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The House reassembled after lunch at two of
the clock. THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M. P
BHARGAVA), in the Chair.

RE ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE
FOR LUNCH

SHRI G. RAMACHANDRAN (No-
minated): May I bring to you'- notice what
appears to me to be a piece of irregularity this
fore noon. I do not know how this House
adjourned six minutes before one of the clock.
We are all pressed for time and we have lost six
minutes. I woud like to know why we lost six
minutes.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M.P.
BHARGAVA): That is the discretion of the
Chair. He had adjourned the House. Now
before

SHRI G. RAMACHANDRAN: Even before
time?

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M. P.
BHARGAVA) : Yes, Yes.

MOTION RE THE SITUATION ARISING
OUT OF THE DECISION OF THE
GOVERNMENT OF U.S. S. R. TO SUPPLY
ARMS TO PAKISTAN—Continued.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M. P.
BHARGAVA) : Before I call upon the hon.
Members to speak, I want to request the House
that all hon. Members should co-operate with
the Chair and not make their speeches beyond
ten minutes. We are hard pressed for time and
there is a long list. So, every hon. Member
should restrict his remarks to ten minutes.

Mr. S. N. Mishra.

SHRI S. N. MISHRA : Mr. Vice-Chairman,
Sir . . .

SHRI ARJUN ARORA (Uttar Pradesh) :
Mr. Mishra has already spoken for six minutes.

SHRI S. N. MISHRA : If that satisfies him,
it is all right.

Now, Mr. Vice-Chairman, I am placed in a
very difficult predicament because of the fact
that on such an important subject I will have to
co-press myself within ten minutes which
would hardly give me time to analyse the
factors that have been at work not only in
relation to the Indo-Russian relationship but
also with regard to the forces that have been
working in the larger sphere of world politics.
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Sir, the main theme of the debate that has
taken place so far has been indeed of a universal
character and it is unmistakably clear that the
House is unanimous on the point that the deal
has been against our interests and probably it
has also been against the larger interests of
world peace and security. About that there is
absolutely no equivocation in this House from
any quarter. So, it can also be said that the
Government's response to the situation has
been broadly endorsed by the House. But the
matter, so far as I am concerned, ends there and
I would not try to carry the eulogy so far as the
Government's approach to the subject is
concerned, any farher ihan that.

I have not felt very happy about the turn the
discussion has taken because I find that it has
gone, particularly in respect of analym, on a
somewhat wrong frack, and for that the
responsibility is not only that of the Members
of the House but it also rests squarely on the
Government which ha™ not been able to give a
right guidance or lead in this matter. The matter
does not end by saying that this is the sovereign
right of any country to do it; the matter requires
a much further detailed approach. But the
Government has not thought it fit to do all that.
And therefore, we have found that tne
discussion in the House has been more or less of
a rambling character. Realy what did we find?
It sometimes looked like a traumatic experience
that the House was undergoing along with the
Government. And the first vict'm of this trauma, it
seems, wa. the Go-ernment itself. It seems that it
was almost a reaction of gaping wonderment,
so far as the Government was concerned, There
was an element of surprise and amazement in the
whole thing. Well, the whole matter was I—must
assert with all the emphasis at my command—
obvious to the layman in the country that there
was going to be a shift in the Soviet policy
during the course of the last three years or so.
There have b en wiiters on this r.ubj”ct who have
gone on record to say that there was going to be
a shift in the Soviet stand with regard to this.

While I am saying that I do not want to judge
here whether the shift in the Soviet stand had
been wrong or right, I am not going in*o the
rights or wrongs of the matter just now at this
sta”e. But the point that I want to make is that
after Tashkent or even earlier it was clear to
everybody that there was going to be a diffei ent
kind of approach so far as the Soviet Union was
concerned with regard to the Indo-Pak relations.
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[Shri S. N. Mishra]

At times, Mr. Vice-Chairman, this dis-
cussion looked like a protest conference. And
protest against what? And protest leading to
what? I really do not believe in protests of this
kind, a protest which ends in the bravery of
words, and nothing more. We do not want to
convert the House into a kind of protest
conference and if protest is to be conveyed it
will be conveyed properly and it will have to be
conveyed by the country in hard dealings, in a
cooler atmosphere and in a realistic manner.
That would be the way to do it.

Again, Mr. Vice-Chairman, it appea-ered to
me sometimes that the discussion was
becoming something like an anti-Soviet
conference in which some persons thought that
this was the time, this was a very good stick to
beat the Soviet Union j with, as also the whole
policy of non-alignment and so on.

But when I speak of non-alignment, Mr.
Vice-Chairman, I would like to say that no one
has brought non-alignment into disrepute so
much as the non-creativity of the External
Affairs Ministry so far as the thinking with
regard to non-alignment is concerned. Non-
alignment as anything else, requires creative
evolution. Non-alignment is all right.
Whenever any question is asked aout anything,
the only reply that the Government wants to
make is that our policy is of non-alignment,
and those who think differently, they are
against non-alignment. This is the kind of
pseudo-radicalism which this Ministry of
External Affairs has tried to foster, and in fact,
the political leaders also will. it. I am against
this pseudo radicalism which is also found in
the economy of the country but the speudo-
radicalism

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA (Oriss) : You
are

SHRI S. N. MISHRA i Please hear me.
Please give me some time out of your own
quota. I am trying

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI
BHARGAVAji Order, please.

SHRI S. N. MISHRA! This kind of pseudo-
radicalism is there because of the kind of non-
creative thinking, lack of creative thinking lack
of creative evolution of the policy of non-
alignment. S. N. Mishra at the age of five and
S.N.Mishra at the age of 30 are different. S. N.
Mishra at the age of 50 is a different S. N.
Mishra. But non-alignment to many means a
kind of Peter Pan who does not grow. While a
Tito can have a bnld initiative and approach
and

M.P-
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can have the courage to enlarge the concept of
non-alignment and also the membership on
Non-aligned Conference, there is absolutely no
courage or creativity in the thinking of the
External Affairs Ministry or the political
leadership which presides over that Ministry to
bring in to whifl of fresh air into the whole
concept of non-alignment. The House is in
favour of non-alignment; the country is in
favour of non-alignment. And one of the most
potent and binding forces for the country is
non-alignment. But this non-alignment is dying
because of the bureaucratic blood-stream that is
flowing through it. It is the blood-stream of the
nation that should flow through t.

And if the blood stream of the nation should
flow through it, it can flow only through the
political leadership.

Mr. Vice-Chariman, I was saying that the
discussion has been derailed. I do not agree
with many friends who have spoken even from
my side of the House when they say that we
should administer a warning to the Soviet
Union. I say that warnings are not administered
like that. Warnings are administered in a
friendly way after examining all the pros and
cons of the matter. We cannot administer a
warning to any country nor can we allow any
other country o administer a warning to us.
Now President Tito is talking about
Czechoslovakia. I do not want to enter on the
thorny ground of Czechoslovakia and the kind
of thing that is happening there jur,t now. Read
the speeches of President Tito and the
Statements of the League of Communists of
Czechoslovakia. They do not want any
interference in the internal affairs of
Czechoslovakia. What 1 am saying is that this
suggestion of administering a warning sounds
very hollow. I feel that this is not the right
approach to make.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M.P.
BHARGAVA)i I am afraid I will not be able to
oblige you. You can take another two minutes.

SHRI S. N. MISHRA 11 can end even just
now...

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M.P-
BHARGAVA) i fl will not be able to give
more than two minutes...

SHRI S. N. MISHRA 11 will not be able to
finish...

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN
BHARGAVA)i What

(SHRI M.P.

can be done?
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SHRI B. K. P. SINHA (Bihar) : Mr. Vice-
Chariman, he is the Deputy Leader of the
biggest Party in this House. He must be given
some more time.

SHRI S.N. MISHRA : Some friends from my
side will set apart some time for me, I think. It
is after a long time that I am speaking.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M.P.
BHARGAVA)i Let any hon'ble Member
volunteer his time and I wiH give it to you. I
can be fair to you but I cannot be unfair to
others. Let any hon'ble Member stand up and
give his time to Mr. Mishra.

SHRI S. K. VAISHAMPAYEN
(Maharanhtra) i I give my time.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M. P.
BHARGAVA) 11 am afraid your name is not
here.

SHRI S. N. MISHRA) Mr. Yajee is giving
his time.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI
BHARGAVA) i Are you speaking?

SHRT SHEEL BHADRA YAJEE
Bihar) i1 am speaking. (
SHRI S. N. MISHRA : But you told me that

M.P.

you would give me your time.
FE1, #1% HET |
THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M.P.

BHARGAVA) i I am afraid you will have to
finish in two minutes.

SHRI S. N. MISRA 11 just cannot complete
my speech in two minutes.

&\ WawE T T 9T T far, am
FTfEaT |

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M. P.
BHARGAVA) i You get another ten minutes.

SHRI S. N. MISHRA i Mr. Vice-Chairman,
some important spokesmen of the Government
stated yesterday and even day before yesterday
in the other House that we have to ask the
Kremlin to take note of it. I say that there
could be no more erroneous approach than
this. What is the Kremlin to take note of? It is
we who are to take nofe of them. The Kremlin
or some other powers have absolutely no
concern to take note of this. And if they want
to take note of it, let them do so. But this is
not the right kind of apprcach.

[24 JULY 1968 ]
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I have found a peculiar, amusing spectacle
that has taken place during the debate in both
the Houses. Sir, the Ministry of External
Affairs seems to be the mistress of I everybody
and a consortium of Ministers seems to be
dealing with the External Affairs Ministry.
Sometime we find one Minister taking part in
the debate in the other House and another
Minister taking part in this House. Therefore,
to that extent we have got only a part-time
Foreign Minister.

SHRI ARJUN ARORA i Do you advocate
more Ministers for the Ministry of External
Affairs?

SHRI S. N. MISRA i If they want to
provide employment to some 1 do not grudge
but I want a full-time Minister. That does not
mean that | am trying to cast any reflection on
the leadership which has been provided by the
Prime Minister in this respect. I have found her
as supple as silk on some occasions and as
hard as a nail on other issues. But she does not
have enough time to go into many of these
matters. Let this Ministry become the
Draupadi with a number of husbands; I have
nothing to say.

But I was saying, Mr. Vice-Chairman, that
the main approach of the Government is
essentially sound. But it is incomplete with
regard to its analysis of the short-term and
long-term forces at work in world politics. It is
incomplete in respect of the framework which
would ensure the security and defence of this
country. The Government's approach is
incomplete also in learning lessons of history,
in learning from the approach which has been
made by the Soviet Unon in this regard. It is
also incomplete with regard to the blueprint
for action or the programme which should be
placed before the country.

Now every one has been talking of self-
reliance. And that has become one of the
repetitive cants with the Government. The
leadership in many ways wants the country to
be fed on the cant of self-reliance. | Self-
reliance is the real backbone of non-alignment.
That is true. But why do you not ' spell it out in
concrete terms ? That means, j Mr. Vice-
Chairman, that we must have j free foreign
exchange of the order of Rs. j 200 ¢ on:s per
year if you want to be really self-reliant in
defence.  What do we find? j Our exports
are not showing the rate of growth which they
ought to have shown. The ¢ is controversy
between the Planning Comn:s ion and the
Ministry of Commer-| ce with regard to this.
They say that the | rate of growth should be 4
or 5 per cent. But what do we find? Pakistan
registered a rate of growth of 8 3 per cent, in
its export last year against the target of 9.3 or
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[Shri S N. Mishra] so. Now you want to
match up with Pakistan. So why cannot we aho
do that? It would sound so hollow. We don't do
that. I am afraid we are going to discredit this
very important word ' -self-reliance" unless we
gear up our machinery and ask the Planning
Commission to prepare a programme of two
years according to which Rs. 200 c ores of free
foreign exchange might be available for the
country per annum for having military
hardware from wherever we can. If that is
possible then alone the word "self-reliance"
would have any meaning. But nobody is
looking into this problem in the Commerce
Ministry with the seriousness which it deserves.

Mr. Vice-Chairman, I must say that for this
we will have to recast the nature of the Fourth
Plan. The responsibility is not only of the
Government but also is of the entire House. The
question is whether the House wants to measure
up to this situation which has arisen. If that is
so, it will have to show the evidence of its
determination and indomitable courage through
a different character of the Fourth Plan. Buf for
that no party wants to prepare the country.
Therefore, I would say that this talk of self-
reliance sounds somewhat hollow unless we have
got a definite programme before ourselves.

I was telling you about lack of creativity in
the Ministry of External Affairs. I was also on
the point of saying that although this is a very
adequately staffed Ministry you would be
surprised to learn that not more than 50 per
cent, of the treaties into which we have entered
have been registered with ihe United Nations.
This is the state of affairs we are faced with.
The country is facing a new situation...

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M.P.
BHARGAVA)i The situation is that you must
finish in one minute.

SHRI S. N. MISHRA : I have got at least
three minutes more.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M.P.
BHAGRAVA) 1 You have already taken 21
minutes. I can allow you one minut; more.
Please be co-operative.

SHRI S. N. MISHRA : Otherwise I would
not be able to cover all the points,,.

THE VICE -CHAIRMAN (SHRI M.P.
BHARGAVA): You are encroaching on the
time of the other hon. Members.

SHRI S. N. MISHRA : Two minutes more.

[RATYA SABHA ]
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THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI
BHARGAVA)i Please wind up as early

as possible.

M.P.

SHRI S. N. MISHRAi Now, Mr. Vice-
Chairman, my point is this that the Soviet
Union thinks that it is in their national interest
to have this kind of relationship do we think
that that country should do sadavarat for us and
should be a charity house for us? It would be
perfectly within the competence of the Soviet
Union to enter into any kind of alliance it likes.
Let us learn a lesson from that. We cannot
nurse a grievance. No country owes to us to
ensure a position of strength in international
affairs. We alone should and can earn it. So |
have no g ievance so far as the Soviet Union is
concerned on that point. But I have a grievance
that the Soviet Union's protestations about
world peace, about socialist advance, about de-
mocracy and about non-alignment and so on
would sound very hollow after this deal has been
struck between the two countries.

SHRI JOACHIM ALVA (Nominted) : Mr.
Vice-Chairman, Sir, whatever our feeliings
may be about Russian aid to Pakistan, one
thing is inevitably clear. A few weeks or a few
months on, there will be a clash of arms, the
drums will roll by and our jawans and airmen
will have to keep their boots on and be ready
from now on for another clash.

SHRI ARJUN ARORA i Are you a
prophet?

SHRI JOACHIM ALVA : It is rather a very
hard reality. Whatever might be the position,
Pakistan will have one more trial of strength
with India and it is time that we became a self-
reliant nation. Whatever steps we may take, we
must act from now on to become a self-reliant
nation. I want our country to be armed with three
weapons First, we should be armed with the
weapon of self-reliance in food, by 1970, we
must be completely self-reliant in food. Secondly
we should be armed with self-reliance in defence,
so that we shall not have to go begging for arms
from any power including the Soviet Union.
Thirdly, we should develop self-reliance in
science and technology. Science and technology
will have to be developed and we should not
allow the scientists to go abroad because they
get better prospects, leaving the country in a
little mess. Unless we have this three-powered
umbrella, we shall be victims of nuclear
blackmail, we shall perpetually be victims of the
P.L. 480 food, and we shall be all the time
begging for arms at the
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doorsteps of other powers. We are a great
nation. We are a great power. We exercise
tolerance and non-violence in a manner that no
country in the world had done. We have got
different communities living here in peace.
We have enormous natural resources. We
must have faith in ourselves. We must have
faith in our strength. Now many people are
finding fault with this policy of non-
alignment. What other policy can we have in
this country ? Nehru hugged that policy till the
end of his life. It did not fall down from a
rainbow. It did not fall out from the lap of
gods. That policy had been hammered out for
our 2,00 years as a result of the finest essence
of Hinduism and Buddhism, the spirit of
tolerance and nonviolence. We cannot change
it to-day, nor can we change it tomorrow.
Perphas we can change it in the next century.
We have made friends. We have popularised the
spirit of non-violence. What can be done if the
present Prime Minister has a load of troubles
heaped on her head, which accumulated during
the last 20 years? There is no statesman in the
world, whether male or female, who has
inherited such a mountain of labour on one's
head. I have been around the world and I have
seen various Prime Ministers. 1 was in the
House of Commons when then Prime Minister
MacMillan did not turn up for three or four
days though he was in Downing Street. But our
Prime Ministers have been constantly
attending Parliament. We work very hard at our
jobs. To-day with faith and courage alone can we
face the situation. But that does not mean that
we should look the gift horse in the mouth.We
are grateful to the Soviet Union for various
kinds of help that she has given us. The Soviet
Foreign Minister under Stalin Molotov's
declaration demanding Indian Independence
right when the united Nations was born at
San Francisco arc still ringing in our ears with
Congress leadership under Mahatma Gandhi
and Nehru, with Netaji Subhas Chandra Bose
fighting in South-East Asia, and with the
Labour Party's accession to  power,
freedom was ushered into us. Remember it
was Molotov who first raised his voice in the
San Francisco conference and that was one of
the factors in our freedom. Now I will ask you :
Who are the guilty men who have brought us
to this pass I must praise Mr. Kaul for his very
balanced speech. In fact, I listened to the
speeches in the other House also, and I find
that the debate in this House has been infinitely
better. But Mr. Kaul did not refer to one
important fact. All the trouble, all the mess, the
way the peace of this sub-continent has been
subverted, has been due to the massive arms
aid which Pakistan has got from the
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U. S. We are slurring over that. Gur economy
was disturbed. Mahatma Gandhi said that the
Hindus and the Muslims lived to-gether, ate
together and smoked from the same hukka, but
the British came and divided us and we had
rivers of bleed. I would ask you : who and
where are the guilty men? Are ihey in the
White House or in the pentagon in Washington
or in Rawalpindi or in Peking or Moscow?
History will answer that question. Our
conscience will answer that question. We were
torn into two bits by the British and America
stepped in with massive military aid to Pakistan
under the triumvirate of Nixon, Dulles and
Eisenhower. I would recall a very interesting
incident with Mr. Nixon. I saw him standing by
our then President Rajen Babu at Rashtrapati
Bhawan when he came here. His wife, Patricia
was standing unassuming and very genial. |
had only two or three questions to ask him. I
asked him. 'l believe you are going to arm
Pakistan?" "Yes," he said. "Sir, I believe you
are going to arm Pakistan?" "Yes", he said. "Sir,
do you know what would happen to us?" "Yes"
he replied' Then finally I asked him "Do you
know which side we will go?" "Yes", he said.
He replied so aggressively, puffed up with the
power of the Americans wanting to rule the
ends of the world. That policy to-day has been
blown up sky high. America, Britain and the
Soveit Union have come together. Mr. Nixon
told me "Whenever you are in Washington, you
come and see me." The next day he passed me
by in the lobby, but Idid not have the heart to
talk to him except-exchange bare courtesies
because he was going to arm Pakistan and he
had complained that Nehru did net give him a
red-carpet  treatment. Super  gentlemen—
Eisenhower, Dulles and Nixon. These three
then went on to arm Pakistan. John Foster
Dulles was one of the cleverest men I have met
anywhere in the world. Now I would ask you.
Who are the guilty men who put the rope
around cur neck and from which we have not
been able to get out? It is not easy for a Govern-
ment to get out of such a situation. How is it that
Russia has changed the pattern of its policy? |
saw it in Turkey. I remember meeting
Mr.Menderes, Ex-Prime Minister of Turkey I
was the last man to see him off at the Palam
airport after Prime Minister Nehru. Menderes
was executed. He was one of the ablest men.
But he also fell a victim to his own policy. They
were'swom enemies of Russia at that time.
When I asked Mr. Gromyko, the Soviet Foreign
Minister, about this, he said one word
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[Shri Joachim Alava] which I have not
forgotten—"Time is on our side". They have
settled their differences and they are now good
neighbours. What happened to Iran? 1 was
sitting beside the Deputy Prime Minister of
Iran Mr. Hovyeda in the third Committee of the
U. N. last year. He said : Iran was the first
country to recognise the Soviet Union but we
had a number of troubles with her thereafter".
But the Shah of Iran later went to Yalta and his
visit was preceded by a Soviet Exhibition in
Iran. They have become friends. In Pakistan.
America, used the U-2 bases in Peshawar in her
aim to strike at the belly of the Soviet Union.
Russia was always surrounded by hostile
powers. There was an iron curtain around
Russia. Thank God, Russia was not wiped off
the face of the earth. They did not want India
also to be a great power. Now we have also
made some blunders. Why is it that Russia has
changed her pattern of policy towards us ? Were
they moved by the slaughter of half a million
people in Indonesia amongst whom were a large
number of communists and to whom they had
supplied large quantity of arms ? Have they
been moved by the aggressive Chinese pol icy ?
Or have they felt, right ly or wrongly, that our
Prime Minister is badgered or pressurised by
the advance of American capitalists into India
or by the strength of the Right, who are openly
declaring that they can get things done as they
want? Or is there any change in the atmosphere
there? Russia's policy is an all-embracing
policy. Now we ourselves have committed some
blunders. The day Maharaja Hari Singh fled
from Kashmir, he put a halter around our neck.
He should have died on the hills of Kashmir
like the brave and noble Shervani of Baramula.

He refused to decide whether to join Pakistan
or India. Thus a Prince of India betrayed the
cause of his motherland. Then, Sir, when
President Ayub Khan made the offer for the
common defence of the sub-continent of India
and Pakistan, we did not accept it. In fact any
price was worth giving for Indian soldiers and
the soldiers of Pakistan to fight for the com-
mon cause of the two countries on the Indo-
Gangetic plain or on the top of the Himalayas.
We missed that golden chance. History does not
give many chances like that. Then premier
Chou-En-lai came to India in April 1960 and
made the offer that China should have Aksai
Chin leading into Tibet and we should have the
rest of the territory for ourselves. Thereby a
written treaty would have been drawn up which
could not have been easily mutilated unlike
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the MacMohan line which was dependent on a
British scroll. Both the Right and the Left
ditched President Ayub Khan and PremierChou
En-lai proposals respectively. Otherwise left to
himself Nehru would have have consented.
Jawaharlal Nehru had stated that he would not
keep the door shut for any dialogue with China.
Now we are compelled to revise our policy
regarding China and we must tear open the iron
curtain separating us. I know where is a great
rejoicing in the minds and hearts of Rightists
and Monopolists at this juncture. But they
forget that there are 500 million people who
have to be fed and clothed, educated, and
housed. They only think of their own comforts
and increase their wealth. But the socialist
order is the biggest order today and we do not
want to remain friendless. We have to be self-
reliant because we have got to pull on. Anyway,
we shall not forget those guilty men who tried
the noose round our necks. We shall not forget
the guilty men in the Pentagon and the White
House, in Whitehall under Tory Governments
allied with the reactionary British rulers in
India for formulating policies setting one
community against the other. If we had fought
on for just 12 months more instead of yielding
to the partition of India, we would have triu-
mphed against the blackmail of the Muslim
League, their terrorism and their violence by
which they snatched a portion of our land for
Pakistan. I was present when Jawahar-la Nehru
took the oath along with other on September
2,1946. However, we shall get out of this
morass; we shall not be vanquished ; we shall
stand shoulder to shoulder. Of course what
Russia has done for us we cannot forget so
easily; they have helped us in the past. We were
the first and the only non-Communist power
very prominently on their side and they stood by
us through thick and thin. They also had their
own troubles because millions of people
perished under Hitler's invasion and the army
of Hit ler was at the gates of Moscow. However,
we must be strong ourselves. Let us not have
any doubts in our own capacities. But the
social order in India can change only at the
cost of India and of peace.

SHRI A. P. JAIN (Uttar Pradesh) : Mr. Vice
Chairman, Sir, I am referring to an obvious but
an obvious which deserves to be repeated that
the whole coutry today is greatly concerned
about the supply of arms by Soviet Russia to
Pakistan. Now why are we feeling so much
concerned? France supplied Mirages to
Pakistan and West Germany also supplied
aeroplanes to Pakistan. We felt concerned but
there was not the same type of uproar in the
country
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as there is today. The reason is obvious that. Soviet
Russia has been a good friend of India both
politically and economicaly. In the Security
Counciion many occasions Soviet Russia exersied
veto in the matter of ( Kashmir. I am afraid I
cannot fully share the observations of Mr. Chagla
when he said that we would have lost Kashmir
but for the veto of Soviet Russia. None the less |
cannot forget that Soviet Russia did us good,
rendered us great help in the Security Council and
strengthened our position with regard to Kashmir.
In the economic matters too Russia has rendered
us good assistance. Today we have got the basic
structure  of key and basic industries and in all
these matters Russia has been very helpful to us.
In the exploration of oil too Russia has greatly
helped us.We have built up friendship with
Russia.  There is no doubt that that friendship
has received a shock but does it mean that we
should end that friendship? 1 may very
respectfully submit that this is a valuable
friendship and we should maintain it so long as it
is possible. Certainly there are certain changes
but we have to take note of them and we have to
prepare ourselves to meet the challenge of those
changes.

Sir, Shri Bhupesh Gupta laboured hard to
establish that there has been no shift in the policy
of Soviet Russia. He is a Communist, I was
surprised that he would not admit that there
was a change. Shri Gupta is a communist and, |
trust, ! believes, in dialectic materialism, Why |
should he be afraid of change ? There has ' been a
change...

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : IfI had

thought it, I would have said it. 1 think there is no
change. Hence [ said that. Whether it i s courage
or fear, it is for you to judge.

SHRI A. P. JAIN : I am going to show that
there has been a shift and a definite shift in the
policy of Soviet Russia and that the shift is a part
of the shift in the global international politics. I
would like to repeat some of the observations that
have been made in this House in order to build up
my future arguments. International politics of the
sixties is not the same as the international politics
of the fifties. In the fifties there were two blocs,
Russia and the USA. The USA had built a chain
of military basis round about Soviet Russia and
had created CENTO and SEA-TO with the idea of|
extending the sphere of influence of the USA to
Asian countries. On the other hand Soviet Russia
had planted rockets and nuclear heads in Cuba. So
the whole of the world was divided into two blocs
and all over the world there was
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confrontation. Now this confrontation
received a great shock from the Cuban crisis.
When President Kennedy took the decision, to
search the Russian ships before they entered the
American waters, for offensive weapons,
Khrushchev  stopped sending the weapons
there. That was I think a very wise and
valuable strategy that he adopted and that
saved the world which was on the brink of a
World War. I was in America in those
days and I know what was the amount of
tension built up in America. That was not only
a lesson for Khruschev but that was also a
lesson for America. Americans realised that
if this tension continued in the face of the
great build-up of the nuclear weapons, if this
tension continued all over the world in
different areas, it might lead to a world
disaster. Sir, I remember to have read in one of
U %- American magazines that there was a flot-
.c of swallows floating in the air and this was
mistaken as the enemy aircraft on the
American radar. But fortunately the mistake
was discovered soon. Otherwise counter-
action was going to be taken.

The world had reached a stage when it might
have been completely destroyed and I think it
was wise of Soviet Russia as also of America
to have changed their strategy. Now what was
the change in the strategy? The U.S.S.R,
withdrew from the Caribbean. We have not
heard for sometime of the planting of either
rockets or nuclear war heads. The CENTO
and the SEATO that had been created in Asia
have melted, though they have not completely
disappeared. They have lost their contents and
they are just on paper to-day. These are great
changes. With these changes came another
change that America and Russia have now
their own spheres of influence. Instead of
America and the Soviet Union being locked
up allover the world, America  has its own
sphere of influence and tbat is round about
America. Similarly in Central Asia the Soviet
Union has built its own shpere of influence.
Now the three countries—Pakistan, Iran and
Turkey—were members oft he CENTO. Na-
turally when the tension disappeared, when the
CENTO had lost its contents, there was bound
to be a change, a change which is due to the
changes of conditions and not because of any ill
will towards us. There is a change in the attitude,
in the policy of Soviet Russia. I can very well
understand it. It I were a citizen of Soviet
Russia, I would have welcomed the building
up of good relations, as the Prime Minister
often repeated, building bridges between
Soviet Russia and Turkey, between Russia and
Iran, between Russia and Pakistan.
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SHRI C. D. PANDE (Uttar Pradesh) :
Dismantling the bridge with us.

SHRI A. P. JAIN : It is not dismantling.
Building a bridge with another country does
not mean dismantling the bridge with you. This
will be only shortsightedness, this will be only
injuring yourself. It is a confirmed strategy and
a definite strategy which the Soviet Union has
adopted. They have supplied arms worth about
200 million dollars to Iran. Now Iran is not on
good terms with tbe UAR. Soviet Russia has
been supplying arms to the UAR as well. It is
practically the same position as with us. They
supplied arms to Turkey. Now I am afraid
when we are told that the arms supplied to
Pakistan will not be used against India. We
were given a similar assurance by President
Eisenhover that the American arms aid would
not be used against India, but the assurance
failed us. I am afraid the history will repeat
itself. We have also to see what for these arms
have been supplied. Then it will depend also on
the nature and quantum of arms supplied. We
do not yet know what the arms are, what is the
quantity but any arms supplied to Pakistan
obviously hurt our interests. Pakistan is on very
friendly terms with China. Pakistan is also on
friendly terms with Iran. Pakistan is not going
to fight Afghanistan and therefore the only
country left on the borders of Pakistan against
whom the arms can be used is India. Again I
say, it will depend upon the nature and quantity
of arms that Soviet Russia has supplied to
Paistan. We have been told by the Government
that this is not going to alter militarily the
balance of power here in this part of the world,
that it is not going to so much militarily affect
us but none the less the thing is there. We have
to be cautious. What should we do now? My
own proposal would be that we must convey
our concern to U.S.S.R, in clear terms. It is not
a question of giving a warning. We are a
friendly country. We do not want to break
relations with U.S.S.R. None the less, we want
to tell them what is the effect of supplying of
the arms on India and how we are feeling. We
must at the same time keep full vigilance. I am
not sure whether the arms wiH not be supplied
in the future. We must be prepared for it and
we must keep ourselves fully informed of what
is being done. We must have sufficient
intelligence.  We  must gather fullest
information about the quantity and quality of
the arms supplied by Soviet Russia to Pakistan.
There has been much talk about self-reliance.
Self-reliance is the only policy but we must at
the same time realise that you cannot become
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self-reliant in a day. There will be an
interregnum between the time you start efforts
at self sufficiency and the time you become
self-reliant. Self-reliance is the only thing.
Nobcdy is going to defend us. We are going to
defend ourselves but in the interval we must not
shut out valuable sources of supply of arms.
We will be only sabotaging our defence
preparations against China and Pakistan if we
stop all or any sources of supply of arms. We
must receive arms from wherever they are avail-
able but at the same time our efforts to become
self-sufficient must continue.

The subject under discussion is wide and 1
have not enough time to do justice to its
importance. However, I must end as the time of
the House is rationed and I would not like to
encroach upon others' time.

SHRI G. RAMACHANDRAN (Nomi-
nated): Mr. Vice-Chairman, I will take only
just one minute to refer to two of the previous
speakers. About the first speaker, Shri Mishra,
I think the whole of the speech was a strong
attack on the External Affairs Ministry and on
its ineptitude. I wish the Prime Minister had
been here to hear that attack. I am not joining
in the attack because I am not used to such
attacking but I should say this to the Prime
Minister that it is high time that there is a full-
time Cabinet Minister in charge of External
Affairs, that she has her hands so full that she
will find it very difficult to personally handle
such an important Ministry as External Affairs. I
now come to the speech of my friend Mr. Alva.
He referred to Ayub Khan's offer of common
defence but he forgets that Pandit Nehru made
again and again the offer of a 'No War' Pact to
Ayub Khan and he did not accept it. I wish he
had balanced what he said about Ayub Khan
with what Pandit Nehru had offered to Ayub
Khan.

In order not to stray from the main issue I
have jotted down one or two things which I
shall present to the House.

There is no escape for any one of us on the
floor of this House, to whichever parly one
might belong, from facing up to two major
developments. The first is the shift in the
policy of the U. S. S. R. and the second the
agreement to supply arms to Pakistan.
Spokesmen of different political parties have
hammered away to reinforce their well-known
attitudes for or against the U. S. S. R. by maki
ng use of these two developments. This was
only to be expected. Anti-Russian parties call
this a betrayal and want us to break away from
our-
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riendly alliance with Moscow. Communists
and pro-Communists have tried to explain
away these two developments insisting that
Delhi-Moscow friendship stands unbroken. I
wish to look upon this issue as one wanting
India to take every step towards disarmament
and world peace, without which problems
like the one we now have will become
perennial and constant. Even so, I wish all
parties and the general public in India to
observe certain imperative proprieties.

The outburst of consternation verging on
hysteria which we see in our country is
unworthy of the India of Gandhi and Nehru.
We are not marionettes in the hands ofthe
U.S.S.R, or the USA or any other power on
the face of the earth. As my friend Shri
Venkataraman from the extreme Left said, let
us not forget we are a great nation and a great
people with our own distinct contribution for
the making of a free prosperous and peaceful
world. T deeply regret that we have made an
unseemlyexhibition of ourselves before the bar
of international opinion. When America armed
Pakistan free of cost we did not lose our
heads. Our protest was properly canalised and
dignified even though Leftist Parties did their
share of shouting and raving. Let not the
world think that India is terrified. The first
reaction of the Prime Minister was at the
highest level when she stated that it is not for
India to tell Russia what to do or what not to
do. India does not choose friends or give up
friends at the orders of anybody. It is childish to
give the impression to Moscow or to the world
that we have a right because of our friendship
with Russia that she should not be friendly to
Pakistan or give Pakistan what Moscow
chooses to give. We can only take up with
Moscow relevant issues in a dignified and
friendly manner and this is what our Prime
Minister has done. It is a pity however that
many others of different parties have gi ve n the
i mpression of a terrified and terribly tngry India
to the world. I consider this a disgrace to the
good name of our great couitry.

No on? has d>nied a certain shift in the
Russian attitude to India and Pakistan. I go
one step further and say that the U.S.S.R, has
every right to make a shift in response to new
conditions. We were very close to China but
our attitude underwent a revolutionary shift
when China committed aggression. The
change in the attitude of Russia to Pakistan
comes not only out of the Tashkent
agreement but even more as a response to a
total and unimaginable shift of Pakistan's
own policy. Pakistan has 5—11 R.S./68
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almost repudiated its military pacts and
closed down an American Base within its
territory in spite of the earlier free gift of two
billion dollars worth of military hardware and
continued support later on in many other
ways. This shows the courage of Pakistan to
readjust itself to a new situation in the world.
Pakistan has come our way, the way of non-
alignment. Let us congratulate Pakistan that it
has come our way. Pakistan has gone all out
to befriend Russia, and that it has succeeded
in spite of its close relationship with China is
undoubtedly a tribute to its consummate
diplomacy. You cannot prevent Pakistan
making friends with Russia and Russia
responding. The big shift in Moscow is in
response to the bigger shift in Pakistan-No
one can prevent such developments, and for
India to cry out against such developments is,
to say the least, unwholesome. We have no
control over the actions of other people just as
we do not want any other people to control us.
We can only take care of our own policies and
programmes of action within the country and
without. Let us do this wisely, firmly and ima-
ginatively.

What then must we do? Number one, we
must build up our internal strength. This does
not mean only producing arms and training
the army but complete and total national
integration. This is the primary condition.
Number two, let us hold on firmly to the
hand of friendship Prime Minister Kosygin
has held out even after the decision to give
arms to Pakistan saying quite openly before the
whole world that nothing he will do will be
such as to harm India. We must take him at
his word. Number three, let our non-
alignment become more truthful in that we
shall keep-on the friendliest relation also with
the U.S.A., the United Kingdom, France,
Japan, Burma and other countries. Our lofty
principle of non-alignment must stand every
test and particularly this present test. Number
four, let India go all out for disarmament and
world peace, which I am not satisfied India is
doing. We are labouring under some
inferiority complex which was never in the
picture during the great days of Pandit Nehru.
We are strong because we are morally strong
and not because we have destructive weapons.
Number five, in our pursuit of world peace let
us aim first at peace between India and
Pakistan, our closest neighbour and until
recently our own country, and do every thing
in our power to accomplish this even if
Pakistan does not come half way. The moment
India and Pakistan come together we shall
both cease to be marionettes in
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the hands of big powers. We have in India
such leaders even today as Dr. Radhakrishna”
Rajaji, Vinobhaji and Jayaprakash Narayanji,
not to speak of others, who can make a
contribution in building Indo-Pakistani
friendship. We must now think of actively
helping them to do this. The key to the present
situation of fear and anxiety, which can
unnerve both the peoples, lies in this that we
must establish goodwill and peace between
India and Pakistan. Till this is done there will
be recurring situations like the present one
each one worse than the previous one,
pushing both India and Pakistan to deeper
dependence and degradation. Anyone who
imagines that in the present day world
superiority in arms will solve this or any
other problem is living in fools' paradise. The
arms race is one in which both sides can run
with fatal consequences. I, therefore, plead,
Mr. Vice-Chairman, finally that even while
dealing with any immediate situation that
confronts us today we must also look beyond
the situation and discover the causes from
whichthis situation has arisen and find sol-
utions for those causes. If the present disil-
lusionment in the minds of many of our
people will teach us to do this, then we shall
have lost nothing.

Thank you.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M.P.
BHARGAVA): 1 have seen through the list
and I find that so far 26 Members have
spoken; not one among them was an hon.
lady Member. So I hope the House will agree
with me if I depart from the list and call an
hon. Lady Member.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: (West Bengal)
So an hon. lady Member will soon be
speaking.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M.P.
BHARGAVA) : Mrs. Rajagopalan.

SHRIMATI LALITHA (RAJAGOPA-
LAN) (Madras): Mr. Vice-Chairman, at the
outset letme thank you for giving me time to
speak on this Motion.

I have bsenlistening to this debate since
yesterday and I find that the debate has been
of a high order. That there was no display of
emotion even from the opposition reveals the
grave concern of all sections of thishon. House
on this matter.

I would lik" to point out, Mr. Vice
Chairman, that ths whole issue should be
viewed from th" international angle of a
chinking world. Some have attacked the
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Government's foreign policy, and some have
drifted away from the main issue to attack a
particular wing in the Ministry of External
Affairs. Some have suggested to give up our
non-alignment policy and some have suggested
to re-shape our foreign policy. But I should
like to point out to them that it is very difficult
to build up friendship, goodwill and co-
operation but it is very easy to break them up.
So our main concern now is to strongly
express our grave concern to the U.S.S.R'sof
its intention to supply arms to Pakistan, and
there should be oneness in this matter not only
to strengthen the hands of our Government but
also to impress the world as a whole. Instead of
that if for debate's sake we say that we should
re-think, or reshape our foreign policy, or that
our non-alignment policy should be
abandoned, I think we have to consider also
the dire consequences it would have if we do so
under the present circumstances. No country in
the world, which economically or in defence is
not strong enough, and dependent on other
countries, can think in this line. So we have
first to strive to be self-sufficient and self
reliant before talking like this.

Now, Mr. Vice-Chairman, I would like to
point out that some have blamed the
functioning of the Ministry of External Affairs.
Personally I congratulate the Prime Minister for
handling the situation ably under such delicate
circumstances. [ think that the foreign policy
pursued by our Government is the best in the
present circumstance, and as for this particular
matter I am sure that hon. Members who have
gone through the statement made by the Prime
Minister have been able to find out for
themselves that all-out efforts had been made
and arguments had been placed by the Ministry
of External Affairs to dissuade Soviet Russia
from giving these arms to Pakistan. But if they
ignore this and go ahead, they must have some
reason; whether good or bad we do not know.
At this juncture I would also like to point out
that during 1962 and afterwards the Western
Bloc did not fulfil thnr commitment to India to
more than 5 per cent of their commitment,
whereas Soviet Russia have not only fulfilled
their commitment but have a'so given more.
Soviet Russia as well as the whole world knows
from past experience the intentions of Pakistan
and their aggressive attitude. So we have to
have faith in the U.S.S.R's assurance to the
President of India that it will try to maintain
peace in th's Sub-continent, but be prepared for
any eventualities. I would also iket to add,
Mr. Vice-Chairman
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we have to have continued faith in our non-
alignment, non-violence, tolerence, truth and
peace, the gospel of Mahatma Gandhi which
brought glory to our country.

It is unfortunate that at this juncture the
'New York Times' should have come out with
a news items—that and here 1 quote "India
had agreed to supply details of its arms
purchases from the Soviet Union to the United
States" but the Indian Embassy has officially
denied it. It is still more unfortunate that
Pakistan should open fire on 20th July in
Gulmarg area but whatever may be the
incidents, we should remember that world
powers will help India to get self-sufficient or
strong only to a point but not to that point
from whereon we Would not need their assistan-
ce. We should bear this in mind; this is the
theory of maintenance of balance of power
practised all over the world.So I wouldlike to
say that instead of getting agitated about this
Soviet arms aid to Pakistan, we should all take a
pledge on the Independence Day that we will
make our country self-sufficient and self-reliant
thereby strenghtening the hands of the
Government as well as the people of the
country.

Thank you.

SHRIS. S. MARISWAMY (Madras) : Mr.
Vice-Chairman, let me say at the outset that I am
not here to criticise Soviet Russia for
itsowndecisions.It is a sovereign State, an
independent country, which has got its own
right to make any decision it likes. It can arm
Pakistan today; tomorrow Timbuctoo or any
other country. That is not our lookout and it is
not right on our part to voice any criticism on
the foreign policy of Soviet Russia. Why I have
risen to speak today is to point out certain de-
fects that we have in our diplomacy, in our
foreign policy. The news that Russia has
decided to arm Pakistan has been supplied to us
by our Foreign Ministry only about three weeks
before but the news was in the air all over the
world some two to three months before. All the
Governments in the world had come to know
that there was going to be a shift in the
Russian policy not only towards India but also
towards Turkey, Iran, Iraq. America and so
many other countries. Every other Government
has taken action in regard to .the shift except
our own Government. I can understand our
Foreign Ministry sleep-i ng in Delhi. As many
Members have pointed out. our Prime Minister
is already loaded with many portfolios and she
has also her own party problems. I can
understand she cannot devote as much time to
foreign policy as she is expected to do but I
cannot
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understand what our Embassy and our great
Ambassador there in Moscow were doing. Iran,
Iraq and other countries when they saw that a
change was coming, made adequate
arrangements to go to Moscow and cultivate
Russia. Nasser, Tito, Afghan Ministers and
others got perturbed over this change in
policy; they also went to Soviet Russia and
tried to persuade Russia. Our Prime Minister
should have gone there or she should have sent
some other Minister but not our President,
poor Dr. Zakir Husain.

AN HON. MEMBER : Why poor?
(Interruptions).

SHRI S. S. MARISWAMY : Our President
cannot go and negotiate such things with so
much freedom as a Minister can do. He has
got his own restrictions. As President, he
cannot depart from the line chalked out and
speak independently whereas a Minister can
deviate. He can keep in touch with the Prime
Minister; he can even dash back to Delhi, have
consultations and once again go back. All these
the President cannot do; he has his own
restrictions. So that is where we failed.

To illustrate my point I will give one
example. Yesterday I b"li*ve a Mission has come
from the American State Department to have
talks with our Government. 1 believe the
Minister of State for Foreign Affairs, Shri
Bhagat, is engaged in discussions with that
Mission. But my information is that that
Mission had planned to come to India four
months before, as soon as they had the news that
Russia was going to change its policy towards
India. They said: 'this is not the time for us to
go to India; let us wait for a few more months
and when the atmosphere in India develops in
our favour as against Russia, then we can go
to India'. That is why they have come now
thinking that the atmosphere is very favourable
to them.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: That is the
game which America.

SHRI S.S. MARISWAMY : Whenldo
not attack Russia you should also not attack
America. What is the use of attacking
America?

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : You may
say whatever you like.

SHRI S. S. MARISWAMY : Yesterday, Mr.
Vice-Chairman, when 1 heard Mr. Bhupesh
Gupta speaking in a loud voice I was
wondering whether he was speaking for the
benefit of this House or whether he was
speaking with a view to reaching the Kremlin
because he was speaking so loud when we can
ea?ily hear him here.
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So, Mr. Vice-Chairman, the position now is
this. What  arewegoingtodointhe  changed
situation in the world? Are we going to still
hug to our so called non-alignment policy
which had become an obsession with this
Government, a dogma of this Government?
What benefits we have derived from this non-
alignment policy, let me be told about it.
Previously we had Russia on ourside and now
Russia i s no longer with us. S imilarly we had
America on our side and now whether America
is on this side or on the other side, God only
knows. So also the U. K. was for some time
on our side but now it is not totally on our
side. We are losing our friends very fast
whereas Pakistan is gaining friends very fast,
in fact much faster than we lose our friends.
What is the charm that this great Ayub Khan
has which we lack? What is it that Pakistan has
got, what is the big asset that Pakistan has
which we have not got? Our country is a
great country; we have tradition and we have
fought for ourindependence. We have sacrificed
many precious lives in the course of our
struggle for freedom but what has Pakistan
done? I can understand some Congressmen
who had contributed something to our national
freedom coming and occupying the Chair and
dictating to the nation but who are those
people? What sacrifices have they made,
people like Ayub Khan ? I do not say anything
against him. All that I ask is, what is the charm
that he has acquired that we do not have? Is it
not high tune for us to sit down and think
about it ? We are bungling all through. Even on
this issue I am told that when the news reached
New Delhi somebody in the External AftYirs
Ministry—I was even told the name of the
person but I do not want to mention it here;
after all, he is an officer and I cannot charge
him when he is not in a position to answer who
advised the Prime Minister and others and as a
result they took a complacent view and it seem?
he said it is not a very big affair and that we
can keep quiet abjut it. He is some I.C.S,
officer and by such people the country has
been let down. If som* serious attempts had
been mad? earlier, perhaps things would not
be so dismal as they look now.

I am also told that three weeks before when
the Foreign Affairs Commi'tee met a
sugges'ion was made that our defence Minister
should visit Moscow and it appears that the
Mnister expressed his inability and said that he
would not go And what was the reason for his
inability to go? It seems he said that our policy
has
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always been vacillating and he asked with
what face he could go there.

Now I would like to be enlightened by the
Prime Minister.

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL (Gujarat) :
Who laid the foundation-stone of all this
confusion.

SHRI S. S. MARISWAMY : I would like to
ask our Prime Minister : suppose tomorrow by
some means or other Pakistan rakes up the
Kashmir question in the Security Council, what
will be our position there? Can you still depend
upon the Russian veto ? Can you still depend
upon the Russian support ? How many members
we have on our side amongst the permanent
members and non-permanent members? Has
any account been made to assess these things?
Has any assessment taken place? This is an
important question that I would like to ask. I
don't want to tra 'erse the ground already
covered by other speakers. This is an important
question that I expect our Prime Minister to
reply. Another important matter that has not
been pointed out by other speakers is, Mr. Vice-
Chairman, I take the liberty of reading the small
portion for the benefit of the House. In the joint
communique issued it is stated:

"Mutual effort be made by both the sides
for the normalisation of Indo-Pakistan
relations

Hope was expressed that India and Pakistan
would continue their efforts to settle step by
step controversial questions and to establish
good neighbourly relations. It is said that our
Government had given to the Russian
Government the steps that we had taken with
regard to the Tashkent agreement. What are the
steps that we had taken to bring about a mutual
understanding between the two countries? It is
said in the communique that the Russian Gov-
ernment had apprised us of the Pakistani steps
and then they said that both of you have taken
equally the same steps. I would like to know
how Russia could take up the cause of Pakistan
and speak to us on par. Who has given that right
? If there had been a Pakistani representative
and if he had taken the trouble of apprising the
Russian Government, only it could bs a party in
issuing that statement. Pakistan was not re-
presented. It moans what? That Russia had
taken up the cause of Pakistan and dealt with
her and signed the joint communique. Where
Russia plus Pakistan stand on one side India
stands alone on the other. That is toe point J
would like the Honourable Prime Minister to
explain.
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SHRI ARJUN ARORA : Sir, listening to
some of the speeches yesterday and today I
was reminded of one of my neighbours who is
an old fashioned husband. Every morning when
his wife goes for Ganga snan and every evening
when his wife goes to a temple, the old
fashioned husband gives her only one advice:

TAT-IET ATHFTAT
Don't you touch other men. Some of the
speakers in this debate seem to make out that
they are the old fashioned husbands and the
Soviet Union  should be their equally old
fashioned wife. I am afraid that is a very wrong
and a very incorrect approach. Friendly
international relations are not special and
exclusive relationships. Friendship does not
exclude friendship with others and just because
the Soviet Union has adopted a friendly
attitude towards Pakistan, it is wrong of Mr.
Mariswamy to argue that the Soviet Union has
ceased to be our friend. A trend in the speeches
has been that hostility to Pakistan is the acid
test of friendship for India. That is a wrong
approach.  Friendship among nations can be
with more than one country. We cannot ignore
the realities of the international scene and
cannot altogether forget the thaw in the cold-
war involving new postures by the Soviet
Union and other big powers. We also cannot
forget that there is some fluid relationship
within the power blocs, and as Mr.
Ramachandran correctly pointed out, we canot
forget Pakistan's assertion, howsoever feeble,
of her independence from the  American
dominated military blocs. Then, Sir, we cannot
also forget the Chinese presence in Asia and the
Soviet Union is at liberty and we should be able
to understand the Soviet Union's manoeuvres

to meet the  Chinese threat  about
which those people who are
speaking against the Soviet Union

today have been in the habit of speaking a
great deal. There was in some speeches, 1
think it was in Mr. Jagat Narain's speech,
suggestion that we should take the initiative in
improving our relations with China. That is not
bad in principle. Establishment of good
neighbourly relations with China should not be
ruled out. But it should not be conceived as a
counter-blast for improvement in Soviet-Pak
relations. We also have to remember and ask
the question: Are the Chinese willing to
improve relations with India. Of course, all
sensible Indians have always been willing to
improve our relations with the Chinese. The
disclosure of the Soviet intention to sell arms to
Pakistan reveals that it has been for some
political parties a cause for over-acting and ra-
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ther for indulging in demonstrations of
important rage. I personally feel that the the
suggestion that the President of India should
have cancelled his visit to the USSR was
preposterous. Similarly preposterous was the
suggestion that the communique at the end of
the visit of our President to tne Soviet Union
should have been anything else than what it
was. Such occasions we know are not utilised to
air grievances. The correct reaction and the
correct attitude was that of the Prime Minister
who at Calcutta airport and at the Gauhati press
conference said: "Every country is free to give
aid to any other. It is none of our business to
interfere". Of course, in this case the Soviet
Union is not giving arms aid to Pakistan. It is
only permitting arms sale to Pakistan. Arms aid
to Pakistan was given by the United States right
from 1953 to 1965 directly and after 1965 it has
been given by the United States indirectly
through West Germany, Iran and other
countries. The Soviet Union is giving them no
aid. It is only permitting arms sale.

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA
business like.

SHRI ARJUN ARORA: The anti-Soviet
outburst, which we have witnessed, in some
quarters—of course from narrow quarters—is
based on narrow nationalism which seeks to
argue that hostility to Pakistan means
friendship with India. Then there are the usual
anti-communists who think that anything that
any communist country does anywhere at any
time is always wrong and they have seized this
opportunity. Then, of course, we cannot forget
that in this country there are pro-American
influences and in some political parties there
are pro-capitalist lobbies. They have seized this
opportunity to agitate against the Soviet Union.
It is a friendly act on the part of the Soviet
Union.

i AIRAGAT A1 (ST W) : TF I
AR AT § FAT AR WG ATFIC
F TFy FT @ 3 A7 qiffEe aT
T

o\ oo Wy 2 i AT T EAER
FL@E A we St @ A § 9g
Tarl = @ awg i g £ ) fee e
Fatem |

It was a friendly act on the part of the Soviet
Union to give us prior information of their
intention to sell arms to Pakistan. We know

that the normal Soviet practi ce is not to
advertise arms sale. The Soviet

More
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Union.we know, has not bi ven any military aid to
Pakistan. It has been giving military aid and
permitting arms sale to India. It is only thinking
of selling some military hardware to Pakistan.
The impression sought to be artificially and
maliciously created by some people is that
Pakistan is fullof Soviet tanks and heavy armour
and Mr. Alva seems to te afraid of these. That
is not correct. Only talks are going on and the
chances are that sophisticate weapons may not
be given. This is a major problem of India's
international relations' which should be
discussed on merits alone and calmly, as Mr.
Kaul said yesterday and is saying now. Let us
not import narrow political considerations and
try to make political capital out of it. If we take
a long-range view, we willagree that we have a
large and continuing stake in Soviet goodwill.

Any intemperate response like that of some of

the political parties and some of the individuals
in the Congress Party is not in our interest. It is
interesting that the plea for a reappraisal of our
foreign policy has come only from those who
never understood it or at least never supported
it. Their constant attack on our policy of non-
alignment implies that we should seek Western
co-operation on bended knees and we should
expect the friendship of any other power,
except the Soviet Union, on its own terms. The
fact, however, is that the Soviet Union has
been, is and shall remain our friend.

| Ao Fo Wwaewy (WA WAW) :

wiger & waw  faa zw fee v
ey & wie At & fer aet 2
g fame 819 0

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M. P.

BHARO AVA): I have told you what is the party
time left. You can take five or seven minutes.

st Ao Fo AWAWWL : F AT T
a9 I Al &0 Jg0A HOAF gl
a’tﬁnw%aﬂ%m@ﬂs’raﬁgl
wwaE a A | g fEe 2
Wmmwg%%wzﬁmﬁwﬁﬁr%
g #rE foge gem g, R @O gw
72 ¢ fr afe foe m%aﬁﬁﬂm
TR A & AT s AW Fr*:r
AT m%mwmaﬁtl
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AT a9 W@ oy fF oawag #§
7z farr fFm www & awam o wrE,
maft faw gar farad aw AR
WS #7FAT & | FH WA qEed
Fradr qgw 2 e foe gardr wd
qr fr dofr A few femEd T
T AE AT | BATE UT WEAA
ATATET WAET  F wE & d9% g ar
ad AT FAL E 9T AZ ET | AR
A" @ oaww g1 ag fawe
awad ® wA A1 @Ol ag 1 g, A%
e L e
rezaee femr @ s9a o 9 gar dean
g fo fofer 2221 & oar wm: /=t
HFR g1 T 99 W ag AqTar
f& saFr afomw FmEsn a9 fR AT
AE FEAT AT q9L AT & |
AFEE g d@d ¢ fFoasT 39
qform #T A 20 # Az Ad Aum
afar 5 ag wwer o sdr fE v
fam w7 wEEEE s S e,
T fafas =@ aqmr mar & fs e
W F Ay o= fa s e fre
amare T fEr W s e sy
Ak oA AEE | GImTE 11§ Az fer
mr 2 fw o
"We have to face this development as it
presents itself. We do not know whether
the Soviet Union has yet formalised an
agreement with Pakistan for the supply of
arms, nor do we have indications of the

quantum or character of these arms or the
terms and conditions of their delivery."

sa gz feafa & @1 o garr feaer
TEA AT & AT AE 9S4 AT 2, 39E
aRH dguge # fom Ay Ew ey
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U FENH T AT W A, HIR W
3TH 9 ggew, A1 gae faa g arf-
Fw 2, AZar 0w qgAr faaia &
o FE A wwre w faewm 9f-
gifis w5 FT AmEEEa @ 2 0 98
W e g 9 ' e &1 zfew
¥ A Furw w0 wed A g, g fE
WA AEEr e[ A<ET HEed J
T & IOwl aEE F S srEw-
A B1Ew Al 9 §d UF
ATE AL g oWl fad & Ame S AWl
g fedy s A aa J@ 2
ffe mare gz 2 feoemmd @ SuaT
FE AT gATE AT AG, Tg @A E
T A g ar (A o e
arg & AT gar 4z A fafrEa §
§HH TN FATE SN, UF, AR WA
TEY wgaﬁw TS AT RIE
W W oW W A g AT THE A
GffF i dar A g Wit ag Al Ed
T g fs wa wW dFT AT @ Fme
TVE SIFY @E A AT E GIT IHT
AT FA G fAd AT g WA |
ar R qfaF amer 9% AE 2 | 9 48
g fr ardr qfewr ¥ siax F=wT T0fd fE
T ZATO gEEIC Fr wr Afa g oA
FHFT W FA & IHFT IHA AWTEHAT
%mﬁmﬁmaﬁrlmmﬁ

%mm@%waﬁ#ﬁ‘ﬁmr
T § f6 oA oaw maf*m
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A1 agF A 1965 WHEW WF a1 |
97 IR FEIAE  AEET A qgl
AT qATFT AT AT | Ag HARA ATEY
SHT, IR § 25 WA 3
A Hegf f | Swwwm IR e
T ot F1 fred 20 wE &
e T wa § ufew uw faw d aw
HH O ¥ A AW AT AgF T A
g&w ‘freq Ure A1z awed”’ %170 &
72 o faar 2 et daw @@ 9w

el

meg'ma agmﬁ &?%rgmaaﬁf
7R far et W & oar & S
T &1 gfaare F A a@ W
§ T am A AW A e

Tal " g1 afew A R @ v oag
aa  Ffeeeed w s afaver § &g
fr 21 % =AW ®EA fw
zZaF fau wwEe fEen 99 ww-
HIAT gAT TUEH FT gHal NP gedr
WET |\ @ IH FWA W ®W OF A
. wa fr owwat st wfafer @
N E IEH AT AT T AT T
sl wfafear gk sfy aew @i @
aAE gRw R, W g oAt gw
qHA TR\

G AR AT qF g e a1
9 AT d9 AHC A AT H 9% URE-
o frarmar feag a1 @A Wi F A
iz & 9T E AT TEEI W49
UF 7Fd 71 T a@ H T AT A
A =R F AW T wrE faaw o oow
AHAT W AOITC TEAT AT A AT
T3 IAF IR AAT A TIAT @ AR F
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[#Y qT0 Fo AFAFL]

FEATFAT 7 | AR IW WA
O AE g | AT I G gT aad
FOA GFE FE AT A A FH-
argr @wrg Swoax faer wEE
g0 @i 43 9§ aweAr g wd
¥@ g w @@ A A AT
qredqd # e a4 fEaga ag g fF omaw
g T HEAW ¥ Al ATl avdr
T Ia% AT IART ATEAT AT AT
afed | = 9 & fau & e a1 e
grfog  &w@r =Ear g

FATC 97 ATEAT F SEd & a4t H
azg  afafFr 15 92 =0 4w ar@
it fmar =t fewwem e am
FCAT ATEA &1 W I @M F quA
agar g fmad awA fawr & arg w@we
98 f& A 6 feEmr #1EE @w FY
WE oFT WEET AT §H
o fFav ) v F3 oA T & =
e sroew fear o foadr faaar &1
famm gwwt & Tadr & SEEr 9 ger
qfgd | A SR g AT 9T | fAEre
f & s oiffeam &1 we fa&
srEd ar Sanr Sfafer e F s
FT ERT ! ®W A Al W am ue
frare 7@ fFam ) g &l @R wwam
o faare I avET uF awie
#t fed =9 o, § wwaa g fFoaw
gfaa /G0 2FT 1 W AMT FE &
gwar gl g w6 owmwad &g awar
ga wWEgW A @ oww §
qrerd W weefod A @vared A faen-
A FEEE BAl A g1 & T
faeme &g faore a®¢ o & s
qg e e W@ @EAn, g oA
bes I

arad Wga fraar & 9% gwoaEer
Wt afqem <% 1 T gw I
Farg frawr &&F afoew 57 9958
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g ag Wt qar 2 fF = g faaan
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FF F96 ¥ §9 feger w1 afaarw far |
AT AT F 0T Fw feEy w1 afaem
fFm = omw aEA e
T 9FIE 8 Afas FYH 99 S ¢

ATATE, A AE wer AGE 1 wafaw
U wET ¥ A 8 fr w4 T gag
Aot feard avdr &, wad A i W
qAEAT FEAT  AEET E |

W awwer g (fazr) - s
wEled,  H waEe a@m ame q faw
A faRw dify @ ofaw ogw femgmm
H AT IHE FIA FA A gH Awil
Flam F1 faw @ &1 wwilg 2o @y
gAET @ifgnr faed 20 aut & FeEw
™ TEd AT #7 oarEEaT FH w4

T NG S
affa s e & A= H s g 99 @
¥ IW Hgw A1 wAg I A fowa
T AFA @ ! SwmEEEm oW foem
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fegeam wef o @y & e wwi A
@R A I Wl dw 97 T
Té wmar § afex A g & I
g @ar g fF oag 2o A9t & qw A
ST FOATET XA W o1 W E e
g dTET T GE | 9 9% A1 SH
FTHEIT AT AT AFT A, Sadr fade
Aifs @& az@ d@ g% W &l

Tl
FUFFTIAT 31T FE T AT F R
AgE 2w U g1 g fam g
FATE o ar o« wfa
W #rsgr ¥ gfaare
AW qfEE HT oAvE @ ad Ared |
o qrfferT 1 swfonr el 7 gfaEe
far @@ AET W AgE A FEiAe
FI AT T WE g Wifewm AR 979
FAM | IH qHA A ATfSAT TA HE A
8 Sl AT SA CKST TATAT | AT IAAT
A 1 WL FETT WG WE 7
st STl F1 S9 GWHT E iE g
¥ g wfEEm & ogfan 3w OF
faars ITA IFA A 1 TE AN I
wuga F1 AT F 1 A7 AT AT @ E
Fagial 7 ®F &1 F@Ed 7 @ E
Faufenr #Y awEa T w@E A ar
fads W@ &1 aFEE FET ATEAT

T gATd #are sgTiad A ag
Sargy @ "gE  fawm wife & s

%"-ii
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AT AR T AT IJAF A H Wl A
oifea dW B TE AT BTG R, w
T E W g, W & wfafafed s
fermr Z9 @FT Argm A W fr
TR wE I E N HTH gL AW
oEgaT 9 @ d 9z i ofs-
W A1 TE AATE Y, I AU FY a<E
IAHR AT T AT | ®W X FTA
T #1 gfere R & ilaﬁrm
T F A AW T OE | ar
A@HE A ﬁrgai‘éﬁﬂzﬂqm
qem 1 ZH s A E g efeae
gufer & a4 2, fEwyaa @i
FTZH A J0 qEW wiwE w5y
qefad & FT TR |

AT F UIGA & 14, dHC aATqAT F
AT £ A BN & 9w qut ¥ ot
A A3 T g Ew a0 Ag A
TET Z@a AR A9 T frre ! a8 ww
T OAE E WA F e W g
arqarg ff agt T = afw @@y

ST AfET ®Y TEET HET AR @ T
femd ) =78 &0 & s g@rak
FAHI T WAET g | e fegem
afem & freer s @ & et & freex
g€ ga faw Sifywag e
g fFgw o amfewl aw &1 T A
FLAFT & | PR & ovae g ATIGRT
FTIMAE T8 AT fRT oY g -
Foq W A5 gud 1ag W a<g A AgEs
Aify & A1 fFa aeg a1 ag AUEE TR
B SO AT AT A R gwEy |
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[ arerger 57 |
I WG F1 q9ET AT A Aran-
qui AR F FEE FU W0 fE e
9 qrEdr g oaw 1 20 Tl ¥ ag
qOHTT FEAT wer o @ g fE ogw T
& srwfrie ma A # & wdw |
g 7 gfand & art § aewfrac gg
R TamF ae & & e gl
g 99 AT wm & ar § @ "
fret & | mfay & sgn TR g
s ava fawi #1 @il A6 s e
FHAFT WG & FAar A a6
afed 1

arr gardr dfomd gdfaa § 1 oo
AR & T, o o g 1 ST
fadt gT & ATmdT & & R g @
arfearT & s gard qfew, gard d@ro
yrdo dro ST AT FAT IAHT U Al
A%l | T g & WA § A AT AT
uF WA A7 wafer 3ar & s § oo
T FIR GART AN & 9T 8T g
™ E | A oA F T g
300 FUE Fo ¥ 42 AT 900 FUT To HT
g fedw awe & mar g fee o A
T & faer F7 @ g1 ag T A
gi & 9g gL 30 FY AT ARG FT awAr
g | @y apr EifEd,  awfEdr s o
aquq famr w1 zde F¢ 9 =9 af w1,
7 gt wiwm wifad, fad arm afe
- gafsrd, fae ardy wa #fad ) 7 SwEr
g TH, AT W w7 AfEd e
wTea F fod & Fra wferd o

W W (Ter q1W): IATe
e, WE a1 oW e § 7 feaee
o & 6 gw qae Awi FY a9 97 aw
JQH TE a9 T gETE A% a<g ¥ sygey
TR ST AHAT | ATH & U F g9 F) fyvay
&Y g AW FT FGI FAT qEAT B, Al
o e friew @ fFoaw Y o= o
q3 o &F g & o foeelt o wrfw
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g a% =g woar wfen | fafed e
F e W WEg A% g aa e e
gl @, IR gH o aw § & qA
For  difgd s Tad fad smre gw
AT FO SATET A FT 98 a1 A7
Z e 9ifgd | § a1 a8 FF 57 gwar
g & amre stwawar @1 @1 g e 4
ST ATET & SEH 6T AT §B AT AR
< & dt gad A gH auE A &1 AW A
Tt arfed |
ZW EAW @ & A W oWeEa g
AT A A F FAT 9T qg ferar ww
& —

aq for: a3 afe

VAT AT,

FareafaEr q

e FTATY |
1 W ffawa 51 @ ghmm sam W
T Afgh | A qgd & ag e
Fe Agm fE o gwre dw ar
& o fewn @ S frosa & swwr o
T GTATCAT F qIdfg A4 &7 & | IAwv
ST Wi wre<f § o1 fawelt sfreefoy
St g wEE w @ fege & aw
T WEH ATTA F YUV AT FT @@
e w1 &, Srfew saat gfam e faer
T § A AT wT aF wiSEr S
g ¥ I AW aF FAA T AT IAH
FG GATE 1T AT TATEAT ATAH TN TEAT |
afe 7 oz fafrag wa & fF o9 aw
T & T AT e ST e
TR TEAT AR &, 7 T @ A1 T wiqer
H U o@uTE Fd ¢ a1 qrierr A
| RIS(ET SO ST aTeaETadar St o
| by & Famara <adt 3 sw fvea &
UF @ uF fa gure s | et @i
AW & sfEre § w0 Y oy 2 A R
amaFt dar faeem oY @éT geAw @
§ & a0 T 0w & s § T o Ade
fm @ & w4 w0 g maag
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Wig # gar e a3a g OE
e frwspr &1 a7 s G fa oemment
AT agafes ¥ o frww & S
ZW AT & ST AR g% A {7
= Fom o1 g e fae w7 oA
FE T &ifowr FaU | GEA WG aw
Ay Afz T gw Ay A I a7
A WY W Age X fr oafrm ¥
taT g1 s fafee & w7 83 ad @
afgm | &d v & v wfe qe
F faa foet ot wifoor 2 &% ag F0
18T |

fer wea 3w F A IR
T AT =TI o v /A8 99 a9E
FF 2 | =0 q frvam & frea 71 =m=Ere
6 ¥ & fear § o s o gd fava
Fom wifed R A aw ¥ TR
FOW | TEFEE  F1 A& GF aEm
qATE T AT WA R Ag FH Wew Tl
gfer & #& fr a0 offeam 51 afE
qgm & fad w0 gfaar & wr @ ) oA
& 7} wrweaT g, AT AR o a6
o foar mar & AR F ot mmeEn § e
Fgg Avg 2 s A & 90w & awd &
famre & g zwedl =9& A fam
¥ fa s oz A fem &1 =
farame & o oz 7 o faa &F &7 o g
afw § &1 oAy G o 3 f
B9 FUHRT 0T F49 q OF qF | 7H e
T weT WeRl § Arq e FY, afFa
g fadt e & = Al w1 o9Er g7
%8 a1 IART 9aT F< AT IAH A ATHL
F g QuT WHE P IRl FATE AT A
o W wEE fear d, a1 & A
Ty qATfera 7@ aHEAr g |

wET APAfGW F AT 9T g
WA WAT £ | 2WA WgW o[d ¥ #E
am A wE &) A W @ g
ag sfesw a0 ok fFar & @it g
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HAR A1 a7 aq fear @ e aw d
Tz | favare w3 § o 3w aforms
T & i o gw 2w < € e gwre e
F wET F7 q9rew o ¥ g # @ ag
et oF Afeew At § 0 g &
@I, g qATeT WA & S S
& Ao wfew 1 O g g
07 fawdt gF1T FY wwT F w7 afawre
FAL ZT FT AN &7 AWAT | AZ WA E IX
ft & & qwwar 5 o fra e
tar  arEar g & frgem ewra o
TRAT AT E | T AE w0 § v fE
A v e fe ofeam a7 qfee
T 9% a4 r g€ g o S gfe ax
U @y gifee far 0 s AR
aufer a1 mda fet @ fedt s
q wiffeam #1 ggmET #99 § 1T 36y
SHTL | AT ZW ©F HI A FG AT Zal
FIE AT AFT FAT AMMEH | g7 T
# AT ar Faw agr fraew 3 e ew e
e #3 o & gat afe faw o fa
TEdt A A1 g gfaard & gfen &
fredt o foewr &, gfrar & faelr o 3w
H0% 7 @ aw | wWite ZAT T8 W
g 2 fw o fam i 781 2 & et
T TF W e W A FT F A4 q%
wE A A gETa M W ¥ fA@
dare 7 g | wfaT g7 § are adw
aferare swr fgd o7 & 79 s
afrr wff 71 S99 @@r @R %
gat  for gwre 3w qv feaar o aen
9% ST g9 TIATE el F Wiy |
a1 ag frgg wfad fF aw 9w afim
E T AT VAT FT AT & | AT THaar
faer e 9 a1 g4 & AT A | w
W on e & fod ge A A g a9
fereer st ¥ oY we s gfami & safe
F g Fr wEfaer e 21 o e
st gfe o F1 T o 39
are | g ug s & 5 7 fedfay 2o
g | gw ag Wi wwey g fF 9 daw



563 Re Arms Supply to Pakistan

[ W agm |

ot o wage w2 @99 | 7 fave dr g
wwifas # fdt @ feelt s & semm
s | s F fedfae & & A an g
TG FgA T ATATAFAT AL g FIH AT
et F1E 3T arfieaT 9T gEET &9 #
TEY @Y & AT 97 @) A 39 2fa-
it 1 Faw Fewfae gframe sz qnfaa
T ¢ wifs ofeam fam e
& &t frelY gae 3w & ®18 @ awsar
& T & AR 7 72 e @ 5 g
o ¥@ @ ¢ 4z fad w7 & 2
win fodfm b & am o
q ITYHT AGT FZT AT AFAT | YT A
g fom T &7 A A '\ oA A7 E Hw
foe swe #1 ® § gwra ATA @ 2
W qar  feeET 7 Ewar A &
T W R | T AT AT T AT
T A & A T v F e w
qeATE qIfFET it weAr o A qarfaT
g 2 1 arfeea gfaarei & §% gz 2, &
¥ @ o, et ¥ A T AT F T 5
o stareretier 8, ST 2 3R AT A
Sravaar 781 & | frwer AT 2urd Fw A
famrr fam & fo g o= e 2 foefl ol
& W& 9T UF @9 THLE0 EFT FH AT
T & o fre & wfaso § gw ooy
FT RN TAH TR TR |

SHRI BANKA BEHARY DAS (Orissa):
Mr. Vice-Chairman, Sir, at the outset I want
to make it clear that I am not one of those
who support the theory that we have no right
to criticise a sovereign country even if it has
gone against our interest. This means that we
have no right to criticise China if they support
Pakistan with arms nor can we criticise the

Britishers even if they throw out our Indians
from Kenya.

Sir, almost all the Members who have
participated in this debate on the Soviet
decision to supply arms to Pakistan have
expressed concern and anxiety over the matter

[RAJYA SABHA ]

in varying degrees. While nobody
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wants to take a stand that may seriously impair
the friendly relations between India and the
Soviet Union, there has been an attempt in
some quarters to indirectly justify the action of
the Soviet Union or to be little the grave threat
to the security and peace of this sub-continent.
My amendment to the main motion is an
innocuous one and is meant to express regret
for the action of the Soviet Union who was one
of the main architects of the Tashkent
Declaration and which always advised us about
brotherly relations with Pakistan. If military aid
by the U. S. A. to Pakistan under military pacts
or through third parties like Germany, Iran and
Italy, was an unfriendly act, was an act to extend
and keep alive the cold war in this sub-
continent, the proposed military aid to Pakistan
by the Soviet Union can never be a friendly act,
nor can it ever bring abou conditions of amity
and peace amongst us. It will be an
encouragement to the bellicose posture of the
Pakistan rulers who have lived and flourished
on a campaign of hatred and conflict against
India. Driving this home truth to the Russian
friends is an act of friendly warning, not an act
of hostility.

The Soviet Union or any other sovereign
country may be competent to order its own
foreign policy, but we have a right and
obligation to the Indian nation to tell the
naked truth when the interest of India is being
jeopardised. It will be foolish to argue that
only American or British military hardware
can create tension and aggravate and
accentuate the cold war, whereas the Soviet
weapons can serve the cause of peace. It will be
equally foolish to argue that while Ayub Khan
violated the assurance given to America not to
use their weapons against India, he will
honour the assurance given to' Kosygin.

There has been also an attempt to show that
there has been no shift in the Soviet policy
towards India. Though the Deputy Prime
Minister has admitted categorically about this
shift, the Prime Minister has tried to play with
words and has prevaricated even to admit this.
Is it the personal opinion of Shri Morarji
Desai? Does it show that the Union Cabinet is
not in one mind when it reacts to this action
of the Soviet Union? Howsoever one may
vainly try to argue that there has been no shift
in the policy of the U. S. S. R. vis-a-vis India,
the Indian nation will not be duped by such
argument. Is it not a fact that the Soviet Union
which always expressed the opinion
thatKashmir was an
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integral part of India had stopped speaking like
that? Is it not for the last few years equating
India and Pakistan and advising us to come to
a settlement about all issues including Kashmir
by having mutual negotiations. This was
definitely a shift and a shift in favour of
Pakistan. A further shift came in favour of
Pakistan when it announced its intention to
help that country with military weapons. This
action of the Soviet Union has definitely
harmed the cordial relation that existed
between us since the last World War.

Though the Government of India has always
proclaimed a policy of non-alignment, it has
moved like a pendulum between one big
power and the other and exhibited its
weakness every moment. It has always acted
under pressure and it is natural for one not to
admit of this naked truth because it is
unpalatable. When it refused to have
diplomatic relations either with East Germany
or with Israel, it acted in a manner which
smacks of pressure. The big countries which
conditioned this mental make-up of India
have recognised those countries because their
existence has become a reality now.

Continued  dependence on big powers
either for food or for planning or for
extricating ourselves from recession have
diluted our non-aligned foreign policy. Even
at this late hour, if the actions of big powers,
whether of America or of the Soviet Union,
compels us to follow a policy of enlightened
self-in;erest, we would have benefitted much
from the jolt and shock that we have received
at their hands. These big powers are actuated
by their self-interest and self-agrandisement
and it will be wrong to expect that there will

bo no conflicts  between interests  of
smaller nations and big powers. The
present conflict between  Czechoslovakia

and the Soviet Union, the bitter and prolonged
struggle and cold war bi;.ween China and the
Soviet Union, and tiio conspiracy
ofthecapi'alist America and the Communist
Russia together to force non-nuclear nations
to sign the non proliferation treaty have
clearly shown that none of the big powers are
motivated by high ideals or ideological
considerations but by sheer self-interest and by
motives of extension of spheres of influence. If
creation of cold war and aggravation  of
conflict serve their interest, they will gladly
go in for such a policy without caring for the
interest of small powers or developing
nations. America and the Soviet Union both
in varying degrees are criminally guilty of
such actions.
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Russian bombers do not throw bombs of
peace, nor the American lethal weapons emit
shells of democracy. The Patton tanks of
America and ground-to-air missiles of the
Soviet Union will both act in unison in the
hands of Ayub Khan against the friendly spirit
of India and will create an imbalance in this
sub-continent. How the self-interest of China,
the Soviet Union and America, who are deadly
enemies of each other, can meet in the soul of
Pakistan and create a threat to India is not
beyond the comprehension of an Indian whose
loyalty to India is supreme and undiluted.

We are not enemies of any country and
should continue to follow that policy however
much provocation may come to sabotage that.
But under that garb of friendship we will be
acting under pressure if we do not give a
friendly warning to any nation whose free
action harms the cause of India. This does not
mean that out of panic, again the Indian nation
will lean towards the other big powers and if
such tendencies will arise we should fight it
tooth and nail.

Sometimes the American lobby in India
gets an opportunity to amuse themselves
when Russians are in difficulty. Sometimes
the Russians lobby in India behaves in the
same manner. But our interest lies not in the
amusement of these lobbies, but in developing
India economically and militarily so that that
will ensure the independence and sovereignty of
the country and insulate our non-aligned
policy against international pressures.

SHRI C. D. PANDE : Mr.  Vice-
Chairman, Sir, there was a time when we were
exulting in the beautiful, blissful idea of non-
alignment but it lasted till the Americans
betrayed us and gave massive support to
Pakistan. That was the beginning of our shift
towards Russia. Then came the Chinese war
which made us helpless because that was a
serious blow to our prestige and miliatry
strength. That naturally drove us into the
Russian arms. Then came the Pakistan war. Of
course we admit that then Russia helped us a
great deal. Mr. Bhupesh Gupta, we are really
greatful to Russia so much so that when the
Pakistan war came and when the Chinese
fought against us, we felt that you were nearer
us than Mr. Niren Ghosh. That is the impression
not only of this House but the  whole
country. The Chinese incursion into India,
their coming into the arena made us nearer to
Russia. But what we felt about the American's
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then, we are feeling the same way today about
the Russians. Not that we are in any way
hostile to the Americans but we have no faith
in them. They have given us a jolt. I say it is
unfair. However, I will not say the same thing
about the Russians because they are going cau-
tiously.  But our grievance is on a moral
standing. Everybody knows that they used
their veto power in favour of Kashmir being
with India, not only once but twice. But is it
enough? They did this for  ten or twelve
years. But today, at the end of twelve years,
they say that Kashmir is not a closed
question. Kuruschev assured us that way. Now
today they ask us to settle the dispute. What
they never conceded to be a dispute has now
bscoms a dispute. For the kindness of their
veto then we are still grateful. But today our
opinion has changed. We were obliged to
them for something. Now that obligation is no
more there. If that is not the quarrel with
Pakistan what is our quarrel with Pakistan?
Kashmir is the bone of contention. Pakistan is
fighting with us over the issue of Kashmir and
the sam3 Kashmir has been made a disputed
issue by Russia. Now Russia has given
massive support to Pakistan and they say, no, it
should be taken in a light manner. We cannot
take it lightly. Now we are blaming Russia.
But how can we have any  grievance
against Russia now because it is we who are
to blame for all this? We had taken a posture
that India would never react adversely
whatever the pinpricks. What happened during
the last eighteen months? They have con-
ducted six or seven experiments on us. First of
all, they gave us the Novo-4 P.M. tny
Agreement. The Information and
Broadcasting Minister says that the Novotny
Agreement is a great boon to India and we are
getting everything free from Russia and our
propaganda will be done by Russia. Then the
question of 16 helicopters being supplied to
Pakistan came up. We raised this question
here but the Defence Minister said that they
were only for transport purposes. Then came
the scheme of educational endowment.
Previously our Education Minister was saying
that any  agreement or any scheme  of
education  from the U.S.A. was not worth
touching. And there was a huge uproar in
this House that the Americans were
interfering  with our educational system. But
something of a similar nature came from
Russia and the Education Minister was very
happy and he did not object to it. I do not mean
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Dr. Sen personally but as a Minister it
happened. Then the Planning  Minister says
that our planning should be dovetailed to
Russian planning. 1Itell you as an Indian I
feelinsulted and humiliated. We being a big
nation having a democratic system, we want
to dovetail our plans to Russian plans. I say it is
a bankruptcy of mind and loss of self-respect.
It is really surprising that these people can
sustain such ideas. Therefore the whole
blame is on us and the Russians took us for
granted. The Defence Minister also says that
every nation has a right to do any thing. When
people came from Burma, he said independent
nations can do anything. When people came
from Kenya, he said it is an independent coun-
try. When Russia gave 16 helicopers, he said
every nation has got a right to do anything. Mr
Banka Behary Das rightly says that every
nation is a sovereign country and can do
anything; they have even aright to wage war
against oiher nations. But after all there is
something as moral obligation to our friends
and to humanity. When Pakistan was a member
of the SEATO and CENTO, Shri Bhu-pesh
Gupta accused Pakistan as a stooge of
imperialist powers but today he has no word
of condemnation for Pakistan because Russia
has come to her help. As Mr. Kaul said, the U-
2 incident was a sore point for Soviet Russia.
But they have forgiven and forgotten it. The
whole thing is painful when we realise the
background in which Russia took this step.
Pakistan was in the American camp and
Peshawar was the American base from where
U-2 used to fly for spying over Russia. But
everything has been forgiven and forgotten by
Russia. In such circumstances they have given
massive help to Pakistan. People say it is only
some military hardware; they say like that to
belittle as if it is nothing. Do you think a
nation like Pakistan which has got sufficient
arms will ask for small '303 rifles? It must be
something substantial. Either it must be missiles
or anti-missiles or it must be big tanks which
can make appreciable difference in  the
defence potential of Pakistan. If that is not so,
I think Pakistanis are poor beggars. But my
view is that they are wiser than us. We assume
that we are magnanimous and we have moral
standing. But they have outwitted us in
diplomacy. They have made friends with those
of whom we were very proud. What I want to
say is that any jolt from Russia is a matter
which we should consider very seriously and
very calmly and we should not be panicky.
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At the same time we should behave like a
big nation and in a dignified way. We have
also to be self-reliant because we cannot go
to the other countries for assistance. We
cannot go to Britain for arms because we
have burnt our boats with Great Britain.
Therefore we have to adopt the policy of self-
reliance in the manufac-ure of arms. If China
can do it, if other countries can doit, we can
also do it, and we have to do it in a big way
necessary for our requirements. In the end I
would like to say that when we have survived
Amrican betrayal, we can surely survive
Russian betrayal.

[THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN in the Chair.]

SHRI JAIRAMDAS DAULAT-RAM
(Nominated) : Madam Deputy Chairman,
both in this House and in the other House
and much more in the country we have heard
the voice of surprise and the voice of
indignation at the step taken by the Soviet
Union in regard to the supply of arms to
Pakistan. Somehow I do not share that
surprise or that indignation. I think there is
no justification for surprise because, as I
have understood the Soviet Union's policy, it
has been from the start not only with regard
to India but with regard to other countries,
dictated by the national interests of the
Soviet Union. In a changing world situations
change and, therefore, foreign policies also, in
their detailed adjustments, do change.
Therefore from the time of the Security
Council right down to this latest decision of
the Soviet Union, the Soviet Union has been
guided, in regard to its attitude towards India,
by the vital national interests of the Soviet
Union, and from that point of view I
appreciate the decision of the-Soviet Union to
allow no other consideration to influence
them except their national interests, even
though the decision may be to the dislike of
the nation with whom they have been co-
operating. It is true that the Soviet Union
knew that Pakistan has invaded India twice.
It is true that the Soviet Union knew that
Pakistan has interfered very vitally, almost
militarily, wi th the eastern hills, Nagaland
and Mizo areas. The Soviet Union also knew
that Pakistan has declared very clearly that
there can be no lasting peace with India so
long as the Kashmir problem remains
unsolved, which is evidently an indirect hint
that they may have to go to war for the third
time. 1 am certain that the Soviet
Ambassador in  Pakistan and their
intelligence system in Pakistan have made
the Soviet Union aware about the temper of
the people in Pakistan, the tem-
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per of the press in Pakistan and also what-ever
war preparations may have been carried on
there, and yet Soviet Union has decided to
take this step. I think it is a lesson to all of us
that we must place national interests first and,
however weak it may appear to some, 1
interpret the present decision of the
Government of India as one of frankness and
restraint and in the context of the present
situation a wise decision and in the interests of
the nation. But we have only seen one straw in
the wind. I do not know the further develop-
ments of this change in the foreign policy of
the Soviet Union. I am sure it will affect the
question of Kashmir—Iargely or to a small
extent, one does not know. So also many other
developments are likely to take place. I do not
believe that there is anything like "friendship"
in international politics. The word "friendship"
has not the dictionary meaning in international
politics. It is a polite form of addressing each
other. It is a cordial expression which prepares
the mind of the opposite party to receive
whatever you want to hand over with regard to
proposals and ideas, and it is in a way a useful
word. But I think it is coming to be a
dangerous word. We must not mislead
ourselves and mislead and miseducate the
nation by talking of any nation as our friend,
because experience has shown that China and
Russia were friends, very thick friends, and it
was Russia which trained China to build up its
strength which we are seeing to-day. So also
the Soviet Union and Czechoslovakia were
friends. The Soviet Union and Yugoslavia
were friends. I believe that in a changing
world, it is much better to use the word "co-
operation" between two nations and popularise
that expression because that is the real thing.
"Friendship" is not a correctexpression to be
used. Friendship means that one should even
sacrifice one's interests for the sake of the
friend. That thing does not happen in this hard
world. Let us thus avoid surprises and
disappointments we must accustom ourselves
and the people to the expression "co-
operation". We are '"co-operating" with
various nations, including the Soviet Union
with which nation we must co-operate. |
believe that the policy of the Government to
build bridges, but bridges for traffic both
ways, is a sound policy which we should
pursue. But these bridges have to be
constructed efficiently, and they have to be
controlled and managed efficiently. To the
extent that we are able to build and control
them efficiently, to that i extent we will gain.
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I will take only two or three minutes for my
last point. The situation as it has arisen, and as
I fear it will develop, is a challenge to us. It
has thrown up certain problems of self-
introspeetion, it has thrown up certain
problems which relate to our internal strength.
I do not think this is the forum, open to the
ears of the world, where we can discuss this
matter properly. But a section of the leadership
of the country is here; the leaders of various
parties are here. I think there is a challenge to
the leadership of all the parties to deal with
the situation that is coming before the
country. In the military sphere— increasing
the Defence budget, importing more weapons,
and maximising our internal production—and
in the economic sphere, we must have peace, a
reasonable measure of peace; unless all this
happens we will not be in a position to
develop the strength of our country. And in
the political sphere, we have achieved a unique
distinction, not only in the history of our
country but possibly in the history of the
world, in human history, that at the State
level, at the subordinate legislature level, as
many as 14 parties have had to join to manage
the affairs of the State. And they also
remained in stable instability and ultimately
gave way. There is also in various other
directions a tremendous amount of
divisiveness in our country. This is a
challenge which the experience of the last 20
years has thrown up before us. Tt is the duty
of the leadership ofall national parties
represented in this House to look at the
problem from a larger point of view, to forget
their parties for the time being and bring the
nation before their eyes. There was a great
nation in the world's history and it reached a
certain stage of difficulties. Somebody there
bemoaned: "All are there for the party, none
for the State." Let us not reach, as we seem to
be reaching, the stage where all may not be
even for their party but will be for themselves.
This, I think, is a warning to us, and I, as a
humble worker with a little experience of
political life, make an appeal in this House to
the leadership of the country that it is time
that we had self-introspeetion and looked into
our internal problems. It is only the internal
strength of our country which gives us real
stature, which makes other people and nations
anxious not to hurt us. And to the extent we
develop our internal strength, to that extent
shall we be able to survive in the world and be
able to lead a dignified life.
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SHRI T. CHENG ALVAROYAN (Madras) :
Madam Deputy Chairman, it is no' without
embarrassment that [ rise to support this
motion for consideration. Is there a man with
soul so dead who has not said that this proposal
to supply arms to-Pakistan will seriously
disturb the balance of peace in this region? We
yield to none, Madam Deputy Chairman, on
this side of the House in our awareness of the
portents and pointers of this proposal. But we
are not, therefore, going to indulge in violent
vocabulary and behave rather scho-lastically in
the face of this great development. We are a
poor country, but nevertheless a big nation, a
great nation, great in our heritage, great in the
devotion to our freedom, great in the dedication
to the cause of peace, and for that reason, Ma-
dam Deputy Chairman, we shall not at all
become nervous over this development. Have
we not survived the shivering shocks similar to
this in the times past? Alone, all alone, On the
burning deck, we stood the two invasions.
Beneath your Chair, Madam Deputy Chairman,
are buried many invaders; perhaps there is still
room left for some more. In this context, I beg
of this House, as I would beg of this country to
understand, in appreciating this development in
the Indio-Soviet relationship, some broad and
basic facts. Let us not miss some of the
fundamental foundations that are rather
indissoluble, indestructible and inviolable in
the bonds of good relationship between India
and the Soviet Union. We have to understand
that the Soviet Union has given us in several
spheres and sectors many an accord and satis-
faction. We have also to realise that the
relationship between India and the Soviet
Union, which has taken deep, lasting and
undying roots, is going to be for the common
dimension, for a direction and for a destiny for
the world cause. We must equally realise that
the relationship between India and the Soviet
Union is not tied of nylon strings; it is forged
by stainless steel. But nevertheless, one Won-
ders: Is that the Soviet Union which has given
us the veto everytime and turn when Pakistan
most impertinently raised the question of
Kashmir before the Security Council? Is that
the Soviet Union which has given us that
Tashkent auspices for peace ? Is that the Soviet
Union which has given us enormous economic
and other aid? Is that the same Soviet Union
that has now chosen to supply arms to Pakistan?
Blessed are the peace-makers. But when the
peace-maker chooses to decide to supply arms
to one of the contestants, I am afraid, Madam
Deputy Chairman, with all good will, respect
and friendship to
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tbe Soviet Union, I am bound to tell them that
peace will go to pieces everywhere. I
therefore submit that in the appreciation of
this great question of the development of the
relationship between India and the Soviet
Union on this question, we have to realise one
other important fact, namely, why the Soviet
Union has now decided to supply arms to
Pakistan. 1 hope the

reat leaders of the Soviet Union must ave
Sasked the question either to themselves or to
Pakistan. Why should they supply arms ? We
know from the lessons of history that one
nation requires arms from another nation
either for offence or for defence. No nation
requires arms simply to be kept in a museum.
Pakistan has many exhibits, for such a museum
but the question before the Soviet Union, I
hope, is why does Pakistan want the supply of
these arms. Is it for defence? A gainst whom?
Britain? Its creator will not destroy it.
America? Its mentor will not molest it. China?
Its new lover will not crush it. But against
whom this invasion is possible? Our great
leader, the Prime Minister, has time and again,
declared that we have absolutely no designs of
any kind of aggression against Pakistan though
we have told most unequivocally both by talk
and by deed that we will crush anv aggression
against India. But against whom, therefore,
any defence is thought of? Will it be for
offence? The question therefore is, can
Pakistan think of war against any other nation
in this world? WiH it be against Britain?
Ingratitude can not go farther. Will it be
against America? Madness cannot go worse.
Will it be against China? Stupidity cannot be a
greater. But against whom Pakistan may use
these arms? Ir has shown in the times past, the
fist against India. It has turned the tanks
against India. It has turned the guns against
India and therefore we tell most politely, most
gently and most respectfully the Soviet Union:
'Look here, you are supplying arms to
Pakistan—for what purpose?' International
commentators have given three explanations
for this move— that Russia wants to ward off
America, that Russia wants to contain China
and Russia wants to discipline Pakistan. The
Soviet Union may succeed in the first, the
Soviet Union may accomplish the second but
with regard to the third, I am afraid the Soviet
Union will meet the first of its failure in its
long and historic career. For one thing,
Pakistan has become venal in its military
alliance and therefore we warn most
respectfully the Soviet Union that this
question of the supply of arms will
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be rather very disqueting for the very cause
of peace that we want to establish.

One word more and I have done. We want
to say once again that this will not disturb the
long historic association which is sanctified in
its origin, which is memorial in its
magnificence with regard to the Indo-Soviet
good relations. What is the alternative that
Members on the side opposite suggest ? Shall
we go and wait at the white gates of
Washington? It is degrading. Shall we go and
stand on the doorsteps of Downing Street? It is
demoralising Shall we appease Pakistan? It is
debasing- But what shall we do? As our great,
illustrious Prime Minister gave the gallant lead
to our people and to our nation, we shall do one
thing that is only within ourselves. We shall go
to the fields; it will give the answer. We will
go to the factories. It wiH give the argument.
We will go to the people. They will give the
reply that it is far better that we die on our feet
than live on our knees.

SHRI AWADHESHWAR PRASAD
SINHA (Bihar) : Madam, I am glad you have
allowed me at the fag end. But the entire House
is anxious to listen to the Prime Minister. |
entirely agree with the statement which the
Prime Minister has made on this issue. Having
said so, I would draw the attention of the
House that atomic weapons and other things
which have annihilated time and distance, I
mean the march of time, have brought about a
metamorphic ~ change in  international
relationships. What were certainties yesterday
are uncertainties to-day and God afone knows
what wiH be happening tomorrow.

So far as Russia is concerned, when Mr.
Khruschev was thrown out, Mr. Kosy-gin came
to power. He made two declarations that he wiH
try to cultivate friendship with China and
Pakistan. He has very badly failed in his policy
towards China. I am not happy over it but that
is a fact. The armies of China and Russia are
pitted against each other in their common
border and some ti me even a skirmish takes
place though they are two communist countries.
Marx said 'In communism, there wiH be no
contradictions'. The contradiction is proved by
the show of arms and clashes. So there was a
failure. Then he turned towards Pakistan and
tried to cultivate friendship with it. The
SEATO and CENTO countries were being left
out by Soviet Russia and they had very good
relations with us. Now they tried to come near
Pakistan and it started much before
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the Indo-Pak conflict. The Pak invasion took
place in 1965. Shri Lal Bahadur Shastri is no
more but God overhead knows, I would tell the
House that Shas-triji told me : 'It is not only
America, it is not only England, it is Soviet
Russia also which is bothering me about this
conflict when we are trying to face up to the
challenge of Pakistan.! The scene for the
Tashkent Conference is very meaningful
because America gave the green signal to
Russia. Just now a great thing has happened
between the UAR and other countries and
Israel. Russia and U.S.A. —these two countries
have not agreed. Even though the U.N. and the
Security Council have passed many resolutions
that the aggression should be vacated, it is not
being vacated because the two have not agreed.
Maybe to our fortune or misfortune, I do not
know, Tashkent was made the scene. The great
Lal Bahadur Shastri went there flanked by
Sardarji and Chavanj i and we agreed to vacate
the aggression. It was a noble act on the part of
Shastriji, 1 must say, because we did not go to
even an inch of Pakistani territory to grab it.
We went there to save the position when from
the Chamb-Jaurian sector they wanted to
isolate Kashmir. We had to go to other parts of
Pakistan to show them our strength and see that
Kashmir was saved from coming under their
clutches. So we vacated it. People say that it is
a point of weakness. It is not so but anyway,
that is another matter but it was Russia, in co-
operation with America, which wanted us
vacate the entire territory which we had
occupied. The Russians have not succeeded
now with a small country like Israel to do what
they wanted. America does not want that it
should be vacated. Mr. Kosygin wants that it
should be vacated but they are not agreed on
that but here they were agreed. Having done
this great help to Pakistan and to us also,
perhaps they thought, our leaders thought that if
we vacated the aggression, Pakistan will be
friendly with us. When the Indus Waters Treaty
was being signed, I had been to the great
lamented leader Pandit Nehru and I said :
'Panditji, it will mean such a great amount of
money and so many things; why are you
entering into this Treaty? Do you think that
Pakistan will respond to this gesture ?' Panditji
told me, "My dear boy, Gandhiji gave them
crores of rupees and he was killed; I know that.
Then about Kashmir. They took half of
Kashmir and I stopped the fighting, though I
was criticised by the entire country. Again, I
am going to do this. One thing after another
these three
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things are being done with open eyes, because
we feel that Pakistan one day will come to
senses, because we know our relationship is
there. Only a few years ago we parted. Many
marriages take place every year. So let us do
it." So out of generosity he did it. Lal Bahadur
Shastriji also did it out of generosity. But that
was not the motive of Mr. Kosygin. He wanted
that occupied part should be vacated so that
some good could come to Pakistan, and some
to ud also, in the sense that good relations
should grow between the two countries. And
now this has come.

My friend, Mr. Kaul, said that Government
should keep us informed about all this.
Everybody knew about these things. In
diplomacy, I would like to tell Mr. Kaul—
though he is a very experienced man and knows
things much more than I can ever know—that
it is none of the business of Government, it is
no part of diplomacy, nor of defence, to come to
the House and say, "Look here, such and such
friendly country is making changes in its
attitude towards us." That will simply be a foo-
lish and ludicrous thing to do, and this is not
the sort of thing for Government to accept. But
our Government knew everything, and
knowing this they tried to prevent it as far as it
could. Otherwise, this help would have come
from Russia much earlier, I tell you. Even then
what we are doing? The statement the Prime
Minister has made will make Russia think
twice before they are able to give considerable
or substantial help to Pakistan. This is the only
way. We know that Russia stands for its own
interests; we stand for our own; there is
nothing emotional about it.

{Interruptions)
THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : There is
hardly any time; please wind up.
SHRI AWADHESHWAR PRASAD

SINHA : So I entirely support the statement of
the Prime Minister.

THE PRIME MINISTER (SHRIMATI
INDIRA GANDHI) Madam Deputy
Chairman, this Motion was to consider the
decision of the Soviet Union to supply arms to
Pakistan and the Government of India's stand
on this matter. As you know, and the House
knows, Government always welcomes an
opportunity to state its point of view and to
listen to the views of the hon. Members. The
discussion has ranged over a very wide field,
not only the whole question of Indo-Soviet
relationship, the entire field of
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foreign policy, the running of the various
Ministries of the Government of India, even
domestic policy, and even the use of
diplomacy in the toppling of various State
Governments. It is indeed a very wide field
and I do not think the House will expect me to
wander so far myself.

There is the usual quota of amendments,
some obviously written in haste. I am sure the
hon. Member, Mr. Mandal, will excuse me
for drawing attention to his amendment. He
says that the Government misinterpreted the
Tashkent— he says Agreement, actually it
was a Declaration "during" the Indo-Pak con-
flict. What can I say in reply to this, because
for my hon. friend, history evidently moves
backwards.

I need hardly refer to the hon. Member, Shri
Yadav's amendment. It is entirely wrong to
suggest that the Government has withheld any
information from this House or from the
country. Both he and the hon. Member
opposite, Shri Bhandari, have really sought,
through their amendments, to bring into this
House the much debated proposition about a
Resolution by the other House. I think there
has been a misleading impression, perhaps
deliberately created, that there was some
dispute about ihe word "regret". I have tried to
clarify this on another occasion but I should
like to say so again. There was no dispute
about the wording of any Resolution. The
dispute was about the desirability of
Parliament passing such a Resolution. I gave
my reasons for it which were, firstly, that we
have never done it before. This does not,
obviously, mean that the House can never do
something new but that in the present context,
it would certainly create misunderstanding if
we were to pass a Resolution on the Soviet
selling of arms when we did not do so even on
the occasion of the getting of a vast amount of
arms and when Pakistan has been buying arms
from many other countries.

The hon. Member, Shri Dahyabhai Patel,
has his own sources of information. I would
really be interested to know what they are. He
made one comment, hon. Members will
remember, on the number of times that I have
visited the Soviet Union. Perhaps the House
knows that now in America there is something
called New Mathematics in which two and
two do not always make four. Perhaps that is
the kind of reasoning which guided the hon.
Member. But anyway, I thought that since he
had taken a special interest in this matter I
should also do a little research, and I tried to
look back to count how
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many times I had been to which country. And I
was interested—this was not deliberate, I can
assure the House—to find that by a strange
coincidence, the number of visits to the
U.S.S.R, and the United States of America are
exactly equal.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : You have not
counted his visit to Taiwan.

SHRIMATI INDIRA GANDHI : He

also alleged that Chairman Kosygin had
whispered about his intention to supply arms to
Pakistan when I had gone to Moscow. I am not
quite sure of the exact date of that particular
visit but it was very soon after Mr. Kosygin
took over as Prime Minister. I can assure the
hon. Member that he was then far too pre-
occupied with domestic affairs and the new
situation in the Soviet Union to discuss the
supply of arms to Pakistan, or any other such
matter with somebody whom he did not know
at all.

Some hon. Members have alleged that either
the Government was unaware of what was
happening or wanted to keep the country in the
dark. This, as I have said earlier, is quite
incorrect and I shall deal with the matter later
on.

There is one other item which Dahya-bhaiji
mentioned which I should like to mention now.
It was about our rupee credits. I am told that
today our foreign trade with the fee market
economies has an imbalance of about Rs. 500
crores per year. We have an adverse balance of
trade with them. We buy more from them than
they buy from us, and naturally this is to our
disadvantage.

Now let us look at the picture of our trade
with the socialist countries of Europe, the
countries with which we have rupee accounts.
There the trade is balanced; exports and
imports are matched. Now I should like to ask
how this is disadvantageous to us. I would like
to suggest that, instead of criticising this trade,
it might be useful for hon. Members who have
friends and business associates in the free
currency areas, to persuade them to buy more
from us. We are happy that our trade is getting
more diversified and that new markets for
newer goods are being found and that our trade
is growing. Exports this year as compared to
last year have increased, and the credits we
have received from the U.S.S.R, and other East
European countries are of a direct export
promotional character.

I think it was a Member from our side of the
House, Shri B.K.P. Sinha, who referred to the
size and function of the
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[Shrimati Indira Gandhi] Prime Minister's
Secretariat. May I, Madam, inform the House
of the factual Position? The number of
officials in the Prime Minister's Secretariat,
both gazetted and non-gazetted, have been
actually reduced in the last three years. My
friend also made a rather strange remark
about policy formulation. May I say, Madam,
that it is entirely incorrrect, and if my friend
will forgive me, I think also irresponsible to
suggest that the foreign policy of this country
could be determined by any set of officials
whether they are in the Foreign Ministry, the
Prime Minister's Secretariat or in any other
Secretariat.

Now, many Members have expressed their
concern with regard to the Joint
Communique. As hon. Members know, these
communiques are formal documents giving
indication of the trends of the discussion and
any agreements which may have been
reached. This communique has so me very
positive features; it has given positive support
to our stand with regard to Indo-Pakistani
relations. For example, the communique
supports the approach which we have been
making of a step by step settlement between
the two countries. Perhaps other points could
have been brought in but if they do not find
specific mention it does not mean that they
were not discuss.d, nor does it in any way
alter our own stand on these issues.

Another matter which is connected both
with the communique and with the letter
which I have received from Chairman
Kosygin, was the question of mention of the
Farakka Barrage. Now there was no specific
suggestion that this matter should be settled in
the same way as the Indus waters dispute.
The suggestion in the letter was that we
should find some mutually acceptable
solution of this matter. The letter referred to
many other questions, not only bettween
India and Pakistan but to other areas,
problems and matters of interest to us
throughout the world. Alongwith, then there
was mention of Indo-Pakistan relationship
and it was stated that the Soviet Government
wished that our relations should be
normalised and should improve, which is
what we also say. But I should like to make
our position quite clear that there can be no
question of any mediation or arbitration or
third party intervention. Neither do we think
that there is any comparison between the
question of the Ganga waters and the question
of the Indus waters. The Ganga is almost
entirely an Indian river and I believe the
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other day the Minister spoke on this mat ter in
the other House.

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA i Do you
deny that there is Pressurisation from the
U.S.S.R.?

SHRIMATI INDIRA GANDHI :1
shall come to that.

The Farakka project is vital to our needs and
especially to the very survival of the Calcutta
Port. But we have always been willing to talk
to Pakistan and to hear about its legitimate
interest. Therefore we had agreed to an
exchange of technical data and information but
there should be no delay in carrying on the
work or completion of the barrage.

The hon. Member just now asked about
pressures. Now if by pressure he means that
they have said that we must do this or that or
else something will happen, there has been no
such pressure. It is true that some people have
been talking about these matters, and not only
the Russians. But, as I said, it is a question for
us to see how far we are prepared to listen and
we have made our attitude very clear. M> hon.
friend from this side just now said something
about telling them our views gently; I want to
assure him that we have told this not gently but
very firmly and in the strongest of terms.

The natural questions asked in this debate
have been, why have the Russians entered into
this deal; when did we know about it; could we
have prevented it; why did we not prevent it
and so on. Such an occasion is always used for
blaming the Government for the failure of its
policy. Now I do not think it would be proper
for me to enter into any speculative analysis
about the reasons why the Soviet Union
decided to take this step. Many viewpoints
have been put forward and there may be truth
in some of them. Hon. Member Shri
Jairamdas;ji rightly said that each country must
look to its own interests and act in what it
considers to be its interest. It is our misfortune
that hon. Members semetimes take it for
granted that we are the one country where we
are not at all concerned with our national self-
interests. Well, 1 must most emphatically say
that there is no truth whatever in this. We may
not agree with the Soviet assessment of the
situation or their assessment of their interests in
this matter. Perhaps they will find out that they
were wrong. But I do not think it is right to
question their motives. The possibility of this
arms deal was in the air
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for some considerable time; hon. Members
know that there were speculations in the Press
and that is why we had taken the matter up
with them on several occasions previously
even though there was no indication from them
or other definite information.

SHRI SUNDAR SINGH BHANDARI
{Rajasthan) : Since when ?

SHRIMATI INDIRA GANDHI
since the speculation was there.

SHRI SUNDAR SINGH BHANDARI : It
would be good if you could give the year.

SHRIMATI INDIRA GANDHI : I do not
think I can at this moment put my finger on the
exact date but it was there for some
considerable time; hon. Member himself will
remember when it started coming out in the
newspapers and so on. And here I would like
to say one more thing. One or more Members
have asked i did we have the Intelligence; did we
know anything about this matter apart from
what was public knowledge. Hon. Members will
surely understand that it is not possible always
to give such information, even if we learn of
something we would certainly not like other
people to give out such information about us
and therefcre it is not proper that we should do
so ourselves. But as soon as we had some
definite indication, which was as I mentioned in
my statement about three weeks back, we took
the matter with the Soviet Government and I
was the first person to give Government's
reaction when | was asked about it by the Press.
The Soviet Government have assured us that
this would not in any way affect their relations
with us, their friendship with us, nor would it
injure our interests. Now obviously we have
our own views about this and that is what I have
expressed to them. We have our misgivings, we
have our apprehensions, and as I have said, |
have given public expression to them in the
House and also to the Soviet Government. The
whole nation is naturally most concerned. With
all our understanding of Soviet policy we
cannot but view this decision with cencern and
some disturbance. We are apprehensive because
of the past record of our neighbour. The Soviet
Union has assured us that it will not allow these
arms to be used against us but, as hon.
Members have pointed out, we have received
such assurances before from other quarters. We
did not believe it then and it is we who have
proved to be right and not the others. So we
find it difficult to believe that this new
acquisition of

Well,
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arms will not strengthen the bellicose attitude
of Pakistan. Already there are some signs. First
there were bellicose speeches immediately. But
afterwards there was also a declaration that
there would be "no trouble whatsoever between
the two countries". If there is sincerity in this
change of attitude that there will be no trouble,
well, we would certainly welcome it. As I think
it was the hon. Member Shri Jairamdas
Daulatram who mentioned that many countries
had been changing. I myself have been
speaking about this change for some time.
Naturally I could not put it in more specific
terms. But I think that if people had read
between the lines they could have got some
indication of my thinking. Why should we look
either at friendship or enmity in such total and
absolute terms? I think that, as Jairamdasji has
said, this is a rather unrealistic way of facing
the world. It does not mean that we do not
believe in friendship and I don't know whether
the changing of the word from friendship to
cooperation would make any difference because
that would also be interpreted in many different
ways. We accept friendship and we do not wisn
to do anything against friendship but this
should not mean that we are complacent or that
we dose our eyes to what is happening. I am
afraid, this is what always seems to happen
here. If we think a country is against us then we
are not willing to give even a little leeway nor
are we allowed to make bridges with that
country. If we think that a country is friendly
then we expect that country to give up everything
even its own interest, for the sake of our
friendship. As I said just now, I think this is
not a realistic attitude. We must accept
friendship as it is; it may be more; it may be
less. I for one cannot understand the argument
that trusting a country or believing in its
friendship has done us harm. Had we declared
previously that the Soviet Union was giving or
selling arms to Pakistan, would that have helped
the situation? Would they have been more
friendly towards us? How would it have
changed the situation? Another hon. member
similarly spoke of China having betrayed us.
Now, they did betray us; they did attack us
when we thought they were our friends. Sup-
pose we had not been friends, would they have
put off the attack ? This is an argument which I
must say does not make much sense to me. We
must, at all times, be prepared for all
consequences. But it doesn't mean that we
should shut our doors or do anything that
would make it more difficult for other countries
to come closer or to change their attitude
towards
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us. As I have said before, vast changes are
taking place in the world. In a way, of course,
the world is always changing and so this is a
statement of a Platitude; but it is true that 20
years ago or even 10 years ago there was rather
a set situation; there were hostile blocs and we
rightly decided that it would not be in our
interest to belong to any one bloc because then
we would naturally attract the hostility of the
other bloc, and this did bear fruit when China
attacked us, because we had then only China
against us and not a bloc against us. It helped
us on many other occasions. Then the blocs
themselves found that tlie policy of alignment,
the policy of rigidly clinging together by some
people against other people did not pay. These
blocs began loosening. These special friendships
began to loosen and countries whether big or
small, belonging to different blocs started to
look for friends in the opposite blocs. So
although the blocs are still there, they have not
disappeared, we find that bridges, or whatever
you would like to call them, have been built up
across the barriers from one bloc to another in
many directions. We find the countries of
Eastern Europe trying to establish their own
identity and their own personality and trying to
loosen their rigid ties with their own bloc on
the one hand without breaking these friendships
and at the same time trying to increase trade,
cooperation and friendship with the countries
which have been entirely opposed to them in
ideology or in policy. Every country has been
doing this. The Western countries have also
been doing this. Members of the NATO and of
the SEATO have been doing it. To think that
India has remained in some static position is not
a true picture at all. India has also been making
such an attempt. Somebody talked of the United
States having betrayed us. We have not used
that phrase and howsoever strongly we may
have reacted when the United States gave a
free gift of a vast amount of arms to its military
ally, Pakistan. We did not break our friendship
with the United States. On the contrary we
strengthened the friendship and we have far
closer relations with the United States on the
cultural level, on the economic level, on the
scientific level and other levels than we had at
that time. Similarly we are also building bridges
with other nations with whom we had no
enmity perhaps, but with whom also up till now
we had no close relations. Of course, it is true,
and the House knows that because of the ag-
gression on our borders we did get, and we
have now a certain amount of rigidity,
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a lack of manoeuvreability with regard to our
two neighbours, China and Pakistan. But [ have
always stated on the floor of this House and
outside that as far as I am concerned we would
like to keep the doors open and, keeping our
national interests in view we would like to see
an atmosphere created or a path found whereby
this rigidity could be softened. We could have a
more flexible dealing even with these nations.
As 1 said we don't believe, I don't believe, in
total enmity with anybody or perhaps total
friendship either, because it just doesn't happen
in this world. Things are not jet black or pure
white. Most things are in a range between the
extremes. Judged in this perspective, to say that
we have been hiding things from the nation, is
not at all true. This matter did not come as a
total surprise to us but from what we knew, it
was not possible to accept it as a fact or to put
it before the country as such. The people who
talk either pretend in order to make political
capital out of it for such views attacking the
Government or perhaps they truly entertain out
of naivete. Now, there was the question of the
quantity and the nature of supplies. I have
merely touched upon it before. I personally do
not think that it will make much of a difference
in the military sense It is not possible to be I0O
per cent or even 80 per cent definite about a
thing like this. One can only make a judgment
or an assessment. But our concern was because
it might increase the cold war atmosphere. We
have already had a great deal of propaganda,
abuse and provocation from across the border
and I don't think it helps our relationship nor
does it help in the

lessening of tension for this to be 5
increased at the present moment.

I would like to ask the hon. Member,
Shri Kaul, whether he expects us to say
publicly what our sources are, what our
methods are. Democracy makes diplomacy all
the more difficult because there is far more
publicity about these things than is good for
diplomacy, or for the carrying on of talks or
even for finding out things. The conduct of
foreign affairs is complex at any time and, of
course, in a democracy facts are seldom hidden
from the public gaze. The Government has to
be not only discreet, but has of necessity to be
restrained; it has to take not only the short-term
view but also the long-term view. Intentions
cannot always be declared, even though broad
policies are clear.

P.M.

Non-alignment has had its usual share of
abuse, though I might say that, for the first
time, we have found some hon.
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Members of the Swatantra Party in this
House and in the other place also having a
good word for it.

SHRI M. RUTHNASWAMY (Madras) :
No, no.

SHRIMATI INDIRA GANDHI : Perhaps
not all of you, but some. I forget the name,
but I was sitting here when it was said that
there should be honest non-alignment. No
amount of prejudice against non-alignment or
criticism of it has diminished its value to the
world. This is obvious because today all those
countries, which were so strongly aligned are
trying to be unaligned. Hon. Members who
have spoken against non-alignment, have at
the same time, praised Pakistan's flexibility
and the diplomatic success which it has
achieved by trying to break with its old
alignment and by trying to be non-aligned.
Actually when I said that recent events were a
vindication of our policy, what I meant was
that these old ideas of blocs are disappearing.
We had always opposed the blocs. We had
always said that these blocs would not work.
We find today that all people are extending
their friendship, building new bridges and
there is a kind of liberalisation and breaking
down of divisions all over the world.

SHRI S. S. MARISWAMY : It is
readjustment for their own benefit, Madam.

SHRIMATI INDIRA GANDHI : One hon.
Member said something about neutralism.
This is one word which we have never used
and we have very vigorously protested
whenever it was used with regard to our policy.
It is also wrong to call our policy one of
rigidity. The words 'national interests' and
'self-interest’ were frequently used and each
group, each individual, as was to be expected,
has interpreted these words in his own way.
As soon as we talk to others, people think that
we are in some way bartering away our
national interest or that we are being
pressurised. In a way any country's foreign
policy, to some extent, is pressurised in the
sense that each country wants to influence the
other country, but it depends on each country
not to be so pressurised or not to be influenced
in any way. | certainly think that we shall
never be found giving up our basic principles.
We want to be inflexible in our resolve, but
we want to be flexible and resourceful in our
means. Today not only are there vast changes
all o\er the world, but the pace of change is
over fast and we must, all of us, keep pace with
this changing world. The only way to keep
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our own balance—I am glad to say that most
hon. Members have said this—is to build up
our own strength. At the same time, we must
be careful not to say anything or do anything
merely because we are in a huff or on the
rebound. If we feel something has to be done,
if it is the right thing to do, we should do it,
but not merely because the Soviet Union is
doing something today or America is doing
something or some other country is doing
something. That would be a position of
weakness.

I am very glad that most Members have
stressed the importance of not doing anything
which would in any way impair Indo-Soviet
relations. This entire development should be
seen not only in the perspective of the Indo-
Soviet close relationship politically,
economically and culturally, but also in the
national interest and should be judged in the
totality of what image of India will be projected
in the other countries of the world. Do we want
an image which is of somebody whining and
complaining because somebody else is doing
something or do we want to give a picture of a
country which is fully aware of the difficult
situation created and of a people fully prepared
to face such a situation with maturity ?

The importance of self-reliance has been
stressed—I am glad—and I would like to add
my own strong views about it. This has been
our own slogan and we have been diversifying
our industry and our economy in other respects
also. In regard to sources of supply, while we
want to be self-reliant, we do realise that no
country can be fully self sufficient. Our biggest
single source of basic supply should be our own
country. Our inter-dependence with other
countries should be based on a strong and firm
foundation of independence.

Now, some hon. Member, I think, it was
Shri Bhupesh Gupta, who said something about
fumbling I can very clearly tell him that this
word was used by some newspaper. Such
words come to the minds of those who think in
cliches and who find it impossible to fit the
changing world into patterns and labels which
they have previously prepared for their articles.
I have clearly stated time and again and I
would like to repeat that this Government
derives its strength from its firm belief and its
unbounded faith in the wisdom and self-
confidence of the Indian people. That is our real
strength and I hope the Opposition Parties will
not project their own lack of selfconfidence
into this House or this country.
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One question which is very important and
which I seem to have left out is with regard to
Kashmir. The Soviets have not mentioned
Kashmir at all to us. Somebody just now said
that we have been told to come to a settlement
about Kashmir and so on. This is far from the
truth. But here again we are firm and we must
remain firm in our stand Previously we were
anxious and we were seeking assurances. I
think that we must give up this attitude. We
know what we want and we should stand firm
by it and I do not think that anybody can push
us around.

I have also previously said that defence and
security will remain our paramount concern
and that we can ensure this with the full
backing of a strong and united people. Now,
Madam Deputy Chairman, 1 should like once
more, before I end, to go back to the question
of non-alignment. As I said, the essence of non-
alignment is independent judgment, judging
each issue on its merits. Nothing could be less
rigid than that. It is a flexible approach, one
which cuts across the rigidities of alignments.
The price of independent thinking is that we
annoy somebody or other, but the price of
alignment is the curtailing of true
independence. Madam, with your permission
and the indulgence of the House I should like to
read what I have said in the other House about
how we implement this non-alignment or what
is our approach to international affairs. 1
quote :

"I believe that where there is friends-ship we
must enlarge it; where there is indifference we
must remove it; and where there is hostility we
should try to blunt it."

What are permanent and set are certain
values and above all our national interests about
which there can be no compromise. Let me in
the end pick up the common thread which ran
through all the speeches and which I think made
this debate worthwhile. This was the idea of
national solidarity, the idea of self-reliance and
internal strength. If we can capture this spirit
and work towards this and if we have a united
view on this, then I think that the Soviet
Government may well have done us a favour in
forging this kind of determination ?mongst us
to stand united, to stand on our own feet, and to
be firm in our resolve about our national
interests

Thank you.
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st dro uwo wem (Frg) : smEw
fafaeee area 7 w1 foard 3 Arede &
s ¥ o &, 9 were § wwE WEg X A
Fw Fgq & faq awa fear s wfed |
gUTI W FiERT § e duww W g
UwE w7 ¥ feg erew femn st
qrfgd | oA FUTET 9T AAA FT AT AF
g zvew gt P 4, ot fow A @
wary wAT Wl avg www wwar g ¢
THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : There is no

time now. Mr. Kaul.

it CreATORA (ST 9A0) ¢ AErE,
AT FI FF qF ag qaqen Gfad w5
fem fow & same o W WY R
gzl qT A F1 dfawre @ T @
g

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Amendments
were moved and the discussion started.

st YATEmN © J9 s a7 8 %
Al AeeT F AWFTHT T ARAT K1 000097
TEATTEZ

THE DEPUTY CHAIR MAN : Anyway this
is not the time to raise issues.

st TrAATCE ;A T @ § TEe

fipar St ¥ 9w & A gEET AT o9

A7 F A A, A IH AT qGA F AE

| @ FE Ay e WA w5
#a faar srar =ifz@ ar )
(Interruptions)

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Please take
your seat.

s TR ¢ ST AT o faere
T gug I o Srfem, 41w fane
ATHAT
THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : You should
have raised that issue when there were five
minutes in the afternoon. Mr. Kaul.
SHRI M. N. KAUL (Nominated) : Madam,

this has been one of the most constructive and
realistic debates that
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we have ever had in this House, and I think
after this debate is over the Government
emerges stronger than before. When the Prime
Minister made various speeches in the country
and later made a statement in Parliament, they
were the views and reactions < of Government.
After this debate is over and after the voting is
taken, I think the position will be that this
Government have behind it the support and
backing of this Parliament and tne country.
That illustrates what are the advantages that
flow from...

St TRACET ¢ HEEAT,  d9 UF
T ATE ATEC R A ag m g fE
Foas it #7139 #7 g% & s umew fafeee
# a9 F IWgAd &1 | wF  Ale ATEd
F 9rew fafae=ze #1 I w1 w19 & &, a1
I A1 FT ZF T4 & | IART qUT FE
FT WEA ATET FI 4 A7 GO0 A¥
[T |

SHRI M. N. KAUL Madam Deputy
Chairman, I have heard the debate all these
days and listened to almost all the speeches,
and by and large there is a consensus of
opinion that the stand taken by the
Government was the correct stand, that there
has been a shift in Soviet policy and that we
should watch future developments and take
every step cautiously and carefully. A large
number of Members supported . . .

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : He cannot say
consensus. Then there is a way, voting. In the
name of unanimity he cannot impose things on
others.

SHRI M. N. KAUL The second
proposition that emerges is that whatever be
the implications of the Soviet decision—and
the implications have certainly dangerous
potentialities—the Government should not lose
its balance. The future is unknown to us. We
do not yet know the exact position as to what
is the quantum of armaments that will be
supplied. Various statements have appeared. I
will refer to a paper— radar, ground-to-air
missiles, armoured vehicles, replacing tanks
suitable for desert warfare anti-aircraft guns,
helicopters-these are the things for which
Pakistan has made an application to the Soviet
Union.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA We do not
know. Which paper?
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SHRI M. N. KAUL : You may refer to
parliamentary debates.
SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : Which paper ?

SHRI M. N. KAUL : I was referring tc-
parliamentary debates.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : You said
newspaper.

SHRI M. N. KAUL : I said paper.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : It is not

newspaper. He said paper.

SHRI M. N. KAUL : Paper is the widest
possible expression. It includes parliamentary
proceedings.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : What is the
source of your information ?

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Let Mr' Kaul
continue.

SHRI M. N. KAUL : I have given my
source of information. If you refer to the
proceedings of Parliament, of the other House,
you will find the statement in the speech of a
member. That is the position on the one hand.
On the other hand there is the statement of
President Ayub who says that the aid merely
fills in the gaps that it is marginal aid. There
may be some factual basis in it because for a
long time we have been reading reports in the
newspapers that the tanks and other military
equipment supplied by China to Pakistan
cannot be used because spare parts are not
available, and Pakistan has been very frantic
about obtaining these spare parts. So it may be
marginal. But from our point of view it is
cruciat aid which may activise all these
elements of military equipment.

(Interruptions)

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : You seem to
know everything that the Soviet Union is
giving.

SHRI M. N. KAUL : I say we do not know
the quantum, therefore we should wait and see.
As developments take place, we should shape
our policy accordingly. One important point is
that the Soviet Union is adopting different
policies in different regions. Take Israel and
Egypt. They are exclusively supplying arms to
the Arab countries, not to Israel. Of couse,
Israel has not asked for arms from the Soviet
union. Take Turkey, and Iran. In these spheres
the United States is supplying arms and now
the Soviet Union is also cultivating relations.
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SHRI A. P. CHATTERJEE : (West Bengal) :
On a point of order. The Prime Minister has
just now said that she cannot give the quantum
of help in military hardware that has been
received by Pakistan from the Soviet Union
nor could she tell this House what will be the
quantum of military hardware to be received by
Pakistan. Mr. Kaul is saying all this. From
what is he saying all this ?

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : Well, he is
reading something which has no basis. He is
giving a list of arms supplied by the Soviet
Union while only an intention has been
expressed.

SHRI M. N. KAUL : I hope Mr. Bhupesh
Gupta will hear me ...

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : You
diarise the things. Here he is not correct. He is
trying to be profound. While the Prims
Minister, said that only the intention has been
expressed, he produced a list here.

SHRI M. N. KAUL : I said there was an
application from Pakistan. Pakistan had
applied for arms ...

(Interruptions)

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : I know, I want
to expose.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Mr. Kaul,
have you finished ?

SHRI M. N. KAUL : No, Madam.
SHRI B. K. P. SINHA (Bihar): Madam . ..

(Interruptions)

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : What do you
want to speak on?

(Interruptions)
SEVERAL HON. MEMBERS : No, no.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN Order,
order. I want to know whether Mr. Sinha is on
a point of order. Mr. Sinha, are you on a point
of order ?

SHRIB. K. P. SINHA : No, Madam.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : What do
you want to say when the Mover is on his
speech?

SHRI B. K. P. SINHA : Madam, I am
speaking in that connection. It is almost a
point of order. He is the Mover of a certain
Motion. He has every right io reply to the
debate. It is unfair on the part of the House,
when he is replying
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to create a situation in which the Mover of the
Motion does not get an opportunity to reply to
the debate. If this sort of treatment becomes a
common practice in this House, the dignity of
the House shall suffer.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Mr. Kaul,
please be brief.

SHRIM. N.KAUL : So...

SHRI M. RUTHNASWAMY : On
a point of order. Mr. Kaul is replying to the
debate. While replying, he must reply only to
the points raised in the debate and not raise any
new points as he is doing  just now.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Yes, that is
correct.

SHRI M. N. KAUL : lam not raising any
new points. I was merely saying that the stand
that I took and the stand that has been taken in
the Government's statement has, by and large,
the support of a large number of Members of
the House. And the basic point of statement is
that in spite of the shift or deviation in the
Soviet policy, that no action should be taken
by the Government which will impair our
relations with the Soviet Union.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : There is no
such thing, there is no such statement. There is
no such reference in the statement which we
are considering. Why does he say that it is a
deviation. Where is it in the statement ? Point
out. No, No, Madam. You cannot. I should
like to know whether in that statement which
we have discussed there is any expression
'deviation'. Point out.

SHRI M. N. KAUL : Shi ft means. ..

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : 'Shift' means?
What does it mean? I know enough English to
understand it. 'Deviation'—does it occur?

SHRI M. N. KAUL : 'Shift' means...

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : It cannot be
allowed. It will be misunderstood. It is not fair
to anyone of us. You criticise the statement.
But you cannot incorporate a word in the
statement when it does not occur. You can
criticise. Others have criticised. 1 can
understand them. But do not smuggle new
words.

SHRI M. N. KAUL : As Mr. Chagla, who
was Minister of External Affairs
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at a crucial time, said yesterday, the ati-tude
now taken by the Soviet Government is
contrary to the Tashkent Agreement . . .
interruptions) Formerly, arms were supplied
only to us. Now they are supplied to us and to
Pakistan. There is obviously a shift in Soviet
policy.
THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN :
question is :
1. "That at the end of the Motion,
the following be added, namely:—
‘and having considered the same, this
House regrets—

(i) tha*, the Government of India's
stand in relation to the situation is not
realistic and does not take in'o account
the full implications of the Russian
decision;

(i) that the Government withheld
this important information from the
public in India even though they had
knowledge of this some time ago;
and

(iii) the omission in the Joint
Communique issued at the conclusion
of the recent visit of the President of
India to the USSR of any reference to
the USSR Government's decision to
supply arms to Pakistan."

The motion was negatived.
THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : The
question is:
2. "That at the end of the Motion,
the following ba added, namely:—

'and having considered the same this
House regrets the reported decision of the
Soviet Union to supply military arms and
equipment to Pakistan as Constituting, a
grave danger to the security of India and
to the peace of the sub-continent.' "

The motion was negatived.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : The
question is :
3. "That at the end of the Motion,
the following be added, namely:—

'and having considered the same, this
House expresses its regret that the Prime
Minister's statement regarding the supply
of arms by the USSR Government to
Pakistan does not indicate any positive
steps by the Government to meet the
situation arising therefrom.'"

The motion was negatived.

THE DUPUTY CHAIRMAN : I
shall put Mr. Rajnarain's amendment to vote.

The
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Wt qeTomw ¢ wEEAT, A R
Hed & SWeHZ § AT AWEAT § | THET
TMTAEET IR E Foam I w7 &

v o & a7 Ifed fr 3T gar sieaE
HETT F AT TE | AT IR gET

ddTde e e faan, @1 swE
FHE AT UZ ...

FaeATafa : & awe ot

ot Twartmw c dq AT G dEw
9T giEHe I gHzEE F SEe 8
T, G IAFT AHEHE AT AT HIT, |

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : 1
know it, I have understood what you want.
But the procedure is that the amendment to
the amendment must be put first. Therefore, 1
shall put Mr. Rajnarain's amendment to vote.

It is an amendment to Mr. Mandal's amend-
ment.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : Shall I, with
your permission, give an amendment to  Mr.
Rajnarain's amendment?

SHRI M. P. BHARGAVA : Is it because
Mr. Rajnarain's amendment was received first
and Mr. Mandal's amendment was received
later?

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Please sit
down.

The question is :

"That the following be added at the end

of amendment No. 4 moved by Shri B. N.
Mandal :

'iii and therefore it is necessary for
Government to abrogate the Tashkent
Agreement."

The amendment was negatived.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Now we
come to Mr. Mandal's amendment No 4. Mr.
Mandal, do you press it?

ot @to U0 HEA : TARI A 0 FEAT
o faaz #v zvew faar s L L

Feaamia  ar= fee @, 4 faee
qrey it |

=Y #Yo U0 WeT ST AOAH A AT 2.

BHUPESH GUPTA : He has been
subjected to pressure for the fourth time.
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19653 gamar . ..

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : If it is moved
and then spoken upon, others have a right to
oppose it, surely. You have allowed it. I have
no objection to it. But certainly it is not
parliamentary practice.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : You cannot
speak when the Mover of the amendment is
speaking. You please take your seat.

Mr. Mandal, you said, one minute. I cannot
give you more time at this stage

Fredz goar AWt ol & aweer
wifgn a1, fegeam &% avwre 7 ad

aaf?mmﬁmm% ausft &
o, a‘rwwﬂ%ﬁmﬁmwm
mrqﬁwmaﬁsfﬁmﬂaﬁm-l
FT AT AT TATH AHEAT ¢ AT T A
T F A | O W 7w A |
i1 FeeRE AT F1 g 3 g, |
S ST g fear s 2 e s |

aw ¥ fger W oY o 7w e & ag 5w 2 ‘

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : You are '
repeating yourself. That will do, Mr. Mandal.

=it dfo UHo WYH : THT I T TR
auEly § fgem & v oz oo qv |
fr ot o arfesms =Y 1
zwa & a1 AE oA, T IoE 0w |
gaat  femgeam & zaw & fwew @ |
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AT T HI WA TER I
¥ AT AT A7 | A7 TATH FT FH
famgea & avae 3 far 21

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : That will do
now.

it flo wAo Hyw : fegm™ #1 awR
a7 % fewq & wraer ¥, ..

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : I

cannot allow you.
it #to UFo WA :... FT TGl AAT

ﬁqﬁ?mw.wg&%ﬁmﬁ

[T T ¥ srefasaTT T8 & )

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : That will do.

oft fto G0 Wew : AF ATeRiqVATH
Tt &y Fr 27 wwfaw g s e
af@au @1 a7 & 7T § FAWSAI
¥ gl wmaw W mfea @ § @
FT THTHAT AT & | AT GEEY A, L,
THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Mr.
Mandal, no more, please.

st dYo OAo WEW : ... 41T H @uy
# q9aq & T g ) A AT ',
ey T AT H OFTHAT 2|
{Interruptions)

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Please sit
down. Now I will put it to the vote. The
question is —

4. " That at the end of the Motion, the

following be added, namely:— 'and having

considered the same, this House is of
opinion :

(i) that the Government of India
misinterpreted the Tashkent Agreement
during and after the Indo-Pakistan
conflict of 1965; and

(i) that the foreign policy of the
Government is based on the lack of
self-confidence'."

The motion was negatived.
THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : The House

| stands adjourned till eleven A.M. tomorrow.

The House then adjourned at
thirty-three minutes past five of the
clock till eleven of the clock on
Thursday, the 25th July, 1968



