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I Mr. Chairman]. 
received  from     Shrimati  Tara Ram-
chandra Sathe: — 

"I reached Delhi on 20th May to 
attend the Session of the Rajya Sabha. 
Due to unforseen domestic emergency, 
I was immediately called back to 
Poona. In view of the emergency which 
still prevails, I will be unable to 'attend 
the current Session of the Rajya Sabha 
and I will feel most grateful if leave of 
absence is granted to me." 

Is it the pleasure of the House that 
permission' be granted to Shrimati Tara 
Sathe for remaining absent from aD 
meetings of the House during the curr>.:t 
session? 

(No  hon.  Member  dissented.) 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Permission to 
remain absent is granted. 

STATEMENT BY THE PRIME 
MINISTER RE   SITUATION IN 

WEST ASIA 

THE PRIME MINISTER AND 
MINISTER OF ATOMIC ENERGY 
(SHRIMATI INDIRA GANDHI): Mr. 
Chairman, Sir, may I express sincere 
regret for keeping this hon. House 
waiting yesterday for the statement on 
the West Asian crisis, which I was to 
have made by 5 P.M.? I am sorry for the 
inconvenience caused to you, Sir, and to 
hon. Members. However, I should like to 
assure the hon. House that this was due 
entirely to the fact that I had to remain in 
the other House to answer the points 
which arose out of the statement which I 
had made there. Even go, I had sent word 
to the Secretary in advance that I might 
be a little late. I believe that the Deputy 
Chairman was informed later by my 
colleague, Shri Gujral, who also  
informed the House accordingly 

I hope hon. Members will show their 
usual understanding of the situation in 
which I was placed. 

Nearly two weeks ago my cplleague, 
the Minister of External Affairs, made a 
statement in this House giving 
Goverment's assessment of the explosive 
situation in West Asia and expressing our 
deep concern at the developments that 
were taking place there. 

Since then our efforts in the Security 
Council, as well as outside> have been 
concentrated on counselling moderation 
and lessening of tension and preservation 
of peace in that area. Our Representative 
in the Security Council, in consultation 
with the non-permanent members of the 
Council and others, made earnest 
endeavours to formulate a resolution 
which might be acceptable to the 
Council. The resolution aimed at 
supporting the Secretary General's 
recommendations contained in his 
reports to the Council and earnestly 
appealing to all parties concerned to 
exercise restraint in order to avoid 
actions which might aggravate tension. 
Our Representative met with favourable 
response and it was hoped that in the 
next meeting of the Security Council 
significant progress would be made in 
this regard. 

While these efforts were still con-
tinuing, news came on the morning of 
May 5 of an outbreak of hostilities 
between Israel and the UAR and other 
Arab countries. The Secretary-General of 
the United Nations made a report to the 
emergency meeting of the Security 
Council yesterday, in which he gave an 
account of various reports by the UNEF 
Commander and the UN Observers on 
the UN Truce Supervision Organisation 
and the Mixed Armistice Commissions, 
of attacks by Israeli aircaft on UAR and 
Syrian territory. 

I do not wish to utter harsh words or 
use strong language. But <!R fne basis of 
information available there can be no 
doubt that I?rael has esca- 



 

lated the situation into an armed conflict, 
which has now acquired the proportions 
of a full-scale war. 

The world today faces a disastrous war 
in West Asia. The armed forces of Israel 
and those of UAR and other Arab 
countries are locked In combat and the 
situation becomes graver by the hour. If 
not stopped, this war is likely to expand 
into a much wider one, drawing into its 
vortex other countries and developing 
perhaps into a world war. World peace is 
in grave peril. Our own national interests 
are bound up with peace and stability in 
West Asia. I do not need to expand on 
this or to describe the horrors and 
consequences of such a war. It is our 
so'emn duty as a Government as also that 
of hon. Members of Parliament to help in 
the restoration of peace in the present 
perilous situation. It is the bounden duty 
of all countries, large and small, to work 
towards this end. 

In the Security Council we have been 
making earnest efforts for a cease-fire 
and withdrawal of all armed forces to the 
positions they occupied on June the 4th. 
We have just now received news that the 
security Council has unanimously 
adopted a simple resolution calling for as 
a first step a cease-fire. Evidently *n 
view of the gravity of the situation a 
consensus emerged in the Council in 
favour of bringing about immediate 
cease-fire leaving other steps to be taken 
up later. This is a hopeful development. 
However, the resolution does not mean 
that troops are to withdraw to positions as 
on 4th June. Our representative in the 
Council has stated our position and this 
matter of withdrawal will necessarily 
have to be taken up in the Council 
without delay. 

Hon. Members have no doubt learnt 
with deep resentment of the wanton 
Israeli artillery attack and subsequent 
straffings by Israeli aircraft resulting in 
death and injury of a number of 
personnel of the Indian UNEF Contin-
gent in Gaza. These attacks were 
deliberate and    without    provocation 

and in spite of the clear and unmistakable 
UN markings and identification of our 
Contingent. I addressed a nes-sage to the 
Secretary-General of the United Nations 
expressing our grief and indignation at 
these incidents and asking him to take 
effective steps to ensure the safety of our 
Contingent and their early evacuation 
from the area of hostilities. We have now 
learnt from our representative that the 
UN have alerted most of the shipping 
companies around the world to provide a 
ship immediately to withdraw our 
Contingent from the Gaza beach. 

According to the latest reports in 
addition to the 5 killed and 10 injured 
earlier in two attacks, as a result of 
further shelling that took place, 3 more 
have been killed and 3 others injured 
bringing the total loss to 8 killed and 13 
known to be injured so far. Government 
will naturally give adequate 
compensation to the families of the 8 
soldiers who have lost their lives, and we 
shall make sure that the amount is not 
less than what they would have received 
had thesa men lost their lives in active 
combat. Meanwhile I am sending a sum 
of Rs. 40,000, that is, Rs. 5,000 per 
family, by way of immediate assistance 
to the bereaved families from the Prime 
Minister's National Relief Fund. There 
can be no justification for Israeli Armed 
Forces to have attacked our forces whose 
whereabouts, identification marking and 
intention to withdraw were clearly known 
to the Israeli authorities. 

The Secretary-General in his message 
of condolence has stated: "It is a tragedy 
that these officers and men who came 
from India to serve the cause of peace in 
the Near East should, through no fault of 
their own, have lost their lives in a 
situation where they had no means of 
defending themselves and at a time when 
they were about to return to their home 
country". While conveying this message 
the Secretary-General has paid tribute to 
India's noble and generous contribution 
to peace-keeping operations in West Asia 
and else- 
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[Shrimati Indira Gandhi.] 
where. I am sure the House will join me, Sir. 
in sending our sympathy and condolence to 
the bereaved families. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: I would like the House 
to stand up for a minute as a mark of respect 
to the memory of those who have been killed. 
(The  Members    stood in silence for one 

minute.) 

SHRIMATI INDIRA GANDHI: May I just 
make one brief clarification? I believe as I 
was reading •my statement I said that the 
Secretary-General's report to the Security 
Council was on May 5th. Actually I meant 
June 5th. 

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL (Gujarat): 
Sir, many of us in this House will agree with 
some of the sentiments expressed by the 
Prime Minister. We all pay our tribute to the 
members of our Armed Forces who were 
engaged in a mission of peace and were 
attacked when they had no means of 
protecting themselves and lost their lives. An 
attack on defenceless people is .'jondemnable 
in the strongest terms. We would all like to 
pay our tribute to our representative in the 
UN, Mr. Parthasarathy, for the neutral stand 
that he has taken and the policy of trying to 
avoid war and to seek peace. But one is 
intrigued •why the same policy was not 
followed by the Government here. The 
Government of India gave up its non-aligned 
policy and took a rather partisan stand. 

SOME HON.  MEMBERS:  No,  no. 
SOME  HON. MEMBERS:  Yes, yes. 

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL: Det us 
look at facts as they are. Is it not a fact that 
President Nasser vowed to obliterate the State 
of Israel which has come into existence, which 
the United Nations have approved of? Along 
with him all the Arab nations have joined, 
some at his call immediately, some have come 
to his aid. How does this augur  for  
maintaining peace in the 

world and why was it necessary for our 
Government here and the Minister of 
External Affairs here to take a partisan 
attitude in this matter? Why should we 
support a person, a State, who calls for the 
obliteration of a Slate that has come into 
existence under the auspices of the United 
Nations? 

AN HON. MEMBER: They have not done 
so. 

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL: I am 
sorry friends who do not seem to be well 
informed are disturbing me, but if people read 
the newspapers, they will know that it was the 
call of President Nasser that was the 
beginning of the provocation. If you provoke 
a man by saying we will finish you, what else 
do you expect? The best means of defence is 
attack. May I ask what did the Government of 
India do when India was attacked and when 
the Government of India failed to dn that 
earlier, what was the result? When we trusted 
China we were a little alert from past 
experience, did we not fare better? too much, 
how did we suffer? When In this case I think 
our Government has taken a wrong stand, and 
because of our policy, misguided policy, we 
have not taken the right course; we did ot 
give the right lead to the world for the 
maintenance of peace. I think the Prime- 
Minister owes an explanation to this country 
and to the Parliament for taking this stand, for 
giving up the stand that her respected father 
took, first asking for a cease-fire whenever 
there was a trouble, asking for removal of 
causes of irritation or the reasons why peace 
is disturbed. 
"" SHRI* BPUPESH GUPTA (West Bengal): 
What did he do in 1956 . . . SHRI 
DAHYABHAI V. PATEL: What did we get 
in return when we were attacked? We do not 
learn the lessons of history. We went to the 
aid of the Arabs at the time of the Suez crisis. 
When China attacked us, what did we get 
from the Arabs whom we went to their 
support? When Pakistan attacked us, what did 
we ge'. from the same    United 
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Arab Republic? Why was it necessary for us 
to go out of our way and make provocative 
statements of this <ype instead of pleading for 
restraint, for peace, and requesting President 
Nasser to desist from making such 
provocative statements such as obliterating a 
State that has come into being. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: President 
Nasser did not do it. Israel did 
it. 

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

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL: Sir, I 
would like to say that in this matter we 
should have taken the aid of other African 
countries. We should have called upon them 
to appeal for peace. 

DR. M. M. S. SIDDHU (Uttar Pradesh) :   
South Africa you mean? 

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL: I am 
afraid that the doctor's brain is working in 
another direction. So, he is forgetting his 
geography. He should concentrate on the loop 
and not dabble in all things. There is Ethiopia, 
there is Kenya, there is the Ivory Coast. If he 
looks at our own continent, he will find 
Ceylon, Nepal, Thailand and Japan. These are 
countries that stand for peace, and with their 
help we should have urged restraint, for 
restoring conditions for peace in the United 
Nations. Our Government's policy has failed 
badly in this. And the Prime Minister owes an 
explanation to this House and the people for 
taking up an attitude that was rather 
aggressive, that was rather likely to help to 
escalate the war, rather than to preserve  
peace. 

SHRI Z. A. AHMAD (Uttar Pradesh): Sir, 
i welcome the statement made by the hon. 
Prime Minister because I think a very correct 
position has been taken. We have for years 
and years expressed our solidarity with the 
Arab people who were victims of 
imperialism, whose countries were divided 
and torn to bits and who were victims of sup-
pression  and  of imperialistic  exploi- 

tation.    We have stood by them and they have 
stood by us.    Let us not forget the origin of 
Israel. The territory of Israel was deliberately 
created, carved,  out of the    homeland of the 
Arab  people in order to  give   a base to  the 
imperialistic  powers    to manoeuvre   and   
disrupt   the      growing unity of the Arab 
people and of the Arab nations.    That was a 
dell-berate manoeuvre on the part of the 
imperialist  powers  in  order  to split the   
growing   strength   and   unity  of the Arab 
people.   Now, it was argued that   the   Jews   
should   get  a   homeland,  those Jewish 
people who were murdered by Hitler in 
Germany and in  the  whole  of Europe,  who    
were always   treated   as  outcastes     in  all 
European  countries,   who   were     oppressed    
and    suppressed    and    who were thrown   
out of their real homelands.    The homeland 
of the Jews of Germany was Germany;  the    
homeland   of  the  Jews  of     England was 
England;  the  homeland  of the  Jews of   
France   was     France.     But   they were 
thrown out of their homelands; they were put    
at    one    place.    An attempt has been made 
and is being made  to  convert them  into  
imperialist  tools  in  order  to     disrupt     and 
weaken  the  unity     of     the     Arab nations.    
Therefore, what    has   happened  today   is  
not     accidental     or fortuitous.    A  
conspiracy was hatched, plans were prepared.    
The Israel State was armed to the teeth,    just 
as Pakistan was armed to the teeth, by  these 
very nations,    these    very imperialist   forces   
in   the      name   of fighting   communism   or      
something like that.    Now,  because     the  
Arab nations   are   growing   in   strength   or 
marching  forward     from     stage   to stage  
and  are  foiling the  conspiracy of the 
imperialist powers, they have now   chosen  
this  opportunity  to  ask their puppet rulers of 
Israel to come out and attack the Arab nations,    
to create  a  war  scene,   create     distur-
bances, create  a  conflagration, which will 
lead to a much bigger conflagration.    
Therefore,    we, as    a    nation, stand by our 
pledges, stand by those brethren of the  Arab     
nations  who 
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[Shri Z. A. Ahmad.] 
have stood by us in the past and we have to .   
.   . 

AN HON. MEMBER: When? Never. 
SHRI Z. A. AHMAD: And our national 

policy has been to support them, treat them 
as our brethren and to stand shoulder to 
shoulder *ith them against the imperialist 
conspiracy. 

Therefore, I welcome the statement. Only 
I want to say that we should be more 
forthright in our condemnation of the Israeli 
rulers; not only the Israeli rulers but also the 
imperialist powers who are today behind 
these Israeli rulers. We should state it 
categorically to the so-called maritime 
powers. They call themselves maritime 
powers. I do not know how they call 
themselves so. They are pirates. We shouM 
condemn the pirates, the British and 
American pirates, and should stand firmly by 
our resolution, stand firmly by our national 
policy which, in this case, has   been   
correctly  applied. 
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SHRI TRILOKI SINGH' (Uttar Pradesh); 
Sir, in view of the fact that Israel is a State 
recognised by the Government of India, 
may I know, Sir. if the hon. Prime Minister 
will make it clear that India will never be a 
party to the extermination of Israel? That is 
number one. 

Secondly, according to information in 
possession of the hon. Prime Minister, it 
was Israel which started war. 

SHRI ARJUN ARORA (Uttar Pradesh) : 
Mr. Dahyabhai Patel has admitted it. 

SHRI TRILOKI SINGH: 1 will not be 
guided by Mr. Dahyabhaf Patel or even by 
the hon. Member. I want definite 
information. What is the basis or the source 
of information with the Prime Minister in 
sup>-port c-f her statement that it was 
Israel which escalated war? I would further 
suggest to the hon. Prime Minister to make 
further enquiry because, Sir, in my humble 
opinion India should adopt an attitude of 
strict neutrality between Israel and the Arab 
States. Whatever our sympathies might be 
either with the Arabs or with the Israelis, 
our attitude should be one of neutrality and 
active neutrality in order that India might 
be able to play an effective role in bringing 
about cease-fire or peace or successful 
mediation between the warring groups. 

Thirdly, in view of the dislocation, 
caused in the Suez Canal area, will the 
hon. Prime Minister state, if she is not in a 
position to state here at the moment, that 
she will take effective steps to ensure that 
the supplies of foodgrains to this country 
are not disturbed as a result of the disloca-
tion in the Suez Canal area? 
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SHRI A. D. MANI: I join the Prime 

Minister and others in offering our 
sympathies to the Indian troops who have 
suffered grievous losses as a result of 
Israeli aggression. I would like to say that 
on technicalities. Israel is an aggressor in 
this present conflict. But in condemning 
Israel, I would have taken into account 
the totality of circumstances which exist 
in West Asia. Here is a small country 
hemmed in on all sides by States which 
want to destroy that country   ..    . 

(Interruption) 
SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Not at all. 

Israel has been armed by the Americans. 
SHRI A. D. MANI: . . . which want to 

destroy the territorial identity of that 
State and destroy the people who have 
made remarkable contributions to human 
civilisation, who have produced Nobel 
Laureates by the number, any number of 
Nobel Laureates   .   .    . 

(Interruption) 
SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: The 

Americans who are using the people 
there as pawns in their game    .    .    . 

(Interruption) 
SHRI A. D. MANI: I want the Prime 

Minister to recall the dreadful days of 
September 1965    .   .   . 
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SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: You cannot 
mislead. 

SHRI A. D. MANI: We took the decision to 
cross the international boundary and march 
into Sialkot and Lahore which produced a 
very strong »nd prejudiced reaction in the 
U.N. circles. Why did we do it? Because we 
felt that offence was the best form of defence   
.   .    . 

SOMETHON. MEMBERS: No   .   .    . 
(Interruption) 

MR. CHAIRMAN: You must allow him to 
speak. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA:   On what 
basis    .    .    . 

SHRI CHANDRA SHEKHAR (Uttar 
Pradesh); Mr. Chairman, on a point of order. 
Hon. Mr. Mani has every right t0 express his 
opinion about the West Asian conflict. But 
Mr. Mani has no right to represent history in a 
wrong way to malign the whole country, the 
whole nation. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA-. In a vulgar, 
crude way   .   .    . 

(Interruption) 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Mani. do not raise 
questions which will lead to controversy.   
You state your views. 

1 P.M. 

 

 

 
SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA; We are not 

questioning his right, but if h* utters such 
arrant nonsense, we should be allowed to 
repudiate it. 

MR. CHAIRMAN:  Mr. Mani, try t avoid 
controversies  and state    your point.   I want 
silence to be maintained. Simply state your 
suggestions. 

SHRI A. D. MANI: Sir, recently the 
Supreme Court has held that Fundamental 
Rights are inviolable and cannot be amended 
by Parliament. But, unfortunately, I am not 
having the fundamental right to express nty 
views on a matter   ... 

(Interruption) 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Please be brief. 

SHRI A. D. MANI: I am ve*y brief, Sir, 
but they are not allowing me to be brief. Sir, I 
am not a pro-Israeli; I am no:. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Can you deny 
that Israel and America have their base in 
Asia? 

SHRI A. D. MANI: Israel has got a right to 
live and   .   .   . 

(Interruptions) 

MR. CHAIRMAN: I w°uld like t» request 
hon. Members again to hear him. They have 
their right to reply to him when they speak. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA:: I accept your 
ruling and I am sure your will call me. 

SHRI A. D. MANI: I want the Prime 
Minister to give us her views on the two 
Resolutions which are now 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA;   I would like 
Shri Rajnarain to be   .   .   . 
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[Shri A. D. Mani.] before the Security 
Council. There is one Resolution sponsored 
by the United States. I do not like the United 
States; I am anti- United States. You must 
be very happy when I say this . Now the 
U.S. Resolution wants Israel to withdraw to 
the 1949 lines, which means that Israel will 
lo3e some territory. But India, our 
representative there, has tabled a Resolution 
asking the contesting parties to return to 
their pre-June 4 positions. This means that 
we accept that the Gulf of Aqaba is an 
internal waterway. Sir, I would like the 
Prime Minister to bear in mind that we have 
got the strait of Talai-mannar. If, suppose, 
somebody in Ceylon says that it is an 
internal waterway of Ceylon, would the 
House accept the position? The Dardanelles 
strait falls within one mile of the territorial 
waters of Turkey. Yet it is an international 
waterway. And by accepting the Gulf of 
Aqaba as an internal waterway . . . 
(Interruptions) 

There is no tolerance in this House. You 
talk about Fundamental Rights. 

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA (Orissa): 
They don't believe in democracy; it is 
funny. 

SHRI A. D. MANI: My main point is this. 
The dispute is that the Gulf of Aqaba must 
be treated as an international waterway, and 
unless it is treated as such, there is no 
likelihood of peace returning to this wartorn 
part of the world. I am not suggesting that 
the U.A.R. should give up its territorial 
rights, but Israel must have the right to live, 
and I want this Government to give us its 
view in the matter. 
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MR. CHAIRMAN: Now the Republican 

Party, Mr. Khobaragade. I am trying to see 
that every party is given the chance. 

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA: Sir, I would 
like to have a clarification from the Chair. If 
it is only representation by parties, then only 
one spokesman from each party should bo 
allowed to speak. If you make it a free for all, 
I would 'ike my party to get the chance. Now 
if each one of them will get the chance, it will 
continue for five hours. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: It niny 
continue for two days. I have no objection. 
The position with regard to clarification is 
not on party basis. 

SHRI     B.     D.     KHOBARAGADE 
(Maharashtra):    Mr. Chairman,    Sir, I am 
not satisfied with some of the statements made 
by the hon. Prime Minister.    She has tried to 
apportion blame on the issue of the war.    She 
had blamed Israel for escalating the present  
war.     Our  main  concern  in this conflict 
should be our own vital national interests, and 
in this conflict our vital  national interests are     
involved.    If this conflict continued and there   
is  no  cease-fire,  then  it     will affect our 
economy and all our developmental plans.    
We have to import foodgrains  from  the  
Western  countries and we have to get cotton 
from the UAR.   We have got to get petrol also 
from these areas.    If this    war continued   for   
a   pretty   long  time, then  our economy 
which is  already in  a topsyturvy condition  
Will     be further ruined. * AH our 
developmental plans will also be mined. 
Therefore our prime coneera ia this matter 

shsould have been to see how to safe-j  guard 
our interests in this war-troubled area.    The 
first thing is to have I  a cease-fire in this 
Middle East area. I  But   by taking a  partisan  
role,     by adopting a partisan attitude, we   
have mortgaged   our  independent  position 
and  we have  abandoned our peacemaking 
role.     Therefore  it will     be very difficult 
for us to secure approval of the belligerent 
nations to the cease-fire proposals. 

We always believe in peaceful coexistence 
and, therefore, we should also see that Israel 
also exists along with the Arab nations. Israel 
was created not only by the Western 
powers—Britain and the United States of 
America—as has been claimed jr> this 
House—but Russia was also responsible for 
creating Israel. Russia supported the creation 
of Israel in the United Nations. 

AN HON. MEMBER: Russia co-
sponsored  the  proposal. 

SHRI B. D. KHOBARAGADE:   Yes, 
Russia co-sponsored it.   And also the very 
next day of Israel's    existence Russia 
recognised her. Russia changed her policy only 
in   1956.     Therefore, now  it   is  the  
responsibility   of     all peace-loving  nations  
to     see      that Israel   exists.     Mr.   Tariq    
said    that India also does not want *o destroy 
Pakistan.     That  is  the     proclaimed policy 
of the Government also    and almost all the 
people 0f this country. Except some individuals 
and a    few parties who claim that they   want 
to destroy  Pakistan,   the   view of      the vast 
majority of our people, about 80 to 90 per cent 
of our people is that they  want  to  see     
Pakistan      exist. They also want to see 
Pakistan prosper  and  nourish.      On   the   
contrary what do we notice on the part of the 
Arab nations?    They want to destroy Israel.    
If that is the attitude of the Ar?b   naions   then 
'it  will be     very difficult  to  maintain  peace 
in     that area.   We should not have taken 
sides. We should not have taken a partisan 
attitude.    As  a matter of fact, it is 



 

very difficult even to say who is responsible 
for this escalation. No doubt there may be 
some information with the. Prime Minister 
which she has received to show who is 
responsible for escalating this war. May I ask 
the hon. Prime Minister to tell us Who is 
responsible for precipitating this crisis? In my 
opinion, Sir, two factors are responsible for 
creating tills crisis. The first factor is the 
withdrawal of the U.N. Emergency (Force. 
Since the Arab nations claim .sovereignty, 
they do not 'ike any other troops, Indian 0r 
other foreign troops, even if they belong to 
*he U.N., to be on their soil; +hey can insist 
on .withdrawal of such troops. Out I should 
like to ask this question at this stage. Why did 
they Choose his particular moment to ask for 
the withdrawal of the U.N. Emergency Force 
from Arab soil? Why was it not done earlier 
in the past? Why did they do so at this 
particular juncture? The second factor that has 
led to this crisis, according to my humble 
opinion is the blockade of the Gulf of Aqaba. 
These are the two factors, namely, the 
withdrawal of the U.N. Emergency Force and 
the blockade of the Gulf of Aqaba. These are 
responsible for precipitating the crisis in the 
Middle East. 

Sir, we hear that the United Nations 
Security Counci1 has passed a resolution 
unanimously asking for a cease-fire. I do not 
know whether this cease-fire, will be accepted 
by the belligerent nations, because this 
morning we have heard various things from 
the radio. We have also heard about the 
attitude of the Arab nations. Thev have 
suspended their diplomatic relations with the 
Western countries, I mean the United 
Kingdom and the United States of America. 
Not only that tney have also put a block to the 
passage of ships through the Suez Canal. I do 
not know whether these two steps would be 
conducive to the maintaining of peace in that 
area. It should have been the .prime concern 
of our Government to persuade the Arab 
nations. They .hould have been told that first 
of -all they should accept this  cease-fke 

and then we shou'd all have worked for the 
peaceful existence of Lsraal and the Arab 
nations. Cnlv in this way can we safeguard 
itiu national interests? 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Bhupcsh Gupta, 
you may ask your questions for gettting 
clarification. 

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA: Please give 
us also a chance, Sir. 

DR. ANUP SINGH (Punjab): Mr. 
Chairman, Sir, 

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA: I would like 
to mike it quite clear,   Sir, 

SHRI ARJUN ARORA: Sir, this side also 
should be given a chance. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: I have asked Mr. 
Gupta to put his questions. He should not 
make a speech. He wanted to put certain 
questions for clarification. 

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA: What about 
us? 

SHRI BHUFESH GUPTA: I am not afraid 
of the Swatancra Party, Sir. You may allow 
them. I shall be grateful if you al'ow them. 
You can take two minutes from my time and 
allow Mr. Ruthnaswamy, I am quilt willing. 

SHRI D. L. SEN GUPTA (West Bengal):    
What about us? 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Let Mr. Gupta go on.    
I shall see about the rest. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: First of all I 
must say that I am a little surprised—and I 
should like to know whether the Prime 
Minister and the Government share my 
surprise—that some people here should have 
spokes in the manner in which they did, 
demanding almost a support of Israel. Is it not 
a fact that this is the thirr' time that Israel 
launched an attack against the Arab nations? 
First it was in 1948,  the second  time in 1956 
and 
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now a third time. Is it not a fact, 
Sir, I should like to Know from i 
Prime Minister, whether she is awaie 
of the fact—I am asking the ques 
tion—hat all these years the Uni 
States of America and Britain and 
also West German;' have lavishly 
armed Israel with a view to utilising 
her, with a  view ing her as    a 
pawn against Arab nationalism and 
this thing now is also part of the 
same game? Is it not a fact, I would 
like to know from he Prime Min 
ister, that in this period again, Mr. 
Harold Wilson in the House of Com 
mons spoke and appealed to the so- 
caFed maritime nations to gang up 
for aii attack? Is it not also a fact, 
I would like to know from the Prime 
Minister, that the Sixth Fleet has 
moved into the Mediterranean Sea 
with aircraft carriers which are now 
being used to provide air umbrella to 
'the Israeli forces tr> attack Egypt, 
Jordan and other countries? Is it 
also not a fact:—I do not know why 
it was not mentioned, I think it 
should be mentioned now—that 
attacks based o the U.S. air 
craft are alread. efding on, that 
these aircrafts are participating in a 
big way in this ' I tafck against the 
UAR and other countries? Sir, I also 
want to know w* ^her it is not a 
fact that the IsrapV^ have deliberate 
ly killed not on!- he Indians but 
they have deliber-'.tHy launched an 
attack now becav? *hey rea^sed and 
their masters, Arr>"-ica and Britain, 
have realised &at the so-called 
Islamic Pact had c ~i" to an end, that 
the Arab nations were getting to 
gether and were "onsolidating their 
position and the -Uuation was such 
that it would be i ^ssible to launch 
upon any such trnble. Therefore, 
according to our ir formation,, on the 
orders and at th.' ->stigation of the 
United States an Britain the whole 
thing has been r 'oitated in order 
to curb and suppress AraD national 
ism. This is the " of the matter. 
I am surprised '' hon. Members 
should ask the r -nment to be 
-neutral.    What ality between 

a war of aggression  and a war     of defence? 

MR.     CHAIRMAN:     Mr.     Gupta, 
kindly put your question. 

SHRI   BHUPESH     GUPTA: Sir.     The  
question is  whether Prime Minister takes the 
position now that there should be neutrality    
between a war of peace and a war    of 
aggression?   Is there to be neutr; between a 
war of colonialism    and a war of nationa'   
liberation?     That   is what I would like to 
know.    If Prime  Minister is to be accused     
I also  make  the  accusation   that     she; has 
been erring on the side of moderation.    It is 
not escalation, it is the starting of a   war by 
Israel and i it is deliberately  escalating it.     
But she wants to be moderate.    She may be 
moderate,  if she likes,     but     i* such 
matters, Sir, I am not a man o* moderate 
temperament.     Then abou: consensus, why 
shouldn't there be    a consensus of that kind?   
Consensus is meant  to vindicate our  position     
in the world   .    .   . 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Put the question. 
SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Sir, is not 

consensus meant for vindicating our anti-
colonialism and our an1-i" 'm~ perialism and 
projecting to the world especially when .   .   . 

(Jttrerruprton) SHRI   
LOKANATH   MISRA:      Sir, this  is  all 
repetition  of     the     same things.    We 
listen to it every day. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Why, I listen 
to you every day. 

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA: the turn is 
mine.   I must be allowed. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA:   Le Arab    
have    his     turn before    the Israeli's  turn 
comes. 

SHRI D. L. SEN GUPTA: Sir. ,,n a point 
of order. Afw the Prime Minister makes a 
stat°™p»nt it is the rigty of Members to  put   
a question 
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by way of explanation, not for making 
speeches. But speeches have been allowed. I 
appeal to this House, through you, Sir, let 
there be a thorough debate. Let time be allot-
ted for a thorough debate about India's    .    .    
. 

(Interruptions) 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Bhupesh Gupta, 
have you finished? 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I am finishing. 
Is the Prime Minister, aware that the Israeli 
Consulate in Bombay is being used to carry 
on propaganda which is contrary to our 
national position in this matter? 

MR.      CHAIRMAN:     T a 
motion already admitted for a debate, and 
therefore I would ask the Prime Minister to     
reply     on    that 
motion. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I want to know 
whether the Government has considered the 
advisability of closing down that Consulate 
in view of what they are doing here. 

SHRI LOKANATH MTSRA: Sir, I am on 
a point of order. I had anticipated this. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Gupta, you must 
keep your promise, namely, of not making a 
speech. 

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA: Therefore I 
have brought it to your notice that if you give 
Mr. Bhupesh Gupta a chance you will have 
to give a chance to us also. 

(Interruptions) 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Have you finished, 
Mr. Gupta? 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: How can 
r finish, if I am disturbed like this? Regarding 
the procedure in the House it is for you td 
decide. As far as I am concerned, I shall 
never ask you not to give them  «  chance. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: That is not the 
question now. The understanding was that 
you will only put questions for clarification. I 
do not want you to make a speech. That is all 
I want now. 

SHRI LOKANATH MTSRA: But, Sir, he 
has made a speech. I do not understand this. 
He has already made a speech. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: You CBH also 
make a speech. 

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA: Where is the 
time? It is already 1.20. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Why ate you 
agitated?    I am not an Arab. 

AN HON. MEMBER: He is nert Israeli 
either. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I do not know 
about that. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Please keep your 
promise that you will only ask questions and 
this will be the last question. 

SHRI BHUPESH   GUPTA:   Sir,   I have 
done my job because the Swa-tantra friends are 
angry and that    is the hallmark of my success.    
This is the last   question before I sit   down. In 
view of the fact that the Israelis have killed our 
people under    conditions which the Prime 
Minister    has described as cold-blooded, pre-
planned murder, is it n°t proper to consider, if 
only on  this ground,  the question of closing 
down the Israeli Consulate —we have   not got   
full   diplomatic relations—in Bombay and 
may I know whether  the  matter  is  under  
conei-' deration?    And 1   do   n°Pe tn»t   th* 
Prime   Minister  will  not  submit    to pressure 
but come out with a    bold and forthright 
statement calling    th* aggressor aggressor. 

MR.    CHAIRMAN:   Mr.   Lokanath ' 
Misra.   Put only questions. 

SHRI LOKANATH MTSRA: But why do 
you restrict me? You hiav« not restricted 
him. 
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SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL: If you 
tolerate Mr. Bhupesh Gupta, why not 
tolerate others too? 

MR. CHAIRMAN: All right; go ahead. 
SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: You give 

them a chance; I know they will fail. You 
will see that they will not be able to make it. 

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA: An attempt 
has been made   .   .   . 

SHRI M. M. DHARIA (Maharashtra): Sir, 
on a point of order. According to Rule 251, a 
statement may be made by a Minister on a 
matter of public importance with the consent 
of the Chairman hut no question shall be 
asked at the time the statement is made. The 
practice of the House is to demand some 
clarification but not to put questions. When 
the rule is specifically there, how can we put 
questions? 

(Interruptions) 
SHRI LOKANATH MISRA: An attempt 

has been made to make a point that Israel is 
the creation of the imperialists and even my 
Communist friend, Comrade Z. A. Ahmad 
has said that it is an attempt of the 
imperialists that the Israel Government and 
the State of Israel should continue to exist. 
May I ask the Prime Minister t0 kindiy 
enlighten the hon. Member that it was also 
the USSR who was a co-sponsor and may I 
ask whether Dr. Z. A. Ahmad considers the 
USSR to be imperialist? 

SHRI    BHUPESH GUPTA: If   you 
want    .    .    . 

SHRI LOKANATH MISHRA: If there is 
a dialogue I am capable of it. Anybody on 
the other side may or may not be but I am at 
least capable of it. 

The second question is this. We 
have a joint venture for manufactur 
ing HF-24, a kind of aeroplane, in the 
the UAR. Now the U.A.R. Gov 
ernment and the Indian Government 
have put in their investments and --------- 

SHRI ARJUN ARORA: No invest-
ment of India is there. 

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA: At least 
the Indian technicians are there and I 
would like to know categorically from 
the Prime Minister, in case this war 
continues, whether she would allow 
Indian technicians to be used by the 
UAR against Israel because it involves 
India also directly in the war. I would 
like to have categorical replies to these 
two questions. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Jagat Narain; 
put only questions please. 

 
SHRI D. L. SEN GUPTA: May I 

know, since the Houses of Parliament 
are in session and we are vitally 
interested in this, whether the Prime 
Minister will think it    advisable .to 



 

ueoaie m me Houses of Parliament 
before committing the nation to either 
side and before taking any view? 
Secondly, has the cease-fire resolution of 
the Security Council been accepted by 
the warring countries? If it is not so, 
what role cur Government wants to play 
in effecting peace between the two 
countries? My third question is, what are 
the names of those Indian soldiers killed 
in the conflict and their ranks? 

DR. ANUP SINGH: I have three 
questions to ask the Prime Minister. (1) 
It has been suggested by the critics of the 
statement that whereas the "stand taken 
by our representative in the Security 
Council is correct and they seem to 
subscribe to it, the Government of India 
here has taken a different stand. Is it or is 
it not true that everything that our 
representative has done in New York 
represents the stand and opinion of the 
Government of India? 

(2) Is it or is it not true that non-
alignment does not necessarily or does 
not mean neutrality? Non-alignment 
simply means our right to judge each and 
every issue on its merit. Is it not a fact 
that we have done exactly the same thing 
on this occasion? 

The last question is with reference to 
the resolution we have sponsored. Will 
the Prime Minister be good enough to 
tell us whether or not we are going to 
pursue it any further because if we do 
not do it and allow the Israelis to reap 
the benefit of aggression, then it will 
simply mean putting a premium on 
aggression and anyone can march or take 
initiative and if he is allowed to retain it, 
with impunity, I think we will be setting 
a very bad precedent? 

SHRI ARJUN ARORA: The Prime 
Minisler has expressed a certain amount 
of hanpiness at the Security Council 
Resolution which very inadequately 
deals with the situation because it merely 
calls for a mere cease'-flre' and thus may 
enable Israel 

to have the fruits of aggression. The 
Resolution of the Security Council is 
very inadequate. In 1986 also Israel was 
the aggressor. The world condemned the 
aggression. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Put questions for 
clarification. 

SHRI ARJUN ARORA: But somehow 
Israel was allowed to retain in 1956 the 
fruits of aggression. The correct 
approach in the master is that the two 
sides should be asked by the U.N. to go 
back to their 1949 positions. May I know 
if the Prime Minister will instruct our 
representative in the U.N. to take up this 
matter and see that the U.N. lakes an 
attitude which denies Israel all gains of 
aggression whether it is the aggression of 
1840 or 1956 or 1967? 

MR. CHAIRMAN: The hon. Prime 
Minister t0 reply. 

SHRI BANKA BEHARY DAS 
(Orissa): We are neglected. 

SHRI AWADESHWAR PRATAP 
SINHA (Bihar): All of us are neglected. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: I allowed Mr. Sen 
Gupta.   The Prime Minister. 

SHRIMATI INDIRA GANDHI: The 
debate has revealed unanimity on our 
Resolution that the conflagration in West 
Asia should be extinguished as soon as 
possible. Our own efforts have all along 
been directed towards achieving this. 
One hon. Member has talked Of 
consensus but the entire House has wit' 
essed the consensus which now exis s 
between the Opposition Members 
themselves! They seem to be so pleased 
with their newfound toy of Opposition 
unity that this is used on all occasions 
even, to try for a consensus of 
diametrically opposite views. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: No. 

SHRIMATT INDIRA GANDHI: But 
no such unity exists. . 
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SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: No, no party 
politics. 

SHRIMATI INDIRA GANDHI: I am not 
sitting down. 

SHRI G. MURAHARI (Uttar Pradesh): 
This arrogance is not going to last long. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Kindly hear. 
(Interruptions) 

SHRIMATI INDIRA GANDHI: That is not 
the point. The question raised was of 
consensus of opinion on this particular matter. 
The Congress is 'united in this policy. It is the 
opposition which is divided. There are bound 
**■ he differences on such an important 
matter. Some hon. Members have resented the 
fact that we have talked about "escalation" of 
the conflict. But that is a fact which just 
cannot be bypassed. An hon. Member from 
this side has already said that at no time has 
non-align-raept meant neutrality or sitting on 
the fence and waiting for others to make up 
our mind. We have always made up our own 
minds in the interests of justice, in the 
interests of peace and we shall continue to do 
so. We have, as a matter of fact, on this issue 
given the most careful consideration and we 
have been moderate as well as cautious. May I 
draw your attention, Sir, and the attention of 
the House that in fact two Members have gone 
a step further than I have in my statement. 
They are hon. Members Dahyabhai Patel and I 
thTnk A. D. Mani. T did not *alk about who 
started the war. It is they who named the 
country that started the war- ! hope the House 
will note this. The same Members who com-
plained that at the time of the fighting on our 
borders, certain countries did not name the 
aggressor, are to-day —the same people and 
the same parties—accusing us of trying to 
judge between the two countries. Le* them 
fake whatever line thev like. Tt is not my 
concern—and it has no'hing 

to do with me—but let them be » little logical. 
It has been argued that by making such a 
statement we have in some mysterious way 
weakened our capacity to P^y a conciliatory 
role. With all due respect, I must say that this 
is a ridiculous proposition!. Our past 
experience of the lasi 30 years ha3 
demonstrated our ca; to render useful service 
in the case of peace and in each case we took 
a very definite, positive position. Thi« has not 
prevented India from playing the historic role 
that we played Sm Indonesia, in Korea, in 
Indo-China, i« the Suez crisis and in the 
Congo. "We 1 at an objective presentation el 
the facts of the situation can help in the 
restoration of peace in the present perilous 
situation. 

Some question was asked about past 
aggression. I think the House knows that the 
U.N. has twice condemtfi*d Israel for 
aggression. 

SHRI ARJUN ARORA: Israel $jn been 
condemned for aggression Hi times by the 
U.N. 

SHRIMATI INDIRA GANDHI: I would 
like to make it clear that w* are not against 
any people. Our sympathies are always with 
the oppressec'. those who have had to undergo 
suffering but what has caused the suffering of 
the Jewish people? Who has driven, them out 
of.Europe where they were distributed in 
many countries? The people who are now the 
people ef Israel, belong to many countries. 
Why did they' have to go out to find a new 
homeland? It was because . of the bigotry and 
intolerance of the majority communities of 
those nations. I sincerely hope because Some-
times we do hear similar narrow-views in our 
own country— that w» wil! be very carefull 
about ffiese matters. The Government of 
Indian view has always been one of tolerance. 
Not only the Government but I think our 
whole culture and history have pointed to that 
w*y. 
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