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[Shri Dinesh Goswami] better position to 
talk unequivocally and clearly and express our 
own mind to the Soviet Union. Otherwise that 
friendship has no meaning. (Time bell rings) 

Sir, I am concluding in two minutes. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: But I have an 
announcement to make in those two minutes. 

ALLOCATION OF TIME FOR DISPOSAL 
OF GOVERNMENT AND OTHER 
BUSINESS 

ME. CHAIRMAN: I have to inform 
Members that the Business Advisory 
Committee at its meeting held today, the 24th 
January, 19805 allotted time for Government 
Legislative and other Business as follows:— 

  

 
MR. CHAIRMAN: Now I'suppose it is 

time for us to adjourn for lunch till 2.30 P.M. 
when Calling Attention Motion will continue. 

SHRI DINESH GOSWAMI (Assam): Sir, 
five minutes may be given to me so that I can 
conclude. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: You will get time at 
2.30. The House stands adjourned till 2.30 
P.M. 

The House  then  adjourned for 
lunch   at one of the clock. 

assembled after lunch 1 ty-three  
minutes  past two     of the clock, Mr. Deputy     
Chairman in the Chair. 

CALLING ATTENTION TO A MATTER 
OF URGENT PUBLIC IMPORTANCE 

Serious Developments arising out of Decision 
of the Governments of the United States of 
America and China to extend Massive Anns 
Aid to Pakistan in the wake of Russian 
Intervention   in   Afghanistan—Contd. 

SHRI DINESH GOSWAMI: Mr. Deputy 
Chairman, Sir, just before the lunch break, I 
was pointing out to the House that, though we 
are committed to the idea of non-alignment 
and we must woFk within the broad 
parameters of non-alignment, it does not mean 
that we must pursue a policy of equidistance 
between the Super Powers, nor does it mean 
that we will not distinguish between a friend 
and a foe, nor does it mean that we will not 
distinguish between a country which has 
always shown or exhibited 
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a tendency of aggression and expansionism,  a  
tendency    of    desparation and    
destabilisation    and       another country  which  
has  stood  by  us     in times of  difficulty—not  
only  by     us but also by all the other 
developing nations.    That does not mean that 
we will  not  make   comments—justifiable 
comments—against  one     country  because we 
have friendly relations with it.    In fact,  I 
pointed out that it is all the more  necessary 
because     we have   got  friendly  relations with  
the Soviet  Union—long     standing     relations 
with   them—which  have     been extended  to    
popular    levels.    As a friend  we    must    deal  
with    Soviet Russia    if we feel that some of    
the Russian activities are unjustified or we feel 
that  Soviet Russia is   not doing something 
which is proper to the interests of our country, 
to the interests of Asia or to the interests of the 
world. Therefore, Sir, I feel that India has a duty 
to  use  its  good  offices not     to leave the 
United States or even Soviet Russia in any 
doubt that it will regard involvement   of  any  
foreign     troops in the sub-continent    as    
hostile    to our interests and the threat they pose 
to the stability and peace of the subcontinent.     
Sir,  may  I point  out  to the hon.  Minister of 
External Affairs-that  neither    in  the  speech  
at     the United     Nations by  our     permanent 
representative nor even in the President's    
address  delivered     yesterday have we clearly    
and    unequivocally stated our position so far as 
this aspect is  concerned?    We have tried  to be 
vague.   Bnt at the same time in international   
matters   ambivalence   some times does not 
pay.    In this moment of crisis we must clearly 
and unequivocally state our position. 

Sir. I do not want to take much time of the 
House. I come to some of my questions to the 
hon. Foreign Minister. As the important 
questions have already been dealt with by the 
previous speakers, I will ask some peripheral 
questions. Sir, my first question is: knowing 
full well that the situation in Afghanistan has 
placed contradictory or opposite demands on  
our foreign policy matters 

in the light of the statements    that J     have 
been made earlier, if we are to make    certain    
things    clear  to   the Soviet  Russia we  must  
alSo     clearly tell  them  that  our attitude  to     
the Soviet Russia and America will    not be the 
attitude of equidistance.    Sir, knowing that 
there are such    contradictory    demands    and 
also realising that  in    such    matters    
ambivalence would   not    pay   is  the   
Government taking  any  steps  to  make  it     
clear both to the United States and     also to the 
Soviet Russia that their active involvement in    
Afghanistan is likely to pose a threat and a 
possibility of a cold war  and  a global conflict     
in South Asia and that our country will try to do 
its utmost to prevent such a possibility? 
My second question is; Because of the 

developments in Iran and Afghanistan the 
American public opinion which was very much 
against arming Pakistan in 1965, to a certain 
extent has gone in favour of an aggressive stand 
by Pakistan, and this time the public opinion has 
not been i to that extent vocal against the de-
cision to pump arms to Pakistan. If that is so, 
what steps the Government, are taking to create 
universal public opinion and particularly to raise 
the conscience of the American public opinion 
againt the threat . to the stability of the region? 
And in this connection may I point out, Sir, from 
our experience of visitg abroad that 
unfortunately the public relations of our External 
Affairs Ministry are of a very weak nature? We 
have not been able to project our case in many 
matters in a maimer that we should project, and I 
hope the hon. Foreign Minister will agree to that 
proposition. 

My third question is: Is it a fact that the 
Afghanistan public opinion has not taken 
kindly, as has been reported in some places, to 
the Soviet involvement in Afghanistan? If the 
answer is in the negative, I will be very happy. 
If the answer is in affirmative, is it also a fact 
that the Afghanistan  public  opinion has,  to  a 
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certain extent, gone against India because of 
the rather confusing stand of India, and if so 
because there is a very long standing friendly 
relation not only with the Afghanistan 
Government but also the Afghanistan people 
and it is more important to have friendly 
relations at popular level, what steps is the 
Government taking to remove the doubts and 
misapprehensions in the minds of the 
Afghanistan people? 

The fourth and the last question is: what 
steps is India taking at the present moment to 
make it clear to the involving nations that their 
incursion into Pakistan will put our friendship 
with that country under great strains and what 
stepa are we taking to make this point clear to 
Pakistan also because I think it is very clear 
that we want an economically strong Pakistan 
based on popular Government to nourish not 
only for Pakistan's interests, at least for India's 
interest^ also. 

Thank you. 
SHRI P. V. NARASIMHA RAO: Sir, so far 

as the definition of non-alignment mentioned 
by the hon. Member is concerned, we are in 
agreement with it. We have never taken non-
alignment to mean equidistance . We have 
always understood and implemented the 
policy of non-alignment to mean in the sense 
of the independence of India to ake a stand 
without fear or favour and work in pursuance 
of that situation. That is the essence of non-
alignment, according to us and according to 
accepted opinion. (Interruption) Sir, I now 
come to the questions put by the hon. 
Member. In the first place, I would like to 
state categorically that there is no ambivalence 
of any kind in the stand taken by us. The stand 
we have taken is clear-cut. We have taken up 
this matter with all the countries concerned 
and we have left them in no doubt that our 
stand is going to be pursued by us and there is 
not going to be any relenting on the stand 
taken by us. What we have 

to tell the Soviet Union, we have told them. 
What we have to tell the USA, we are going 
to tell them. We have told them already. Their 
representative is coming. So there is no 
question of any ambivalence in this matter 
and I am absolutely certain that we are going 
to be quite effective in all our talks with all 
these countries. 

So far as Pakistan is concerned, I have 
already submitted, Sir, that we have told them 
that the latest in our relations is the Simla 
Agreement: so, let us get along with the Simla 
Agreement; let us, in pursuance of the Simla 
Agreement, start co-operating with each other 
in all possible fields so that the tension that 
has been created is eased, and the general 
atmosphere of goodwill then helps us in 
solving all the problems in the region, 
including this problem. This is the approach 
which we have taken and I am glad to say that 
so far the same approach has been to some 
extent reciprocated from the other side. But I 
am not jumping to conclusions on the basis of 
the present situation. We will follow the same 
line. 

So far as the American public opinion is 
concerned, I cannot say that the American 
public opinion of recent time, that is within 
the last one week or so, is identical with what 
it was before. There has been a little shift. But 
at the same time, I have myself seen reports 
and articles, ate, in » section of the American 
press to show that they also thi"k that arming 
of Pakistan is going to be counterproductive. 
That is what I have definitely seen and read, 
and I would like to share it with the House. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Counter-
productive from what point of view? 

SHRI P. V. NARASIMHA RAO: From 
even the American point of view. That is what 
they have said Naturally it is their point of 
view they will be concerned about, not ours or 
yours But about ,4snerilbjr creatine a 
universal pu^Mc opinion, Sir, there has been 
some criticism that the working of our public 
rela- 
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ticng personnel in our embassies, etc., leaves 
much to be desired. I am aware of this 
criticism. But I would like to assure the House 
that I would personally look into this aspect aa 
soon as possible. I am not agreeing with all the 
criticism at this moment. But when criticism is 
made incessantly, it is reasonable to think that 
there may be some validity, some basis for the 
criticism. Beyond this I would not say 
anything now, except to assure the House that 
I would personally lock into it at the proper 
time. 

Wow about the Afghan public opinion,  I  
would like the hon.  Member to appreciate that 
just at this moment, you cannot expect a 
crystallised public opinion of the same kind, a 
uniform  crystallised  public     opinion  in 
Afghanistan.    In  Afghanistan    public opinion 
is bound to be divided. And just now it will not 
be    possible for us to do much in that respect. 
In fact, we will have to attend to countries other 
than Afghanistan so far a3 public opinion is 
concerned.    The public opinion     within     
Afghanistan     will naturally  depend  on     the     
developments    within    that    country    and, 
therefore, we need not be too anxious, too eager 
to do    anything or to say anything about public 
opinion within Afghanistan.    Finally regarding 
what the honourable Member has said that we 
will explain our stand to everyone in the most 
effective terms possible—and  this is  what  is     
possible through     diplomatic     channels 
much better than  through other channels— I 
assure him that we are going to do it; We have 
in fact already started doing it and in the    
weeks to come it will be our endeavour to step 
up this persuasive pressure if I may call    it that  
way,  on     all     concerned  in the interests of 
the entire    region and in the interests  of  the  
individual  countries also.    Thank you. 

SHRI SADASIV BAGAITKAR 
(Maharashtra): On a point of order. I am sorry 
to say that the honourable Minister has just 
now said in his answer that there is no manner 
of ambivalence in the position of the 
Government of India .   .  . 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: This is no 
point of order. Those who have given their 
names should have priority in this matter. 
SHRI  SADASIV BAGAITKAR:      I am not 
speaking on the Motion .  . . (.Interruptions) 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: But that is 
what you are trying to do. 

SHRI SADASIV BAGAITKAR: The 
Minister is trying to mislead the through    .... 

(Interruptions) 
MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: No, there is 

no point of order in what you are saying. And 
there is a long list of Members who want to 
speak, and there are two Bills to go through... 

(Interruptions) 
SHRI SADASIV BAGAITKAR: Sir, it is 

my duty to bring to your notice that the 
honourable Minister is trying to mislead the 
House. The Prime Minister's first statement 
said that it is at the invitation of the Afghan 
Government that the Soviet armies went there. 
Then she revised it and said that it does not 
mean that we approve of it. Whatever it may 
be, whether it is ambivalence or lapse on the 
part of the Government^ but to say there is no 
ambivalence is not correct .  .  . 

(Interruptions) 
MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Please sit 

down. Now Mr. Jagdish. Prasad Mathur. 
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Either win them or wean them out. 
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SHRI    NARASINGHA       PRASAD NANDA 
(Orissa): Mr. Deputy Chairman,  Sir, it is a very     
difficult and delicate situation on which we have 
called the attention of the    Government 90 that 
the Government remains aware of the    situation    
and is not caught unawares.    Let us have some 
clear perspective about the situation and the 
stand taken by the    Government of India on the 
Afghan  issue. As I find, a problem of this 
dimension which has reaehed our doors cannot 
be solved by rhetoric. Such problems can never 
be solved by taking completely divergent views.   
I feel that it is an evolving situation.    Even now, 
the Government of India cannot say that a clear 
picture has    emerged or the public opinion in 
Afghanistan has actually crystallised.   It "is a 
developing situation.    Hence,  this     situation 
should  be  considered in     ita  proper 
perspective, in the perspective of the past events, 
in the perspective of the events that are taking 
place now and in the perspective of the events 
that are likely to take place in future.   I 
personally feel that here, we should not speak in 
a manner which would 

give the impression that    either we 
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hold brief for A country or for B country. We 
stand for ourselves. We are India first, India 
last and India for ever. Our primary interest 
should be our own national interest. I honestly 
feel that the kind of pronouncements made by 
the Government of India so far on the Afghan 
issue has been in a large measure what wag the 
desire of the largest section of the people of 
the country. There may be some differences °f 
opinion here and there. Let us not try to show 
our differences merely by our approaches, by 
the manner in which we try to present our 
case, by the manner in which we lay emphasis 
on one aspect and try to Play down the other 
dangerous aspect. The whole thing should be 
considered in our national interest. If that is 
the position, we have to consider why this 
thing had happened. Personally, I feel that all 
these things, probably, would not have 
happened and would not have been played 
upon by one section of the Super Powers, had 
not an election been in the offing in one of the 
countries. Kindly see this. When an election 
comes, people are interested in grabbing 
power. We have also passed through an 
election recently. People try to make all kinds 
of promises and I personally feel that the 
Carter Administration having totally failed hi 
Iran, having lost its base in Iran and having to 
face an election, is behaving in the manner it 
is doing, now. They ai'e now thinking of 400 
million dollars of arms aid, which is in the 
pipeline. As the election comes near, perhaps, 
there will be billions and billions of dollars of 
aid. Let us not forget this aspect also. I for one 
do not support any kind of foreign intervention 
in any country. I stand for sovereignty, 
territorial integrity of any other country. If I 
value my own sovereignty, I do value the 
sovereignty and territorial integrity of any 
other country, but in the guise of protecting 
sovereignty and territorial integrity of a 
country certain designs, certain       
international     conspiracies, 

certain imperialist designs should not be 
allowed to function and we must point our 
finger at that kind of conspiracy. 

Now, Sir, kindly see what was happening in 
Iran, what was happening in Vietnam, Who 
was fighting in Vietnam? The Vietnamese 
people were fighting for themselves. Hund-
reds and thousands of people died in Vietnam. 
For whom did they die? Shall we forget the 
history? Shall we forget the past conduct of 
certain Governments and certain people? We 
have to see for what purpose the arms were 
supplied to Pakistan in the past and for what 
purpose they were used, i am not going to 
elaborate this point. It is no use elaborating 
the issue in this delicate situation. What i3 
called for is 'restraint', but the point that I am 
trying to make is, we have to judge a country's 
attitude in the context of its past conduct. If 
we forget the past, we cannot judge the 
present. We cannot formulate our policy 
properly and correctly. Therefore, I personally 
feel that while we do not approve of the 
presence of the Soviet army in Afghanistan, 
though we know that they came on the invi-
tation from the duly established Government 
of Afghanistan, not from the point of view as 
some of our friends are criticising their 
presence, but from a totally different point of 
view, that is, we feel that their presence will 
create a situation of escalation rather than 
defusing the situation. 

Now in the pretext of the presence of the 
Soviet army in Afghanistan, America is trying 
to find new bases in Pakistan. May I tell you, 
it is not that America is trying to find new 
bases in Pakistan, it already had bases even 
before the Soviet army entered into 
Afghanistan? If they did not supply uranium 
directly to Pakistan, they did it through France 
and other countries and that ig how uranium 
found its way to Pakistan and that is how they 
have the atom bomb now though our Tarapore 
plant is going without any uranium, 
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Similarly, Sir, when we judge a cuntry, 
should we not take into account the events 
that took place after our country became 
independent? Immediately after we became 
independent, we were confronted with the 
Kashmir issue. When the matter was taken to 
the United Nations, who stood with us as our 
friend? I am just trying to remind you. The 
point is that at every point of our national 
crisis, who has stood with us as our friend? 
Shall we put the friend and the foe on the 
same scale? j am not holding a brief for any 
country, but should we hold both, the friend 
and the foe, on the same scale? 

What was the behaviour of America in the 
United Nations in the Kashmir days? 
Therefore, Sir, the point that I am trying to 
make is, in an evolving situation the 
Government of India could not have done 
anything more than saying that they are 
interested in defusing the situation and this 
could be done not by inciting or using words, 
mincing words of condemnation against a 
friendly country. If we say that you must 
vacate unequivocally, that should be 
considered enough by a friend. Words of 
condemnation in international corridors do 
not carry us anywhere. 

EL 
The other  point that I would  like to  make  to     
the     External     Affairs Minister—which  is     
equally     important;—is that international affairs 
cannot be isolated from domestic affairs. You  
cannot seek stability  and  defu-sion of a    
situation in    international affairs  while     
destabilising     internal affairs of a country. Mr.    
Narasimha Rao, who has taken over the charge of 
the Ministry of    External Affairs to the  good 
luck of     this     country, should consider this 
thing very seriously.    People are    going from 
State to State to destabilise democratically 
established  governments.       I  do  not know, if 
you want to establish democratic norms and at the 
same time go on  destabilising  State     
Governments and   create  a  situation  of  
confrontation inside the country, how you are 

going to face this grave danger to the country. 
(Interruptions) The part of the statement 
which was alright for you, you agreed with 
that. The other part also, you kindly accept. At 
least give me the right to differ from you. So 
this is the angle. I hope Mr. Narasimha Rao 
who i3 a very sensible person and has the 
reputation of being a sensible person will give 
serious thought to this aspect of the question 
and advise the storm-troopers of his party not 
to create a situation of destabilisation in the 
country.    Thank  you,   Sir. 

SHRI P. V. NARASIMHA RAO: So far as 
the hon. Member's speech pertains to foreign 
affairs, I do not think that any answer is called 
for because what he has said is reasonable. 
And that portion which does not pertain to 
foreign affairs—althoush he has tried to 
establish a link which is called "Badarayana 
Sambandha". I do not think that the parallel he 
has tried to draw is valid. Therefore, I would 
prefer not to say anything about it. 

SHRI BHUPESH    GUPTA:   Sir,    I was a 
little intrigued by the manner in which the 
discussion was going oa. I should have thought 
that this discussion    on    the    Calling    
Attention Motion    would    be    concentrated 
on arms supplies to Pakistan by the USA and 
China which,     according to the Notice,  
threatened     the     security  of India.   But it 
seems that we are more interested in discussing 
the    internal affairs of  Afghanistan  in  order,  
obi-ously, to push certain political ideas and 
viewpoints and, perhaps, also to sell certain 
propaganda that i3 going on outside.   But, Sir, 
I believe in confining myself to the subject. I    
have no     objection to     Afghanistan being 
discussed  separately.    The     developments in 
Afghanistan,    you can discuss.   Developments 
anywhere in the world—even  on  some  other  
planet— you can discuss; I have no objectioa to 
that.   But at the moment we   are concerned 
with the serious    developments arising out of 
the decision oi 
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[Shri Bhupesh Gupta] the Governments of   
'the    USA  and China to supply arms to 
Pakistan. 

Sir, first of all, I wisft to make it •tear that 
this i3 nothing new. Arms supplies under one 
cover or another from this quarter—
particularly from the USA—has been going 
on for a long time ever since the US-Pak. 
military pact was signed in 1954. Sir, as far as 
we are concerned, whatever may be the 
provocation and whatever may be the 
machination of U.S. imperialism to involve 
Pakistan into an entanglement, military or 
otherwise, we always stand for friendly 
relations between our two countries. We stand 
by the Simla Agreement and the Simla spirit. 
Therefore, Sir, these principles in our relations 
with Pakistan and the people of Pakistan are 
non-negotiable. In fact, any representative of * 
the Government of India who goes to Pakistan 
would be well-advised to speak in that spirit 
that is, the Simla spirit, keeping in view that it 
has been the traditional policy of thig peace-
loving country to extend the hand of friend-
ship and co-operation to our brothers and 
sistera in Pakistan. 

We have often been, unfortunately, the 
victims of plots and conspiracies engineered 
by U.S. imperialism, abetted by certain 
reactionary circles within Pakistan itself. Sir, 
therefore, we must speak on the subject with 
some restraint and circumspection because 
nothing must be allowed to disturb our effort 
to rebuild the bridges of friendship and co-
operation between the two neighbours. 

Sir, we have all goodwill for the people of 
Pakistan and I have no doubt in my mind that 
the people of Pakistan have goodwill towards 
us. But one of the objects of the American armg 
supply has been, as Jawahar-lal Hehru used to 
point out time and again, to disturb Indo-
Pakistan relations, create misunderstanding and 
ill-feeling between our two countries. Therefore, 
in tackling this problem we must bear in mind 
that provocative aspect apart I from the fact that 
ipso facto the arms 

supply to Pakistan by the USA constitutes a 
grave threat to our country not because the 
Pakistani people want to threaten us but 
because American imperialism, aided by 
some reactionary rulers in Pakistan, want to 
threaten us. But that game has not clicked. It 
has been costly for all of us and certainly for 
the people of Pakistan. So I am sure the 
people of Pakistan will see the dangerous 
game that has been renewed on a vigorous 
scale by the U.S. imperialists with Chinese 
rulers joining lately. 

Now what do I find? In this connection, hon. 
Minister, I saw how wonderfully you played 
into the propaganda gimmick when you dealt 
with the developments in Pakistan. In fact, Sir, 
this Motion says, "Massive arms aid to 
Pakistan in the wake of the Russian 
intervention in Afghanistan". Sir, the author of 
this Motion does not even know historical 
facts, if I may say so with all respect. Arms 
supply to Pakistan was going on long before 
the Afghan situation arose. It has been going on 
all the time. The Americans are now, having 
engineered a situation in Afghanistan of direct 
armed intervention in order to destroy the 
Democratic Republic of Afghanistan in 
pursuance of their global strategy against the 
whole region, using this as an alibi to cover up 
the criminal resumption, on a large scale, of 
arms supplies to Pakistan. That is the essence 
of it. And unless we know, unless we all assess 
this aspect correctly, we shall be going wrong. 
Well, arms have been given in the wake of 
what has happened in Afghanistan. Arms have 
come because this arms build-up is needed by 
the United States of America whether in Dieg0 
Garcia or in the gulf area or in the middle 
eastern countries or in Pakistan or in other parts 
of the world with a view to threatening interna-
tional peace and security and, above all, the 
peace-loving nations in our region like India. 
That is all. It is one aspect of their global stra-
tegy and we must see the connection between 
the two. What they are doing in Afghanistan is 
that they are using Pakistan as a spring-board   
in 
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the intervention, armed intervention, with the 
help of counter-revolutionaries against the 
Democratic Republic of Afghanistan. And in 
this connection I am reminded of intervention 
by Hitler and Mussolini before the Second 
World War in Spain when they wanted to 
destory the glorious Spanish Republic. We 
heard in those days the so-called slogan of 
non-intervention. We saw all kinds of things 
when some people wanted to come to power. 
What was demanded was that the League of 
Nations should intervene under the covenant 
in order to stop that war by proxy by Hitler 
and Mussolini in Spain. That was not done 
and we had to pay in blood and tears in the 
Second World War unleashed by the fascist 
forces. Had Spain been defended at that time, 
as was sought to be done, under the covenant 
of the League of Nations, perhaps the world 
history would have been spared the slaughter 
of 22 million people and such terrible 
destruction in human life and property. Sir, I 
am not going into that. Here what I find is that 
the Government is trying to sermonise to 
everybody. Why should you sermonise to 
everybody when you know very well what 
happened? I should like to know what 
happened in our country in 1971 when the 
Americans sent a task force to threaten our 
independence and security and they were 
advancing towards the Bay of Bengal, when 
they were brandishing their weapons in 
Washington and threatening our security. 
When they were doing so, we entered into a 
treaty of friendship and co-operation with the 
Soviet Union, and in that treaty there is a 
clause, clause 9, which provides for collective 
defence and help from the Soviet Union all 
types of help-in order to meet the challenge to 
our security. That was all right at that time. 
We hailed it—all of us hailed it—beacuse it 
was needed. We did not think in these terms. 
Sir, international law provides for such as-
sistance being sent for from a friendly power. 
Are we not aware of it? I think you are all 
aware of it. Article 51 of the UN Charter 
provides 

for collective defence, which enables, which 
empowers, a State, in order to defend its 
sovereign rights, to seek assistance from a 
friendly State, including military assistance. 
Why is article 51 being forgotten now, when 
we remembered it some years ago, when the 
treaty was signed by us in the past and by the 
Democratic Republic of Afghanistan in 
1978—in December 1978 actually—with the 
Soviet Union? It was considered in accordance 
with article 51 of the UN Charter; it was 
considered consistent with the purposes and 
principles of the UN Charter. Why are these 
things forgotten today? Now, Sir, America 
does not like to mention this thing because it 
does not suit them. These American 
imperialists who have got 300 major military 
bases all over the world, nearly five lakh 
troops all along the world, who are today 
building up arms in the arms race and 
equipping themselves with a new type of 
missile to destroy production, even feared by 
some western countries, have now become the 
champions of freedom, independence and 
security; Well, Sir, do not believe in such 
things. I am told that somebody is coming 
here. What is his name? .Mr. Clifford, the 
former Defence Secretary. Mr. Narasimha 
Rao, you are a good friend. Be careful with the 
Americans. Be careful. They are Mafia. They 
belong to international Mafia in politics, 
double-talkers, thugs. Their hands are dripping 
with the blood of the people whom they have 
butchered in Latin America, Vietnam and 
other parts of the world with whom this great 
nation has always stood. When the former 
Defence Secretary Clifford comes here, put 
him in his place. Tell him to get off where he 
should get off. Ask him to go home. If he is in 
trouble, in getting an air ticket, give him one. 
We may subscribe to the fare. He is coming 
here to pressurise, to blackmail, to exploit 
some of the weaknesses. At the same time 
there is some propaganda coming from those 
quarters. You will hear Mr. Clifford's voice. It 
will be heard not only in the monopoly press 
in     our 
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[Shri Bhupesh Gupta] country but in some 
sections of those who sit with me on this side 
of     the House, in the Opposition.    Therefore, 
I say you be careful about it. 

As far as Afghanistan is concerned, I do not 
want to discuss about it. Please understand it. 
My friends seem to be very much exercised 
over Afghanistan. The situation in Kabul is 
causing them, some of them, sleepless nights, 
it seems. But you should know that arms to 
Pakistan are coming in huge number and 
quantity. Modern weapons. Side by side, they 
would get nuclear capability in order to mount 
vicious, monstrous, pervasive threat to our 
country and to all the countries in the region in 
the interest of American imperialism. That 
you must know. That is why Mr. Harald 
Brown, the U.S. Defence Secretary, had been 
to Peking in order to ask China to supply arms 
to Pakistan in case it is difficult for him to 
convince the American Congress to remove 
the embargo on arms supplies that exists at 
present. Sir, these techniques, we also know. 

Sir, the Afghanistan people will look after 
themselves. And I am sure, well armed with the 
treaty of friendship, good-neighbourliness and 
cooperation with the Soviet Union, they will 
also get perhaps the help of their friends in the 
Soviet Union. Look after yourself. Let us look 
after ourselves now. With so much of arms 
piling up, despite the fact that Pakistan wants to 
live in peace, the present regime in Pakistan 
hanged Bhutto. You know very well that 
protests were made from all parts of the Muslim 
world. We also protested despite our very 
strong opinion against Bhutto's regime because 
it was a plain conspiratorial murder. This 
regime is sought to be bolstered by arms sup-
lies, and this has been noted by the American 
authors. They have questioned why it is giving 
arms to Pakistan to bolster this regime, the 
military regime. This military regime is a 
danger. Divorced from democratic    way,'    
unconcerned 

about the feeling of the people, cap able of 
killing one of the former Prime Ministers of 
the country in this man ner, when arms fall 
into their hand: with American, Chinese and 
other; around, there is a danger signal tc 
which you must pay attention, no1 because of 
anything being wrong with the Pakistani 
people. 

Sir, who does not know that they are using 
Pakistan? The CIA camps have been set up on 
the Pakistan-Afghanistan border where the so-
called rebels are being trained, equipped and 
financed by the United States of America and 
others. Well this is happening. Now this is one 
aspect of the offensive that has been launched 
against us by the Americans and their allies, 
against the whole sub-continent and the region. 
So, Sir, that is the view we should take. As far 
as the arms supply is concerned, we should 
fight the arms supply—don't fight the Pakistani 
people or Pakistan. We should try to stop the 
Americans from giving the arms supply. We 
should mobilise international opinion against 
these arms deliveries to Pakistan. Arms worth 
2.5 billion dollars had already been supplied. 
Now there is a plan to pump almost half a 
billion dollars worth of arms, some already in 
the pipeline. Well, Sir, we should take serious 
note of that and I think we should be concerned 
a little more about it and seek the goodwill of 
even the people of Pakistan as to how jointly 
we can stop this arms build-up in . Pakistan. 

Sir, finally I should only like to say that my 
friend, Mr. Rabi Ray is also very much 
concerned with it and in the last part of his 
speech, he brought in Dr. Lohia's ideas of a 
confederation, I am very glad he remembered 
Dr. Lohia in this matter. But that will not be 
possible at the moment. We certainly want 
good relations between all the countries he has 
mentioned— Pakistan, India and Bangladesh. 
But, Sir, interference in Afghanistan by 
international reaction and imperialism started 
almost on the morrow of the Afghan 
democratic revolution in April 
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1978.    Is it not known that the Shah of Iran, 
now living in Panama somewhere, invited Mr. 
Vajpayee to go to Teheran   for   mutual   
consultation   on the  Afghan  development?    
And  like a good boy, at the beck and call of the 
Shah, Mr. Vajpayee rushed       to Teheran for 
the so-called consultation. And  what was  the 
consultation for? Surely, as everybody knew, it 
was for dealing with  the  Afghan      situation. 
Now, Sir, this Afghan situation business is 
something which has come   to "the limelight, 
which has been forced into the limelight in this 
manner by the American imperialists and      
their friends.    There was no such situation at 
that time except that the revolution took place      
which      should be hailed.   But Mr. Vajpayee 
went there. Mr.   Narasimha  Rao,   don't  follow  
in his footsteps—not that you have       a danger 
of going and fighting election in New Delhi 
again.    But if you follow in his steps of rushing 
to Teheran —in  Teheran  nobody will invite you 
for that—or elsewhere, you will     be falling into 
the American trap.   That is what I say.    Sir, this 
is what     is going on.  (Time bell rings)       It is 
a matter of concern that  in this country some  
people  deliberately,     viciously, calculatingly^  
have unleashed  a vicious   campaign      against   
the  friendly Soviet Union because   it has been 
the imperialists'   policy  to   disrupt      our 
friendship and co-operation    between the two 
friendly countries. That      is what they want.    
And they think, it is a God-sent thing that has 
come here; pounce upon it in order to disrupt and 
disturb the relations between the two friendly 
countries. Sir, that also is a dangerous  trend.    I  
hope,   Sir,      the Government  of India will do 
or say nothing that would encourage       this 
'dangerous,*  disruptive  trend     which has 
always been     the      objective of American 
imperialism—to disrupt the relations—which is 
unfortunately and to our shame, shared by some 
political  circles  in  this  country,  not      to 
speak of the "jute" press.        (Time-bell rings)   
I do not wish to say rnucb Sir, you are ringing the 
bell.       This bell will not be heard in 
Afghanistan. 

But I can tell you that the Afghan 
revolution has come to stay. Soviet 
troops, limited contingents, are there 
at the invitation of the Afghan Gov 
ernment in terms of article 51 of the 
U.N. Charter and in conformity with 
international  practices     and law. 
There is nothing illegal or    immoral about it.    
There does come a      time when small nations 
are attacked     by big  imperialist powers.    
Here it  has been made clear to you by the 
Soviet authorities—we read it in the papers— 
that    they will leave as soon as   the Afghan 
Government asks them to go, and there is no 
need for all this here. That they have said.    I 
do not understand why then all this talk goes   
on here.  We should leave  it at that.  It is  an 
internal matter of Afghanistan to be tackled by 
the Afghan Government with the     cooperation 
of  such friends  as  they  have under      treaty 
obligations as may be applicable     in the 
situation. Look after your national interests and 
your foreign policy; give it a more anti-
imperialistic character and ask your External 
Affairs Ministry officials to properly prepare      
the brief rather than produce the kind of stuff 
that you have read    out.       Mr. Foreign 
Minister, you are new on the subject. You are 
an intelligent, learned man.    But I do hope you   
ponder over the brief that you have prepared. I 
would advise you to write it yourself.    It will 
improve your      writing and clear up your own 
thoughts.    It will improve your own writing    
and clear up     your     own thinking   and bring 
better judgement.   It is perhaps under the 
impact of the people who prevail upon you that 
you  speak in this manner. Do not    eat out of    
the hands of the officers. Some officers are 
good, some are bad.    I do not blame them at 
all.   I do not wish to tar them with the same 
brush.    Perhaps it is better for our Ministers to 
do       the homework   themselves.     And   this   
is an elderly advice given to a relatively young 
man.    Thank you. 

SHRI P. V. NARASIMHA RAO: At the 
outset I,would like to point out that the 
subject-matter of the Calling 
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Attention is very, very limited. It doe3 not say 
anything about the flow of arms to Pakistan 
which had taken place long ago and which has 
been taking place. What it refers to it the 
decision of the Governments of the United 
States of America and China jp extend 
massive arms aid to Pakistan in the wake of 
Russian intervention in Pakistan. This is the 
limited scope of the Calling-Attention.. . 

SHRI L. R. NAIK: No, it covers all 
aspects. 

SHRI P. V. NARASIMHA RAO: 
Yes, all aspects ... » 

SHRI A. G. KULKARNI: In the morning 
the Chairman pointed out that there were 
different types of Calling Attention Notices 
and he summarised and brought them into 
one. The Calling-Attention does not say this 
or that. The Chairman himself said that it was 
a generalized question. 

SHRI P. V. NARASIMHA RAO: I am sorry 
my point has been missed. When the 
honourable Mr. Bhupesh Gupta started saying 
that it is not only now that arms flows have 
started, these have been going on for a long 
time, I just wanted to point out that it has been 
going on for a long time but the subject-matter 
of this Calling Attention as it is couched, is 
concerned with a certain point of time, and 
that is "in the wake of the intervention. . .", a5 
the Calling Attention says. So my statement 
also was confined to the ambit of that time-
frame. 

SHRI P. RAMAMURTI (Tamil Nadu): 
Would you yield for a minute? I think Mr. 
Narasimha Rao was not present here when we 
were discussing it in the morning When we 
were discussing it in the Committee, we 
tvanted to convert the Calling Attention into a 
regular debate. I am sorry you have not been 
briefed properly. At that time it was decided 

that this Calling Attention Motion itself can 
go on and all aspects of the question can be 
brought though we do not call it a regular 
debate... 

SHRI A. G. KULKARNI: That is true. 

SHRI P. RAMAMURTI: It was decided 
that we need not convert it into a debate but 
that all aspects of the question can be gone 
into. This was what was decided in the Busi-
ness Advisory Committee. On that basis the 
Chairman also made his announcement. 

SHRI P. V. NARASIMHA RAO: I have 
not objected to anything being based on the 
past, present and future. I have only said that 
my statement pertains to a particular time-
frame. That is what I wanted to submit. 

About the other aspects of the 4 P.M. 
speech delivered by hon. friend, 

Shri Bhupesh Gupta, it wes very 
significant that he counselled restraint and 
circumspection in the very first part of his 
speech.. If he had not been such a revered and 
senior Member, I would have the temerity to 
ask him whether this advice was meant only 
for others. So far as sermonising is concerned, 
we have never done any sermonising. We have 
placed before the House the exact position of 
the Government and only on the basis of that 
the debate is taking place. We are prepared to 
take any suggestion coming from the hon. 
Members. In any case, Shri Bhupesh Gupta 
being a very senior Member, we are prepared 
to take his advice, whether we need it or not. 

SHRI HARKISHAN SINGH SURJEET 
(Punjab): Mr. Deputy Chairman, everybody 
agrees that the developments in this region are 
of great importance from the point of view, of 
security and peace in the region. There are 
different views expressed as to who is 
responsible for these developments. Some 
tried to make out that it is the Soviet Union 
which is responsible 
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for the present state of affairs. They are only 
repeating the propoganda being done by the 
American, the British and the Pakistani press. 
There are other> who feel—and rightly too on 
the basis of our own-experience—that the U.S. 
imperialists and their policies in this region are 
responsible for the present state of affairs &nd 
for all that is happening in the region. We are 
seeing the American imperialism is very actire 
in this region. Visits are being organised and it 
wa, only a few days back the British Foreign 
Secretary, Lord Carrington was arguing the 
case of insurgents and in favour of Pakistan. 
How can it be denied that only the day after 
tomorrow jn Pakistan the Islamic Conference 
ig being held to support what they call the 
struggle of insurgents in Afghanistan? This is 
in spite of opposition from important countries 
like Syria and Palestinian Liberation 
Organisation who have demanded not to hold 
the Islamic Conference because it will divert 
the whole attention. They argue that the 
Islamic Conference is being held when Egypt 
ig going to establish diplomatic relations with 
Israel. All these issue3 are connected. The 
developments in Afghanistan cannot be 
separated from what has been happening to this 
region during the last so many years. Now, one 
cannot argue with those who cannot differ-
entiate between the Czarist imperialist Russia 
and the Socialist Soviet Union. One canot 
argue with those who would refuse to see the 
geography that there cannot be any buffer 
between the Soviet Union and India when 
there is a separate country like Pakistan in 
between, T do not want to go into all that. I 
only want to go into the question who has been 
doing what in this region itself? Leave aside 
the other parts of *hn world because 
everybody knows that it is not the Soviet 
Union who had organised conspiracies against 
the established   Governments.   Everybody 
knows who did what in Chile and what the 
CIA has been doing—everything has been 
exposed now—to topple the 

established     government in various countries. 
Even in our region, since our Independence, 
what is happening?    It a clear.   In 1954    who 
came to    an understanding  with  Pakistan?      
Who organised     intervention     in   Korea? 
Who intervened in Vietnam for    25 years      
against their     independence. What part did the 
Americans take in the liberation struggle of 
Bangladesh? Not  one     country.     You  go  to  
any country.    It is known    to everybody what 
role America has been playing for years. Now 
the Shah took shelter somewhere.    In Iran the 
people overthrew the Shah    regime.    Now    
the American  imperialism  i3  very much 
interested in intervening in the same region 
after having set-backs and setbacks during the 
last full decade, and they  are  trying  to  make     
Pakistan a base not only to  interfere against 
Afghanistan     but  also  in the whole region.    
The Pakistan Government ia helping them.  It 
is a military dictatorship  there,  and  they  are  
isolated from  the people;     they    want some 
diversion,  and for that they are trying to do 
everything at the behest of American 
imperialists. They are supplying  arms     and  
they  are training everybody, although they are 
denying openly  by saying     that theirs is  a 
humanitarian  work.   In  this  context we 
cannot equate     the Tole of    the Soviet Union 
and that of America in this respect.   Who does 
not know of the American policy?   Of course 
.elections  in America are one factor.   In thig 
context,  I would    like to quote from an 
interview on the 22nd January with Zbigniew 
Brzezinski.    Assistant  t0 the President for  
National Security Affairs, in which he said: 

"Q. Is it important in that context that the 
insurgent movement in Afghanistan stay 
alive? 

A. I think from a moral and political 
point of view one has to be extremely 
sympathetic to the striv ings for 
independence of any peoples and 
particularly those peoples who are willing 
to shed blood on behalf of their freedom." 
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Then about the arms aid the change in 

policy, he said: 

"The President, in the course of the last 
three years, Tia"s responded very firmly 
and purposefully to the strategic challenge 
that we face After eight yearg of sustained 
Republican neglect for the requirements of 
defence, the President reversed the trend 
and in three successive years increased 
defence spending. He pushed for NATO 
modernization and initiated a long-term 
NATO modernization program. He 
obtained a commitment from our allies to 
increase their defence budgets by three per 
cent and he is now increasing ours by more 
than three per cent." 

For whom? It has been mentioned by 
Comrade Bhupesh Gupta why so much money 
being spent for armaments and for having 
bases in the world. If even after that 
somebody tries to confuse the public opinion 
in the country, he would notice able to 
mislead our people. "Even today in the Times 
of India there is a news-item—it is a PTI 
despatch--"U.S. finalises strategy against 
Soviet Union'.   It says: 

"While CENTO set up by the 
Eisenhower administration established 
formal military alliances of pro-western 
countries in the region, the new strategy 
willl seek to forge 'security ties' with Israel, 
Pakistan, Saudi Arabia and Egypt. The 
U.S., besides supplying arms to these 
countries, will be ready to arrange visits by 
American forces and joint  military   
exercises." 

I do hot want to go into details. What is the 
reaction of the people in Afghanistan? How 
do they react to it? Shall I believe what the 
Press is saying or the American propoganda? I 
am going to believe not this propaganda but 
what the true representative and leader of the 
people has said. I want to quote from an inter-
view which Khan Abdul Gnaffar Khan, the 
esteemed leader of our United National 
Movement,    gave   to 

the Press. While asked by the Press in the 
Press interview in Afghanistan. 

AN HON. MEMBER: He has contradicted 
this. 

SHRI HARKISHAN SINGH SURJEET: 
Contradiction is sent to you. The following is 
the text of the interview.      Haqiqate-Inqelabe    
Saur-O 
asked: 

"How do you look at the cnanges that 
occurred in December last affecting the 
Saur Revolution qualitatively?" 

The answer was: "I was at Jalalabad at the 
time. The people very warmly welcomed the 
changes that occurred last December saying 
this augury was a festive occasion for them. 
They were happy about the Soviet aid. 
However, after a few days, propoganda was 
launced against the Soviet Union and I was 
astonished where these originated from Evi-
dently, these propogandas were circulated by 
the Americans, the British and their lackeys." 

Then Bakhtr-0 asked about his opinion 
about the traditional friendship between 
Afghanistan and the Soviet Union. 

The answer is: "If you look at 
Afghan history, you will find that 
the British do not allow us to make 
progress. Whenever there arises am 
ong us a progressive man, they call 
him an 'infidel' and drive him out of 
the country. When the 'Khudai Khid- 
matgars' and   the Congress 
Party won in India and expelled the British, 
Afghanistan was eventually rid of them. 
When Afghanistan was located between the 
two big powers, the British and Russia, the 
British always contributed to Afghanistan's 
destruction. They did not allow us to make 
progress. However, the Soviets not only did 
not interfere in our internal affairs but also 
helped us." 
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This is what Khan Abdul Ghaffar Khan has 
said. After that also we go an     arguing     that  
what   is     being ione   there ja   not at the 
instance of the people.   They call it 
'intervention' and not  'help'.     Some people     
even go to the   extent of calling it occupation.   
Perhaps they do not know what the  
imperialists     have     been   doing there for 
the past one    year.   They do not say wnat has 
been happening for the  last  one  year.   They     
were supplying     arms      to the insurgents 
and training them.    Then they were sending  
them   inside   Afghanistan   to destabilise the 
Government.    Nobody can say that it was the 
Soviet Union who was doing all this.     It  was 
done by the imperialist.    This thing cannot be 
delinked from the Soviet  aid required    by the 
Afghanistan Government.     These insurgents 
were trained    by    the    American    
imperialists. Taking  this   into     
consideration,      I think    the    Government is 
still very hesitant.     The  earlier     
Government was  bungling  and   this   
Government is also not forthcoming.   Aiter 
taking a  stand  at  the U.N.O.,  many things 
have been said perhaps taking     the pointer 
from    the Indian press here. They are 
vacillating on this question. They  are  not   
coming     out   with   a forthright stand.    I 
would like to ask the External Affairs Minister 
whether he is going to take a stand and   whe-
ther he will make it  clear in     this House that 
for the last one year, the armed  forces  being  
trained     at  the soil     of Pakistan were being 
armed by the Americans and being sent into 
Afghanistan to create trouble.    Is this not the 
logical result that the Af-ghanisan   
Government,     in  order   to protect  itself  
when  intervention  had come     from  
American     imperialism, has  sought the  
Soviet     help  on  the basis    of      1978    
treaty?    Has    the Afghanistan  Government 
not  assured that the Soviet army    will not stay 
there a   day   more   when   peace   is 
established   and  when  the  intervention  is   
stopped?   Will  the   External Affairs   
Minister      clearly   state  this? Have we asked 
the Pakistan Government to stop the use  of its 
soil for this type of activities because this is 

going to harm not only the internal situation 4 
of Afghanistan, but of the whole region? Are 
we prepared to help the Afghanistan 
Government and to assure them help against 
any foreign intervention? Has it not come to 
the notice of the Government what the US 
imperialism is aiming at? As I have quoted 
earlier, it is clearly stated from the PTI report. 
I woulfl like the External Affairs Minister to 
throw light on this question. This is not a 
question which should concern only the 
divisions inside various parties. It concerns the 
whole country. It concerns the whole history 
of the national movement—what the 
American inmperial-ism has been doing to us, 
what the Soviet Union has been doing to help 
us in the crucial hours of our history when any 
trouble was there, instigated by the 
imperialism. Keeping that in view, keeping our 
forieign policy of non alignment in view, we 
should not hesitate. This is no argument that 
104 votea were there on on side and why we 
have not voted with 104. Tomorrow Islamic 
countries' conference will take some decision 
Are you going to vote basing on that whether 
it is a correct or an incorrect decision? We 
should take a decision on the basis of our 
fundamental policies of non-alignment, non-
interference, standing by the liberation forces 
and standing against the imperialist 
intervention. I would like the External Affairs 
Minister to answer my questions. 

SHRI P. V. NARASIMHA RAO: Sir, 
almost all the questions have been answered 
already in my statement and also later on. We 
have said very clearly that recent 
developments in Afghanistan cannot be 
viewed in isolation We have said categorically 
that there has been something going on before 
these incidents took place, these developments 
took place. And, therefore, they have to be 
viewed in their totality. It is true that for the 
first time in 1978, there were changes in the 
governmental set-up in Afghanistan. At that 
time, they were not viewed  at  all with  any  
concern     or 
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alarm by anyone from any quarter 
in the whole world. They were 
taken as internal matters. And if 
there has 'been some escalation and 
if there have been very quick deve 
lopments within the part fortnight or 
a little more, we feel that we have 
to take all of them together, and tak 
ing cognizance of the situation as it 
exists today and as it has developed, 
we should try our utmost to defuse 
the situation. That is the very cons 
tructive role we are playing, and 
that is the attitude that we have 
taken,  

So far as the speech 0f our Permanent 
Representative in the General Assembly is 
concerned, we have not resiled from it. We 
have not really said anything against it. If 
anything, there might be some amplification 
later on. But there is nothing that we have said 
later which goes against anything which was 
said by him in the General Assembly. Thai is  
the position,  Sir. 

SHRI HARKISHAN SINGH SURJEET: 
My question has not been answered. My 
specific question was whether it was not a fact 
that .3ince one year, the insurgents were being 
trained on the soil of Pakistan. The Minister 
has said that the development relates to only 
two-weeks' period. I have specifically asked 
whether since one year they were being 
trained and instigated and sent into the Afghan 
territory. 

SHRI P. V. NARASIMHA RAO: What I 
have said is this, namely, the recent 
developments in Pakistan cannot be viewed in 
isolation. They have to be taken in their 
totality, viewed in their totality, including 
what happened before. And that is a reference 
to the insurgency that was going on. We have 
some information about the activities of 
insurgency going on. And, as a result or as a 
result of one thing leading to another, we are 
faced with a situation as it exists today. This is 
what I have said and this is the essence of the 
stand taken by the Government. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN; A larg 
number of hon. Members includin leaders of 
parties and groups hav participated in this 
Calling Attentio Motion which has taken the 
form of discussion. We can still accommodat 
some more Members but not the who! list in 
any case. Our only request i that the hon. 
Members may be brie so that more and more 
Members coulc be accommodated. Shri 
Ramanani Yadav. 

 



97 Calling [ 24 JAN 1980 ] Attention 98 

 



99 Calling [RAJYA SABHA] Attention 100 

 



101 Calling [ 24 JAN 1980 ] Attention 102 
 

 



103 Calling [ RAJ,YA SABHA] Attention 104 

 

SHRI DINESH SINGH: Mr. Deputy 
Chairman, Sir, may I take this opportunity, 
first of all, to extend my congratulations to the 
Foreign Minister to wish him every success in 
his endeavours and hope that he, like his pre-
decessors, will try to evolve a consensus in the 
conduct of foreign relations? Sir, if you recall, 
at the very beginning I had made a submission 
that we should separate the two issues we are 
discussing. It is most unfortunate that the two 
rather important issues have been linked 
together in this very short discussion and I do 
not know whether it has been possible for the 
House to do justice to these very two important 
issues. Had they been taken up separately, I am 
sure a better and more useful contribution 
would have been made. May I say, Sir, that I 
am terribly disappointed with the statement 
that the Foreign Minister has made in the 
House today? I am disappointed because it 
lacks substance, there is nothing in it which 
could give indication either of the background 
which the Foreign Minister has taken into 
consideration or the future course of action 
which the Government proposes to follow both 
in respect of the American and the Chinese 
military supplies to Pakistan, or the situation in 
Afghanistan. 

It is at best a document of good intentions, a 
desirable code of behaviour which, if 
followed by all nations, we would have no 
reason to discuss foreign relations at all. But 
that is not what the world does. 

Let us take Afghanistan first.     Afghanistan 
is very friendly country   s» far as Inda is   
conerned.      We   have had traditional 
friendship, with     Afghanistan. It has stood by 
us in     our days of difficulty.  Also    
Afghanistan. is a non-aligned country.   It is a 
part of the non-aligned movement.     What is it 
that we have done really to assist Afghanistan, 
both as a friend and as a member of the   non-
aligned group? What has happened in 
Afghanistan i* not a     sudden     development.     
The Foreign Minister himself said that it is the 
result of what has been happening there for 
quite some time.     Now I am not going into 
the time beyond the  period     since this     
Government came into power. But let me take 
up the question merely in terms of     thrf time 
since this Government has coma into power.     
The only thing that on* might have     expected 
in a   situation, like this—particularly of 
Afghanistan and the arms  supplies to 
Pakistan— would have been to try to     
consul* with the national parties as well  as to 
consult with Governments outside. May  I  
remind  the  Foreign  Minister that   in  I  
situation  like  thia     when Pandit      
Jawaharlal      "Nehru      was head        of        
the    Ministry        over which he is now 
presiding., there was always an effort to £ry to 
consult wit* friendly  and concerned  powers?    
We have  had  the  distinction     of     even 
holding    an    Asian    Conference    t« discuss  
Asian    affairs.    Today,    instead of 
consultations, we see    rather contrary 
statements being issued    by the Government. 
May I draw   the attention of the Foreign 
Minister to the Hindustan Times report of 7th 
January, 1980, in which a interview     was 
given to the American correspondents and in 
which the Prime Minister said: 

"For a long time there has been foreign 
interference in Afghanistan of one kind or 
another." 
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''Of course, there is no excuse for Soviet 
troops going in, and the more direct 
intervention, the more we are against it, 
especially bringing in troops...." 

Now this is on the 7th of January. On the 13th, 
on hehalf of the Government, even before the 
Government had taken oath of office, a 
statement was made in the United Nations by 
our representative at the instance of the new 
Government where an entirely different picture 
was presented. Then again on the 18th of 
January the Prime Minister, speaking to the 
press in Trivandrum, had said that it was a case 
of action and reaction. Now if you look at 
these statements, they are contrary to one 
another. It merely shows that not sufficient, 
thought had been given to this matter in 
evolving an Indian approach to it, nor was 
there any indication of any kind of consultation 
that was likely to have been held either with 
foreign powers, or with the political parties at 
home. 

Now, *I would not wish to go into any   details   
so  far   as  the     Afghan cituation   is     
concerned,     largely  because a geo-political 
discussion on the subject has already been 
taking place in  the  House  and  various  points  
of view are already before the House. I would 
only say that Afghanistan is in a difficult 
situation and the only way we can assist them 
is to try to build up a consensus in favour of a 
peaceful solution in Afghanistan. Our first duty  
should  be—and j believe     the Foreign 
Minister has taken some initiative in that—to 
have some consultations in the national capitals 
of the countries which we think might    be 
concerned about it and then attempt to at least 
evolve a non-aligned approach to the situation 
in Afghanistan. What do we see in the    United 
Nations?   An  overwhelming  majority of the  
non-aligned    countries     have taken a view 
contrary to that taken by India. Ape we getting 
now isolated from the non-aligned?  Are      we 
trying to evolve   a   consensus in   the 

non-aligned? Are we trying to evolve an 
Indian opinion, an Asian opinion or any 
opinion at all so far as Afghanistan is 
concerned? I should leave  Afghanistan at 
that. 

Coming to Pakistan, Sir, Pakistan is a 
country with which we have had very difficult 
times. It is a country with which we have been 
very closely associated emotionally and it is a 
very happy situation that has been developing 
in the last few years in trying to build bridges 
between the two countries. Now, I entirely 
agree with what the Foreign Minister has said, 
that induction of arms in any country in the 
large quantities that the Americans or the 
Chinese may be thinking of is not good for 
that country itself. One of the problems of 
Pakistan has been that they have been getting 
arms instead of other economic assistance 
which might have helped to build the country. 

SHRI   K. V.       RAGHUNATHA 
REDDY (Andhra Pradesh): Mr. Deputy 
Chairman, my good friend has made out a 
case. Having been a very experienced Foreign 
Minister, we would like to be enlightened as 
to what exactly his impression is, his 
judgment is, in relation to the matter of 
Afghanistan. 

SHRI DINESH SINGH: I am grateful to 
the hon. Member for seeking my opinion, Mr. 
Deputy Chairman, but I see that the hon. 
Member is alone in seeking my opinion, T 
shall be very glad to give it outside but not in 
the time of the House. 

SHRI K.   K.   MADHAVAN:   i also 
.agree with my colleague, Mr. Reddy. 

SHRI DINESH SINGH: Thank you very 
much. I was speaking about the situation in 
Pakistan and I wag saying that it is a country 
with which we hope to establish very friendly 
and co-operative relations. Therefore, we 
should not do anything which will either 
hamper this process of normalisation or 
damage it altogether. And a serious discussion 
is called for 
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[Shri Dinesh Singh] with Pakistan to find 
out what are their fears. Some of their fears 
may be genuine and we have to see that they 
are removed. There may also be fears which 
may not be genuine and, perhaps, it may be 
possible in discussions to give them a greater 
feeling of security. 

I am surprised that in this statement which 
the Foreign Minister has made, he was at 
pains t0 emphasise that our Foreign Secretary 
is going there at the invitation of the Pakistani 
Government. I should have thought that he 
would have taken the initiative himself. Why 
did you wait for an invitation all this time? 
The Foreign Secretary should have taken the 
first... 

SHRI P. V. NARASIMHA RAO: There 
was no waiting for an invitation. It so 
happened that there was an invitation and we 
are going. We would have gone even without 
an invitation because we are, interested in 
solving the problem. It is only a factual 
statement.  Nothing more. 

SHRI DINESH SINGH: It was the 
emphasis on "invitation" that bothered me. 
Anyway, I am glad that you are going 
anyhow, with or without an invitation. I think 
the sooner he went there the better it would be 
so that we could get a direct and highest 
possible level of view of the Pakistan 
Government and their fears and 
apprehensions and then, in consultation with 
other Governments see how best we can help 
to relieve them. They '*ay that the Foreign 
Minister has already made interventions at 
Moscow, Beijing and Washington and that in 
a short period of time we will know what his 
reactions have been. And, perhaps, even 
before this House rises at the end of the 
session if the Foreign Minister would be kind 
enough to give us some indication as to what 
the next course would be, it would assist us 
very greatly to go back more relieved after the 
session 

of the House, knowing, that some positive 
steps are being taken in this matter. And i say 
this because now there is a greater danger of 
the enlargement of this conflict not merely in 
terms of arms guPP*y *° Pakistan which} as 
we have seen in the past, has always been a 
kind of danger and a kind of tool which the 
Government of Pakistan has tended to use 
against India in order to divert attention from 
its own difficulties but also, apart from that, 
there is an effort to revive CENTO, to build 
up a new kind of CENTO. There is also the 
news of large-scale naval movement, both of 
the United States and the Soviet Union. All 
this can only increase tension in this area, 
while our effort should be to try to decrease 
tension, i hope that before the session ends, 
we will have a more constructive, a more 
concrete and perhaps a more cheerful 
statement from the Foreign Minister on this 
subject. Thank you. 

SHRI P. V. NARASIMHA RAO: Sir, I am 
grateful to the former Foreign Minister for his 
very polished speech, but in effect he seemed 
to complain about consultation with leaders  
of other parties. 

SHRI MOHAMMAD YUNUS SALEEM: 
No, he never said that. He said about 
consultation with other countries. 

SHRI P. V. NARASIMHA RAO: So far as 
the other countries are concerned, that was 
the point \ was coming to. 

SHRI DINESH SINGH: since you 
mentioned it, may I say that the main point i 
was making was that the Government of India 
rushed into making certain statements and 
taking certain actions before consultations at 
the international level, for which there was 
really no need. Had the consultations been 
taking place, perhaps he would hava been in a 
position to take a more constructive approach. 
Just now, the Foreign Mi- 
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nister himself said that we do not want to use 
strong language because it might pre-empt 
our action. But he has already done that by 
his actions. 

SHRI P. V. NARASIMHA RAO: No, Sir, 
we have not used any harsh or strong 
language in any of the statements. In fact the 
complaint seems to be that we have not done 
it. So it is the other way round. And, so far as 
the consultations with other countries are 
concerned) we are in touch with them. I have 
already stated in what manner we are in touch 
with them, how we have consulted them and 
how we are going to consult them further. 

SHRI MOHAMMAD YUNUS SALEEM: 
You should tell us the result of that. You have 
been consulting other countries. You should 
tell us the result of that. 

SHRI P. V. NARASIMHA RAO: Sir, i 
have already stated that consultations are 
going on. We are trying to put across our view 
and they are trying to put across their views. 
We find there is an area of agreement and 
there is also an area of disagreement. It is a 
constantly evolving situation. The hon. 
Member said that i should be able to take the 
House into confidence and be a little more 
specific by the end of this session. I would 
certainly be happy to do so if there is anything 
that transpires between now and the 
adjournment of the House. But, as I have said 
before, the slated consultations and meetings 
with representatives of tne other 
Governments—not all—are likely to take 
place before the end of this sitting and, 
therefore, I am not quite sure whether j will be 
able to say anything more definite before the 
House adjourns. But, if I am able to do so, I 
would certainly like to take the House into 
confidence. So far as Pakistan is concerned, I 
feel that he has endorsed the efforts of this 
Government. We are certainly going to tell 
them what our view is, what  ouc 
apprehensions  are,     what 

our formulations are] and if we could allay the 
fears, if any, on the other side and get on with 
the strengthening 0f bilateral relations, we 
will certainly do that. 

SHRI V. B. RAJU (Andhra Pradesh): Mr. 
Deputy Chairman, Sir, much ground has 
already been covered, and I would like to 
arrest the temptation of repetition and confine 
myself to some points which have not already 
been touched upon. I would like to pursue the 
line of approach that Mr. Dinesh Singh has 
taken. The Minister has not answered directly 
to what has been pointed about. 

Sir, firstly, it has been our great tradition 
and we were fortunate that our foreign policy 
has always been a national policy, never a 
partisan policy. As recently as the last year 
when there was aggression on Vietnam, when 
China sent troops there, the whole nation was 
one in condemning it. We have shown our 
solidarity when our foreign policy matters do 
concern us and .when our national  interests  
are also involved. 

[The    Vice-Chairman    (Shri    U.    K. 
Lakshmana Gowda) in the Chair]. 

I think, Mr. Dinesh Singh is correct when 
he said that there had been some sort of 
hastiness or what I call not well-considered 
approach by the Government. Sir. Govern-
ments are not continuous, but the 
administration is continuous. And we have got 
a certain procedure, practice that the Ministers 
take, even the Prime Minister takes, advice 
from the Ministry. Here as far as the approach 
is concerned, as the Minister has tried to 
propound, we are with him and we all support 
the Government in its effort to defuse the 
situation. There cannot be any other opinion. 
But the approach that has been taken by the 
Government in trying to express itself has to 
be reviewed so that the same mistake may not 
be committed again. 
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[Shri V. B. Raju] 
As  early as 31st December,      the Ifoen Prime 
Minister, it was reported, had called the Soviet 
Ambassador in Delhi to his residence and said     
that Moscow should immediately pull out all  
its      troops    from    Afghanistan. This was 
that was reported.  I think it was correct, i think 
the Prime Minister must have been advised by 
the Ministry, and he must have acted according 
to that. We were in the midst •f elections.   I do 
not know whether the  then  Prime  Minister     
consulted the leaders of the parties.  Has     the 
then  Prime  Minister,   Mr.       Charan Singh, 
taken the trouble to     consult them? We do not 
know, and we need to be informed because as I      
said there  is  a  tradition,  a  very healthy 
tradition, of the foreign policy being a national 
policy and not a partisan policy.   Then on 6th 
January    when we were in the midst of the 
election, Shrimati   Gandhi  made   a  statement. 
It was reported like this:   "She con-iemned 
Soviet intervention in     Afghanistan with the 
charge that western powers had also been guilty 
of meddling in the  area.   For a      long, time   
there  has   been   foreign   interference of one 
kind or another." And subsequently also she 
tried to    come out with the view that attempts 
are being made by super powers to have pliable 
governments in certain areas. I do not know 
why she was tempted to make that statement.  
Why     was she tempted to actually 
communicate when we were in the midst of     
the elections and a new Government was to  
come?   She could  have      actually overcome 
that temptation.    But this was not the case.  
Our representative 

at New York    in the     United 8 
P.M.   Nations had been advised  to 

speak in a particular way. Sir, was it 
necessary or were we under obligation to say 
something at that time? 

SHRI P. V. NARASIMHA RAO: We 
were, 

SHRI V. B. RAJU: We were in transition. 
We had a very very convenient time not to 
say anything at 

that time.  It was not in the best interest of the 
nation. It is not a question of making a point.  
It is not     a question of intellectual argument 
and winning  a  point.   No.  It  is  not      a 
question of debate.   Even here today it is not  
an occasion to  use      some harsh words  
against anybody.      We are not sitting in 
judgment  here to say who is at fault and who 
is right. That  should not     be our  approach. 
The basic  question today is  our future 
security.  Not only a cold     war but a hot war 
is coming into our region, into our 
neighbourhood and we are going to be 
threatened with this situation.   Do we have the 
strength? Do we have the  necessary prepara-
tion? So, it is not a mere academic debate  
here.    It  is   not  scoring      a point here.  It is 
not trying to    find fault with the Soviet Union 
or America. That is a very easy matter and that 
i can do and you can do. What was the contact 
of our representative at New York with other 
countries? A non-aligned country came into 
trouble, as Mr. Dinesh Singh has pointed out 
correctly.  Our neighbour in    the region is in 
trouble.   And there      is not   only  the   
Soviet-American  Confrontation today in the 
world.  Don't limit it to that.  A new     
dimension, China, has come in.  Another 
dimension, a fourth dimension, the Islamic 
world has come    into the     picture. You must 
take into view the totality, as the  hon.   
Minister has  been  saying. You must take the 
total picture. It is not the same world, the same 
region, as it was 10 years ago or      20 years  
ago.   It is  changing.  Why was the statement 
necessary?    Our representative in the U.N.  
did not participate in the voting.  When he     
has expressed his view, he should    have 
participated in the voting.   India did not 
participate in the voting. We belong to the 
nonaligned group.      The friends who are with 
us, the promoters  of the non-aligner!     
movement, Yugoslavia and    Egypt, what     
were they thinking? Did our representative 
consult them and communicate to the Ministry 
here?  Then, did we consult our  neighbours?   
Our  security      de- 
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pends  upon      the  gpodwill  of      our 
neighbours. You know    what    Kau-tilya  said.      
"Who    is    your     worst enemy"?   He   said,   
"Your   immediate neighbour".   Therefore, you 
must  be more   friendly  with  your   neighbour. 
You must take care of him    because any day 
you may get into a      clash with   your   
neighbour.      Fortunattely we have been able to 
maintain     the best relations with our    
neighbours. What was Nepal thinking? What 
was Sri Lanka thinking? What was Bhutan 
thinking?   What was Bangladesh thinking?  Did 
the Government    care to know? You never 
cared for    your neighbours. You did not care 
for the non-aligned group. You did not care for 
the Islamic world.   You did  not care for the 
Group of 77.   And you make a statement on the 
floor of the General  Assembly.   Who    
compelled jou?  What  was the  sanction  behind 
It? The hon.   Minister just intervened to say 
"No,    it was    necessary." Why?   Whose voice 
was it. And what was the statement?  It is so    
funny. Sir, we want the full text  of      the 
statement to be placed on the Table of the 
House.  It is not a small matter.   It  is  not  a  
procedural  matter. It is a matter of life and 
death for this nation.    And if we see the mag-
nitude of the danger that is now before us on the 
horizon, we are getting frightened. Unwittingly 
we made the Western European powers, China, 
the United States of America, the Asiatic 
powers  and  the  Islamic world  come together.   
What   an   unwitting    thing this has been!     
What      an impolitic thing this has been! You 
made them come   toE'ether  and!   differ  with   
us. Can you say      that they have      not 
differed with us?  Our representative has said: 

"We are against the presence of 
foreign troops and bases in any 
country.   However ..................." 

Why this "however"? Why could you not 
stop there? This is all intelligence, playing 
with words. "However, the Soviet 
Government has assured our Government 
that its troops 

went  to  Afghanistan  at  the  request of Afghan  
Government."   Did      the Soviet Government 
ask you to speak for them, to plead for them? 
Romania did not      do it.   Romania is      a 
member of the Soviet group.  It has not done 
that.  It has not voted      in favour of the Soviet 
Union.  It     has taken an independent attitude. 
Then, "The Soviet Union has assured      us that 
it  would withdraw  its      troops when asked by 
the Kabul     Government". All right; but you 
could have stopped  there.   "We have  no  
reason to  doubt  an  assurance      particularly 
from   a   friendly   country   like   the Soviet 
Union."  So you are going    to establish that 
there are certain countries who are not friendly 
t0      you. Why this wording?  Why this "assu-
rance from a friendly country"? Why all this 
explanation? It is not necessary.   We are not to 
condemn      the Soviet Union.  The  Soviet  
Union     is our best friend.  It has stood with us 
in thick and thin and I do not think in this House 
anybody would intend eroding    our    
friendship    with    the Soviet Union. But it does 
not    mean when you find that the Soviet Union 
has  overdone something,  you  should not 
advise them to correct      himself in fact, a real 
friend should    advise that friend to correct it. 
So you must be clear    first    of    all whether    
the Soviet Union has overstepped or not Do not 
keep us in confusion.  And I would advise the 
Government not to say anything just now, at this 
time. We do not want to condemn      anybody.   
You have missed     the     bus. And it  is not our 
intention to place the Government in an 
embarrassment. When  you  are  making  an  
effort    to diffuse  the   situation,, we must  
stand by the Government.    It is in our national 
interest.   But do not say anything which is not 
necessary.    Sir,   I would not like to enter into a 
debate at this moment, the time is short.    I 
would   only  place  before  he    House these 
two issues.   One is Afghan issue. That is a 
regional issue.    The second is Pakistan  issue,  
arming    Pakistan. It is the second issue we are    
concerned with more, relatively, if I put 
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[Shri V. B. Raju] it that way. We do not 
want to go into any controversy at this 
moment as to who is right or who is wrong. 
Secondly, this is not a thing that has happened 
overnight. The Minister himself said that it 
has been going on over the last one year. 
Could not the Ministry anticipate such a 
contingency? Could we not get prepared 
much earlier? . . . 

SHRI  P.    V. NARASIMHA    RAO: 
"Which Ministry? 

SHRI V. B. RAJU; Could we not prepare 
ourselves for a situation like this? Could we 
not anticipate that a situation like this was 
developing? Could we not have maintained a 
contact with our friends as to what should be 
done. As Mr, Dinesh Singh has said, much 
earlier, before the Soviet intervention-had 
taken place, we could have taken up this matter 
with our friends on the developments in 
Pakistan which affect peace in this region. I am 
not placing this blame on this Government. As 
I said, administration is a continuing 
institution. So to sum up, to diffuse the 
gathering crisis in and around Afghanistan, 
instantly it is not possible, but let us mentally 
be prepared. This tension will be there for a 
.long time. Don't think you can perform 
miracles with a magic wand, that you can set 
things right. Even if the Soviet Union with-
draws its troops, what is the assurance that 
China and America would not continue to arm 
Pakistan? Because, bigger interests are 
involved. It is not India alone that is in the 
picture, but the whole area is threatened by a 
depression and it is turning into a cyclonic 
storm. I do not want to- go into details. But the 
situation is not so simple. Don't try to paint to 
us an optimistic atmosphere; no. The situation 
has become complicated. The only thing that 
we can do is we shall not be partisan and we 
shall not be seen to be partisan. Lord 
Carrington had the check to say, when a 
newsman put a question to him that a new axis 
of US-China-PaMstan is developing, there is   
also 

an impression that Indo-USSR axis is 
developing. He had the cheek to say, standing 
on our soil that there is an 'Tndo-USSR axis". 
Nobody, has answered him back. Not even 
the spokesman of the External Affairs 
Ministry has rebutted this. It is most 
unfortunate. 

Secondly, today what is the position? 
Pakistan is not demanding weapons. Pakistan 
is not making any claim to that effect. Let us 
not put Pakistan in the wrong. It is countries 
like China and America and the Western 
Europe which are dumping their arms in 
Pakistan, Mr. Aga Shahi has not gone there to 
secure weapons for Pakistan. It is the Foreign 
Minister of China who has gone to Pakistan 
and it is the United States and China who have 
assured Pakistan of supply of weapons. So, the 
game is deeper. Let us not come to confron-
tation with Pakistan. Let the Simla spirtt be 
kept up. If the Government resources are not 
sufficient and if it is necessary , i would 
suggest a Parliamentary delegation going to 
Pakistan and Bangladesh because we should 
take these countries into confidence. We 
should build up the strength of this region, 
when superpowers are getting involved for 
bigger things. 

Therefore, let me put it to you that as far as 
your dealing with Pakistan is concerned, we 
have td take care to see that we and Pakistan 
should not come to iconfriomtation when 
Rupsia and America are getting involved in 
the region. Pakistan has been making so many 
proposals. I do not know what has been our 
response to these proposals. Even people in 
Pakistan are not going to be very receptive to 
the American weapons being dumed there. 
Mr. Kissinger has made a suggestion that 
America should acquire a base there. I think, 
we have to be very considerate to the Islamic 
world. Use the best of your wit and the best of 
your wisdom. 

In the end, I would appeal to     the Minister 
of External Affairs  to take 
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leaders of opposition into confidence. He need 
not make it public. Do not give anything to 
the Press. As Shri Dinesh Singh has said, you 
must build up bridges and you must establish 
more contacts with our neighbours and with 
non-aligned countries. 

SHRI P. V. NARASIMHA RAO: So far as 
our relations with Pakistan are concerned, I 
am very glad that all the hon. Members have 
endorsed the direction in which this 
Government is moving and I assure them that 
we shall move in the same direction and we 
shall cee to it that apart from the involvement 
of other powers, between us,. India and 
Pakistan, Simla agreement will be the guiding 
factor and we shall make every effort to see 
that India and Pakistan come together on all 
matters, GO far as that is possible. 

Mr. Raju has been very kind to say that I 
should not say anything beyond this for the 
rest because it is an evolving situation. As I 
said, since we are going to have talks with all 
these countries shortly, it will not be proper 
on my part to anticipate the trend of these 
talks, nor to make any pointed reference to 
any of the nuances that may come up while 
we carry on talks with them. 

Mr. Raju has referred to one very important 
factor, namely, that Pakistan iteelf might not 
be very keen to receive all these armg aid. 
While I have no way to completely confirm it 
or totally contradict it, I have myself seen 
reports to the effect, particularly in the 
American press, that this may be the case to 
some extent. In fact we all know from 
newspapers that the day this massive arms aid 
was announced by President Carter, Pakistan 
perhaps knew about it only along with other 
countries. In any case it had not asked for such 
a thing to be done. That happens to be the 
case. Therefore, whatever other nuances will 
come into the talks, we need not refer to them. 
But these nuances are known to us, and I 
assure him that we shall take them into con- 

sideration, and while having all these talks we 
shall see that we disentangle all these matters 
and take it that so far as Indo-Pak relations are 
concerned they are on a different footing. So 
far as the deeper game referred to by Mr. Raju 
is concerned, again, we are conscious of it. So 
far as it is possible, the national policy in 
foreign affairs will be continued, will be 
maintained. I cannot possibly answer for what 
Mr. Charan Singh said earlier on. But I can 
certainly answer for this Government and say 
that this continuity, as far as it is possible, will 
be maintained. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI U. K. 
LAKSHMANA GOWDA); Still there are 
three more speakers. We will have to restrict 
the time. Mr. Nigam. 
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THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI U. K. 
LAKSHMANA GOWDA): Prof. 
Bhattacharjee. Please take only five minutes.   
It is already half past five. 

PROF. SOURENDRA BHATTACHARJEE 
(West Bengal); Mr. Vice-Chairman, Sir, I will 
naturally have to keep in mind the constraint 
of time because it is our lot to come at the fag 
end of the day or after that, so to say. 

Sir, I came across a writing in a foreign journal 
wherein it was stated that a West German 
Government spokesman when questioned on the 
U.S. Government's request to stop I     supply  of 
food  to  the  Soviet  Uniort 
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said that if there was to be a war, why not over 
Berlin, why should we go to war over Kabul. 
Now5 I do not know whether we should take 
pride in the fact that we are in the midst of the 
epicentre of international world. That is what 
this total region has been converted into of 
late, very lately I should say, after a period of 
detente between the two super-powers of the 
world. Suddenly the things have warmed up 
and warmed up to such an extent that the secu-
rity of our country is very much endangered. It 
is not just a question of justification of the 
presence of Soviet army in Afghanistan or 
offer of U.S. Aid to Pakistan. The question of 
the old Domino Theory has come up again. 
The Foreign Minister referred to comments in 
a section of the U.S. press that apprehension 
has been expressed that arms race to Pakistan 
may be counter-productive. Another part of 
the same news is that after Iran they are trying 
Pakistan as their last prop. It is U.S. 
imperialism after Chile, after Vietnam, after 
Korea after the role in Bangladesh, like devil 
quoting scriptures, is talking of freedom, 
independence and liberty. If we are talking of 
establishing the friendliest of relations with 
our neighbours even if it is under a military 
ruler who is trampling under-feet all the 
democratic rights of the people there so far so 
good, but the global strategy of the U.S. 
imperialism and its possible consequences are 
very prominent and itg significance cannot  be 
lost  sight  of. 

In his speech to the U.S. Congress, in his 
State of the Union Message, President Carter 
just today talked of further extension of the 
various steps being taken by him against the 
Soviet Union. We do know that Afghanistan 
has become a victim of its geography and jt is 
now a Question whether India would equally 
be a victim of the geo-political situation. My 
question to the Government of India would 
be, what steps are we taking—In Parliament 
naturally all the things     cannot be 
discussed—for 

ensuring our independence, independence in 
every sense of the term and whether adequate 
steps are being taken and whether India will 
have to look forward to a friendly power,, to 
the army of a friendly-power, for the 
maintenance of its independence, as has been 
the case in Afghanistan? Will we be able to 
stand on our own legs. I am a bit 
apprehensive. A strong Government, we are 
told, has emerged at the Centre. But the 
impression that I have formed during this 
period by the various statements and various 
utterances of Mrs. Gandhi is that it speaks of 
indecision. My impression may not be correct. 
I would like to be corrected. In the presence of 
Lord Carring-ton, Mrs. Gandhi made certain 
state-mants which were significantly different 
from her earlier stand. Then there is the role 
of our representative in the General Assembly. 
I do not know whether it was so because there 
was a period of interregnum but the 
contradiction was very apparent. And in such 
a situation this thing must not be there if our 
national security, national independence has 
to be guaranteed. 

There is another aspect to which I would 
request the External Affairs Minister to make 
a categorical statement. In the Times 
magazine, I found a comment wherein it has 
been stated with regard to the U.S. arms aid to 
Pakistan to which protest has been made. The 
remark is: ".. .But Indian diplomats have 
privately told the Carter administration that 
New Delhi understands the immediate need to 
bolster Zia militarily and indicated that the 
new Indira Gandhi Government would not 
object provided the equipment Zia receives is 
not over-sophisticated" Whether any one of 
our diplomatic missions is trying to subvert 
our foreign policy, j would like to know. This 
is a comment which must be satisfactorily 
replied and the position of the Government of 
India must be unmistakably stated —whether 
any one in the diplomatic 



127 Calling [ RAJYA SABHA] Attention 128 

[Prof. Sourendra Bhattacharjee] missions 
of India has done any such thing. From the 
proceedings of the TJ.N. General Assembly it 
seems to me and to many of us that advantage 
of the uncertain political situation within the 
country was taken by representatives who are 
voicing Indian viewpoint there. On that 
question I would request the Minister of 
External Affairs to reply. On another question 
I am myself uncertain. It is a very lamentable 
ignorance on my part but I think the position 
has to be clarified whether the Government of 
India has extended any formal recognition up 
till now to the Afghanistan Government of 
Mr. Kar-mal. The point has not come up as 
yet but I think from the course of events that 1 
followed, at no stage I found this thing 
Clarified. The position in this regard should 
be clearly stated by the hon. Minister. Thank 
you. 

SHRI P. V. NARASIMHA RAO: Sir, I 
would, at the very outset, like to say that there 
is no indecision whatsoever in the policy 
pursued by this Government on this question. 
We have been very clear in what we said and 
we have been thinking of our steps one after 
the other and our di-lection is clear and there 
is no question of indecision in any particular 
aspect. 

So far as the portion read out by the hon. 
Member from the Time magazine is 
concerned, I would take this opportunity of 
denying it totally, There is no truth in that 
report and no one hais ever suggested 
anything from our side which is even at the 
slightest variance with our stand taken 
publicly. 

PROF. SOURENDRA BHATTA-
CHARJEE: I asked whether it came to your 
notice... 

SHRI P. V. NARASIMHA RAO: So far as 
the new Government of    Mr. 

Karmal is concerned, our Foreign Office is 
dealing with that Government. Actually, at 
the moment, the question of formal 
recognition does not arise because we are 
already dealing with that Government... 

PROF. SOURENDRA BHATTA-
CHARJEE; Sir, the question j raised about 
the formal recognition has not been answered. 
We are dealing with many governments but I 
specifically asked whether formal recognition 
has been given. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRi U. K. 
LAKSHMANA GOWDA): He has clarified 
it by saying that we are dealing, with that 
Government. Yes, Mr.  Maran now. 

SHRI P. V. NARASIMHA RAO: There is 
no question of formal recognition. Even if we 
write a letter, that is tantamount to 
recognition. 

SHRI MURASOLI MARAN (Tamil Nadu): 
sir, this has not been the first time that a big 
power has intervened in the affairs of a small 
State. Recently, we have had several inter-
ventions or invasions. Firstly, Vietnam 
invaded Cambodia. Secondly, China invaded 
Vietnam. Thirdly, Tanzania invaded Uganda. 
Fourthly, France invaded the Central African 
Empire. Now, we have the Afghanistan phe-
nomenon. It is very interesting to note that all 
these interventions or invasions took place 
during the year 1979 alone. Except in the case 
of the Chinese marching into Vietnam, the 
aim of the powers that be had been to replace 
a bad Government with not so a bad 
Government. In one case, the invading troops 
have withdrawn China pulled out of Vietnam. 
Sir, what is happening in Afghanistan is yet 
another example of Super Power 
interventionism. It is not a tribute to the 
Soviet Union that in the last 22 monhs, they 
have changed three Governments in 
Afghanistan. It seems that the two Super 
Powers are inter- 
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ested in proving world that they can make 
and unmake any Government. If  America  
can     overthrow  Allende and  bring     
another Government,    if American 
imperialism can do it, the Soviet Union can  
also  do it.  It appears, Afghanistan    has    
become another  Vietnam  of Soviet Union.  
We understand,      Russian      intervention 
in Afghanistan was carried1 out under the 
pretext   of    the     Afghan-Soviet 
Friendship Treaty. We also have      a Treaty   
with the Soviet Union.   I am not against it.     
We have derived     a lot of help under this 
Treaty.     It has been   commended  and     
approved  by the people of India and     the 
Soviet Union.  I have not read it,  like    my 
friend  Mr.  Bhupesh  Gupta. Hence,  I 
would like to know from the     hon. Minister 
whether there is any provision  by which 
such  treaties  can become instruments of 
interference     in the internal affairs of our 
country.    I am raising it because some    
Bombay citizens have issued a statement in 
no less a paper than the Economic     and 
Political Weekly asking the   question 
whether our Treaty also contains such a 
provision.     My first question would be 
whether there is such a   provision in it and I 
would like to have an assurance from the 
hon. Minister     that he would see to it that 
this     Treaty would   not  be  used  to   
snatch  away from us our sovereignty and 
freedom. 

Sir, regarding the Afghanistan intervention, 
we may have some differences of opinion. 
Some may call it intervention and some may 
call it invasion. But on the other part of the 
question, namely, the arming of Pakistan, there 
is no question of any difference, both inside as 
well as outside this House. Sir, I would like to 
remind what the former British Prime Minister 
Callaghan has said. He has said that India is the 
pre-eminent power in South Asia. Now, the 
problem is, there is an emerging China-US-
Pakistan military alliance. Mr. Kissinger has 
gone to the extent of saying that ; the United 
States would establish military and naval bases 
in Pakistan. It is our misfortune that our 
previous Governments did not foresee such     a 
922 RS—5. 

situation. Mr. Raju was asking the 
question as to what were the previous 
Governments doing. He should have 
put the question to Mr. Mishra or Mr. 
Vajpayee. There was a time when 
we occupied a pre-eminent position in 
foreign policy matters. But we have 
lost it because the previous Govern 
ments followed an erroneous policy. 
The foreign policy of the Janata or 
the Lok Dal Governments was an es 
say in misadventure. It is good that 
the new Government has created a 
lot of hope among the people. It is il 
luminating to note that on the day 
on which Mrs. Indira Gandhi forced 
ahead in the elections, Bangladesh 
stopped firing across the frontier. 
SOj you have generated a lot of 
hope among the people, among 
other friendly nations. Here there 
is a very difficult question. 
Afghanistan is our true friend, so is 
also the Soviet Union. Moreover, 
very soon Pakistan will have its own bomb. 
We know the military regime in Pakistan with 
scant popular support or non-Panjabi support 
will accept arms and aid in the name of 
containing Soviet power only to use against  
India. 

Moreover there is another question. When 
is the Soviet Union going to vacate aggression 
or withdraw the troops? They may say, until 
we establish stability in Afghanistan we 
cannot go out. But when are they going to 
attain stability; Unless the Soviet troops are 
withdrawn, they may not be able to establish 
stability. Therefore this problem may continue 
to ibe there for a long time. 

There is another view that Chinese anti-
Sovietism is meant to get U.S. technology and 
arms and once China gets them, it may not 
oblige the USA by fighting Americans' war 
against the Soviet Union. But it may use its 
newly acquired muscle power for South-ward 
expansion. 

Sir, we have affirmed our faith in the 
sovereignty and territorial integrity of 
Afghanistan. The hon. Minister has said that 
we should defuse the situation. This may be 
Vn« immediate goal, but we should   have 
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[Shri Murasoli MaranJ a long-term goal 
also. We should have a concept of a 'tension-
free Southern Asia' . We should strongly 
oppose armg race in South Asia, While we 
press for withdrawal of Soviet troops, while 
we reaffirm our faith in the territorial integrity 
and sovereignty of Afghanistan, we should 
also see that Pakistan gives a guarantee that no 
part of its territory would be used by any third 
country against any of its neighbours. That is 
why the hon. Minister has said that his 
Government is indulging in a multi-pronged 
approach. I want to know, as part of its multi-
pronged approach is the Government thinking 
in tennis of the concept of a tension-free 
southern Asia. We should work to achieve this 
concept. Having that long-term goal in mind, I 
would like the hon. Minister or even the hon. 
Prime Minister to write to all the heads of 
Governments, asking them to extend support 
for creating a tension-free southern Asia. My 
second question is whether the hon. Minister 
is envisaging this idea and whether he is 
moving in this direction. 

SHRI P. V. NARASIMHA RAO: Sir, as the 
hon. Member know only two days ago the 
President of Bangladesh was here. We had 
wide-ranging talks with him. I also had talks 
with my counter-part, the Foreign Minister of 
Bangladesh. We covered a great deal of 
ground—both bilateral and regional. In the 
same way we are in touch with the 
Government of Nepal. The Nepalese 
Ambassador met me only yesterday. The King 
of Bhutan is likely to visit India shortly. So, I 
would like to assure the hon. Member that we 
are in touch with all these Governments with a 
view to creating conditions wherein the entire 
zone will become a zone of peace. We are not 
taking any matter piecemeal or in isolation and 
this I have said many a time during this 
debate. 

So far as the Indo-Soviet Treaty is 
concerned, about the point raised by the hon. 
Member I would like to categorically assure 
him that the con- 

tingency which he has referred to is never 
going to arise under that Treaty and that is all 
I think I can say on this. 

 

"The cold war in Afghanistan aad South 
West Asia and expansion <* US Naval base 
in Diego Garcia which is 1600 kilometres 
from our coast, the decision of the USA 
Government to make massive arms supplies 
of most modern and sophisticated weapons 
to Pakistan, Washington, in active collusion 
with Communist China, going to conclude 
a« arms aid agreement using the deve-
lopments in Afghanistan as a com-venient 
cover—all these developments are going to 
change the cold war in the region into a hot 
war". 
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THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI U. K. 
LAKSHMANA GOWDA); What about the 
Bills?   There are two Bills. 

SOME HON. MEMBERS: No Bills. The 
House should be adjourned. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI U. K. 
LAKSHMANA GOWDA); All right. The 
Minister is not moving those Bills. So I will 
ask the Secretary-General to read out the 
message from the Lok Sabha. 

MESSAGE FROM THE LOK SABHA 

The Constitution (Fifty-fifth 
Amendment) Bill, 1980. 

SECRETARY-GENERAL: Sir, I have to 
report to the House the following message 
received fromi the Lok Sabha, signed by the 
Secretary of the Lok Sabha; 

"In accordance with the provisions of 
Rule 96 of the Rules of Procedure and 
Conduct of Business in Lok Sabha, I am 
directed to enclose herewith the 
Constitution (Forty-fifth Amendment) Bill, 
1980, which has been passed by Lok Sabha 
at its sitting held on the 24th January, 1980, 
in accordance with the provisions of article 
368 of the Constitution of India." 

Sir, I lay the Bill on the Table. 


