to 

look upon us as a country which has the 

courage to take a stand and express its 

views. I know that many say it was our 

stand on the CTBT that led to our 

isolation or cornerning. It is a temporary 

phase. But I think we are respected for 

having had the courage to take a stand. I 

hope we will not buckle under pressure. I 

will not repeat many of the points which 

have already been made. But I do come 

to SAARC. This region really represents 

for - us a great opportunity to build an 

economic community and, maybe, in the 

long run a political entity, if I may say 

so—I am not talking in terms of creating 

a misunderstanding. But we need to 

create a kind-of political entity here—of 

working together. Fifty years after 

freedom, what do we do? We decide to 

invite the Queen of England to preside 

over our celebrations. I have nothing 

against her. ...(Interruptions)... It is in 

the news papers. This is what I read. 

There is a letter which has been 

circulated to us. ...(Interruptions)... 

SHRI I. K. GUJRAL: I have all the 

respect for you. But I suggest, in the 

national interest, 'don't debase us by 

saying that we are inviting the Queen to 

preside over any function.' 
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SHRIMATI MARGARET ALVA: 

Not to preside over the celebrations, but 

she has been invited as a special guest for 

the occasion. 

SHRI I. K. GUJRAL : No. 

SHRIMATI MARGARET ALVA: I 

am glad you clarified that. But I will send 

you the letters that we have received. It 

has been circulated to all the Members of 

Parliament. It says that this is most a 

uncalled for gesture on the part of the 

Government. I will send it to you since 

you have denied it. 

SHRI I. K. GUJRAL: The main point 

is that we were approached by the British 

Government saying that the Queen would 

like to visit India. The dates have not 

been finalised. John Major is also coming 

in the beginning of January. So are many 

more people coming because in Calcutta 

there is going to be a big jamboree. Our 

major functions are the 26th of January 

and the 15th of August and these will be 

celebrated in context with the dignity of 

India. 

SHRIMATI MARGARET ALVA: I 

would say, when we celebrate 50 years of 

freedom, I think an initiative could be 

taken. The region has had a common 

struggle against colonialism and 

imperialism. Maybe, some kind of a joint 

effort at bringing together these freedom 

fighters to the sub-continent to mark this 

common battle against imperialism... 

SHRI I. K. GUJRAL: That is being 

done. I will not let you down. 

SHRIMATI MARGARET ALVA: 

This is something which I believe would 

create a common platform within the 

region and give us,something to stand 

together and mark a very historic fact of 

the freedom movement. Sir, I would, 

with this, also mention a couple of things. 

I have no quarrel with Jyoti Basu or with 

Pranab Da and I do realise the Bengali 

sentiments as far as my friend Biplab is 

concerned. But I may only talk about the 

perception of the late Chief Ministers 

negotiating international agreements. Sir, 

I have nothing against talking to 

Bangladesh or talking to anybody. Then, 

would you say if there is a problem in 

Jammu and Kashmir, let Farooq 

Abdullah go and negotiate with Pakistan? 

If there is a problem with Sri Lanka over 

LITE or something else, would you say, 

send Karunanidhi or Moopanar and tell 

them to negotiate what must be sorted 

out as far as the Tamil issue is concerned! 

Would you say, you send Bhandari or 

somebody else to go and negotiate with 

Nepal? I believe... 

SHRI I. K. GUJRAL: One minute. I 

think it is rather pertinent to say. He has 

gone there, he was not negotiating 

anything. Negotiations and finalisation 

will be done here. Since you are talking 

for the other regions and since you are a 

student of history, I would recommend, 

you to kindly go into history and see 

what was not done. It is on record that 

Mr. Rajiv Gandhi utilised the services of 

the Chief Minister of Tamil Nadu for 

talking to them. It is on record. It is on 

record that Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru 

deputed Sheikh Abdullah after coming 

out of jail to travel Pakistan to soften the 

situation. It is on record that the 

Government of Congress here deputed 

other people to go to Nepal. If you want 

to tell history, it is different; but I take 

pride in the fact that Inidan polity is so 

constituted that we do not think of 

softening or advancing the cause of our 

country, saying Government only should 

be responsible. Shri Atal Behari 

Vajpayee had been sent as leader of a 

delegation on the Human Rights 

Commission. I was also deputed as leader 

of a delegation; I take pride in it. 

iThc Deputy Chairman in the Chair) 

SHRIMATI MARGARET ALVA: I 

agree with you. You can go as leader of a 

delegation, as a national delegation. I 

think that if they are gong, there must be 

some kind of a delegation which 

represents a national consensus when you 

go. Anyway this is my point of view. You 

may have another perception, I have no 

problem. But I believe that whomsoever 
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you lire negotiating with, it should be 

as a national delegation and 1 think, 

not that Mr. Jyoti Basu is not a 

nationalist, but he is not a national 

figure, but I believe that if you start 

allowing States to negotiate according 

to their local problems across the 

borders, you will run into problems in 

the long-run. I do not agree though, it 

may have been done at one point of 

time. 

SHRI I. K. GUJRAL: No, no, 

neither then nor now are they 

negotiating. Mr. Jyoti Basu did not 

negotiate. I can assure that Mr. Jyoti 

Basu went there on the invitation of 

the Prime Minister of Bangladesh and 1 

think it was a good gesture that we are 

having our important leaders travel to 

other countries. It was a good gesture 

that we also utilised—whether sitting on 

this side or the other side—the services 

of our eminent personalities to help in 

this. But may 1 tell you one thing? 

The only national delegation which 

went from India to Bangladesh was led 

by me. 1 have negotiated, I shall 

continue to negotiate and negotiations 

and finalisation of agreements with 

Bangladesh or with any other country 

will be done in Delhi. 

SHR1MATI MARGARET ALVA: 

About Afghanistan enough has been 

said but I do agree that we needed to 

respond much more quickly and in a 

much more meaningful way on what 

happened in Afghanistan, given its 

strategic importance to us. But even 

more than that I would say that the 

entire concept of creating a 

fundamentalist chain of Islamic States 

around the Soviet Union was worked 

out lay some nations a long period, so 

that the Soviet Union could be 

contained along the border but now it 

is a thing of the past. Now it is a 

thing of the past. We have enough of 

these States both in the Middle East 

and other parts of the world which are 

creating problems. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mrs. 

Alva, there is only one minute left to 

your party. 

SHRIMATI MARGARET ALVA: 

Okay, Madam. I know that. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I am 
saying about your party's time. 

SHRIMATI MARGARET ALVA- 

Madam, I have not taken much time. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I have 

three more names with me. 

SHRIMATI MARGARET ALVA: I 

will just funish. 

Then, there is the question of Sri 

Lanka. I am touching upon this issue 

since nobody has spoken about what is 

happening in the north of Sri Lanka. I 

agree with you that we had withdrawan 

the IPKF from that counry. We know 

that internal negotiations are going on 

these. Recently a delegation of MPs of 

Tamil origin was here. The delegation 

pleaded with us to understand the type 

of problems the civilian population is 

facing, the type of terrorism—this is 

how they view it—that has been 

unleashed—young girls, young men and 

others disappear—and the type of 

problems they are facing, not the 

LTTE. Let us not identify the LITE 

and the Tamil population of Northern 

Sri Lanka as one. I think it is a 

question of human tragedy and they 

are complaining that a whole lot of 

their population is kept in camps in the 

north of Sri Lanka. They are not 

allowed to move freely. They arc living 

in absolutely the most inhuman 

conditions. I think this is something 

which you, perhaps at the informal 

level, should find out. Lastly I would 

like to make a couple of suggestions. I 

think it is time that the Policy Planning 

Group in the' Foreign Ministry is 

constituted. You need to have people 

from across the board who should sit 

together, talk of long-term perspectives, 

assess the situation and be able to 

really plan on a long-term basis, cutting 
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across the party lines. The second thing is 

about the need for the reassertion of the 

political leadership in foreign affairs. I 

must congratulate you because you have 

really started working that way. But 1 

think there is much more to be done. I 

would also say that a greater emphasis 

has to be laid on the projection of India 

abroad. Media is now available. The 

normal negative image of India which 

goes needs to be countered whichever 

way you like cither, through your 

External Publicity Divisions or in any 

way that you can. I think there is a 

tremendous opporuntuity to do this of a 

secular State, of a democratic State, of 

elections, of the development of the 

economy, etc. But instead we find that it 

is always a negative picture which goes 

out. I would certainly say that a national 

consensus is important and has to be 

maintained. Here I may say what 1 have 

said in the Standing Committee that I 

was a little up set when Vajpayeeji had 

criticised our stand after our defeat in the 

UN General Assembly. I said to him, 

'Sir, it is you who led the delegation. 

You could have come back to India and 

criticised the Government. You could 

have said what you wanted to say in 

Parliament." I was surprised when he 

criticised our stand in New York, just 

outside the UN General Assembly. We 

may have differences. We may have 

different perceptions. I think a consensus 

stand shoudl be taken on various issues. 

Such a consensus stand must be projected 

and must be very clearly understood by 

all of us. Thank you. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Thank 

you, Mrs. Alva. Now, before I call the 

next speaker, I have some difficulty 

which I have to share with the House. 

The time allotted for this item will be 

over by 6.30 p.m. After this, we have 

clarifications on the statement made by 

the Minister of Railways about 

yesterday's accident. 

SHRI JOHN F. FERNANDES: Since 

the statement is already made, 

clarifications may be asked tomorrow. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The 

time available is less than 45 minutes. 

Okay.  Now, Shri  Giri  Prasad. 

SHRI N. GIRI PRASAD (Andhra 

Pradesh): Before this discussion was 

started by our BJP friends, I was under 

the impression that there was a broad 

consensus on foreign policy matters. But 

after listening to the main speaker from 

the BJP, Prof. Malhotra, I feel that he 

deviated from almost every aspect of 

India's foreign policy. I am sorry if it is 

the considered opinion of that party, 

bcacuse he was applauded by the 

members of that group. I am afraid we 

arc drifting from the broad consensus 

that we were having. 

There was a good agreement with the 

Chinese President recently in India. 

There is a broad consensus in our country 

and abroad also that the relations that 

were sore in the past between the two 

largest countries of the world, arc getting 

back to normal and the differences arc 

being sorted out. One of the most 

important aspects in this recent 

agreement is the confidence-building 

measures. That is also an important 

point. When the forces are opposite each 

other on the border between the two 

countries, some error may take place, 

some event may take place, that may 

damage the prospects of freindly relations 

between the two neighbours. That is why 

I feel and every body must feel that the 

agreements that have been reached by 

these two countries, are in the general 

interests of our country as also in the 

interest of peace and tranquility. The 

relations between the two countries must 

be preserved at any cost. And we have 

already gained something by this. 

Madam, I read it in today's newspapers 

perhaps that the Chinese President while 

speaking in Pakistan said that the dispute 

on Kashmir is an issue between India and 

Pakistan and it must be settled between 

the two countries; there will be no 

mediation from China's side. The import 

of that speech or approach of the Chinese 

President was that they wanted  to be 
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neutral in any dispute between India and 

Pakistan. Till the other day, I was under 

the impression that China was tilting 

towards Pakistan, in spite of their efforts 

to build a good relationship with India. 

However, these agreements with China 

must lead to good relations and they 

must discourage the Pakistani leadership 

from antagonising India on various issues. 

That may help in brining some thaw in 

relations between India and Pakistan. 

That will be one positive result. I appeal 

to the BJP friends not to rake up other 

issues like the Tibetan issue, etc. 

unnecssarily. All these things were solved 

by history and you cannot reopen 

historical events by mere speeches in the 

Parliament. That unnecssarily vitiates the 

atmosphere. 

The second point that I would like to 

mention about our relations with Pakistan 

is this. Smt. Alva was saying that the 

SAARC was the main instrument to 

bring about development and 

advancement in the region. I do agree 

with that. She was pointing out as to why 

the SAARC was not advancing during 

this recent period. I think it is because of 

the bad relations between India and 

Pakistan. Pakistan is not willing to solve 

any major dispute with our country. If 

the Kashmir issue, which, they say, is the 

bone of contention between India and 

Pakistan, is solved on the basis of the 

Shimla Agreement and Pakistan is 

persuaded to accept it, I feel many other 

problems will be solved. I think we must 

pay full attention to and be vigilant about 

the consipracies in Kahsmir, the attempts 

from across the border to help the 

terroritst, train them and send them here 

with arms. At the same time, we must 

also talk to them so as to resolve the 

disputes that are there between our two 

countries. This will help in strengthening 

the SAARC activities also in the region. 

Recently, our Prime Minister attended 

a conference at Harare. From the papers 

that were sent to the Parliament 

Members and also from the reports that I 

read, I think our Prime Minister did well. 

I think he has alerted the developing 

countries about the activities of the 

developed countries, especially with 

regard to the forthcoming Ministerial 

conference of the WTO. I think he has 

alerted thesse developing nations, the 

G-15 group of countries. That was the 

correct approach. Though we could win 

the Security Council seat, we have 

acheieved something in the Harare 

Conference by uniting all these G-15 

countries so that all the G-77 countries or 

the Non-Aligned countries or the 

members of WTO take a united stand 

with regard to unnecessary debating 

points that are being raised by some 

western countries or some developed 

countries. There are so many things 

whether it is the social clause or the 

investment clause, on which they are 

trying to consolidate their position in 

WTO. In the interest of developing 

countries, it should not be allowed. I 

think that is one of the major victories or 

major successes which our Government 

achieved by attending the Harare 

Conference. It also prepared itself and 

other friends for WTO conference in 

Singapore. 

Madam, as far as Afghanistan is 

concerned, we must take a correct stand. 

I don't want to go into history. The 

Taliban is not only a fundamentalist 

force, but also exports counter- 

revolutionary terrorism to other 

countries, I have also read that they are 

arranging some training camps in their 

country to help the mercenaries to 

penetrate into India mainly Kashmir. 

That must be stopped. We must do 

everything to support other forces. 

Though there was some time gap. I think 

the Government has taken a correct 

stand. 

As far as our relations with Bangladesh 

are concerned, they are on a good keel 

and the Government has done a correct 

thing. Our Foreign Minister and the 

Chief Minister of West Bengal went 

there. I agree with many of the points 

raised   by   my   friends   here.   There   is 
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another aspect of it. In order to maintain 

peace and bring normalcy in the North- 

Eastern States, our relations with 

Bangladesh must improve, otherewise 

these States will also become a problem 

for us. There are already some problems 

in these States. They have blown-off a 

pipeline there and they are doing may 

other things there. Many other events 

may also take place there. Terrorism has 

no boundaries. We have seen what 

happened in Ambala yesterday. These 

things are going to happen. So, in order 

to ward-off these dangers, our relations 

with Bangladesh must improve. I heard 

that the Pakistani ISI is operating 

through Bangladesh. Our relations with 

Bangladesh must improve in order to 

take the help of Bangladesh to curtail the 

activities of ISI or other agencies of 

Pakistan in helping the terrorists in the 

North-Eastern States. Whatever 

initiatives arc taken by our Foreign 

Ministry and other dignitaries, must be 

encouraged and not to be decided in this 

discussion or anywhere else. 

I think our defeat in the Security 

council is one of the main reasons for 

raising this debate. Of course, that is a 

set-back to our country, a country with 

one of the largest population in the 

world, a country which is having some 

prestige and friends abroad and which 

has deep connections with the Non- 

alligned countries and also a part G-77 

countries. In spite of all these things, we 

were defeated there. I think, there must 

have been one reason for this defeat. Our 

country with unanimous approach and 

broad consensus of CTBT and NPT 

fought against the bullying tactics of 

America and stood like a rock. We got 

some prestige out of thai approach. We 

got this prestige not only on the strength 

of our consensus but also on the lopsided 

approach which the U.S. Government 

was taking with regard to CTBT and 

NPT. But, Most of these countries which 

stood against the American Government 

on these issues, unfortunately, were 

presurised and they started supporting 

America on this issue. That is why they 

were signing the CTBT. They have 
already signed NPT. That is why they 
created cleavage among countries. I 
think, the Government should not get 
disheartened at the defeat of the Security 
Council seat. But taking lessons' from this 
defeat, the Government must try to build 
up relations with all the developing 
countries, with all the probable friends 
and with all the friends of the non 
aligned countries so that our country's 
image and place in the international 
polity improves. By every means we must 
try to be a permanent member in the 
Security Council along with other 
countries like Japan and Germany. We 
must make every effort. This defeat must 
help us to review our position and 
consolidate our position so that our 
national interest is taken forward. 

Only one suggestion to end. In spite of 
the broad consensus that is there on the 
foreign policy, I think, there is some 
deficiency on the part of the Foreign 
Ministry. I think, there is no proper 
consultation with the political parties 
though there is a consensus. Even on the 
issue of election of members to the 
Security Council, our Minister could have 
been careful. He could have invited all 
the parties and took their opinion about 
the election or withdrawing or whatever 
may it be. He could have placed all the 
facts before them so that the Opposition 
could have been taken into confidence, a 
proper decision could have been taken. 
Whatever it is, broadly I agree with the 
foreign policy steps that have been taken. 
Whatever deficiencies are there, I hope, 
will be corrected in the course of time by 
having a consensus, by convening all- 
party meetings now and then at least on 
this issue so that our country can have a 
proper national consensus on this vital 
issue. 

Thank you, Madam. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I would 
repeat that there is no time. It is such an 
important issue and in two and a half 
hours we are trying to discuss the entire 
foreign policy, and it is humanly 
impossible to do justice. 

SHRI JOHN F. FERN ANDES (Goa): 
Madam, I will take just five minutes. We 
have   this   Short   Duration   Discussion 
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tabled by my hon. colleagues from the 
BJP. Six of them have signed it. They 
have mentioned in their notice of the 
need to review our foreign policy in view 
of the recent failures/events. I do not 
know what they intend to say. If they 
have referred to the failure to get a non- 
permanent seat in the Security Council, 
where Vajapayeeji himself was the 
leader... 

PROF. VIJAY KUMAR 
MALHOTRA: He was never a leader 
there... 

SHRI JOHN F. FERNANDES: I am 
sorry. Madam, foreign policy of this, 
country has been evolved with our 
independence. I think, it docs not belong 
to any single political party. The first 
Prime Minister, Shri Nehru laid strong 
foundation for our foreign policy. Then 
we had Governments of different political 
parties in this country. All the 
Governments, including the one where 
Vajapayee was the Foreign Minister in 
1977, stuck to that policy. I do not think 
there is any need to change it. I do agree 
that the foreign policy has taken a 
backseat. Maybe, we have a coalition 
Government here. Mr. Gujral is the lone 
Minister in the Ministry and he has no 
other colleague to assist him as a Minister 
of State. I think, that is the apprehension 
my colleagues in the BJP have. Madam, I 
do not think that there is anything 
required for us to change the policy. 
However, what we have faced in the 
Security Council, losing a non-permanent 
seat, I think, should not surprise us. We 
have faced boldly on NPT and CTBT. 
We have stood firmly against the 
pressures of the Western nuclear power 
club. It was expected. We anticipated 
that something would go against India. 
We even thought that the U.S. would 
talk about economic embargo on us. 
Nothing happened. But this was 
expected. Madam, it was also reported in 
the Press that Japan, being a strong 
financial power could muster support of 
140 members. 

And it was said that they could give a 

lot of financial aid. India could muster 

only 40 votes in the council. Madam, I do 

not think this is the main drawback for 

our  foreign policy. It is a little aberration; 

it is a little irritant. But it is not a 

deviation from our policy. But, the 

Government could have done more work. 

As my colleague, Margaretji, has rightly 

pointed out, the political leadership could 

have been taken into confidence. I think 

instead of depending on the bureaucrats, 

leaders from various political spectra 

could have been used for international 

lobbying. Madam, I know more because I 

went with His Excellency the President of 

India and many questions were asked in 

those countries and our foreign policy did 

take a backseat. A question was put with 

regard to the new incumbent for the 

United Nations Secretary-General's post. 

We did not know what to say. As has 

rightly been pointed out by Margaretji, 

unless we speak of our foreign polcy very 

loudly and not keep it in the closets, I do 

not think we are going to give any 

leadership internationally. So, it is high 

time that we come out openly and spoke 

not only for us but for other developing 

countries also. Madam, when the 

resolution went to the United Nations for 

ratification of the CTBT, 140 countries 

abstained from voting. These are the 

countries which belong to the NAM. I do 

not think that NAM has no relevance; it 

has great relevance because it is a 

unilateral world now. We can still give 

leadership to the NAM. I think the 

Government has to have a proper 

appraoch to involve the political 

leadership of these countries. As pointed 

out by Shri Giri Prasadji, at least, 

Opposition leader should be taken into 

confidence before any major decision is 

taken internationally or even in the 

region. Madam, again, we know that the 

hon. Minister made a suo motu statement 

on 27th November of Afghanistan. It is 

our neighbouring country and it is a 

country which is very much affecting the 

security of India. Madam, we know what 

is happening in Afghanistan. It is a proxy 

war there. We know who are fighting this 

war. There are two countries which 

recognise the Taliban regime, namely, 

Pakistan and the USA. Madam, if 

Washington gets could, Pakistan sneezes. 
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We know what their policy is and why 

they have this policy. They want to 

destabilise this region The address of 

President Bill Clinton in 1994—1 may be 

corrected if 1 am wrong—while accepting 

the credentials of the Ambassador of 

Pakistan, made a mention that Kashmir 

was a disputed area. 1 do not know what 

the policy of the new regime there is. Mr. 

Bill Clinton has been re-elected. Madam, 

the other day His Excellency the 

President of China was in this country. It 

was a good indication when he mentioned 

in our Capital city of Delhi that the 

dispute in Kashmir was a bilateral issue 

between India and Pakistan and that is 

came within the framework of the Shimla 

Agreement. I think Mr. Bill Clinton 

should take a lesson from his counterpart 

in China. I do not know why the BJP 

friends criticise the importance that our 

Government, Our Prime Minister, gave 

to the visiting President. Madam, the 

other day when you were in the Chair, 

my colleague, Dr. Mahesh Chandra 

Sharma, in the garb of welcoming the 

President of China, wanted to raise 

irritants that we had in 1962. No, doubt, 

as has rightly been mentioned by Dr. 

Biplab Dasgupta, there are irritants and 

irritants, but that does not mean we sever 

our relations because a foreign policy is 

to be evolved keeping in view the present 

circumstances. It is not only the policy of 

the present Government of India, but it 

is our national foreign policy. We have to 

mend our relations with our neighbours 

for security and prosperity. Unless 

political irritants are removed, you 

cannot develop economically. 

I think most of the points have been 

covered by my senior colleague, 

Margaretji and others. Madam, here it is 

mentioned by the hon. Minister that the 

Talibans are training terrorists and these 

are Pakistani nationals, it is also stated 

that there arc credible reports in the 

international media to this effect. We 

have been demanding off and on to 

declare Pakistan a terrorist state. 

I  would  like  to know from the  hon. 

Minister whether he has taken up this 

matter internationally at the United 

Nations and brought it to the notice of 

the White House also because they arc 

the people who had been supporting and 

abetting Pakistan in all the activities. Has 

this been brought to their notice? 

Madam, we have debated in this House 

about the Chakma refugees. This is an 

economic problem. This is not a political 

problem. The same kind of problem USA 

is facing with Mexico because the people 

of Mexico are very poor and they have a 

problem — economic. The USA has 

already signed an agreement called 

NAFTA agreement by which they can 

help Mexico. Madam, I think, we have to 

see the problem of Chakam refugees as 

an economic problem and we have to use 

the forum of SAARC in solving this 

economic problem. We have to solve the 

economic problem for the common 

benefit of both the countries of 

Bangladesh and India and use natural 

resources for the benefit of the two 

countries. One more thing 1 would like to 

say, as Shrimati Margaret Alva also said, 

is that we have to use the international 

channels to project India. This morning 

there was controversy about the map of 

Kashmir which has been wrongly 

depicted by CNN and BBC and CNN is a 

partner of Doordarshan. I do not know 

what the Government is doing, why they 

do not raise this issue with the Ministry 

of I & B. I think this is the right way 

because CNN is a partner of 

Doordarshan. I think that is the right way 

by which we can project our foreign 

policy and remove the irritants. 

Thank you. 

PROF. NAUNIHAL SINGH: (UP): 

Madam, Deputy Chairperson, ab initio I 

would like to point out that Professor 

Malhotra has spoken so nicely and 

pointed out a very vital issue of the 

border problem which was not discussed, 

not touched during the discussions with 

the Chinese President and which is being 

ignored even by the other hon. Members 

in  this  House.   It  is a  matter of great 
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surprise to me and to all others and 

Madam, .we are just beating about the 

bush. We are just showing sycophancy to 

the President of China, for that matter, 

which we have been doing for a long 

time. Because of that matter we have 

been weak and the advantage is being 

taken by China for that weakness and for 

our flattery and sycop-haney. I endorse 

the very spirit and content of the speech 

made by Professor Malhotra. Madam, of 

course, I am repeating some of the points 

which Professor Malhotra and some other 

hon. Members have made. I have to say 

that the Government had positioned 

India as an authentic and fearless voice of 

the 113 strong nations of the Non- 

Aligned Movement. It is wroth nothing 

that India was not even the automatic 

choice of those countries on whose behalf 

it claims to speak and only less than 50% 

of them voted for India, it was really a 

dismal performance of India. Under the 

circumstances, the result was more than a 

set-back. It was averitable foreign policy 

disaster at* the United Nations. 

Reputations are built not so much on 

heritage and history alone in these 

matters. We should now concentrate on 

building our internal strength. The days 

of moralising and philosophising are over. 

An urgent rethinking is required on many 

of the precepts dear to the Indian foreign 

policy and there are many bitter lessons 

to be drawn from the debacle. India lost 

in its diplomatic efforts which it did half- 

heartedly and failed miserably. To that 

extent I would say that India diplomacy 

has failed and there was no lobbying 

which could be considered strong, as was 

needed. The Ministry of External Affairs 

is accused of misleading signals and 

miscalculating the support India could 

muster. Besides, the hon. Minister's 

articulation of a policy of 'asymmetry' has 

attracted the criticism that India is being 

soft towards Pakistan. 

Therefore, in order to rebut this, there 

is a view that India should respond with a 

degree of detached realism when dealing 

with the current regime in Pakistan. 

Pakistan's  latest  overture  has  to  be 

couter-weighted with President Farooq 

Leghari's pronouncement a few weeks 

ago that Pakistan would sustain 'its 

moral, political and displomatic support 

for the cause of the Kashmiri people. The 

Ministry of External Affairs has reacted 

to it with its usual caution — 'Wait and 

watch'. 

Madam, however, it is construed by 

the Ministry of External Affairs' insiders 

and Pakistan watchers that there is 

unlikely to be any dramatic shift in 

Pakistan's hostile stance towards India. 

The latest episode—this is known to 

everybody—however, went beyond the 

bounds of morality and international 

conventions. This was the incident where 

Mr. Ashok Wahi and his wife were 

beaten up and expelled, adding insult to 

injury. 

All these incidents which have 

happened make us believe that 'enough is 

enough' and it could result in snapping 

our diplomatic ties with Pakistan. The 

hon. Minister's response was 'saintly'. He 

said: 'We will be forced to review the 

gamut of our relations with them, unless 

we get a satisfactory reply' he whined. 

Pakistan's reply was: 'The concern 

expressed by the Indian Foregin Office is 

misplaced.' 

Madam, it has been proved 

conclusively for over fifty years now that 

whoever comes into office in Pakistan has 

to maintain a certain posture vis-a-vis 

India. Pakistan has to continue its policy 

of confrontation towards India. Nobody 

hoped for a miraculous improvement in 

relations. 

Besides, the hon. Minister had gone on 

record that India should have a 'saintly' 

attitude towards our neighbour. He wants 

to ease visa restrictions unilaterally, 

presenting them wholesale at the airports. 

The security implications of this dotty 

proposal are frightening. Of course, he is 

but following the lead of his colleague in 

the Defence Ministry. In Parliament, Mr. 

Mulayam Singh Yadav made light of 

Pakistani infiltration. He said: 'They are 
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our brothers, and there is nothing if 

brothers return home'. I would like to 

point out that according to Gita: 

 

'Treat the wicked with wickedness'. 

'Offence is the first defence' - this should 

be the basis of our foreign policy. But 

unfortunately, India practices a policy of 

lying down and let Pakistan trample over 

it. If this is the kind of diplomacy 

followed by India, I have nothing to say. 

Madam, it is very shocking to see that 

the policy followed from the time of 

Independence is being given up. Nehru 

based his foreign policy on the 

preservations of India's global interests. 

His foreign policy principles were 

unchanging. National security was 

constant in Nehru's thinking. But we find 

that there is now a shift. The emphasis is 

only on regional problems when we must 

look at the problems on a global basis. 

The longest eclipse of our independent 

foreign policy came during Narasimha 

Rao's regime. Rao told his partymen that 

NAM had ceased to be a force after the 

changes in Yugoslavia, that India Would 

never be suservient to or 'sit in the lap of 

any country', that it would not tolerate 

arm-twisting. Soon after making this 

bewildering statement, he consciously 

steered the country's foreign policy 

towards getting into the good books of 

the United States. His Government 

sought and abided by the advice of the 

U.S.-centric World Bank/IMF combine, 

opened all doors, windows and 

ventilators to the MNCs., and sought 

foreign investment at any" cost. This was 

obviously not the way other nations 

invited foreign investment; not the way 

China did: not even on the basis of the 

elementary cost-benefit calculations that 

guide the neighbourhood 'bania'. The so- 

called liberalisation was done entirely in a 

posture of prostration. The result was: an 

array of inessential investments were 

made. 

Result: This once-respected nation, this 

once-leader of the largest international 

alliance NAM is today, by the large, 

friendless. Result: Just three nations 

supported our principled and absolutely 

correct stand on CTBT. And' no more 

than 40 supported our bid for temporary 

membership of the Security Council. And 

this when we are seeking a permanent 

status there! The Foreign Minister has 

come in for considerable flak in the 

security Council rout. In fact, I must 

confess to being surprised that we 

received as many as 40 votes. Obviously, 

countires other than Bhutan and 

Mauritius and a few constant faithfuls, 

bless them, voted for us. Besides, Russia, 

China and France also supported India. I 

am not sarcastic when I say that this is no 

mean achievement considering the 

shambles our foreign policy has been in 

for many years now. this is why the hon. 

Minister's advocacy of a "saintly 

approach" to Pakistan fails to make 

sense. But when some nation acts against 

our interests, as Pakistan has done all 

along and is still doing, then we must 

take a no-nonsense stand and tell such 

Governments where they get off. 

The recent warning to Islamabad to 

behave or we will "review the whole 

gamut of our relations" should have 

come a long time ago, when Pakistan 

started the bloody upheaval in Kashmir, 

which coincided with the first innings of 

the hon. Minister. Now that he is there 

again, he must not encourage the belief 

in Pakistan that no matter what they do 

vis-a-vis this country we will neither bark 

nor bite, that even a strongish protest 

over what they did to our Embassy 

staffer came only on second thoughts. 

Madam, if India is to be taken seriously 

in international fora as well as by 

individual foreign Governments, them it 

must take itself seriously first. This means 

paying more attention to foreign affairs 

and to the closely-related matter of 

national defence which continues to stand 

neglected. 

It is a matter of ceasing to grope in the 

dusk, of giving up ad hoc initiatives and 

reactions, of intelligently identifying our 
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true national interests, our security 

concerns, our economic priorities-and 

then evolving an appropriate foreign 

policy and making it clearly and widely 

known to friends and foes all over the 

world. The more we assert and exercise 

our independence, the better it will be 

for our crippled self-esteem, and the 

more friends we will make. 

Thanking you, Madam. 
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SHRI VAYALAR RAVI (Kerala): 

Madam, I am only seeking a clarification. 

I am not making a speech. Before 

seeking clarifications, Madam, let me 

dissociate   myself   from   the   observation  
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made by the hon. Member of the ruling 

alliance about the neighbouring countries 

like Nepal and Ceylon which are small 

countries. We are not their big brother. 

We should not adopt such an attitude 

towards our neighbouring countries, big 

or small. It is not fair on the part of any 

one of us to make such an observation. 

Now, Madam, I come to the 

clarificaitons I seek from the hon. 

Minister. As already said, the importance 

of the international fora is shifting from 

New York to Geneva. Political issues 

have gone back and economic issues have 

come to the fore-front as already put 

forth, by Shri Pranab Mukherjee. The 

World Trade Organization is taking the 

central stage. In this background, I want 

only one clarification. The Indian Foreign 

Service is a watertight compartment of 

bureaucrats in this country. The Indian 

Mission is also a private co-operative of 

this Foreign Service. I want to know from 

the hon. Minsiter what plans they are 

contemplating to change the attitude, the 

approach, the method of functioning in a 

diplomatic way in different parts of the 

world, of our Missions. Are you having 

any kind of idea and plan? If not, please 

think on those terms, of approaching 

other nations. 

Secondly, definitely we also welcome 

the steps taken to improve the relations 

with the Chinese Government. The 

President's visit is very good. But there 

should not be any complacent attitude. 

We have to improve our relations with 

the Chinese more. At the same time, we 

have to persuade them. Paper reports say 

that China is the biggest supplier of arms 

and ammunition to Pakistan. It supplies 

more than America does. The missile 

technology and the very modern weapon 

technology have been transferred from 

Beijing to Islamabad. It is of great 

concern to this country, to our national 

interest. How to persuade them? Use this 

opportunity of the visit of the President 

any improve the relations better and use 

the good offices of the Foreign Affairs 

Ministry of the Government of India to 

persuade them not to escalate the tension 

in this Sub-Continent giving more and 

more arms and ammunition and 

transferring weapon technologies which 

will improve their capabilities in the field 

of production of missiles and other 

weapons. In view of the foregoing 

submissions, what initiative is the 

Government going to take in future? 

Thank you. 

 

SHRI JOHN F. FERNANDES: 

Madam, is he referring to the domestic 

policy? 

 

SHRI SANJAY NIRUPAM: No, no. 

This is regarding the foreign policy. Just 
listen to me. 
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SHRI   GURUDAS   DAS   GUPTA   : 

Madam, is it a cross-examination? 

THE   DEPUTY   CHAIRMAN:   Just 

one minute. I can handle it.  

 

SHRI GURUDAS DAS GUPTA: 

Madam, what is this? I have a strong 

objection to this. ...(Interruptions)... 

SHRI VAYALAR RAVI: Madam, 

this is not correct.  ...(Interruptions)... 

SHRI VISHNU KANT SHASTRI: Let 
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him    complete.    ...(Interruptions)...    Let 

him complete. 

SHRI GURUDAS DAS GUPTA: 

This is too much. ...(Interruptions)... 

This is too much.  ...(Interruptions)... 

SHRI JOHN F. FERNANDES: 

Madam, he is deviating from the issue. 

 

SHRI GURUDAS DAS GUPTA: 

Madam, this is to be removed. 

...(interruptions)... 

 

SHRI VAYALAR RAVI: The rule 

is very clear. Madam, Rule 238 is very 

clear on this. ...(interruptions)... 

Madam, I am on a point of order. 

...(interruptions)... Rule .238: No 

allegation shall be made; "Provided 

that the Chairman May at any time 

prohibit any Member from making any 

such allegation if he is of opinion that 

such allegation is derogatory to the 

dignity of the Council." 

...(Interruptions)... 

 

SHRI VAYALAR RAVI: How can 

the hon. Member made such an 

allegation? ....(Interruptions).... Madam, 

the hon. Member is making an 

allegation; he is lowering the standards 

of the House........... (Interruptions}.... 

 

 
SHRI VAYALAR RAVI  : How can 

the    hon.     Member    make such    an 

allegation?   ...(interruptions)... He   can 

go         with         Michael Jackson! 

...(interruptions)... 

THE  DEPUTY CHAIRMAN   :  Mr. 

Vayalar     Ravi, just     one     second. 

...(interruptions)... Just     one     second, 

please. 

 

SHRI GURUDAS DAS GUPTA: 

This is highly objectionable. This has to 

be expunged. ...(interruptions)... 

DR. BIPLAB DASGUPTA: Madam, 

this is objectionable. This should be 

expunged.  ...(interruptions)... 

 

SHRI GURUDAS DAS GUPTA: 

Madam, I am on a point of order. My 

point of order is that no Member in 

the House can, while speaking, 

insinuate against the others. He is a 

New Member; he should kindly read 

the rules. ...(interruptions)... He has no 

right to insinuate. ...(interruptions)... 

He can't insinuate.  ...(interruptions)... 

 

SHRI GURUDAS DAS GUPTA: 

Madam! <t has been said, and it is a 

matter of shame, that some people are 

acting as agents of Pakistani artists 

... (interruptions)... 
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THE  DEPUTY  CHAIRMAN:  I  will 

look into the record.   ...(interruptions)... 

 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Please 

sit down. ...(Interruptions)... Sit down, sit 

down. ...(Interruptions)...  

...(Interruptions)... 

PROF.   RAM  KAPSE:   Madam,  it  is 

his maiden speech. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: It is not 

maiden. ...(Interruptions)... Just one 

second. ...(Interruptions)... Can we have 

sonic peace so that I can speak to the 

Members? 

 

(Interruptions)... What is this? Let me 

find    out.    I    am    trying    to    help. 

(Interruptions)...     Let     me     find     out. 

(Interruptions)... 

 

SHRI GURUDAS DAS GUPTA: 

Madam, they can invite Jackson and 

make money. (Interruptions)... It is a 

shame. It is a disgrace to Mumbai. 

(Interruptions)... 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Just 

one minute. Please don't interrupt. 

(Interruptions)...  Please don't  interrupt. 

(Interruptions)... 

 

THE DPEUTY CHAIRMAN: please 

order. (Interruptions)... 

SHRI GURUDAS DAS GUPTA: 

What has this to do with the foreign 

policy? (Interruptions)...W/hal has this to 

do with the foreign policy? 

(Interruptions)... This is relating to 

national security. (Interruption)... 

 

 
(Interruptions) 
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THE MINISTER OF EXTERNAL 

AFFAIRS (SHRI I.K. GUJARAL): 

We cannot take this allegation very 

lightly. (Interruptions)... He has made an 

allegation.  

 

 
Please sit down. The Minister is on his 

legs. Please sit down. 

 

THE   DEPUTY   CHAIRMAN:   Let 

him speak. (Interruptions)... 

 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: It is his 

ten minutes' time ^hich I have given 

him. 

 

SHRI V AY ALAR RAVI: Manisha 

Koirala has been banned by Bal 

Thackeray.. .(Interruptions)... 

 

DR. BIPLAB DASGUPTA: Why 

should Bal Thackeray give permission? 

who is he? Is he the Government? 

SHRI SANJAY NIRUPAM: He 

always talks about the nation. 

DR. BIPLAB DASGUPTA: Who is 

Bal Thackeray? 

 

 

 

I  have to finish 

the discussion 

Everybody has a right 

to put his viewpoint. (Interruptions)... 
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DR. B. B. DUTTA (Nominated): 

Madam, many stalwarts have spoken 

before me. I am afraid I will not be*able 

to be as appreciative of the foreign policy 

as many of the stalwarts have been. I 

strongly believe that it is high time we 

reformulate our foreign policy. It was a 

bipolar world in which Nehru had 

enunciated his policy. He carried it on 

very nicely with a lot of good results. He 

championed many things we so dearly 

cherish. But as Mr Mukherjee has said, 

the world has become militarily unipolar 

but economically multipolar. In such a 

canvas, the old concept of non-alignment 

does not give us enough handle to 

operate. Even if we are for non- 

alingment, we will have to play a new 

role. "We have to take a different 

attitude. But this is the kind of 

orientation that is exactly not being 

given. A foreign policy must have some 

substantive objectives—first, the question 

of security; second, it must help us in our 

economic advancement, in our economic 

development, ensure the flow of aid, 

trade and investment and third, the 

foreign policy -must strengthen our 

domestic politicial process and goals. I 

would first like to invite the attention of 

the hon. Foreign Minister to the question 

of security. There -is, as I admit, a 

national consensus that India should not 

sign the CTBT; and in the process let us 

admitted/we have got isolated. It is 

equally true that we have decided that we 

will not go nuclear? Is it equally true that 

the nation has decided this? Will the hon. 

Foreign Minister tell the House today 

that the national consensus is that we 

should not go nuclear? It is very hazy. As 

a common man, we find that there is a 

graving belief that India is capable of 

going nuclear in one day. "Don't worry 

about it. Don't talk about it. India can go 

nuclear in one day." This is the kind of 

assurance that is being whispered and it is 

doing its rounds in gossips. If this is so, 

then we must presume that simulation 

technology is available with us. Because 

only then can we go nuclear in one day. 

That   means   we   can   acquire   nuclear 

capability. This is the technology which 

even the most advanced countries in the 

world are not having. Russia is not 

having it. Russia was promised by 

America that they would get it. Now they 

fear they will not get it and they are 

threatening that they will not sign CTBT. 

Now if we have one or two super 

computers that does not mean that we 

have got this technology because a 

country in order to have a simulation 

technology has to go on testing it has to 

feed the computer with data and then go 

for permutations and combinations. So 

how do you believe that we have got the 

capacity to go nuclear in one day? How 

do you say, "Don't worry, our security is 

not endangered?" Secondly, I will put 

another question to the hon. Foreign 

Minister. Even if we have nuclear 

capability would you also assure the 

House that you have got nuclear 

deterrent capability, that you have 

developed a system of commands, 

control, communication and intelligence, 

that you have got a strategic command 

system, that you have got a credible 

delivery system? Would you assure the 

House that you have that? If you don't 

have that, then we are a non-nuclear 

power and we shall remain so because 

when CTBT comes into force and 

alomost the whole world goes with the 

Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, at that 

time you cannot decide to go on having 

tests. With increasing globalisation of 

economy we are going to depend more 

and more on other powers. And are you 

going to decide alone that you will cany 

out your tests? Will you not agree that it 

is necessary for India to have nuclear 

deterrent cability We should have nuclear 

deterrent capability. I emphasise the 

word 'deterrent'. Only then we can 

defend ourselves against other interests 

who are brow-beating us today, be it 

China, be it America, be it anybody. You 

are now going to purchase 40 aircraft. 

The approximate cost is Rs. 7,000 

crores. With less than half this money 

you could have nuclear. You could 

have  gone   for  Prithvi  or  Agni.   Why 
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you have not done that? I do not know. 

The nation has to be assured. The 

Chinese President has come, he has come 

with the blessings of the last of the titans 

of the Chinese revolution. It is true. Yes, 

he has got a lot of clout in China. He is a 

very important man. We are all very 

happy. We have welcomed him. We have 

made some agreements, no doubt. But 

the fact remains that, on vital issues 

between India and China, in spite of 

improvements, the areas of differences 

persist, there are unspoken differences 

that persist. I must inform this august 

House that I saw on 22 November in a 

newspaper a very disturbing news-item 

that in China, the Chinese scientists have 

been toying with the idea of changing the 

course of the Brahmaputra river to fertile 

the North-west area on their side 

including the Gobi Desert. This news- 

item has come because former Director 

of Asian Development Bank, Mr. Jayant 

Madhva, has written in the Economic 

Times of 22nd November and he has 

quoted it form the 'Scientific American' 

where one Mr. John Horgon has written 

an article about it. Now, this is the state 

of affairs. In North-east we have all 

suffered once in 1962. I tell you that 

people are very much apprehensive as to 

what is going to happen in the future. 

You must assure the nation that things 

are going okay. My second point is, 

Madam, a number of speakers have 

spoken about our immediate neighbours, 

Bangladesh, Burma, Pakistan, 

Afghanistan and all that. 

7-00 P.M. 

True, we must have an excellent 

relationship with all of them. But that 

relationship, as I have said, must be in 

terms of the substantive objectives of our 

foreign policy—that we must have 

economic relationships; that we must 

ensure that our democratic process is 

strengthened by that relationship and in 

those countries also, the forces of 

progress, the forces of liberation and the 

forces of reform must be strengthened. 

But this is exactly what is not happening. 

I will give you one instance. Mr. Pranab 

Mukherjee spoke about the Ganga waters 

issue. He said that a new democratic 

force had emerged and we should 

welcome it. Yes, we are waiting for the 

emergence of such a force. Our problem 

is that...(Jnfemipt/ons,)... 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Dr. 
Dutta, you are making very valid points. 
But the most important thing is time. 

DR. B.B. DUTTA: Madam, I would ' 
conclude in a couple of minutes. 

From Bangladesh, thousands and 

thousands of people cross our borders for 

certain reasons. And the External Affairs 

Minister in New Delhi does not think it 

necessary to study those reasons and to 

stop it. As a result of this, we are facing 

the issue of foreign nationals. Who are 

handling the issue of foreign nationals? It 

is being handled by the students' 

movements, by the extremists and by the 

underground militants. I have never 

heard the External Affairs Ministry 

taking up these issues squarely, boldly 

and with the imagination to dictate the 

policy. We are a regional power and we 

have the right to talk on these issues. 

Why are we silent? For example on the 

Chakma issue? One Chief Minister from 

the North East said so many things. The 

Chakma problem is Bangladesh's internal 

problem. But we become the victims. 

What happened in the Chittagong tracts? 

It did not happen in other regions. But it 

has affected of North-East. In Burma, 

Roheingia Muslims are fleeing Burma. 

They first enter Bangladesh and from 

Bangladesh, certain other groups of 

people enter India. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: It is not 

Burma. It is Myanmar. Now, Bombay is 

changed to Mumbai. If we now call it 

Bombay, some people will be angry. 

DR. B.B. DUTTA: Yes, Madam. I 

stand corrected. 

But the External Affairs Ministry in 

India thinks that we should not talk 

about such issues. There is an assumption 

that if we talk about them, then some 

people in India will be angry. I don't 
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know who those people are. Why should 

we have such a hastly imagination in our 

minds that because of some people we 

cannot talk about them? Madam in order 

to have an effective foreign policy, any 

nation has to project itself as a power. 

Projection of power is a vital instrument 

of foreign policy. Is India projecting 

herself as a power? Today India is 

neither a military power nor an economic 

power nor a moral power. We arc 

nothing today. Why is it that we are not 

able to project ourselves as a regional 

power? We think that it is very wise not 

to say certain things boldly. Nehru never 

thought that way. When the Suez Canal 

was invaded, he said within hours that 

the act amounted to international 

gangsterism. 

SHRI VAYALAR RAVI: Naked 

aggression. 

DR. B.B. DUTTA: Nehruji termed it 

as international gangsterism. I remember 

I was a student at that time. This is how 

he described the British Prime Minister's 

action. Today we are very wise. We do 

not say anything. We keep quiet and 

smile. Today we are for freedom of 

speech, for freedom of expression. As 

Mr. Mukharjee has said, we want 

democracy to thrive across our borders; 

we want emancipation of women and we 

want all these things to happen. Then, 

arc we championing them? Miss Taslima 

Nasreen, a very powerful writer who has 

written nothing but truth, truth and truth, 

has given a graphic description of her 

society in Bangladesh and has brouht to 

light certain ailments that afflict 

Bangladesh and this Sub-continent. 

Because of that, she had to leave the 

country. She is having asylum elsewhere. 

She has applied for visa to visit Inida on 

the invitation of the Indian Rationalists 

Association and the Bharat-Bangla Maitri 

Samiti, for five times. But the 

Government of India does not have the 

courage to give her visa. I met the 

Foreign Minister. I met the hon. Home 

Minister to find out why she was not 

being given a visa. The answer is that if 

she comes to India, then some people in 

India will be angry. Don't insult the 

genious of our Muslim brothers and 

sisters like this. 

SHRI I.K. GUJRAL: Which Foreign 
Minister did you meet? 

DR. B.B. DUTTA: I gave an 

application. I wrote a letter to Shri 

Indrajit Gupta. I wrote to him and the 

Indian Nationalist Association also wrote 

to him. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. 

Indrajit Gupta is not the Foreign 

Minister. 

THE   DEPUTY   CHAIRMAN: Mr. 

Dutta, you made a statement that you 

met the Foreign Minister. He said you 

didn't meet him. (Interruptions) 

DR. B.B. DUTTA: Sir, I met you in 

your chamber along with the Secretary of 

the Indian Rationalists' Association. You 

and the Home Secretary, Mr. 

Padmanabhaiah were there. You told me 

that the visa was to be granted by the 

Home Ministry. Then I came to the 

Home Minister. I have written a letter to 

him and he has the letter 

(Interruptions)... in the month of August, 

Miss Nasreen was told by our Embassy 

people on telephone that there was no 

change in the policy and she would not 

be given the visa. I shall stand by it. I 

can bring my letters. (Interruptions) I can 

submit these before the House. 

 

DR. B.B. DUTTA: What I am trying 

to say is this. I live in Nehru's India. I 

live in Gandhi's India. I am not afraid of 

anybody. People have a right to write. 

People have a right to speak. And if they 

write the truth, the truth onfy, and if they 

write about the forces of progress, should 

we refuse our hospitality to their coming 

here for a few days. What is this kind of 
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India that we are living in? Madam, I tell 

you... 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Now I 

think I should tell you, you sit down 

because...(Interruptions) I agree that you 

are making good points, but still I have 

my compulsions. (Interruptions) 

DR. B.B. DUTTA: I will conclude, 

Madam. 

Mr. Mukherjee and others have said 

that in foreign policy the economic aspect 

is very important. What is even more 

important is that the External Affairs 

Ministry should make its Policy Planning 

Division functional. It is disfunctional. 

So, you have researchs about certain 

regions, about certain countries, and that 

research is distributed here in this 

university and that university. What type 

of funding do they get? What type of 

research arc they doing? After all, it is 

academic research. Academic research 

should form an input for operational 

research. But I challenge the Foregin 

Minister. Let him say before this House 

as to how much of operational research is 

being done, whether in the Policy 

Planning Division of the External Affairs 

Ministry or elsewhere. What is being 

done? There are talks inside the Foreign 

Affairs Ministry that the Policy Planning 

Division is a parking place for 

undesirable officers. The officers who are 

not wanted elsewhere are dumped here. 

This is the way in which we are maintaing 

our Policy Planing Division. This is the 

research that we do. You study the 

foreign policies of other countries. They 

know ten to fifteen years before what is 

going to happen. For example, why are 

we not getting admission into the APEC 

today. Eleven years ago when ASEAN 

was formed, they were after us. But, at 

that time, we did not have an idea of the 

importance the Asia-Pacific region was 

going to assume economically. Today the 

Asia-Pacific region has two billion 

people, 48% of global GDP, 40% of the 

global trade is being done there and since 

September, 1991 we are knocking at their 

door    and   we    haven't    yet    got    the 

admission! We must be able to anticipate. 

We have bungled in Myanmar. But I am 

not going to increase the list further. I 

tell you that you cannot carry on with 

your foreign policy without being 

supported by operational research, which, 

I think, is completely missing. How much 

are you spending on research? Let them 

give the figures. Madam. I challenge 

them. They have not been spending 

enough and whatever they are spending is 

being ill-spent. Thank you, Madam. I 

conclude now. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Today 

the House has made a new discovery that 

Mr. Dutta, who mostly keeps quiet in the 

House, is an expert in foreign policy. 

With that, we conclude our debate on the 

Short-Duration Discussion on foregin 

policy. It is 7.10 now and we have the 

Railway Minister sitting here for giving 

clarifications about the train blast. I have 

to ask the Minister if he can reply 

tomorrow because there is also a 

discussion in the Lok Sabha. So, I feel 

3'0 clock is okay because "in the morning 

we can't have it since we always have 

special mentions, etc. and we have 

legislative business after lunch. Then, we 

should free you by four as the discussion 

is taking place at four in the Lok Sabha. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. 

Minister, with this, we conclude and let 

you go. If you like to sit, you can sit. No 

problem. I must tell the Members who 

participated in the debate that the debate 

is conclude. I would not appreciate any 

cross-questioning tomorrow because 1 

want structured answers, not broken or 

piece by piece answers. At least, I don't 

understand anything out of it. Now, I 

want to know whether the Members are 

still in a mood to seek clarifications on 

the railway accident, or should we call it 

a day. 

SOME HON. MEMBERS: Let us 

have it today. 


