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SHRI B. N. BANERJEE (Nominated): May 

I remove the misapprehension in the mind of 
Mr. Bhandari? In respect of papers which 
come from the Government, the List of 
Business mentions "in English and Hindi". In 
respect of the Rajya Sabha, it is not mentioned 
because invariably the Rajya Sabha 
Secretariat all along have been lying both the 
Hindi and English versions. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you. That clears 
the position. 

SUPPLEMENTARY   DEMANDS  FOR 
GRANTS   (GENERAL)   1979-80 

THE MINISTER OF STATE IN THE 
MINISTRY OF FINANCE (SHRI 
JAGANNATH PAHADIA): On behalf of Shri 
Venkataraman, I beg to lay on the Table a 
statement (in English and Hindi) showing the 
Supplementary Demands for Grants (General) 
for the year 1979-80   (January 1980). 

CALLING ATTENTION TO A MATTER OF 
URGENT PUBLIC IMPORTANCE 

Serious development arising out of decision of 
the Governments of the United States of 
America and China to extend massive arms 
aid to Pakistan in the wake of Russian 
intervention in Afghanstan 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Now the House will 
proceed with the Calling Attention Motion. 
Shri Devendra Nath Dwivedi. 

SHRI DINESH SINGH (Uttar Pra 
desh); Mr. Chairman, Sir. Before 
you call on the hon. Member _________ 

SHRI DEVENDRA NATH DWIVEDI 
(Uttar Pradesh): How can he rise, Sir? Under 
what rules he is rising, I do not know. I have 
been called to draw the attention of the 
Minister. 

SHRI DINESH SINGH: I am making a 
submission. 

SHRI DEVENDRA NATH DWIVEDI: 
Under what rule are you standing? 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Dwivedi, let us 
hear him. 

SHRI DINESH SINGH; Sir, I am making a 
submission that this matter being very 
important, is engaging the minds, I am sure, of 
all the hon. Members in the House. My 
submission to you is that you may consider 
allowing a full debate on this matter and not 
merely a Calling Attention. 

SHRI MOHAMMAD YUNUS SALEEM 
(Andhra Pradesh): Sir, I also support the 
submission made by Shri Dinesh Singh. Sir, 
this matter is very important. 

MR. CHAIRMAN;  That is all right. 

SHRI MOHAMMAD .YUNUS SALEEM; 
Sir, it will be very kind of you if you instruct 
the Treasury Benches to find one day for this 
debate because, you know, Sir, that this matter 
is occupying our minds. Different statements 
have come from the Government. Some 
Ministers sometimes make different 
statements. Therefore, Sir, a full-day debate is 
required. 

(Interruptions) 

SHRI PILOO MODY (Gujarat): It will help 
the Government to clarify. 

 

SHRI L. R. NAIK  (Karnataka);  It is 
necessary to have a full debate. 
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SHRI A. G. KULKARNI (Maharashtra): 
Sir, I want to make a submission. You are 
very fortunate in that our friends have gone 
that side. Had they been here, you would not 
have been allowed to speak also. 

SHRI N. P. CHENGALRAYA NAIDU: 
Mr. Chairman, Sir, we have given a different 
version of the Calling Attention notice. We 
have mentioned Russian intervention in 
Kabul. That has been omitted here. I am very 
sorry, they cannot change the Calling 
Attention. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: This matter was 
discussed in the Business Advisory 
Committee and it has been decided that even 
in a Calling Attention Motion Members will 
say whatever they wish to say and many more 
Members will be called to address the House. 
As to the summary which has been made of 
the Calling Attention Motion, it was very 
difficult to put everything. If you think that 
country 'A' is not to be blamed, you can clear 
that position. If you think that country 'B' is to 
be blamed, you can indict it. So, there is no 
difficulty about it at all. 

SHRI MOHAMMAD YUNUS SALEEM; 
Sir, there should be a full-fledged debate. 
Then everybody will have a   right to   express 
his   views 

whereas in a Calling Attention Motion only 
such persons whose names have been given 
can speak. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: No. There will be a 
more liberal approach to it. That will satisfy 
everybody. 

SHRI MANUBHAI PATEL (Gujarat): How 
can such an important point be missed by 
summarising when already names of three 
countries are mentioned here? The root cause 
of the whole trouble is Russian intervention in 
Afghanistan. (Interruptions) Mr. Naidu says: 
Why eliminate while summarizing? I think 
this factor should be taken into consideration, 
(Interruptions). 

MR. CHAIRMAN: May I request. 
the attention of the House? When 
this Calling Attention Motion came 
up, I did not leave it to the Secretariat 
to summarize it. I had a difficult task 
and I can tell you that I proceeded 
about it with the greatest circums 
pection. I can tell you that the word 
'developments' was used by Hon'ble 
Mr. Pande, honourable Dr. Dutt and 
honourable Mr. Goswami. Honourable 
Mr. Yadav used the word 'occupation*. 
Honourable Dr. Bhai Mahavir used 
the word 'military occupation'. The 
word 'intervention' was used by 
honourable Mr. Naidu and Mr. Era 
Sezhiyan. The words 'pentration of 
Russia' and 'involvement' were used 
by Hon'ble Mr. Shiv Chandra Jha. 
Now, with these different varieties of 
words, ............  

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA (West Bengal): 
Sir, you have not mentioned that we also gave 
a notice. We never mentioned the Russian 
intervention and all those things. Our names 
are not there, Our motion should also have 
been listed. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: It is no use our trying to 
put in every word into the Calling Attention 
summary. You cam see that the matter was 
dealt with the greatest care possible; and 
anybody who is speaking on the Calling 
Atten- 

SHRI N. P. CHENGALRAYA NAIDU 
(Andhra Pradesh): We have given a different 
Calling Attention notice. 
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tion Motion, as I said, can blame country A or 
country B or all countries from A to Z—it will 
be open to him. 

SHRI DEVENDRA NATH DWIVEDI; 
Sir, I call the attention of the Minister of 
External Affairs to the serious developments 
arising out of the decision of the Governments 
of the United states of America and China to 
extend massive arms aid to Pakistan in the 
wake of the Russian intervention, in 
Afghanistan, thereby threatening the security 
of India. 

THE MINISTER OF EXTERNAL AFFAIRS 
(SHRI P. V. NARASIMHA RAO): Mr. 
Chairman, Sir, according to report that have 
come to the attention of Government, the U.S. 
Government has decided to expedite military 
supplies to Pakistan worth $ 150 million as 
part of cash sales already in the pipe-line. The 
U.S. Government has further announced a 
package aid .$400 million for the next 20 
months— $ 200 million in economic aid and 
the other $ 200 million in military aid. Further, 
following the recent visit to Peking by the 
American Defence Secretary, Mr. Harold 
Brown, and the just concluded visit to 
Pakistan 0f the Chinese Foreign Minister, 
Government have seen press reports that 
China also may be considering, increasing the 
supply of military equipment to Pakistan. 

Government fully shares the serious 
concern of this House over the moves to 
augment Pakistan's military capability. It is 
our apprehension that induction of arms into 
Pakistan could convert the South-Asian region 
into a theatre of great power confrontation and 
conflict and threaten the security of India. 
Government have also expressed their 
concern that the induction of arms has a 
potential of decelerating the process of 
normalisation which the Governments of 
India and Pakistan have fostered in the spirit 
of the Simla Agreement.   These views   have 
been 

impressed upon the Governments of USA 
China, Pakistan and other concerned 
countries. 

Sir, the developments in the region around 
us in the last few months have rightly given 
rise to much concern in this country, which is 
shared by the Government. The underlying 
causes are not far to seek. Tensions and 
problems have existed between neighbours, 
and even inside nations. A dangerous 
dimension is added when the great powers 
start using these rations in their quest to gain 
advantage in their global strategy, or to seek to 
secure their perceived interests, or again when 
governments in the region render themselves 
amenable to this strategy for some short term 
gains and in the process defeat the very 
objectives they are seeking to achieve. The 
need of the hour is to stem this ominous 
process and return to the tried and tested path 
of settling, problems in an environment free of 
great power influence or confrontation. 

In this context, Sir, recent developments in 
Afghanistan have naturally been engaging the 
serious attention of the Government. India has 
close and friendly relations with the gov-
ernment and people of Afghanistan and we 
are deeply concerned and vitally interested in 
the security, independence, sovereignty and 
territorial integrity of this traditionally 
friendly neighbour of ours; and we believe 
that they have every right to safeguard  them. 

It is our hope that the people of Afghanistan 
will be able to resolve their internal problems 
without any outside interference. As the 
Prime Minister has clearly indicated, we are 
against the presence of foreign troops and 
bases in any country . We have expressed our 
hope that Soviet forces will withdraw from 
Afghanistan. 

Our entire stand is consistent with our 
commitment to peace and non-alignment.   
All  the  countries in the 
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[Shri P. V. Narasimha Rao] 
South Asian region are members of the 
Non-aligned Movement and, consistent 
with the principles of non-alignment, it is 
our hope that the entire area will be free of 
tension. 

The induction of arms into the region and the 
introduction of great power confrontation! 
would further threaten the peace and stability 
of the region including the security. of India. In 
this evolving situation our effort has been to 
take steps to defuse it rather than permit its 
further escalation. The Government of India 
has been in touch with the countries of the sub-
continent, the Soviet Union, USA, China and 
other countries to stress that no action should 
be taken that could lead to an enhancement of 
the dangers and heightening of confrontation as 
we feel no worthwhile solution is otherwise 
possible. In this context the Foreign Minister of 
the USSR and the representative I of the 
President of the United States are expected to 
visit India in the near, future. The Foreign 
Secretary of India will also visit Islamabad 
shortly at the invitation of the Government   of  
Pakistan 

We deem it important to have a 
continuing dialogue with Pakistan as indeed; 
with other countries of the region to ensure 
that this region does not become the theatre 
of great power confrontation. It is vitally im-
portant that the Governments 0f India and 
Pakistan have a clear understanding of each 
other's perceptions and that nothing is done 
in the meantime that could damage the 
interests of our region or cause a set back to 
the process of normalisation between India 
and Pakistan. 

We welcome President Zia-ul-Haq's reference 
to the Simla Agreement in his message to the 
Prime Minister. This Agreement, in 0ur view is 
the ! basis of the efforts to normalise relations 
between India and Pakistan. The Agreement 
states that" relations between  the  two  
countries  shall  be    I 

governed by the principles and purposes of the 
Charter of the United . Nations. Both countries 
have further committed themselves to peaceful 
co-existence and respect for each other's 
territorial integrity and sovereignty. There are, 
in our opinion, positive and obvious 
advantages in cooperation between our two 
countries through the process of normalisation. 
It must be our hope that we will jointly be able 
to travel further along this path of reason. 

Mr. Chairman, Sir, our region and our 
neighbourhood have been in turmoil for some 
time. Working together in harmony and 
cooperation we can do much t0 establish a cli-
mate of peace and stability in order to 
promote development for our collective 
benefit. Let it be clearly understood that in 
pursuit of this vision, we will steadfastly 
oppose all attempts by any power to turn the 
clock back and revert to an era of 
confrontation and cold war. Government is 
confident that the House and the people of 
India stand united behind it in support their 
efforts to gain these objectives. 

Thank you, Sir. 

12 NOON 

SHRI DEVENDRA NATH DWIVEDI: Sir, 
the events in the past few weeks in this part of 
the world, the happening in Afghanistan and 
the manner in which the United States and 
other countries of the West and China have 
responded to the Afghan situation; have 
created a dangerous situation, a situation 
which threatens the peace of this region and 
also causes a threat to the security of this 
country. Sir, it is ironical that this crisis 
should have erupted at a time when India is 
hosting an international conference, a 
conference which is devoting itself to working 
out a plan of action for industrialisation of the 
developing countries. Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru 
had taught us that one of the great threats to 
world peace is the continuing   disparity    
between the deve- 
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loped and the developing nations. Therefore^ at a 
time when we are trying to find ways in which 
that threat, a permanent threat, to world peace 
could be removed an immediate threat, a threat 
of a more serious nature has been thrust on us. 
Sir the only mitigating factor from the point of 
view of this country is that today we have at the 
helm of affairs leaders who have a vision of the 
international situation and who i have a certain 
perception of the overall national interests of the 
country. We are not being governed today by 
leaders for whom foreign policy was a foreign 
language, something which they did not 
understand and something which they were too 
old to learn. 

Sir,  before i make a few submissions and  
before asking a  couple of    questions of the hon.    
External    Af-    •' fairs  Minister,  I  want  to  
make two preliminary    observations.     First,  in 
formulating,    our    response  and  approach    to    
the    crisis, we must be guided by two overall 
considerations: first, the principles which govern 
our    i foreign  policy and secondly,  the re-
quirements  of  our  national security. These    
are    the    two basic  factors which we have to 
keep before ourselves. Therefore, Sir, it will not 
help 

to think of what"has happened in terms of 
ideological shibboleths, nor will any approach of 
sentimental moralism help us. We have to look | 
at the whole problem primarily from the point of 
view of the security of this country. This is my 
first submission. And the second submission is 
that this crisis has several dimensions and there 
are different components of the situation. We 
have to look at this crisis in its entirety and we 
should not try to isolate a certain aspect and then 
mentally respond. This is exactly what has hap-
pened unfortunately in certain circles. Therefore, 
i have taken the H- I berty of stressing these two 
points at the very outset. 

Sir, let us begin at the beginning. It is the 
Afghan situation which has 

led to a series of events and a chain of 
reactions, which is causing concern to us. Sir, 
what has happened in Afghanistan is 
something about which there cannot be two 
opinions. I think this country is more or less 
united and the Prime Minister and the Foreign 
Minister have captured the mood of the 
country and they have expressed themselves 
accordingly. Sir, the Prime Minister at the 
very outset said that there is no question of 
supporting the Soviet action in Afghanistan, 
and India is opposed to any country sending 
its troops into another country. The Prime 
Minister also said that the Afghans should be 
left to solve their own problems. And the 
Prime Minister also has expressed her hope 
that the Russians will withdraw from 
Afghanistan. Our representative at the United 
Nations also more or less took a similar stand. 
He said in clear terms that the sovereign, the 
territorial integrity, the independence and the 
non-aligned status of Afghanistan is 
something for which we have the greatest 
respect. Our representative also said in the 
United Nations that we expect that the Soviet 
Union will respect the independence of the 
Afghan people. Our representative also 
expressed the hope that the Russians will 
withdraw their forces . . . 

SHRI VIREN J. SHAH (Gujarat): Like the 
British did from India after 150 years. 

SHRI DEVENDRA NATH DWIVEDI: 
The trouble with some of these honourable 
friends is that they do not understand that 
when our representative is speaking in the 
United Nations, his viewpoint, his approach 
is a problem-oriented approach. The Prime 
Minister of India or Mr. P. V. Narasimha Rao 
is not a professor of international relations or 
a journalists who can afford the luxury of 
indulging in academic exercises. His is a 
business approach. His is an approach to find 
solutions to a certain problem . . . 
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SHRI VIREN J. SHAH (Gujarat): How? 

SHRI DEVENDRA NATH DWIVEDI:   
You  don't  understand  it. 

The approach of our representative is to 
find a solution, how to diffuse the situation, 
how to prevent the situation from escalation, 
and this is something which unfortunately 
Members of the Oppostion do not understand. 
This is the background . .  . 

SHRI VIREN J. SHAH: With a hundred 
thousand Soviet troops, do you mean to say 
they are intervening? 

SHHI DEVENDRA NATH DWIVEDI: 
Sir, how is it that he is asking questions? This 
is very unfair. 

MR. CHAIRMAN; Honourable Member, 
either you raise a point of order or do not 
please interrupt. It wastes time. 

SHRI DEVENDRA NATH DWIVEDI: 
Sir, this is the background of the beginning of 
the present crisis. But from the 'point of view 
of India's security I would ask Members 
opposite what is of greater concern to us: The 
presence of Russians in Afghanistan or the 
response of the United States, the response of 
China, the response of some of the other 
countries, to the Afghan situation? And what 
has been their response? Their response is to 
induct massive arms into this subcontinent. 
They have responded, they have tried to find a 
military solution to what is essentially a poli-
tical and socio-economic problem What is the 
West doing? 

SHRI VIREN J. SHAH: How is it a socio-
economic problem? 

SHRI DEVENDRA NATH DWIVEDI: It 
is ultimately a socio-economic problem. That 
is something which you will never 
understand. You have never understood the 
crisis .  .  . 

MR. CHAIRMAN; May I request you to 
address the Chair and not enter into   dialogue 
with the Opposition? 

SHRI HAREKRUSHNA MALLICK 
(Orissa); Sir, I rise on a point of information. 
The speech made by Mr. Brijesh Mishra who 
spoke on behalf of the country in the United 
Nations, should be placed on the Table of the 
House. The honourable Member is quoting 
from the speech of Mr. Brijesh Mishra and he 
is quoting something which Mr. Mishra never 
spoke. So I demand that the speech of Mr. 
Brijesh Mishra should be placed on the Table 
of the House. Before the change in 
Government took place in this country, all our 
emissaries abroad switched over their loyalty. 
I question the bona fides of the Government in 
making a stand on this. 

SHRI DEVENDRA NATH DWIVEDI: I 
would beg of you, Sir, not to allow anybody 
to interrupt me. If he wants to speak, he can 
speak when he gets an opportunity. But he 
cannot interrupt like this .... 

MR. CHAIRMAN: The honourable 
Member will get Ms chance later. 

SHRI DEVENDRA NATH DWIVEDI: Sir, 
I was saying that our immediate concern is 
induction of arms. It is not only a question of 
America giving aid. America is taking a lead 
in arranging a consortium of nations of the 
world who could be asked cooperate in their 
efforts to supply arms to Pakistan. And 
Pakistani leaders also are talking not in terms 
of millions of dollars but billions of dollars 
worth of arms. And Mr. Agha Shahi said that 
the help that we get should be commensurate 
with the threat. And naturally the threat is 
what Mr. Agha Shahi or what Mr. Carter's 
respresen-tative thinks. Now, we are confront-
ed with a very dangerous situation. What has 
been our experience of arms aid to Pakistan. 
Arms aid was supposedly given in the '50s to 
combat communism.   But no Govemmeri   in 
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Pakistan was interested in fighting 
cammunism. The only use which the arms 
were put to was to attack India. This has been 
our experience. Now, this is not a question of 
academic discussion. Time and again those 
arms have been used and there have been 
occasions when the United States did not have 
the guts even to protest against the use to 
which those arms were put. President Zia has 
said that the arms being given by the United 
States are just peanuts. Guns and tanks are not 
peanuts. They may be peanuts for an Army 
General. But people get killed by these guns 
and tanks. Therefore,' we cannot allow this 
kind of peanut business to go on. We must do 
whatever we can to prevent the situation from 
escalating further. 

It is not merely a question of America giving 
arms worth 200 million dollars to Pakistan. We 
are a big country, we are a matured country. 
We should not get panicky just by their giving 
these arms to Pakistan. We -should look at the 
totality of the situation. It is a question of geo-
political reality. It is a question of the manner 
in which South Asia is being turned into an 
arena for pursuit of global strategy by the 
super powers, particularly by the United 
States. It is R question of the United States' 
strategy in the Gulf. It is a question of their 
strategy in the Indian Ocean. It is a question of 
the United States' Strategy in South Asian 
countries. It is a question of background of the 
manner in which the United States and China 
are adopting a paralled policy in South Asia. 
We have to view the present emergent 
situation against the background of Chinese 
intrusion in South Asia. We have to view it 
against the background of the manner in which 
a kind of Washington-Peaking axis is being 
formed. We have to guard against the danger 
of Islamabad joining that axis. I believe, so far, 
Islamabad .has not joined that axis. Should 
they do so, it will not only be against the inte-
rest of this country, but it may be against    the     
interests    of    Pakistan 
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itself.. Therefore, we have to view 
what has happened against the back 
ground of the totality of the situation. 
There is frustration of the United 
States in Vietnam and Iran. There is 
need, therefore, for the United 
States to have a new base pf opera 
tion against Soviet Union and also 
against India.  

Sir, Soviet Union is our friend. We have 
friendly relations with Soviet Union as well as 
the United States. The United States and India 
are sister democracies. The United States of 
America believes in certain values in which 
we also believe. But our ex-prience has been 
very bitter. In the name of combating 
Communism, the United States, over a period 
of time, has supported regimes which have 
nothing to do with democracy. The Soviet 
Union has been our friend in need. Our 
friendship with the Soviet Union has stood us 
in good stead. It is not a question of joining 
the chorus of denunciation against the Soviet 
Union in the United Nations. It is a question 
of quietly working out a strategy which could 
defuse the situation. And this is exactly what 
we have tried to do and what our Government 
have tried to do. Unfortunately... 

DR. BHAI MAHAVIR (Madhya Pradesh) : 
Is he asking questions, or is be giving 
explanations himself? 

SHRI DEVENDRA NATH DWIVEDI: 
The Chairman has already given a ruling that 
he will allow Members to express their 
opinions on this Calling Attention. Our 
convention ft that we do not discuss Calling 
Attention as they do in the Lok Sabha. We 
have discussed Calling Attention for a whole 
day and Members have expressed their views 
on all the dimension of problems .  . . 
(Interruptto-ns). 

MR. CHAIRMAN: May I again remind the 
hon. Member that if he begins to answer any 
shouts from the other side or any objections or 
remarks, there will be no end to this 
discussion? There are others wanting to speak. 
Therefore, I would allow you to go on and 
you should Ignore the remarks from the other 
side. 
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SHRI DEVENDRA NATH DWIVEDI: i 
was trying to make a submission to the effect 
that this House should look at the arms aid 
being given to Pakistan against the background 
of the totality of the situation and against the 
background of the manner in which the United 
States is trying to turn the Islamic revivalism 
against the Soviet Union. Sir, what has 
happened in West Asia? Sir, there is the 
question of Islamic revivalism, and, by and 
large, it is going against the interests of the 
United States. But the Afghan situation is 
being seized by the United States. The United 
States has a vested interest. I submit. Sir, with 
all the force at my command that the United 
States has a vested interest in the aggravation 
of the Afghan problem. The United States has 
a vested mterest in creating a situation in 
which there is a deterioration in the relations 
between Afghanistan ant' Pakistan. And the 
United States is trying again to use Pakistan—
a country which claims to be non-aligned, 
which has denounced time and again the 
defence pacts, and yet that country is being 
used as a pawn in the chess-board of 
international diplomacy. 

Sir, the representative of the President of the 
United States has said that there need not be a 
new Defence pact, for the 1959 pact will do. 
Sir, that pact has already been denounced by 
Pakistan. But here is a case of somebody 
trying to be more royal than the king. The 
United States is interested in giving aid to 
Pakistan more than Pakistan is really interested 
in. Therefore, we have to look to the designs 
of the United States. Therefore, the foremost 
task before this country is immediately to 
provide leadership. We must try to find a sub-
continental solution to the sub-contipent 
problem, and we must try to difuse the situa-
tion a manner that the super-power conflict 
does not affect this country. 

How do we do it? Sir, there are a number 
of ways in which we have to take steps to 
prevent escalation. First, 

We must talk to Pakistan. We must talk to 
Pakistan. I am glad that the Foreign Secretary 
of India is visiting Pakistan shortly. We shall 
have to tell Pakistan: Do not allow yourself to 
be used as an operation base of the United 
States. The security of Pakistan lies in good-
neighbourly relations and in raising the 
standard of living of the people of Pakistan. 
We must impress upon President Zia that he 
should not allow the designs of China, the 
designs of USA, and of some other countries to 
operate in a manner that Pakistan is used as a 
pawn to advance their interests against the 
Soviet Union and, ultimately, against this 
country. I have no doubt that in the past few 
years a good climate has been generated 
between our two countries under the leadership 
of our Prime Minister by negotiating the Simla 
Agreement and subsequently the policy of 
improving our relations with our neighbours 
which was started by Mrs. Indira Gandhi, for 
which much credit is taken by the subsequent 
Government, which followed the policy of 
Mrs. Gandhi at that time. So when that climate 
has already been created, I hope our 
representative who visits Pakistan will 
definitely talk the matter over with Pakistan. 

Then, there are other things which we must 
do. Sir, we must talk privately also to the 
Soviet Union. Soviet Union has been a great 
friend of ours, and we do not want to 
embarrass Soviet Union in public forums. But 
at the same time, the dictum that there cannot 
be military solutions to national problems is 
applicable as much to Soviet Union as it is 
applicable to the United States. We must 
impress upon the Soviet Union the fact that 
ultimately it is the Afghans who will find a 
solution of their problem. 

SHRI A. G. KULKARNI: But bow can the 
Government talk privately? 

SHRI DEVENDRA NATH DWIVEDI: 
Governments always talk privately—not 
through the Press, not through issuing 
statements. The negotiations are always 
conducted without the presence of Mr. 
Kulkarni or Devendra Nath Dwivedi. 



37 Calling [ 24 JAN 1980 ] Attention 38 
 

SHRI A. G. KULKARNI: How can a 
Government talk privately for the object in 
view? Do not say something   which ... 
(Interruptions). 

SHRI K. K. MADHAVAN (Kerala): Sir, on 
a point of order. Mr. Dwi-vedi made the 
statement that the security of Pakistan 
depends on good neighbourly relations with 
India. I am quoting what exactly he said. Am I 
to presume, as an ordinary prudent man, that 
he presupposes that the danger is from India? 
It is wrong. He has made a statement which is 
quite inconsistent with the policy of India. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: The opinions expressed 
by one hon. Member are not necessarily 
binding upon the other Members. Also, he h 
not a speaker on behalf of the Treasury 
Benches. You will soon have the • chance of 
hearing the Minister of External Affairs. 

SHRI PILOO MODY: He has left nothing 
for him to say. 

SHRI DEVENDRA NATH DWIVEDI: I 
am amazed that my good friend, Mr. 
Madhavan, has drawn such erroneous 
conclusions from my remarks. (Interruptions) 
The point that I was making is. that the 
Russians must realise that ultimately they will 
have to withdraw and they should withdraw 
sooner rather than later. This is what I want to 
repeat. Secondly, we must impress upon 
Pakistan that they should stop supporting the 
insurgents. Ultimately, participation of 
Pakistan in what may be termed as civil was in 
Afghanistan will not be in the interest of either 
Pakistan or Afghanistan. Therefore, we must 
impress upon our Pakistani friends not to 
support the insurgents which is being done 
also with the help of China. Then we must 
take initiative and do whatever we can to 
ensure that the inflow of arms stops. Once 
Pakistan sees reason and realises and 
understands where India's destiny and 
Pakistans destiny lie, I think Pakistan itself 
will 

feel a little discouraged to take the risk of 
allowing this inflow of arms into Pakistan. 

Before concluding, I want to ask one or two 
questions. My first question is about the 
Government s assessment of the full scope and 
nature of the armaments that Pakistan ig likely 
to received either from the United States or 
from the United Kingdom or from other 
western countries. This is my first question. 
My second question is about the Government's 
understanding of" the Chinese role in the 
matter of giving arms. I feel that the Chinese 
role is more dubious and one does not know 
what is really going on. Tlie United States' 
representatives do announce what they are 
doing, but China does not do so. Therefore, in 
the long run, what China does is of greater 
concern to us than what the other western 
countries do because China is our next-door 
neighbour. What is China's role in the Whole 
thing, particularly in regard to the arms that 
are likely to be given. Lastly. I wonder if the 
hon. Minister will take this House into 
confidence and share some of hij thoughts 
with us as to how he is going to go about and 
how he is going to evolve a strategy to defuse 
the situation. If he apells out the approach of 
the Government a little in detail, I think that 
this House will be benefited. Thank you, Sir. 
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past,   China has given assistance     to 
Pakistan, both economic and military. The 
exact quantum and break-up is anybody's 
guess. But it is well known that assistance has 
flowed into   Pakistan from China in the past.   
In   the present      context,,    however,       
since the visit of the Chinese foreign Minister 
to Pakistan has just been concluded,   at the 
moment,    as of today, we do not have any 
confirmed reports of what happened    there     
except press reports.   That is why in the fust 
paragraph of my statement I have clearly stated 
that we have  had press    reports to the • effect 
that as a    result of his visit,   China also may 
think in terms of joining in this assistance to 
Pakistan with    military   equipment. We are 
not absolutely sure about it. We do hope that it 
may not    be   as serious ultimately as is made 
out or as we  think.    But,    that is why we 
have  taken  the   earliest  opportunity to get in 
touch with    the      Chinese Government  also  
through  diplomatic channels which is what 
Mr. Dwivedi presumably    meant    when    he    
said "privately".    It  is not private;  it is 
through    diplomatic    channels.    And we 
talked to other Governments more effectively   
than  by  making  use    of other public forum.    
Sir,    I have already listed out the attempts of 
this Government  to  defuse  the  situation with  
all the clarity that is   possible at the moment. 
In a developing situation,    in an evolving 
situation,,   what all could be spelt out is   the 
position as it stands at that moment.    And as I 
have a heady submitted,    our    Foreign  
Secretary  is  visiting   Islamabad on the 4th of 
February. Between yesterday and today there 
has been some more  definiteness brought    
into    the situation.   The dates have been fixed. 
The Foreign  Minister of U.S.S.R.    is likely to 
visit,   rather is going to visit, India between  
the  12th and  14th of February.     So,     I  
would  submit    to the House that we have not 
lost any time in taking initiatives in the right 
direction and we hope that these initiatives will 
bear fruit. 

DR. V. P. DUTT (Nominated): Mr. 
Chairman,    Sir,    our    hon.    Foreign 
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Minister has just taken over and he has taken 
aver at a time when    the country is suddenly 
faced with a very serious situation.    I would    
like    to convey to him my good wishes   and 
the good wishes of all my colleagues here in 
meeting this threatening situation. I would also 
like to  appeal to the  hon.    Members on    
both    sides, particularly my friends on my 
right, and say that we must rise above party 
politics on this issue. We must    rise above     
party      approaches    because the     matter     
is     too     serious     to play      around      or     
to     make     it a party  issue.    There is    no   
doubt that  the   country  is facing    possibly 
the grimmest and the most    sombre situation  
that it  has  faced  since independence.    
Unfortunately,    some of my friends would like 
to stand on the mountain top and shout moral 
platitudes.    But we must remember   that if 
another  attack comes on us,    and I   would 
like to  caution    that      the threat of another 
attack has increased very considerably,     many   
of     them will be scurrying  around and watch-
ing who will come and help    (Interruptions).    
Therefore,   we  must   also be careful in    
knowing     where   our national  interests he   
and    who    our friends have    been    and    
who     our friends  are  likely  to  be and 
evolve our responses    accordingly    in      that 
situation.   I would like to submit that I    
believe foreign     intervention      is unpleasent,    
most unpleasent,    I   am glad that we      have    
always      stood against  foreign  intervention  
and      I am glad that we are against   foreign 
intervention     now not   only   of one kind      
but     of     all     kinds     and, therefore,     
while     I     would     suggest      that     an     
early     withdrawal of     Soviet     troops     
from     Afghanistan   should   be  on the  
agenda     of the Indian foreign policy,    it must 
be subject  to certain well-defined conditions.     
Otherwise   we   are   only  talking of one kind 
of foreign    intervention.    Therefore,    despite   
what     my friend,    Mr   Dwivedi,    said     the 
professor   of   international  relations will have 
to give  a brief lecture.    a very brief lecture, on 
the realities of   the political   situation,    not  
an   academic 

exercise,   but on the realities of   the situation.    
For that we must go into the background, into 
the sequence of events,    at which point, did 
the foreign intervention begin,    the regional. 
developments,    the strategic calculations    of 
various States,    the   global scene,    all in   the   
context   of   our national  perception.    Sir,    
to    begin with there was this Afghan 
revolution. There is no doubt about that.   I 
think we have been ignoring this    aspect. For 
the last ten or fifteen years    in Afghanistan   
the  forces    of    reform, revolution and social    
change    have been locked up in an increasing 
conflict with the forces of status quo with the 
forces of religious theocracy   and with  the  
forces   of  economic  vested interests and, sir, 
let   us   remember, that when the monarchy 
was    overthrown in Daud's coup d'etat in July 
1973 this was one of the first indications of this 
increasing con|rontatiou that  was  beginning  
between    social change and stratification.   Let 
us also not  forget  that  the    movement    for 
reform had  been   very    considerably 
strengthened and that thousands    of mourners 
marched  on the streets  of Kabul on April  17,    
1978,    shouting anti-American slogans at the 
murder I    of a leading leftist intellectual. 
Why? Because they felt that one power was 
standing for the forces of change; the I    other 
power was standing   tor   are I    forces   of   
status    quo,   of   religion, I   theocracy and it 
was then that those social revolutionaries took      
over   in Kabul and they looked towards    the 
Soviet Union.   Nobody said   anything at that 
time.    They asked for Soviet assistance; at that 
time nobody said anything.    But on   the    
other   side, those who were affected by the 
land reform   measures,       the     landlords, 
those who were affected by the curtailment of 
powers of the mull as,    of the  religious 
theocracy,,    they    combined and they   began   
a   rebellious movement,    a movement    of    
insurgency.    It  so   happens  unfortunately 
that whenever the base of the revolutionary 
elite is small,    it is overlaid by power      
struggles    and    personal power problems.   
That is what   happened there also,    when 
there    was 
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a split among radicals,   between Par- 
cham  and Khalq,    then  within    the 
Khalq  and  subsequently  this  uneasy 
combination   of Parcham  and    Khalq 
and  the coming of the Soviet troops. 
But   during   this   period,     there    was 
another kind  of foreign    intervention 
that began    apart   from   the   Soviet 
assistance   to    Kabul.    There    is    no 
doubt that at that time Pakistan be 
came a sanctuary for the rebels    for 
rest,    recuperation and replenishment 
of arms and this is no secret history. 
Western  newspapermen  and   Western 
journalists  have reported    in    ample 
measure what was happening    there. 
I do not have the    time and I know 
that you ,will soon call me to order. 
Therefore,.    I  would  like  to  mention 
two  reports in the New York Times 
of as early  as February    1978.    The 
New  York > Times  correspondent  sent 
a  report from  a  base  in  Pakistan— 
that is  entitled "Base in Pakistan"— 
about   the     insurgency.     But     much 
more revealing was the report from 
Peshawar    by    Robert    Trumbal    in 
New York Times on  June 25    which 
says:     "Guerilla  bands slip into  Af 
ghanistan from the camps in Pakistan 
which are stretched along the Afgha 
nistan frontier from  Chitral    in    the 
north to the province of Baluchistan 
in the south-west." Therefore,    there 
can be no doubt about the fact   that 
foreign intervention was taking place. 
And I am also equally    certain    that 
whatever  may  have  been  the  situa 
tion in the beginning but as the    in 
surgency  developed,    Pakistan,   Unit 
ed   States  and    China    co-ordinated 
their strategy and they began to sup 
port the movement through regulated 
co-ordination  of   their agencies    con 
cerned in the matter. We can see that 
for Pakistan,    the prize was obvious, 
that for  the  first  time   th< ed 
that in Kabul they, will have a pro-Pakistan 
Government, a Government beholden to 
Pakistan for having conservative Go mullah-
dominated Government, and that, they hoped, 
would take care at least for the time being  of  
the  problems  of Pakhtoons 

and Baluchis and others. For Washington and 
China, the stakes were much higher. They 
were not bothered about Afghanistan so much. 
They were bothered, about the gulf region. 
They were bothered about Iran. They were 
bothered about Saudi Arabia. They were 
bothered about Oman, they were bothered 
about the U.A.E. and they were bothered about 
all those countries and they, felt that with this 
US-China-Pakistan combination—and let us 
make no mistake of it; there is in the offing 
#this combination, this US-China-Pakistan 
combination—and with a pro-western regime 
in Kabul, they would be able to meet the 
challenges they were facing in this sensitive 
gulf area. 

They would be able to put pressure on  the 
new  forces in    Iran.    Either this      presence,.      
this      combination would be used to strike a 
deal with the new forces in Iran or to pressurise 
them into coming to an     agreement. They 
would restrain and contain the Soviets from that 
position of strength and,    much  more,    they     
would  be able to decisively influence the events 
in the Gulf  area.    These have  been the  major  
calculations  and    it    was expected   that    the    
United    States-China-Pakistan     combination      
would play a decisive strategic role in    the 
Middle-East,    for which      India,      of course,    
will  have to pay the price. This is because,    all 
this pumping of arms into Pakistan would bring    
the possibility   of  a  war    much     nearer than 
it seemed even six months ago. This 
combination  is  now threatening to turn  into  an   
axis.    Centainly,,    it is a situation in which we 
could either be   subjected   to      blackmail    or     
be squeezed  in   a  pincer-like   confrontation.    
I have mentioned  about these strategic  
calculations   of   the   United States and China.    
But at the    same time, nobody needs any    
clairvoyant perception to realise that for Pakis-
tan,     this  heavy  induction   of   arms, pouring 
of arms into Pakistan means something else.    
This would be,    first of all, utilised to bolster 
the unpopular  regime there  against  the   people 
of     Pakistan.     Unfortunately,   these 
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would be used against the peo 
ple of Pakistan and we all know this. 
Since I  am  not  in   the  Government,, 
I can speak freely,    The    people    of 
Pakistan  are only tolerating the    re 
gime in   Pakistan  because they  have 
not yet  got the     opportunity  to    do 
anything else.    We know all this.    I 
have  talked to     American    scholars, 
British    scholars,    American     diplo 
mats,    Western diplomats and so on. 
All of them have been unanimous on 
one  thing  that  the   present   military 
ruling  junta   in     Pakistan    has      no 
popular  base.  But  now,    these  arms 
will be used to   bolster this military 
regime.    Secondly,  these  arms would 
be  used  against India.    Let us make 
no   mistake  about  it.    Pakistan    has 
no intention of fighting    the    Soviet 
troops,    in fact,,   1 would say,    even 
the  United   States   knows   about     it. 
If the Soviet troops were really      to 
invade  Pakistan,    all  this  arms    aid 
would be useless, they would not be 
able  to  stand a day,    Therefore,    it 
is ridiculous to suggest that this arms 
aid would strengthen Pakistan to meet 
the Soviet threat.   If the Soviet Army 
were to invade Pakistan, unless    the 
Americans  send    their       troops,    all 
this arms aid would be useless.    They 
are not bothered about this. They are 
not even thinking about this. If these 
arms were used at  all,    they    would 
be used  against India and they have 
been  used   in   the     past.    Therefore, 
the question before us is this.  I can 
undestand the mental anguish the ex 
ercise,    that there  should be foreign 
troops    anywhere    near  our  borders. 
But  I  would   like   everyone  to   keep 
this  in  mind that  there  have    been 
various points of foreign intervention. 
Let us not forget one while talking of 
the    other.      Also,    is    it    in    our 
interest,       or      was       it      in      our      
interest that there should have been 
in  Kabul.   a    pro-Pakistani,    a  pro- 
West, a theacratic and a  Mullah-domi 
nated Government I from out 
side?                interest  that 
there                          more radical and a 

which the social needs? We know there  had 
been a split in the revolutionary    movement 
there     and there 

have been power struggles. That was 
unfortunate. I agree with the pre 
vious speaker. I do not think social 
change can be continued and finally 
consolidated by any foreign presence. 
It should be an internal process. But 
far us , we should consider the entire 
situation in order to evolve our res 
ponses . 1 would like to ask the hon. 
Minister. Does he agree with this 
framework? Does he agree that this 
is the sequence of events, because if 
that" is the understanding then natu 
rally, responses will be in accordance 
with that undestanding? So, I fully 
agree that we must have intense 
diplomatic activity with the United 
States, with the Soviet Union, with 
Pakistan. (Time Bell rings) Sir, I 
am concluding1. They should come 
together to ..............  

ME. CHAIRMAN: Hon. Member, order, 
order. (Interruptions) You will kindly attend 
to me also. If I were in court I would have 
said, you are repeating yourself, but I am not 
there. 

May I request you, because there are many- 
other Members who are wanting to speak on 
this important subject to be as brief as possible 
so that the pointa of view expressed bv you are 
before the hon. Minister to reply? It is not 
necessary to go on with the same points over 
and over again. 

DR. V. P. DUTT: I would have ended by 
now. 

I am asking now: Do you agree with 
this framework of analysis, that I have 
given? Would you then agree to 
evolve a framework in which 
withdraw!" of" Soviet troops from 
would be contingent on 
•preconditions? Firstly, 
that  P would not be  used as 
a sanctuary for assistance to the insurgents, 
for rest and replenishments of arms. 
Secondly, there will be no large-scale 
pumping    of    arms    into 
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Pakistan. Thirdly, that the improvement of 
relations with China would be contingent on 
China keeping out of the sub-continents' 
affairs and not giving massive military 
assistance. Would you agree with this 
framework and take steps in pursuit of this? 

SHRI P. V. NARASIMHA RAO: Sir, the 
analysis just unfolded by the hon. Member is 
very well known to the Government. It has 
come under the consideration of the 
Government, but I do not think that this is the 
occasion for a cut and dry answer as to whe-
there the Government in toto accepts it or 
does not accept it. I am glad that the analysis 
has been brought before the House and all I 
can say is, we are aware of it. 

Now, Sir, in order to defuse the situation 
which item is contingent on which other item 
is something very difficult to spell out. As I 
said, the situation is fast developing, fast 
evolving and. therefore, it has to be a mult'-
pronged approach. We are approaching all the 
powers concerned, all the Governments 
concerned and we feel that whatever defusing 
of the situation is going to happen, hopefully 
it will be more or less on all the fronts, not 
making one contingent on the other, which 
may not be practicable. But if it does happen, 
you would be happy to know that at the 
moment we are proceeding on all the fronts 
and this is the submission I would like to 
make. 

SHRI DINESH GOSWAMI (Assam): Mr. 
Chairman, Sir, much ground has already been 
covered by the two speakers and, therefore, I 
will try to be as brief as possible. Sir, a clear 
picture of South Asia has been depicted by the 
hon. Minister. 

There has also been an effort made by 
many, particularly by my friends from the 
other side who have intervened in this debate, 
to equate the involvement of Soviet Russia in 
Afghanistan with the supply of arms by 
America to Pakistan. Sir, if we equate both 
these issues, I think   we 

will be losing the perspective of political 
history. The fact remains. Sir, that long before 
the present development took place in 
Afghanistan, a» early as on 14th June, 1979. 
the then President, Mohd. Tarakki, warned 
Pakistan against the internal aggression over 
Afghanistan and also interference in the 
internal matters of Afghanistan. The then 
Kabul regime provided sufficient evidence to 
prove that Pakistan wag giving help militarily 
by way of guns, missiles and other armaments 
to the rebels. 

It is also a fact of history that America and 
China from the very beginning were against 
the development of Afghanistan. The 
development in Afghanistan was a great set-
back to their global designs. 

Sir, the Janata Party should not also forget 
that when Prime Minister Morarji Desai went 
to Soviet Russia, Afghanistan was a subject 
matter of long discussion. On the conclusion of 
his visit,, in the joint statement it was said that 
the aspirations of the Afghan people must be 
respected. Sir, it is often said by America that 
they have involved themselves by way of 
military aid to Pakistan because of the Russian 
involvement in Afghanistan. But the fact also 
remains that this decision of arming Pakistan 
by America is not a development following the 
take-over by Babrak Karmal as the new Presi-
dent. Shri Karmal took over towards the fag 
end of December 1979, but one Washington 
report as early as On 7th August 1979 referred 
to the plea by U.S. Congressmen that aid 
should flow in ample measure to Pakistan 
despite threat of nuclear armament as Iran is 
no longer a big US pop in the region. So the 
ground work was prepared. The decision of 
America to arm Pakistan is not because of the 
developments in Afghanistan alone but 
because the American foreign policy bad to 
suffer set-backs one offer another right from 
Vietnam to the developments in Iran. The 
international view was that America could not 
be taken as a trus- 
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ted ally. If we try to equate the supply of arms 
to Pakistan by America with the developments 
in Afghanistan. I think we will be losing the 
perspective of political developments. Sir, I am 
not at all in support that Soviet Russia should 
be there for long. In fact, I would like the 
Foreign Minister to tell the Soviet Union in 
categorical terms that they should withdraw as 
early as possible. Sir, today India has to play a 
very positive and diplomatic role. However, 
we should not take an alarmist view. We must 
review the whole situation in an atmosphere of 
calm deliberations. Sir, unfortunately, the last 
Government acted very hastily and made 
pronouncements after the developments in 
Afghanistan in a hasty-manner. No wonder 
because the last Prime Minister's vision could 
not go beyond the frontiers of Uttar Pradesh. It 
is unfortunate that immediately such remarks 
were made by the Government. Also, it is 
equally true that Mrs. Gandhi, during her 
election tours, made some remarks which 
.were also hasty in their very nature. But the 
thing has changed after she has come to power. 
I think the Government has now taken a much 
more pragmatic view of the situation. That is 
why one could see a change in the stand of the 
Government. That the shift has been visible in 
the speech of Mr. Brojesh Misra, our 
permanent representative in the United 
Nations, who made a five minute speech, and 
his speech evoked mixed reaction in the 
United Nations. But the diplomatic missions, 
as is reported hastily procured the copies of his 
speech to find out what he said in between the 
lines. 

Sir. I also know that even the then ruling 
patty was not very happy even with the 
pronouncements of the then Prime Minister 
and we could see it from a pronouncement bv 
our colleague, Mr. B.P. Maurva, when he said 
a complete^ different thing from what was 
said by Mr. Charan Singh. I do not know 
whether that is one of the reasons why we find 
Mr. Maurya in the company of our  group 
today.    Sir, we cannot 

ignore this fact. The fact remains that India is 
pursuing a policy of non-alignment. But non-
alignment does not mean that we will pursue a 
policy of equidistance. Non-alignment does 
not mean that we will judge by scales as to at 
what distance we are from America and try to 
be at the same distance with Soviet Russia or 
other Power. This type of concept was brought 
in by the Janata Party when they suddenly 
introduced a new concept of "genuine non-
alignment". 

Sir, if we have the policy of non-alignment, 
we have decided to pursue this policy because 
it serves our national interests. At the same 
time it serves global interests also. No country 
can afford to pursue a foreign policy which 
does not serve its national interests. 

SHRI LAKSHMANA MAHAPATRO 
(Orissa): That was because the party was 
adulterated. 

SHRI DINESH GOSWAMI: The best 
foreign policy is the foreign policy which 
serves national interests. But we made it very 
clear because Jawaharlal Nehru with his 
Vision could see that in the context of the then 
global situation, it will not be fair to join either 
bloc and it will be proper and just for newly 
emerging and developing nations to express 
their own views judging on merits of the 
issues involved. Therefore, We pursued the 
policy of non-alignment. But while pursuing 
the policy of non-alignment we must 
distinguish between a friend and a foe. we 
must distinguish between a country which has 
an inherent tendency of aggression, a country 
which _ has the ambition of imperialistic 
hegemony and a country which has stood by 
the developing nations in moments of stress 
and strain. Therefore, in that context I feel that 
we must not equate the involvement of 
America in Pakistan and Afghanistan with that 
of Soviet Russia. But would like to emphasize 
this point that because we believe in non-
alignment and because we know that Soviet 
Russia has been one of our trusted friends as 
friend to friend,  probably, we are in  a  much 
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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 

 


