
5671 International (  RAJYA SABHA 1 Situation 5672 

Members  to  the  Committee  on Sub-
ordinate  Legislation: 

1. Shri P. N. Sapru, 
2. Shri K. Chandrasekharan, 
3. Shri I. K. Gujral, 
4. Shri N. Ramakrishna Iyer, 
5. Shri Baharul Islam, 
6. Shri Jagat Narain, 
7. Shri D. P. Karmarkar, 
8. Shri  Akbar  Ali  Khan, 
9. Shri R.  S.  Khandekar, 

 

10. Shrimati Lalitha (Rajagopalan) 
11. Shri Debabrata Mookerjee. 
12. Shri Ram Sahai, 
13. Shri M.  Ruthnaswamy, 
14. Shri D. L. Sen Gupta, and 
15. Shri G. D. Tapase. 

Under sub-rule (1) of rule 206 of the said 
Rules, the Chairman has appointed Shri P- N. 
Sapru to be the Chairman Of the Committee. 

ALLOTMENT  OF  TIME  FOR 
DEBATE ON INTERNATIONAL 

SITUATION 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I have to 
inform Members that under rule 172 of the 
Rules of Procedure and Conduct of Business 
in the Rajya Sabha, the Chairman has allotted 
one day for the consideration of the Gov-
ernment Motion regarding the international 
situation. 

 

THE   INDIAN   OFFICIAL   SECRBTS 
(AMENDMENTS BILL. 1967 

THE MINISTER OF HOME AFFAIRS 
(SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN): Madam, I beg to 
move for leave to introduce a Bill further to 
amend the Indian Official Secrets Act, 1923. 

The question was put and the motion was 
adopted. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN: I introduce the 
Bill. 

MOTION RE    INTERNATIONAL 
SITUATION 

THE MINISTER OF DEFENCE 
(SARDAR       SWARAN SINGH): 
Madam, I beg to move: 

'That the present international situation 
and the policy of the Government of India 
in relation thereto be taken into 
consideration." 

Madam, I have no intention to make  an 
opening speech. I would initiate discussion by 
making this formal move. I wish this 
discussion had taken place when our Minister 
for External Affairs were available here. But 
in deference to the wishes of the House, the 
Government have taken the initiative of 
bringing forward this motion so that 
Government might benefit by the views that 
the hon. Members might he able to give in re-
lation to the international situation. 

SHRI A. D. MANI: (Madhya Pradesh) :    
Madam, I beg to move: 

1. "That at the end of the motion, the 
following be added, namely: — 

'and having considered the same, this 
House is of opinion— 

(i) that Government should take the 
stand that no enduring peace is 
possible in West Asia unless the Arab 
States recognise the State of    Israel    
and 
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(u) that the Gulf of Aqaba be 

recognised as an international 
waterway; and 

(iii) that Israel should agree to give 
back to the Arab States areas which 
she had seized in the recent conflict 
and should also agree to pay 
compensation to the Palestinian 
refugees.' " 

2. "That at the end of the motion, 
the following be added,  namely: — 

"and having considered the same, this 
House is of opinion that in view of the 
scandalous disregard of diplomatic etiquette 
by the Chinese Government in subjecting 
Indian diplomats, Shri Raghunath and Shri 
Vijay, to inhuman treatment and subjecting 
also the Indian Embassy at Peking to a siege, 
Government should instruct its delegation at 
U.N. to remain ' neutral on the question of 
China's admission to U.N. at the forthcoming 
session of the United Nations General 
Assembly.'" 

3. "That at the end of the motion, 
ihe following be added, namely: — 

'and having considered the same, this 
House is of opinion that in view of the 
explosion of a Hydrogen bomb by 
China, Government should not sign the 
non-proliferation treaty.'" 

SHRI B. K. P. SiNHA (Bihar): Madam, I 
beg to move: 

4. "That at the end of the motion, 
,the following be added,  namely: — 

'and having considered the same, this 
House is of the view that there should be 
a reorientation of our policy in respect of 
China and a more sophisticated 
projection of our policy towards the 
Arabs and Israel.'" 

The questions were proposed. 
THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I have 

received one notice from Mr. Tariq. He is not 
here now. 

 
THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I think the 

House knew that the international situation 
was to be discussed to-day and therefore the 
amendments came in and I find them in 
order. We shall begin the discussion with Mr. 
Patel. 

SHRI A. M. TARIQ (Jammu and 
Kashmir): I want to move my amendment. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You have 
come very late. After giving the amendment 
at 12.26 you were not in the House.   
Therefore, I am sorry. 

SHRI  A. M. TARIQ:     We thought this  
will  be taken  up  tomorrow  but suddenly this 
was taken up to-day.    I was not in the House 
then.    I have . given my amendment in time. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Your 
amendment was called. You should have 
been in the House. In any case, if the House 
agrees, I can allow it. 
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SHRI A. M. TARIQ:    I move: 

5. "That at the end of the motion, the 
following be added, namely:   'and having 
considered the same this House is of 
opinion that the Government of United 
States has .committed an unfriendly act by 
resuming arms supplies to Pakistan which 
is likely to disturb the peace in the area.' " 
The question was proposed. 

 

Rajnarain knows parliamentary practice. I am 
not going to learn from  anybody here. 

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL (Gujarat): 
Madam, I have no intention of competing 
with the hon. Member in his loud speech. I 
have not the intention and I do not propose to 
do either. I think there is a better course for 
the hon. Member who tried  to interrupt  me. 

I am grateful to the Government for 
providing this opportunity to us to discuss the 
international situation and I am grateful to the 
Minister who moved the motion for not mak-
ing a lengthy speech so as to provide more 
time to the other speakers to speak. I do not at 
all agree with any type of point of order that 
was tried to be raised.    On the contrary 

the Minister has been trying to be 
accommodative and we appreciate it actually. 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN: Thank you 
for appreciating for the first time. 

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL: We 
always admit when something right is done. 
We always like to agree but when we do not 
agree? we say  it  very openly. 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN: When you  
say good  things,  we appreciate. 

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL: I hope 
you do. To-day the discussion on the 
international situation must necessarily 
concentrate on the West Asian situation and 
the China policy of the Government 
particularly—I do not mean the recent 
irritation that has taken place either in this 
capital or their capital there but with particular 
reference to the Chinese latest nuclear 
explosion and how it affects this country and 
its safety. I am one °f those who had been 
criticising the policy of the Government of 
India for the last 18 years after freedom. We 
have made many many mistakes and it would 
not be out of place to roughly take account of 
them. 

The first mistake that we made was to 
withdraw our victorious army from Kashmir. 
Thev wanted two days' time and if those two 
days' time had been given, if we had not 
followed the foolish policy of running to find 
a policeman when a thief was walking into 
our n°use and allowed him to walk in—that is 
what we did—we would not have been in this 
situation, we would not have had to pay 
crores and crores of rupees on an endless war 
and we would not have a neighbour who is a 
source of irritation and a neighbour who is 
determined not to give us peace all the time. 
If a permanent settlement had been arrived at, 
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all this could have been avoided and the 
amount of money that we iiave 'o spend on 
defence perhaps would not have been so large 
and tilings would have settled down once for 
all; A certain solution of the problem of 
borders after the partition was arrived at and 
We should have stuck to it. Instead of doing 
so, we ran to call the policeman, a policeman 
that did not have sufficient jurisdiction—I 
mean the United Nations, which was more or 
less in a formative position. 

The second mis*ake that we made was the 
disregarding of the warnings of  friends   inside  
this   country,   right from   the  Cabinet  
Ministers      downwards   to   Members   in   
this       House even before I came to this      
House, about  what      China      was     doing. 
Repeated complain's were made that the   
Chinese   were  building  roads   in our  
territory in  the  Himalaya.    The Government  
of  India   turned       deaf ' ear.  not  the  
Nelson    eye—I    cannot say  so  because  the  
Nelson  eye  was turned  with  a purpose and 
with the purpose'of  vic'ory  but   here   it  is  a 
deaf ear with the purpose of making room  for  
someone.    Is  it what    we should   understand   
from   the  policies of  the Government?  In  
this  connection  may   I   point   out  that   
when    1 was Mayor of Bombay, I received a 
letter from the present Prime Minister asking 
me to arrange a welcome for  another  horde  
of  Chinese      tnat came.    They were a party 
of nearly TOO.    They were supposed to De 
cultural   delegation.     They   toured     all-
over  India   including   Bombay,   Delhi and   
other   capitals   and   they      were showing  
Chinese  dances  music,     etc. I am not against 
cultural ties.      The Chinese people  are  like  
people      all over  the   world,   like     our      
people. They  are  an  oriental  people,      they 
are fond  of dance,  music  and     their ancient   
tradition.   They   are   fond   of their  culture  
as  we  are      of      ours. I  have nothing  
against      the      people   of China  as      such      
but      the present   regime   of   China,   the   
Communist  regime,  utilised  all     this     to 

collect information, to find out where we 
were weak and the Government of India did 
not take note of that. Are the Government of 
India not aware of the normal communist 
tactics, how they iniil+rate, how ihey find 
out, how they have their spy system and how 
(they find out which are the weak-spots and 
how they utilise 'hem when they decidt to 
take over and attack? The Government of 
India in this matter acted most irresponsibly, 
a folly for which we have been made to lose 
(Interruptions) and the Government had to 
wake up when the Chinese aggression came. 

The third mistake that we made was with 
regard to our relations with Tibet. India will 
have to hang its head in perpetual shame 
every time the word 'Tibo ' is mentioned. We 
were sileni spectators to the rape of Tibet. 
Instead of moving cur little finger, we should 
have moved our armies and come to the 
rescue of those ancient people, who depended 
on us and on our word that, their integrity 
would not be violate 1 but we did not do so. I 
do not know whether the Government has yet, 
after so many years, revised their policy in 
this matter and whether they will now allow 
more latitude to the Dalai Lama to think of 
himself and his homeland as well as his 
people and how he can go back there. This is 
a matter on which I hope the Government, 
after so much experience, after all that has 
happened in all these years, will realise its 
mistake and retrace its steps. 

Certainly another mistake that we have 
made is in sponsoring China's case in the 
United Nations repeatedly. At least we should 
stop any more sponsoring of China's case in 
the United Nations. We should sponsor the 
case of Tibet and other oppressed nations that 
have refused to succumb under the 
communist aggression, which has been 
encouraged by us. It is we who wanted to 
become the leader of the non-aligned nations. 
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[Shri Dahyabhai V. Patel.] the Asian non-
aligned nations. I do not know against whom. 
Today we are aligned to the communists. Ana 
we call ourselves non-aligned. What is our 
alignment? We are aligned to the communists 
when the neutral nations are non-aligned and 
we confuse words and language just as the 
communists do just t0 create confusion among 
the people. In another context the hon. 
Minister in replying to me said something like 
this—unfortunately Mr. Chagla is not here— 
"We don't talk to them; we don't deal with 
them, because they are aligned." They are 
neutral; they are not an aligned nation. Do we 
or do we not prefer to deal with the neutral 
nations? Or else we deal with only the aligned 
nations. Then what is our alignment? We are 
aligned with the communists. That is very 
obvious. 

Madam, we helped to establish peace in 
Korea. We helped to prevent Korea being 
overrun by the communists, for -which the 
Government of Korea and the people of 
Korea are always grateful to us. I have men-
tioned before in this House and I think it 
bears mentioning again. Two years ago, with 
the help of all free nations of the world which 
helped Korea in its struggle, a building was 
put up called the Freedom Centre. It is to 
commemorate Korea gaining back its 
freedom and saving itself from the 
communists taking it over. Unfortunately, this 
country was not represented. I am very sorry, 
we did not make even a small contribution; 
we were not even present at that opening. 

Madam, in the matter of Korea our policy 
has been mistaken—I do not know for what 
reason. In December, 1948, when the United 
Nations re-, cognised the Republic of Korea 
as the only lawful Govertiment of Korea, the 
Government of India supported (he United 
Nations Resolution. The same Resolution also 
recommended that all Member States of the 
United Nations, in establishing their diplo-
matic relations, should do so with the 

Republic of Korea which was esta 
blished as a reult of U.N.-supervised 
elections, in which more than two- 
thirds of the people that lived in 
Korea participated. It would be much 
better for us to have established full 
diplomatic relations then and there 
I do not know why we have not done 
so. Many a time the Annual Reports 
of the Ministry of External Affairs 
mention that India will be opening- 
a Consulate-General in South Korea 
soon. I do not know when that 'soon' 
is. In fact, if I remember correctly, 
our Ministry of External Affairs was 
very generous to appoint Mr. Shivlal 
Chhibber as the first Indian Consul- 
General in Seoul sometime in July, 
1965. I am speaking subject to correc 
tion; if I am mistaken the hon. Minis 
ter will kindly correct me. But no 
body has gone to Korea. It is now 
very near to July, 1967, Madam; the 
announcement was made two years 
ago.      How      is this      on      the 
other hand, according to the information that I 
could gather, our trade relations with Korea 
are improving every day since the Trade 
Agreement in April 1964. Korea imports from 
India 10,000 tons of steel billets and is about 
to buy a large quantity of railway wagons for 
which negotiations are going 0n. The pros-
pects of trade developing are on the increase, 
and I would suggest that Government should 
take note of this and appoint a Consul-
General. If we are to have trade relations, 
particularly in matters like steel and railways 
which are State undertakings in this country, 
it will have to be somebody's responsibility 
who will have to do this, who will have to to 
push up our trade with Korea In these things, 
who will have to Increase the area of trade 
relations between this country and Korea. We 
should treat Korea as we treat West Germany 
and East Germany. We have trade relations 
with Easf Germany although we have recog-
nised only West Germany. Similarly we 
should have proper relations with Korea so 
that we have a friend and a  friend  in  need.  
We    have      trade 
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because we need trade. The recession has been 
so much in this country that every little bit of 
trade would help us, as the hon. Finance 
Minister said in his speech the other day. I 
South Korea stood by India in its hour of need 
always. South Korea has one of the best 
equipped forces in Asia. South Korea has 
600,000 in her armed forces in a population of 
thirty million. When India was attacked by 
China, South Korea came forward and offered 
readily to help us. South Korea, I think, was one 
of the first countries to offer troops to fight. 
Therefore, in view of the international situation 
and the developing might of China exhibited in 
its recent explosion of a hydrogen bomb, we 
need to "have a friend at the farthest end, near 
the north, that is, Korea, and we need to 
cultivate other Asian countries, Japan, Taiwan, 
the  South-East Asian countries. 

As regards the West Asian situation, I am 
afraid, we have been misled. Since Mr. 
Chagla went there first in May—1 do not 
know for what purpose he went—he made a 
statement at one or two places, which was 
repudiated on Mr. Chagla's leaving those 
places. But this is what he has given us. I do 
not know what sort of account he has given. Is 
Mr. Chagla not aware of what has been 
happening? Is he not aware that since 1961 
the Arab nations, under President Nasser, 
have been vowing to remove Israel, to wipe 
out Israel from the land of the Arabs? It 
means they want to exterminate these people.    
Therefore,  .   .   . 

DIWAN CHAMAN LALL (Punjab): No, 
they, the Israelis, exterminated the Indian 
troops which were guarding their security. 

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL: Yes, 
Diwan Chaman Lall is, of course, a very 
great advocate of these people. I would like 
to hear more about this matter when we have 
General Rikhye here and why the Indian 
troops were placed near the gun 
emplacements of the Arabs and -who put 
them. It was very wrong, just as the Canadian 
Government pointed out, it was very 

wrong of the U.N. Secretary-General to ask 
this force to move out without protection or 
without a Resolution of the United Nations. 
U Thant took the decision on his own without 
asking the two countries, and it was his duty 
to afford protection. If he did not, it is the 
failure of the United Nations also. It is the 
failure of the Arab nations, to whose rescue 
this force was sent, in putting this force in a 
position where they were exposed to danger. 

(Interruptions) 
Diwan Chaman Lall, you can have your 

say. Please do not disturb me. My time is 
limited. I would claim more time, Madam, if 
he goes on interrupting me. We know what 
you have been saying all the time. 

It was May 16 when Egypt began massing 
troops in the Sinai peninsula as Syria claimed 
that Israeli forces were threatening her border. 
U.S. intelligence sources denied that there was 
any Israeli military build-up and so informed 
the Arabs. On May 17, Egypt demanded that 
the 3400-man UNEF be withdrawn from the 
Israeli-Egyptian border. On the 18th of May, 
Secretary-General U Thant yielded. Canadian 
Foreign Minister Paul Martin questioned U 
Thant's authority to pull out the men, and 
opposed removal of the 800-man Canadian 
contingent. There was widespread criticism of 
U Thant. The Palestine Liberation Army mov-
ed into the former UNEF posts on May 19. 
Cairo's Ministry of Religious Affairs ordered 
mosques to preach a jehad—our Minister 
never told us of this. On the 21st of May, 
Cairo announced mobilisation of reserves, 
adding more than 100,000 men to Egypt's 
armed forces, estimated at 200,000. The Arab 
nations declared  solidarity  with  Egypt. 

SARDAR SWARAN SINGH: What is the 
document that the hon. Member is reading 
from? 

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL I am 
reading my notes. 

SARDAR SWARAN SINGH: I thought it 
was some document. 
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SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL: 1 
am,reading my notes. Otherwise how do I get 
these dates? 

SARDAR SWARAN SINGH: I got some 
impression as if the hon. Member was 
quoting from some document. 

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL: They are 
my notes. I have no secretary to prepare notes 
for me. The hon. Minister has a host of 
Secretaries who do it for him. But I have to 
prepare my own notes and I am reading from 
them. I do not have secretaries who prepare 
notes and speeches which can be read out 
here. I am now giving you the dates of the 
events as they occurred. On the 22nd May, 
President Nassar told his troops in the Sinai 
Peninsula: 

 'The Israeli flag shall not go through 
the Gulf of Aqaba. Our sovereignty over 
the entrance to that gulf cannot be 
disputed. If Israel wishes to threaten war, 
we told her,  'You are welcome'." 

Madam, this is how the events happened and 
this is the course that they had taken. 
Unfortunately, even the hon. Minister Shri 
Chagla tried to misrepresent what I said in 
this House. When I pointed out that the Israeli 
Consul came here and tried to meet him but 
he could not do so and he met the Secretary, 
External Affairs Ministry, he misrepresented 
me as saying that I know better than he 
himself. I never said that I had written a letter 
to him and also pointed out this to the 
Chairman; yet he persists in saying that I said 
this. 1 have quoted from documents, from the 
records of this House saying that I had only 
asked questions and I did not think it was 
proper for the hon. Minister to misrepresent 
me. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. Patel,   
you   will  have  to  finish  now. 

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL: I will 
have to take a few more minutes, Madam. 
Madam, if a lasting peace is to come in the 
West Asian context, proper steps will have to 
be consider- 

ed, and we have to consider them seriously. 
The people of Israel) the leaders of Israel 
have asked for direct talks and negotiations 
for a permanent settlement and they say that 
they would rather like to settle the matter 
between themselves without outside 
interference. I think this is a very reasonable 
solution and this offer should be accepted 
because otherwise there can be no permanent 
solution to a problem like this. A small 
country like Israel is surrounded by people 
who threaten to annihilate and exterminate 
that country. On the 20th June the Israeli Pre-
mier proposed a summit conference between 
himself and the Arab leaders to create a 
peaceful future for the Middle East. Speaking 
to |« small garrison in the strategic tiran strait 
he said: 

"I stretch my hand to Nasser and 
Hussein not from a position of strength but 
willing to forget the past and devote myself 
to a constructive   peaceful  future". 

He also said; 
'The arms of the Middle Eastern clock 

cannot be reversed." 
He has also said that he was willing to meet 
and sit down with the U.A.R. President and 
Jordan's King, King Hussein or with any 
Arab leader "at any place, on land or sea". 

SARDAR SWARAN SINGH: What was 
that report? 

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL: There is 
a news agency report. 

SHRI B. K. P. SINHA: It is reported in 
today's papers. 

SARDAR SWARAN SINGH: About that 
address to that garrison I have not seen any 
report. 

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL: I have 
received that report. It is a press report and if 
the hon. Minister has not seen it, I can send 
him a copy of that report. Now, this is the 
posture that the President of Israel has taken 
and I think that with the tradition that India 
has stood for and hopes  to stand for and    
which    we 
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have always professed to stand for, it should 
be up to us to support this stand and not 
necessarily try to impose what we think is the 
correct solution. If -the aggrieved parties or if 
the belligerent parties, if the leaders of the 
two parties can be persuaded to sit together 
and discuss, then that would be the best thing. 
The President of Israel has handsomely stated 
that he did not want to take the position of a 
victor, that he only wants to take the position 
that he was there on one side and there was 
the other, that he wants to meet the other as 
two persons and settle the matter peacefully. 

Madam Deputy Chairman, it is well known 
that the Suez Canal is a matter which affects 
us as much as it does anyone else. It affects 
our interests very much. I do not know if the 
Arab nations appreciate how much we 
suffered last time during the Suez crisis, and 
also how much we are suffering this time. All 
our foodgrain. imports have got to come 
through that way. All our machinery imports 
have to come that way in order to help our 
plans to increase our food production. All 
these things will be delayed this time just as 
they were delayed last time and we will again 
suffer. The Arab nations who are our friends, 
should appreciate this fact and I would like to 
hear * word of appreciation from this side as 
io how much we are suffering because of this 
trouble. 

Madam Deputy Chairman, we certainly 
would like to see peace established in West 
Asia. But on what terms? That is the point. If 
it could be established by mutual 
consultations between the two parties then 
there could be nothing like that. That would 
be the best solution because that solution 
would last. All imposed solutions, solutions 
imposed by outsiders, do not last very long. 
They leave an unpleasant taste in the mouth 
and there is always irritation left behind. 
Therefore, Madam, the Government of India 
should take note of all this and then try to 
revise its 

policy. They should learn a lesson from their 
previous failures, from their dismal record of 
the past 15 or 20 years and correct their 
policy accordingly. We must have for our 
country friends and better friends, friends 
who would help us to improve ourselves. In 
the past we have shut our eyes to people who 
are our real friends, people who have given 
us correct advice, people who helped us to 
progress. For what have we done that? One 
does not know. It may be that we did it for 
certain notions, for certain notional ideas. We 
must get rid of this now. Let us correct our 
policy. Let our policy be corrected as well as 
oriented so as to be in the interest of India as 
much as in the interest of anybody else. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Dr. Anup 
Singh, please take only just fifteen minutes. 

DR. ANUP SINGH (Punjab)': Madam 
Deputy Chairman, the foreign policy of India 
has been discussed here in this House and in 
the other so many times and it has also been 
fully understood by the people of India. I 
venture t0 make a broad generalisation and 
say that this policy up till now, barring 
perhaps a few variations of emphasis here 
and there, has represented the consensus of 
the people of India. It was so because this 
policy was based upon certain principles born 
out of our cultural heritage, born out of the 
political exigencies in which we found our-
selves. We stood for peace and stood for it 
consistently as perhaps very few countries 
have stood. We stood for the freedom of the 
subjugated people not r nly as a matter of 
principle but also because we were the worst 
victims of imperialism for more few 
countries have stood. We stood for racial 
equality. And one aspect of the policy that 
has been criticised is the policy of non-
alignment. The time limitation will not permit 
me to elaborate but I would say that that 
policy by and large has been vindicated.    
We decided    to    pursue    the 
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[Dr. Anup Singh] 
policy of non-alignment and we had 
opted for it at a time when the world was 
divided between the two blocs who 
became increasingly hostile to each 
other, the Soviet bloc and the United 
States of America. That conflict created 
tension all over the world and I might say 
that most of the problems during the last 
fifteen <-.' twenty years, whether it is in 
Korea or Indo-China or West Asia, could 
have been solved more satisfactorily had 
there been any real abiding accord 
between the two great Powers. If we had 
joined, as many others did, either one 
bloc or the other, we would have 
inevitably added to the tension. We 
would have accentuated it and I think it 
was perhaps a wise course consistent 
both with our national approach to prob-
lems and consistent also with our 
national interests. I am fully conscious 
that this policy of non-alignment was 
condemned, criticised and ridiculed by 
both the Soviet bloc and the United 
States of America on different occasions 
hut it is also a matter of record that when 
they fully appreciated the significance of 
that policy and its manifestations, its 
practical results, both the United States 
of America and their allies and the Soviet 
bloc not only appreciated but on many 
occasions called upon India to intervene 
to bring about a reasonable solution of 
the vexed problems. They may not fully 
endorse it but I think that, policy has 
been appreciated and accepted and I 
venture to suggest. Madam Deputy 
Chairman, that that policy alone even 
today in spite of the Chinese provocative 
attitude, in spite of what Pakistan has 
done, is the sensible policy in the best  
interests of India. 

With this little background and 
recapitulation, I would like to touch very 
briefly upon two of the most provocative 
episodes which have preoccupied our 
mind. One is West Asia. Our friend, Mr. 
Dahyabhai Patel, has been very critical 
of this foreign policy and I would leave 
it to    the 

acting Minister of External Affairs to 
give the appropriate answer but I would 
simply say this that his analysis 0f the 
West Asian problem ha.-: been very one-
sided. He has attempt, ed, not very 
successfully, so far as I am concerned, to 
vindicate the position of Israel. Now one 
may project one's own predilections and 
prejudices on these issues which are 
controversial. One can take sides but one 
cannot legitimately completely ignore 
the historical facts, and I think the basic 
mistake in considering. West Asia is to 
confuse the legitimate aspirations of the 
Jewish people and what Zionism stands 
for and what the State of Israel has stood 
for. I am quite sure that there is 'no 
civilised human being anywhere in the 
world who has not completely 
sympathised with the plight of the 
Jewish people. They were uprooted, they 
were persecutes, they were killed by the 
thousands and millions but the question 
is, what the State of Israel has done ever 
since they were planted in this part of the 
world. I do not want to inflict many 
quotations, but just to refresh our 
memories here is one quotation 0ut of the 
many from Mahatma Gandhi who, 
certainly, was second to none in his 
solicitude and concern for the oppressed 
and the depressed and the tortured 
people He said on many occasions, and I 
am quoting only one here: 

''The Jews have erred grievously in 
seeking to impose themselves' in 
Palestine with the aid of America and 
Britain and now with the aid of naked 
terrorism. Why should they depend on 
American or British arms for forcing 
themselves on an unwelcome land?" 

"The Palestine of Biblical con-
ception is not the geographical tract. It 
is in their hears but if Jews must look 
to the Palestine of geography as their 
national home, it is wrong to enter it 
under the shadow of British guns. 
Nothing can be said against the Arab 
resistance in the face of overwhelming 
odds." 
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Now this is the historical background. I am 
one of those who fully subscribe to the idea 
that if that State has come into existence we 
must— and Arabs also I think must eventually 
in the long run, reluctantly perhaps, have to—
get reconciled to the idea that that State has 
come into existence but to say, as Mr. 
Dahyabhai Patel has tried to imply, that the 
truth is on the side of Israel and that the Arabs 
are the aggressors, is completely off the mark 
and at -variance with the record of established 
facts. I am just mentioning here -a few  
matters of historical     record. 

The Israel State has been criticised, 
censured and condemned by the United 
Nations on more than 25 occasions; not one 
single Arab State has ever been accused of 
aggression up till now. I want Mr. Dahyabhai 
Patel to absorb these facts because facts are 
stubborn and they are very unpleasant but 
there they are. Secondly, Israel has been 
condemned iby the Security Council six times 
and the point that I would like my hon. friend 
to realise is that not one of the friends of 
Israel—and there are Jtt least three or four of 
them—ever vetoed the Resolutions which 
they could have done. So Israel has been 
condemned by the United Nations Assembly 
,25 times, condemned six limes by the 
Security Council where ihere are permanent 
Members sympathetic and friendly to Israel 
but still they were unanimous votes. And not 
one single Arab State has ever been 
condemned either by the United Nations 
Assembly or by the Security Council. 

Another fact which I think is relevant in 
this context is that when the State of Israel 
was brought into the United Nations, it was 
the only State in whose case a stipulation was 
Tnade; I do not want to quote the lengthy 
Resolution but the gist of the Resolution was 
that the State of Israel should be brought into 
the United Nations because she has pledged to 
abide by the principles on 

which the United Nations was founded and 
by the Resolutions of the United Nations. 
Ironically enough— I would snv tragically—
within » week or s0 the Israel Government 
passed a Resolution that the United Nations 
has no business to interfere in the internal 
affairs of Israel the implication being that 
they should be at liberty to deal with the Arab 
States as they chose without interference 
from the United Nations. They were saying 
this to the organisation which was 
responsible by its Resolution of 1948 for the 
recognition of the State of Israel. 

About Jerusalem, I am sure hon. Members 
would realise that according to the original 
partition the Israelis were to occupy or take 
control of 55 per cent, of the area and some 
years ago it was 72 per cent. How much more 
per cent they have managed to add i do not 
know but the State has been enlarging itself 
through aggression systematically and 
deliberately in defiance of the U.N. 
Resolutions and in defiance, of course, of the 
collective wishes of the Arab people who are 
the original inhabitants of that land. Then, of 
course, 1956 is too recent; we all know what 
happened; the attack on Suez by Britain, 
France and Israel, condemned by the United 
Nations, condemned by the entire world. And 
now we had the recent aggression. This is the 
record which speaks eloquently for what the 
Israel State has done. It is all very well to say, 
as my hon. friend has said, that a very great, 
very honourable, very magnanimous gesture 
has been made, that they are •willing to sit 
round the table and to thrash it out. I 
personally feel that under the prevailing 
circumstances, under the present political 
psychological tension, it would not be pos-
sible for the two parties alone to sit round the 
table and work out any good solution. May I 
remind my hon. friend that we had our 
conflict with Pakistan? The Tashkent Dec-
laration was signed in all solemnity by both  
parties .   .   . 
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SjHRl  DAHYABHAI     V.     PATEL: 

What happened to it? 

DR.  ANUP  SINGH:  We  have  not been 
able to bring about or    start a dialogue  with 
Pakistan, in spite    of our repeated efforts.    
Does he, in all seriousness,   believe      that,      
merely  because the Prime Minister of Israel, 
in his great benevolence, has offered <fo sit 
with the Arab leaders, it    will solve the 
problem?    I think it is too naive  and too  
simple.  I     personally believe,   speaking   for      
myself,   that some kind of solution will have 
to be worked out toy the United States and the  
Soviet  Union,   the   tw0     powers who have 
the strength, who have the necessary resources  
to  restore  peace and amity in this area.   I also 
believe •that any abiding solution of this very 
great problem will have to be worked   out   
under  the   auspices     of  the United Nations.    
I am not going into the details or the merits of 
the resolution  that  has   been  sponsored     by 
India.    I  think  the  Minister  of  External  
Affairs  will     deal     with  the details.    All 
that I am trying to suggest is that this attempt 
on the part of my hon. friend to pat the Foreign 
Minister of Israel on the back for his offer is 
not a very practical solution. I   believe   that  
the     Government   of India's  policy 
regarding     West Asia, whatever the critics 
might say, is not something  which  has  been 
suddenly improvised to please either President 
Nasser or the Arabs.    Of course, we 'seek   
their friendship     and  that     is reciprocally.    
They want  our friendship, just as we    want 
their friendship,  but that is part of the legacy. 
Even before India became free, long before-

India became free, the Indian National   
Congress  year     after  year passed resolutions  
in sympathy  with all the people who were    
struggling for their freedom, whether they 
were in  Asia or Africa,  and our relationship  
with  the Arabs     has  a    particular     and     
significant     place     for which we need not 
make any apology. I  repeat  once  again  that  
this  policy represents, if prejudices are 
discarded, the best interests of India and it 

is in consonance and in complete con-
formity with the policy that we have pursued 
consistently before independence and since  
independence. 

Now, about China, I am sorry I have to refer  
to  the hon.  Member,     Shri Dahyabhai Patel, 
because he was the only speaker before me.   
He gives the impression of a man who has he-
come very wise after the event.    He has  
postulated  half  a  dozen   'ifs'.    If We had  
not    done  this in    1942,  the situation would 
have been averted. If we had not given away 
Tibet, according to him,  the situation    would 
not have arisen   History is full of 'it's' but I 
believe that India's trust   faith and friendship  
with  China was   not  n is -placed.    What has 
happened, 1 think, is one of the biggest 
betrayals   in history, but is India the only 
country thai has been subjected  to this kind    
of betrayal?   I have a catalogue of some of  
the   betrayals  in   the  history many countries.  
Mr. Wendell Wilkie— I am sure hon.    
Members will racal1 his name—during the 
second    World War went on a world tour.   
He wrote the book "One World".   He 
addressed a  meeting  in  New  York  and  I  
also happened to be there    as one of the 
participants.   He said and I am quot-EroEB   
memory:    "There are many problems in Asia, 
Africa, Europe and Latin   America,   but   I     
have   come back   convinced   about     one      
thing namely,  the stability of Asia can be 
taken  for  granted     because   of     the amity, 
friendship and goodwill     that exist and 
prevail  between Thdia and China.''    He was 
no student    of history.   That was his opinion.   
I do not know of anybody, any historian, any 
writer of significance, who has    not always  
pointed  out  that  India     and China have 
abiding,  almost    eternal, friendship. 

SHRI   DAHYABHAI      V.   PAT. 
Until the communists came. 

DR.   ANUP  SINGH:     That   is      a 
different matter. 

SHRI   DAHYABHAI   V.      PATEL: 
That is  the troub?e. 

5692 
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DR. ANUP SINGH: I am not going into 

that now . . . 

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL: Where 
have the communists "acated their agression? 
Did they vacate in Korea? 

DR. ANUP SINGH: Mr. Dahyabhai Patel, 
the discussion is not about communism . . . 

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL: Have 
they vacated in Viet Nam? Have they vacated 
in India? Where iiSve they  vacated  it? 

SHRI P. N. SAPRU (Uttar Pradesh): The 
United States has committed agression in 
Viet   Nam. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order, 
order. 

DR. ANUP SINGH: Mr. Dahyabhai Patel, 
I have listened to you with the greatest 
respect and in silence, although I disagree 
with everything that you said. We are not 
discussing .. . 

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL: Do not 
mislead the House. 

DR. ANUP SINGH: ... the merits or 
demerits of communism in theory and in 
practice. We are discussing the foreign 
policy. We are not discu sing the Swatantra 
Party's policy. 

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL: You will 
have to very soon. You are going to pieces. 

DR. ANUP SINGH: So far as China  is 
concerned... 

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL: You 
will have to do  it very foun. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order, 
order. 

DR. ANUP SINGH: So far as China is 
concerned, there is no one in this House or in 
the other House or in the country at large 
who has not condemned in the strongest 
terms the 

behaviour of the Chinese Government 
towards our diplomats. In 'his eon-text I think 
it would be of Interest to mention one or two 
things to show how the character not of the 
Chinese people but of the ruling group has 
perhaps been transformed beyond 
recognition. Leibnitz, the great philosopher of 
the 18th century, at one time advocated that 
Chinese mis naries should be sent all over 
Europe to civilise them, because +hey had 
good manners, they had geniality and they 
had good temper. Lord Eertrand Russell, a 
very great admirer of the present-day China, 
wrote a little e; called. "The Chinese 
Character" in 1924 when he was the Head of 
the Philosophy Department at Peking Uni-
versity. Please bear the date in mind as 1924, 
long before, more than forty years ago. His 
first opening line is: "the Chinese are peaceful 
by nature. The gravest issue with them can be 
settled over a cup of tea." When I brought it 
to the attention of our 'ate Prime Minister—I 
had underlined it he looked at it and said: 
"Well I shall send them soma tea, if that is so 
simple." And something certainly has 
happened. In spile of all their provocations, 
we should not compete with them or amulate 
them in bad manners. Secondly, I do roL 
think that we should be pushed into taking 
any action. I believe that if it becomes utterly 
imperative, we may have to break off 
diploma*1- r°'ations, but not at their choosing. 
My own personal suggestion is suspending of 
relations, as we have done in the case of 
South Africa, or suspended imma-tion. We do 
not bre->k off relations. We can send our 
diplomats if and when we feel like that. I 
think that in the present circumstances 
perhaps that will be a feasible and practical 
solution. 

Finallyi I just want to make one 
submission. It is easy enough to pick any 
isolated incident and say that the Government 
of India has gone wrong in the case of the 
West Asia, that the Government of India 
went wrong in the case of Hungary and it    
w<;nt 
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[Dr. Anup Singhj , 
wrong here and there.    But the intrinsic  merit   
and     efficacy  of     the foreign policy should 
be judged,    appraised and assessed  in its    
tota'ity, keeping in view the best interests of 
the country,   keeping in view the interests of 
mankind at large.    If    we apply that criterion,  
I  believe     that the  Government  of  India's     
foreign policy has been vindicated and I for 
one   would   like   it   to  be   continued. Try to 
be flexible and resilient, when the   situation     
demands.      We     can emphasise here  and 
there,  but     the basic principles on which this 
policy is based are absolutely and essentially 
correct and in tune with our best interests and 
the interests of mankind at largo. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I have 
received an amendment from Mr. Rajnarain 
rather late, after the debate started. Really it 
is not acceptable at this stage. 

 
THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The motion 

was on the order paper. Therefore, the 
amendment should have come in time. 

 
THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Since I have 

allowed Mr. Tariff's amendment—he was not 
in the House—I am allowing you to move it, 
but this, will not form a precedent for future  
occasions. 

SHRI RAJNARAIN: Madam, I move: 

6. "That at the end of the motion, the 
following  be  added,  namely:— 

'and having considered the same, this   
House   is   of   opinion   that   the 

foreign policy of the Government of India 
has been unrealistic, inert and against 
national interest from the very beginning 
and has been serving by turn the Russian 
and American Camps, which shou'd be 
abandoned and replaced by an active, 
creative and neutral policy directed towards 
organising a Third Power with a view to 
eradicate poverty, eliminate arms, and 
exploitation of man by man and of nation 
by nation and towards establishing a World 
Government." 

The question was proposed. 

THE DEPUTY    CHAIRMAN:     Dr. 
Ahmad. 

DR. Z. A. AHMAD (Uttar Pradesh): Madam,     
I     want     this     discussion to be 
concentrated,  really     sp on the West Asian 
situation, because there are so many other 
developments in the international situation     
which are of comparatively less importance. 
The West Asian problem is the problem of the 
day.   As you know, very important discussions 
are going on at the United Nations.    The 
discussions are being led by Heads of States, 
very important  people,  and it wou'd     be 
really a  strange thing if today     we start 
talking of so many other things which Mr. 
Dahyabhai Patel has talked about—our 
relations with Korea, our relations with 
Taiwan, some mistake we committed  25 years  
ago,  and  so on.   In what world of fantasy   
are we living, I  ask  him.     The fact  of the 
matter  is  that Mr.  Dahyabhai Patel and men 
like him are really not    interested in bringing 
about a peaceful solution of the  outstanding 
problems of the wor'd today. 

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL: Then  
surrender to Communism. 

DR. Z. A. AHMAD: They are really 
interested in projecting their own reactionary 
outlook, in reversing basically the policies of 
the Government, the policy  of non-
alignment. 
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SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL: Which 
is another name for Communism. 

DR. Z. A. AHMAD: I never interrupted 
you. I do not interrupt anyone. I do not expect 
that a Mem-tier of your age should shout here 
like a child. He is really interested in pushing 
his ideological positions, I do not call them 
ideological positions but some basic class 
positions he holds in the sphere of 
international politics. Mr. Swaran Singh very 
correctly asked him, "What is the document 
you are reading from?" I have a strong 
suspicion that the documents which a person 
canont even read out properly are written by 
some other agencies, and they are agencies 
which can provide him with all information 
about Korea, about what happened 20 years 
ago in India, what happened in Israel, and all 
that. All those documents are given to him. I 
pity him that he cannot even read them 
properly. That is unfortunate. The leader of a 
party sitting here cannot even read out a 
document that is supp'ied to him by 
somebody else. This  is  unfortunate.     
(Interruption) 

Mr. Patel talked about Communist tactics, 
infiltration, sabotage, and so on. I think he is 
properly briefed by the C.I.A. because he 
knows much more than I know. I have been a 
member of the Communist Party for thirty 
years. I do not know as much as he knows. So 
in his greater wisdom he has spoken. I do not 
want to say much about all the things that he 
said. I find nothing but his "master's voice" in 
what he says. Therefore, I do not take him 
very seriously. 

Coming to the main problem, the problem 
of West Asia, the West Asian situation, the 
West Asian war as it has developed, I am 
really surprised to find that some Members 
opposite shake their heads very violently in 
agreement when gentlemen like Mr. Patel 
start speaking. I am really surprised, and there 
is a young lady sitting there who was in 
absolute agreement with Mr. Dahyabhai Patel. 
305 RSD.—S 

AN HON. MEMBER:    Which one? 
DR. Z. A. AHMAD: I am really surprised. 

After all even the ruling party has a 
background, has a tradition, has an outlook, 
and if you are divided against yourselvesj 
that is a very unfortunate state of affairs. 

I submit that our support to th.2 Arab 
World in this conflict is absolutely consistent, 
not only with the international policies that 
we have pursued so far, it is consistent with 
our traditional anti-imperialism; it is 
consistent with the world outlook evolved by 
our national movement during the last 40 or 
50 years. Therefore, if there are some 
members of the ruling party who set aside 
that great traditions of the national movement 
and start nodding their heads to all sorts of 
claptrap of Mr. Dahyabhai Patel, I think they 
are not really true to their traditions. Have we 
forgotten history? When the Arab people 
were suppressed and oppressed, when for the 
liquid gold petroleum, the im-peria'ist powers 
enchained the Arab world, set up puppet 
Governments, crushed the liberation 
movement of the Arab people, and when the 
new renaissance and resurgence of the Arab 
people started, hatched conspiracies in order 
to crush that renaissance and resurgence it 
was Nasser who led the Arab renaissance He 
gave to the Arab people a sense of unity, a 
sense of solidarity, of anti-imperialism, of 
fighting for their freedom, of standing up and 
facing all oppression and he gave them the 
confidence that they as a nation and people 
shall live and exist with honour in this world. 
We got tied up with them. We got linked up 
with them. Our struggle and their struggle 
against imperialism was one basica'ly, 
indivisible. Therefore, we stood by them and 
they stood by us. That is a historical reality. 
That Mr. Patel should not forget. This cannot 
possibly get into his head. When we talk of 
solidarity with the AraD people, it is this 
background thai we have in mind, it is this 
hard reality and a common future.    Alter all 
we 
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[Dr. Z. A. Ahmad.] in independent 
India have to stand up and fight against 
the imperialist conspiracies in the world, 
against attempts of imperialism to create 
tensions in different parts of the world, 
against policies of neo-colonalism. All 
this is there, and it is a similar struggle 
that the Arab people are waging. 

• The State of 
Israel was created at n time when many 
people thought that it was good to give 
the Jews a place under the sun; let them 
live, let them exist, because they as a 
people were tortured, they were people 
massacred by reactionaries, by Fascists, 
all over the wor'd; and there-lore, it was a 
natural desire on the part of all 
progressive people that they should have 
a place under the sun. But what has 
happened since then? After the formation 
of Israel, this State became an instrument 
in the hands of imperialist powers for 
hatching conspiracies against the growing 
tide of Arab nationalism. This State 
became an instrument, in their hands for 
crushing the liberation movement of the 
Arab people. Soon this State became 
itself aggressive; because it was an 
instrument of imperialism, naturally its 
character became aggressive. It started 
expanding, it started hitting out, 2 P.M. 
penetrating here and there. And as has 
been very well said by our friend here, the 
hon. Dr. Anup Singh, it was about 28 
times that Israel was warned by the 
United Nations about the massive 
aggression, it had launched. Migration on 
a big scale was started. The Arab 
population was pushed out of Palestine to 
other areas; they were dispossessed, 
pushed out, tortured and killed, with lakhs 
and lakhs of refugees uncared for, dying 
like flies on the borders of the Israeli 
State. Gradually, this State which was 
born, out of a sense of pity for the Jewish 
people—a really good people—who had 
suffered, became a monster in the very 
heart of the Arab world. Madam, we have 
to recognise this reality. 

Now, we cannot also forget the fact 
that in 1956 when the French and British 
imperialists started their aggression 
against the UAR, it was the Israeli rulers 
who were the first to advance and 
penetrate into the Peninsula of Sinai and 
wanted to get hold of it. It was a record 
of aggression. Coming to the latest 
developments, can we deny this fact that 
aggression was committed by Israel, that 
there was proper preparation for the 
commission of that aggression, that a 
warlike atmosphere was created that 
threats were held out and that a whole 
plan was laid in order to start an 
unprovoked war against the Arab 
people? I have not much time but I may 
tell you that the bellicose statement of 
the . . . 

SHRI P. N. SAPRU:    The articles 
say that. 

DR. Z. A. AHMAD; I need not l',o 
into details. But the fact of the matter is 
that after all the statements itnd 
pronouncements and announcements 
made by the Israeli leaders, oven U 
Thant had to condemn those 
announcements. I will read out one 
statement of U Thant. It was on the 16th 
of May: 

"In recent weeks, reports emanating 
from Israel have attributed to some 
high officials in that State statements 
so threatening as to be particularly 
inflamatory in the' sense that they 
could only heighten emotions and 
thereby increase tension on the other 
side of the line." 
Later on, the Secretary-General ways: 

"There have been in the past few 
days persistent reports about troop-
movements and concentrations par-
ticularly on the Israeli side of the 
Syrian border." 
Now, these are facts. I think my friend 

there will not recognise these facts; some 
others will also not recognise them. But 
these are indisputable facts to show that 
Israelis committed aggression, that they 
were the-first to shoot, that they had 
well-laid-out plans, that they were fully 
armed'. 
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All this aggression which they    committed, 
cannot be denied. 

Now, it is said that the Arab people, the 
UAR, wanted to stop the Israeli boats in the 
Gulf of Aquaba and in Tiran and that this was 
the initial provocation. No, Madam, the real 
fact of the matter is that strategic materials 
were being sent to Israel through these waters 
and the UAR wanted to stop the supply of 
those strategic materials to Israel and there-
fore they said that they would not allow those 
ships to pass through those waters. That was 
an act of self-defence on the part of the UAR. 

DIWAN CHAMAN LALL: In any case)   
it  is   their   internal  waterway. 

DR. Z. A. AHMAD: I am coming to that. 
In any case, it was an act of self-defence and 
an act committed in an area over which the 
UAR has absolute sovereignty. You cannot 
question the sovereignty of the UAR over the 
Gulf of Aquaba and Tiran. In international 
law that is unquestionable and it is their right. 
If they think that there is a neighbour who is 
going to commit aggression, who is getting- 
strategic material from other countries and 
that a war plan is being laid, then it has every 
right to prevent it, especially when that area 
belongs to it. How can you object to that? 
Therefore, Madam, this is the position. 

I will not take more time. But I would 
certainly say that everything that Israel now 
claims is the fruit of her aggression, not only 
of this aggression but of earlier aggression 
also. The fortress of Eilat—it was through 
aggression that Israel got it. Now they claim 
the Port of Sharmul-Shaikh that they have 
occupied and they say that they propose to 
stay there. That is a fruit of their aggression. 
Would you allow one small State to go on 
committing aggression after aggression and 
depicting the whole situation as if it is an 
innocent victim of aggression by some others, 
who were seeking to annihilate it. Who is 
going to annihilate     Israel? 

Who is so well equipped with American 
arms, with British arms, with other 
imperialist arms.. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA (West Bengal):    
West Germany. 

DR. Z. A. AHMAD; Not only are they 
well-equipped with arms but actually they are 
acting as a militant vanguard of imperialist 
aggression in that area. 

Now, Madam, I will just refer to the 
question of the survival of the Israeli State. 
"Oh! Poor Israel is going to be annihilated by 
Nasser!" There are people who say this after 
shedding tears. I am sure Mr. Dahyabhai Patel 
weeps every night for poor Israel which is 
going to be annihilated. No one wants this. I 
can assure Mr. Dahyabhai Patel and all those 
people who are so much worried about Israel 
that nobody wants to annihilate Israel because 
Israel is also inhabited by common people 
from all over the world. They have got their 
factories, their farms, their homesteads. Who 
wants to annihilate Israel? But, surely, we 
want to put an end to the aggressiveness of 
Israel; we want that Israel should not be an 
instrument of imperialist aggression in that 
area; we want that Israel should not be the 
base for imperialist conspiracies against the 
rising tide of Arab nationalism; we want to 
put an end to all that. Let the Israeli people, 
the Jewish people, in Israel lead a peaceful 
life with their neighbours, come to an 
understanding with them, prosper together, 
live together. They are culturally Very close 
to each other. Many of them speak the same 
language. Let them live together. But surely 
world democratic opinion, progressive 
opinion, will never tolerate a State which is a 
gangster State, which takes up arms on behalf 
of imperialism and tries to annihilate the 
rising and growing Arab national movement. 
Therefore, I can assure Mr. Dahyabhai Patel; 
let him feel reassured and tet him not shed 
tears about the future of Israel. 
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Madam, I want to say only one or two 

things more. A debate is goin? on in the 
United Nations. I think that on the whole 
our Government has taken a very correct 
position and I congratulate our 
Government for that. They have asserted 
the solidarity of the Arab people and the 
Indian people. They have stated that 
Israel has been aggressive; they have 
underlined the aggressiveness of Israel. 
They have defended the UAR. They have 
categorically stated that the aggressor 
will not be allowed to retain the fruits of 
aggression. They have also demanded 
that the Israelis should go back to the 
positions occupied by them before the 
aggression started. But along with that, I 
want my Government also to say, in 
whatever manner it chooses to say— but 
it must say—that there is a hidden hand 
behind Israel, that the American and 
British imperialist forces are there, that 
they supplied them with arms just as we 
said in the case of Pakistan that it was the 
planes and tanks supplied by America 
that enabled Pakistan commit aggression 
against our ountry. We should also, in all 
fairness, state frankly and candidly that 
there is a hidden hand behind Israel that 
gave Israel that strength. Can we forget 
that nearly 500 planes were sent there? I 
think I have got the figures here 
somewhere. 

DIWAN CHAMAN LALL: Four 
hundred. 

DR. Z. A. AHMAD: Four hundred 
American planes were sent to Israel just 
on the eve of the aggression committed 
by them. Seven squadrons had already 
been supplied by the Americans. And 
millions and millions of dollars worth of 
arms were supplied by West Germany 
during the last 15 years. Can you forget 
this fact? Therefore, we have to raise our 
voice against this imperialist conspiracy, 
so that hidden hand to exposed and got 
hold of.    According to our tradi- 

tions, let us clearly and categorically 
understand that an American and British 
conspiracy has been hatched, that they 
have supplied arms to Israel and are 
responsible for provoking this trouble 
and that they should fairly and squarely 
take the blame. (Time bell rings) Two 
minutes more. 

Now, Madam, the matter has to be 
settled. We must stand firmly and take a 
clear-cut position that the Israelis have to 
go back to where they were before the 
aggression started on the 4th of June. 
They have got to go back. They will not 
go back easily. We have not to vacillate; 
we have not to compromise our position 
on that question. After all, there are big 
forces in the world which are taking that 
position. Is it not an ordinary thing that 
the Soviet Union and many other 
Communist countries excepting China—
well, 1 do not include China in that 
category at all—are taking a very firm 
position on this question? The entire 
Arab world, progressive forces all over 
the world, the peace-loving forces are 
taking that position. Therefore, there 
cannot be any compromise on that 
question. Israel has got to go back. It may 
be a long-drawn out struggle. It may take 
time because, after all, the puppet Israeli 
State is not going to give in easily 
because their masters are there. They 
may not allow her to give in easily. 
Therefore, the struggle is to go on. But I 
am confident that we shall win. 

Here in passing I will say only a word 
or two about China. Lately China has 
been again taking an aggressive posture. 
I regret to say that a big country like 
China should take that position. Madam, 
China says that when the war broke out 
in West Asia, when aggression started, 
the Soviet Union did not rush to the help 
of the U.A.R It is very strange that a 
country like China, which had in the past 
peaceful traditions, today is acting 
objectively in support of the 
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plans and policies which are advocated 
by imperialist    powers.    When    the 
problem    of Cuba    came up,    they 
wanted  to     know  why  Khrushchev 
did  not  fight  with     the  Americans. 
When  the     U.A.R.  and  the     Israeli 
question comes up they ask why the 
Soviet Union  did not jump into the 
fray     and started    a world war.    I 
think this  posture is  consistent with 
the present outlook of the rulers of 
China.    They want to bring about a 
world conflagration somehow Op other. 
Madam.     we  have  got   to  condemn 
that attitude. We have got to disasso 
ciate  ourselves from it.    After all it 
is the Soviet Union that not only gave 
moral strength to the U.A.R. but also 
gave her abundant material help. All 
the arms supplied to the U.A.R. were 
from the Soviet    Union, Yugoslavia, 
Czechoslovakia and other Communist 
countries.    If  due  to  the  aggressive 
acts of Israel, due to their treachery, 
those arms should not be used, how 
do  you  expect  the  Soviet  Union  to 
jump into the fray?     China wanted 
the Soviet Union to bring all its jet 
planes  and  start  a world war.  That 
is not the way.    That is not how a 
big,   peace-loving  power  behaves.    I 
think  the  attitude  adopted   by     the 
Communist   countries   was   good   and 
correct.   The attitude taken up by us 
was good and correct. In unity   with 
all    the progressive    forces    of the 
world,  we  shall  stand  for  achieving 
the basic rights of the Arab people, 
against imperialist aggression 

launched by Israel, against attempts to redraw 
the map of Western Asia and for peace for the 
peoples of the world and for the progress of 
humanity, I think we shall put our full weight 
on that side. Due to pressures—internal 
pressures of Mr. Dahyabhai Patel and other 
reactionaries in India, and external pressures 
of imperialists—let us not vacillate or try to 
compromise our policy. If we take a firm 
stand we are confident that we shall succeed. 

SHRI B. K. P. SINHA: Madam Deputy 
Chairman, I had better begin with a problem 
with which we are more  immediately  
concerned.   It  has 

been one of the weakness of the Indian 
character and the conduct of our foreign 
policy also to be busy more with others than 
with problems that immediately concern us. 
Madam Deputy Chairman, China is the 
biggest question mark ;n the comity of 
nations. That question mark has assumed 
gigantic proportions after the test explosion of 
hydrogen bomb by China. Madam, Mr. Lapp, 
one of the eminent nuclear physicists of the 
world is of the view that by 1970 China will 
have a complement of 150 atomic and 
hydrogen bombs and by then it will have 
developed an offensive delivery system for 
these bombs. They may not be very 
sophisticated but they shall be effective 
enough. 

We know, Madam Deputy Chairman, that 
for thousands of years India and China had 
been at peace with each other. Even for nearly 
a decade, after independence, after China 
became Communist we lived in peace and 
amity. But thereafter our relationship has 
been extremely unhappy. In view of the 
growing strength of China I do not know what 
we propose to do. When I try to find out the 
China policy of the Government of India. I 
confess I do not know what is our policy. I 
doubt if we have a policy in regard to China 
at all. 

Madam, we should have, as I have already 
said, better relationship with a nation which is 
our neighbour and which is getting more and 
more powerful as time passes. I can tnink of 
only three approaches in our foreign policy 
towards China. I hope hon. Members will not 
get excited when I say that one line of 
approach is that we try to mend the broken 
bridges between India and China. We have 
got entangled in certain cobwebs and we do 
not find it possible to get out of that. I do not 
say that is the only approach. But that is one 
of the approaches that is possible. I am sure 
the leaders of ra«f»«i — n-. 
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people of China would    be equally anxious 
to mend these bridges. 

Madam, I am reminded when in 19&5 the 
President of India went to Rumania after our 
war with Pakistan, the Chinese Ambassador 
was demonstrably present on all suitable 
occasions. He was present at the airport to 
receive him. He was present at the airport to 
give him a send off and he was present at 
most of the official functions. That was a hint 
that China was not averse to mending the 
bridges. The then President of India, 
thereafter made a statement that we have to 
improve our relationship with all our great 
neighbours with whom our relationship is not 
very happy, namely, China and Pakistan. But 
that line was not pursued. And when some 
people want (this line to be pursued the reply 
is, "'Well, the ball is in the court of China and 
it is for China to take the initiative." 

But this initiative can be taken by third 
parties, by neutral forces, by forces in the 
world who want that India and China should 
live in amity and peace. If such initiative is 
taken, I do not see why we should reject it. 
That is one line of approach, but that line of 
approach, I am afraid, we are not following. 
The other line is: we build up our own strength 
commensurate with China, at least build up 
nuclear weapons. When people talk of it, we 
are told with great pomposity by people who 
should know better, that atomic weapons are 
not weapons of offence or defence, but they 
are weapons of destruction. Well, it is a great 
truth, the discovery of which is comparable to 
the discovery of our great forefathers "Aham 
Brdhmismi, Latwam, Asi" I would like to 
know from these modern political Newtons or 
political Einsteins, who propagate that these 
are not weapons of offence or defence but are 
only weapons of destruction, which weapon 
of war is not a weapon of     destruction.    Is 
not     a shell  a 

weapon of destruction? Is not a bomb a 
weapon of destruction? Why do they close 
their eyes to the lesson of history? It was 
because of two atom bombs that Japan 
capitulated six months or one year before it 
would have capitulated. Therefore, to say, in 
the face of all this, that these atom bombs are 
weapons of destruction and, therefore, we do 
not go in for atom bombs, is in my opinion to 
advance an argument which, I am afraid, is 
not convincing even to a child in this country. 

Next, we are told that this is the land of 
Gandhiji, it is a land of peace and, therefore, 
we should not build up atomic weapons. 
Madam, if the land of Gandhiji can build huge 
cannons, huge bombs, huge tanks, fighters 
and bombers, if Gandhiji's philosophy is not 
violated by these endeavours, if the culture of 
India is not set at naught by these endeavours 
than I do not see how the manufacture of 
atom bombs will make a difference. There is a 
proverb, Madam, "once bitten, twice shy." 
But we are acting on a different basis. The 
basis is "once bitten, always complacent." We 
are complacent in our dealings with China. 
We neither try to mend our fences, neither we 
try to mend the bridges that have been broken, 
nor do we want to build up our own strength. 
And we are told that the Chinese threat is 
ideological and not military. And this is being 
told even after this country was massively 
invaded by China and humiliated in the way 
that it was. 

The third course is that we get a guarantee, 
though in my opinion, no guarantee at the 
present stage of world development could be 
a viable guarantee. No nation can rely on a 
guarantee from foreign powers. No nation can 
rely effectively on a guarantee even from the 
United Nations or through the United 
Nations. But even then there is something in 
it. But we rejected even that. I would like to 
know from those    who are in charge     of 
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conduct of the foreign relations of this 
country with China how they propose to 
meet the challenge of China. My own 
feeling is that even now if third parties, if 
others, take any initiative to bring China 
and India together, our reaction should be 
positive. But then we watch helplessly 
while China grows in strength and it 
seems we feel lost. Our attitude seems to 
be the attitude of a person in a family 
who rinds that one of its members is on 
the deathbed and no medicine can save 
him and helplessly watches the death of 
that person. Our attitude is the attitude of 
a person who swinms in a raging torrent, 
gets exhausted, does not know what to do 
and gets drowned. Therefore, I would 
like to urge on the Government of India 
to reorient its policy in relation to China, 
to bring fresh thinking in its approach 
towards China and to evolve something 
which will give this country security. I 
have indicated three approaches. I am not 
fond of any of them. If the Government 
of India has a fourth approach which can 
ensure the security of this country, I shall 
be happy. But the way in which we are 
going, I am afraid, we are moving 
towards a situation which is not very 
happy. 

Coming, Madam, next to the issues 
that have arisen in West Asia or the 
Middle East, I believe in a policy of 
friendship with the Arab countries. The 
Arab countries constitute in their totality 
a large block of human population, a 
large trading block. They are guarding 
one of our flanks. Moreover, one of the 
vital arteries of this country, the Suez 
Canal, is in their possession. In the 
circumstances, it would be madness, 
simply because a few Arab countries 
ruled by reactionary regimes take a stand 
against us, to hit all the Arab countries. 
Therefore, I believe in the policy of 
friendship with the Arabs. But here my 
agreement ends. I feel that the projection 
of our friendship     and  the   
implementation 

of our policy of friendship sometimes is 
not very sophisticated. Madam, 
friendship and subservience are two 
entirely different things. While we 
support the Arabs in all that is just, there 
is no reason why we should insult and 
humiliate the Israelis simply because that 
would please the Arabs. I am reminded 
of that incident, Madam, when the 
President of Israel, an old man was 
passing through this country on his way 
to Nepal. I do not think that this country's 
friendship with the Arabs and this 
country's policy of non-alignment would 
have been affected if we had allowed him 
to stay for a night in Delhi. But we didn't. 
We allowed him to go to Calcutta and 
then we placed a few cars at their 
disposal. And after he left, we sent a Bill 
of Rs. 400 to the Consul-General of 
Israel. Is that an exhibition of friendship? 
I am afraid, Madam, I would consider it 
an exhibition of subservience. There are 
other instances which come to my mind. 
They were going to celebrate their 
national day in the Ashoka Hotel. And 
anyone has the right to rent or hire a 
room at the Ashoka Hotel. But the 
External Affairs Ministry intervened at 
the last moment and the  reservation  was  
cancelled. 

SHRI A. D. MANI:   Last year. 
SHRI B. K. P. SINHA: Yes, last year. 

Recently there have been incidents. I do 
not want to relate them. Therefore, while 
I accept the basic soundness of the policy 
of friendship, I must sound a note of 
caution to the Government of India that 
they must project and implement their 
policies in a more proper manner. 
Madam( my fear is that because of the 
crudities of these incidents that I have 
related, the danger is that even that basic, 
correct policy of friendship may be 
affected. This is really a civilised 
country. We may not be very powerful. 
But we aTe civilised. We feel if such 
insults or indignities are offered to 
anybody. We do not like it. And I have 
found that  the  country has  a   feeling 
that 
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behaving properly in certain matters, and 
my fear is that if the people, whose will 
ultimately matters in a democracy, want 
to throw the bath-water of these crudi-
ties, it is just possible that the baby of 
friendship with the Arabs may also be 
thrown away. 

Therefore it is in the interest of our 
policy of friendship itself that while we 
exhibit our friendship on moments of 
importance and crisis, we exhibit or 
project our policy in a proper manner. 

Lastly I feel that the solution of 
the Arab-Israeli problem can come 
only by acceptance of the existence 
of Israel. None of us want peace to 
be disturbed in this world. There 
are many arrangements which have 
come out of force, I do not want to 
mention them. There are many other 
States which have been born out of 
aggression and fraud is well as 
chicanery but then, in the de 
balance of power to-day, to tr 
disturb any State, to try to annihilate 
any State is to bargain for a 
world conflagration is  it    that 
we support many arrangemeata in 
Europe? Why is it that we support many 
arrangements near about home? It is 
because we do not want to disturb the 
world peace and stability. Therefore, the 
existence of Israel has to be recognised 
and we have recognised it. Equally 
important is the issue of the Arab 
refugees. I feel that it has been cruel on 
the part of the Government of Israel to 
oust from their hearths and homes a 
million of the Arab people. Tt is their 
obligation to settle them and allow them 
to lead a life of honour, a life of human 
rights in the territories which they were 
occupying    before. 

Lastly I entirely endorse the view of 
our Government that aggression should 
not be rewarded by territory and 
therefore, no settlement would be just 
and fair, no settlement would be able to 
give peace and stability to 

that area unless the armies of the two 
countries withdraw—but here it is only 
that of Israel because Israel intruded into 
Arab land—to the positions they were 
occupying till 4th June. Only that solution 
can be a viable one. I have nothing to say-
about the general problem of non-
alignment and other things but let me 
again, in the end, say that I do not 
consider any foreign policy or for the 
matter of that, any policy to-be permanent 
and immutable. It is futile to talk to-day 
in context of present world forces, in 
terms of alignment or non-alignment. 
Non-alignment or alignment was a profi-
table concept on which we could base our 
foreign policy when there were only two 
power blocs. The power blocs are not 
only breaking but they have broken. The 
NATO alliance has broken and between 
the Warsaw Pact countries differences 
have arisen. There are some breakaway 
and expansionist nations like China which 
are not amenable to discipline either of 
one bloc or the other. In such a situation, 
a nation must think of its security on the 
basis not of the slogans of alignment or 
non-alignment but on a basis which suits 
the modern balance of forces. 
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SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN: Nobody 
denies that Israel was aeeressor. 

 
SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN:     Even 

Israel admits. 
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THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mrs. 

Yashoda Reddy. On the Congress Benches 
there are eleven more Members who want to 
participate. 

Therefore we can have only ten minutes 
for each. All must be accommodated. 

SHRIMATI YASHODA REDDY (Andhra 
Pradesh): Madam Deputy Chairman, the hon. 
Member who just preceded me has in one 
word said that the whole of our foreign policy 
has been at fault, that our non-alignment 
policy has been all wrong. I would like to tell 
him that our non-alignment policy has 
certainly not failed. We had adopted that non-
alignment policy of ours after due 
consideration, after taking into  consideration 
our interests vis-a-vis the political situation in 
the world. If we failed in the case of China, 
certainly it is not because of any. . . 

SHRI R. S. KHANDEKAR: Not only in 
the case of China but everywhere we have 
failed. 

SHRIMATI YASHODA REDDY: I never 
interrupted the hon. Member and I have only 
ten minutes. If we have failed in China it is 
not our fault. It is because of the betrayal -by 
China. It is not correct to say that it was our 
folly. I do agree that the foreign policy, or any 
policy of any government should not always 
be permanently the same; I do not agree that it 
should not be changed. 

Of course, we in India, are all sad at heart    
because of   the barbarous, 

almost mad dog treatment that China had 
given to our diplomats which no sane, 
civilsed man can appreciafe and which he 
will not condemn in the strongest terms. 

Madam, China has succeeded in exploding 
her hydrogen bomb. She has been active in 
this direction for the last so many yea'rs and 
as a result of some five previous tests she has 
reached this result. Not only that, we also 
know that Pindi is also entering into the 
nuclear field in a very big way and there are 
reports in the press recently that they have 
spent nearly Rs. 12 million on atomic 
programme. The Defence Minister 0f Pakistan 
had gone to China and spent nearly a week 
there visiting their defence establishments 
and so on. And it is rather a rare thing, the 
Defence Minister of China giving dinners or 
even having any kind of talks with foreign 
countries. But as far as Peking and Pindi are 
concerned, they are together. There is no 
doubt about that. They have a common policy 
as far as India is concerned. We can see what 
is happening on our borders, bath with China 
and with Pakistan. They are building roads 
and strengthening their defences. So it is high 
time that we reorient our policy as far as our 
defences are concerned. 

I would agree with what Shri B. K. P. Sinha 
said and say categorically that we should not 
continue our diplomatic relations with China. 
We need not completely cut them off for 
good. But at least for some time we can 
suspend them till better relations are there 
between us and China. 

My whole point now is not to criticise this or 
that. I want to pinpoint the lessons that we have 
to learn from J what has happened vis-a-vis 
Pakistan and China and the Middle East. About 
.the Middle East I want to say one thing. 
Certainly we have been great friends of the 
Arabs.   But     we     do 
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recognise the existence of Israel. We do know 
and everybody knows how Israel came into 
existence after the Second World War. During 
all these years till 1947 they were trying and 
only in 1947 they could be given some 
homeland. Israel is a member of the United 
Nations and it has a right to live. Nobody can 
dispute it, neither our Communist friends nor 
anybody else. I was nodding my head when 
Shri Dahyabhai Patel was speaking, but that 
does not mean that I was agreeing with 
everything that he said. We have the right to 
befriend the Arabs. But let us not condemn 
Israel just because it happens to be the enemy 
of the Arabs. Our foreign policy and our non-
aligned policy should not one where we say 
that the enemies of our friends are our ene-
mies and the friends of our enemies cannot be 
our friends. It will not be logical. We cannot 
say that Israel is our enemy because she has 
attacked the Arab countries, and therefore we 
have to condemn Israel. Today, because China 
is supporting the UAR( are we to be friendly 
with China? That will be illogical. Let our 
non-alingment policy be an independent one, 
independent of changes in other countries. Let 
it be in keeping with our notional interest and 
our national self-respect. 

I entirely agree that when the President of 
Israel wanted to come to Delhi We should 
have permitted him. We did not meet him 
and.. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Did you meet 
him? 

SHRIMATI YASHODA REDDY: I wish I 
had met him. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I too wish you 
had met him. 

SHRIMATI YASHODA REDDY: But he 
was asked to go to Calcutta. Madam, are we 
that poor, or have we 

gone down that much in our cultural and 
human approach to people that even for Rs. 
300 we should send a bill to the Head of a 
State? I do not know whether the Prime 
Minister was aware of it. That certainly was 
not in good taste. Even towards our enemies 
we should be tolerant. That is the tradi-ion in 
our country. Certainly we should have 
behaved differently especially towards a 
person like him. 

All along when we have been following a 
policy of non-alignment right from the time of 
Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru, there was a feeling 
that we are a sort of elder brother to other 
non-aligned countries, that we were 
comrades. But nowadays there is a feeling 
that we are no longer comrades butt camp-
followers of some others. Let us not give 
room for such an impression. Let us be 
independent. I am not condemning the policy 
of non-alignment. I am not in favour fo what 
Mr. Gupta said. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Gupta knows 
that you are always not in favour. 

SHRIMATI YASHODA REDDY: I wish I 
were the leader of an independent party so that 
I too could have got 45 minutes. But now I 
have only ten minutes and so let me say what I 
have to say without interruptions. What I want 
to say is that we should learn the role that the 
great pcwers are playing in the international 
situation. For many years we have been 
hearing that great military power is a deterrent 
of war. Certainly it is a deterrent of nuclear 
war but not all wars. It does not mean that the 
great powers stop other wars. They do not, 
and they to some extent even encourage wars 
between others. We have seen it ourselves and 
here in the Middle East we have have a classic 
example of it. The Middle East is a strategic 
place. Between these countries, namely, 
Russia, America and Britain, they are trying 
To have power in this strategic area. So they 
give arms to these countries 
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and they are playing their roles in this region. 
They would not go to any nuclear war. But 
certainly they do not mind abetting small 
wars. This is a lesson that we have to learn. 
There is another thing. In this Israel-Syria 
border question we And there has been a very 
good parallel in India also. Today there is no 
question of aggressor and aggressed. It is not 
logical nowadays. After any conflict only two 
parties remain, the victor and the vanquished. 
Who was the aggressor and who the 
aggressed^ it is difficult (to say. We have 
seen it in our own case. Some of our fntnds 
have said that Israel has been the aggressor. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Your own 
Party said it.   Mr. Chagla said it. 

SHRIMATI YASHODA REDDY: May be it 
was right. But very often it is difficult to say. 
Something similar happened in our case in the 
conflicts with Pakistan and China. When 
China came to Aksai Chin and Barahoti and 
Longju and we wanted to take back the places 
and start retaliatory action we were called 
aggressors. In-1965, when Pakistan sent her 
infiltrators into Kashmir and invaded India, 
we tried to prevent them and to take counter 
action. But then also we were called the 
aggressors. So whoever be the aggressor or 
the aggressed in the present case, the position 
now is that Israel has the right to live. She has 
a lifeline that is threatened. Theie is this Gulf 
of Aqaba. If we give her the right to live and 
to exist we must also allow these people the 
means to live. We may try to do some-3 P.M. 
thing, But we must also know what the effect 
of it would be. I would only like to say that 
one thing has happened. With the fall of 
Nasser   .   .   . 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA:  Fall    of 
Nasser? 

SHRIMATI YASHODA       REDDY: 
Yes; in political popularity... 

SHRI A. M. TARIQ:   He has become 
more popular. 

SHRIMATI YASHODA REDDY: I 
do not think so. There has been a 
sort of  ____  

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: She has learnt 
nothing. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: That is her 
opinion. 

SHRIMATI YASHODA       REDDY: 
Supposing we had some setbacks, certainly 
the popularity ox that particular leader goes 
down because he is considered to be 
responsible for the setback rightly or 
wrongly. 

SHRI A. M. TARIQ: Tt was the U.S. 
theory about Jawaharlal but it has not been 
successful in U.A.R. 

 
SHRIMATI YASHODA REDDY: This 

question of a third Tower and non-alignment 
has to be <?one into a little more carefully and 
0ur thinking about it has to be reorganised. 
Non-alignment to a certain extent is good but 
we must remember that we are dealing with 
powerful countries like Russia and America. 
We must learn that today no war lasts 'ong. 
Wars have become very short ai'd the question 
of the aggressor and the aggressed has no 
meaning. The victor and the vanquished are 
the only two that remain. Therefore, as I have 
said, we should never depend on foreign 
countries for anything, whethar it is military 
aid or any other thing. We have seen what 
U.A.R. had in IF s struggle and even what 
Pakistan had wiier. we had our five-day bat'le 
with Paki.-ian which had the Patten tanks and 
Sabre jets. Against all their Fatten tanks and 
Sabre jets it was internal strength and the 
valour of our young boys lhat got us victory. 
So what v/e snould learn from all these things 
is that we should not depend on foreign 
counties for our defence, whether it is U.S.A. 
or whether it is Russia. Let us build up our 
own defence. Why I am trying to   pinpoint   
this today   is   with 
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[Shrimati   Yashoda   Reddy] 
Pakistan and China menacing our borders, we 
have to think about our defence in stronger 
terms and we should try to build up our -,wn 
defence potential within oar own country. Here 
I would like to point out to the Defence 
Minister who is here.. . (Time bell rings). I. am 
finishing in two minutes. While oui defence is 
allied with our foreign policy, our defence 
policy must be a little stronger. In this 
connection I would !ike to know why the 
compulsory training of the N.C.C. has been 
removed. "There must be compulsory training 
for all the young people ';f the country for the 
sake of the defence of "Ur country. We shouM 
also reorient our policy about nuclear 
weapons. Our Intelligence should also be 
strengthened because the way St nas been 
showing has been a very sad story. Here I 
would also like to bring it to the notice of the 
Government that the external forces are having 
a hand in the internal development", c' our 
country, whether it is in the Mizo area or the 
Naga area or the Naxaibari area. Our defence, 
our foreign policy and these developments are 
all connected and we should be very carefvil 
about w'.iat is happening inside the country, 
Tney are all linked up whether it is in the 
strategic Assam border or tbfe Pakistan border. 
Hon. Member s would have seen reports in the 
papers that even in our Parliament there aie 
some people who have got sympathy wth -the 
Chinese and their activities. 

SHRI A. D. M&KIt Who are these people? 
SHRIMATI YASHODA REDDY: That 

everybody knows. We should not hesitate to 
ban such parties if it «omes to that because all 
these have, a bearing on our defence. 

SHRI ARJUN ARORA (Uttar Pradesh); 
Mr. Dahyabhai Patel will ban your party. 

SHRIMATI YASHODA REDDY: If he 
ever comes to rule and if ever we become 
traitors to the country he can 

but I do not think we shall ever be traitors 
like some hon. Members or like some parties 
here. I am talking about those people whose 
interests are nearer to China and other 
countries than to our own country. So our 
overall policy of non-alignment should be a 
little more sophisticated and we should have 
a rethinking on whether or not we should go 
in for nuclear weapons because I feel that it is 
high time that we should have nuclear 
weapons and an integrated view of our 
external policy, our defence and our internal 
developments should be taken. 
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THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI AKBAR 

ALI KHAN):   Mr. Sapru. 

SHRI ARJUN ARORA: What about me? 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI AKBAR 
ALI KHAN): His name is above you. 

SHRI ARJUN ARORA: I have been given 
in writing that my name is fourth in the 
Congress list. What is happening? Why am I 
not being allowed? In the Budget discussion I 
was not allowed to speak. Today also I am 
not allowed. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI AKBAR 
ALI KHAN): You are the next speaker. 

SHRI ARJUN ARORA: In the Budget I 
was not allowed to speak. Today I am not 
being allowed to speak. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI AKBAR 
ALI KHAN): You will be allowed. 

SHRI ARJUN ARORA: Everyone says I 
will be allowed but nobody allows me to 
speak. What is this? I have given in writing. I 
have shown you. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI AKBAR 
ALI KHAN): In my list Mr. Sapru is above 
you. 

SHRI ARJUN ARORA: Everybody is 
above me. 

SHRI A. M. TARIQ: My name is next to 
Mr. Sapru and I have given an amendment 
too, which my friend, Mr. Arora, has not 
given. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI AKBAR 
ALI KHAN): You will be allowed. 

SHRI ARJUN ARORA: Why was I not 
allowed to speak on the Budget? Now I have 
given in writing that my name is fourth. Still I 
have not been allowed. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI AKBAR 
ALI KHAN): After Mr. Sapru you will have 
a chance. 

SHRI ARJUN ARORA: It is very unfair to 
me. 

SHRI P. N. SAPRU: Mr. Vice-Chairman, 
we have covered a very wide ground, and I 
propose to refer briefly to the question of 
China. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI AKBAR 
ALI KHAN): Ten minutes, Mr. Sapru. 

SHRI P. N. SAPRU: In ten minutes I 
cannot finish. I thought I would be given 
fifteen minutes. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI I 
AKBAR ALI KHAN): Congress i   Members' 
are  given ten minutes. 
I 

SHRI P. N. SAPRU:    If   you will 
accommodate me with a few more 
minutes, I will be able to finish my 
speech. 
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the hydrogen bomb and the atom bomb as evils 
and I am not prepared to compromise with evil. 
And while I can give you many reasons of a 
military character against our making the atom 
bomb or the hydrogen bomb, I would say that I 
am unhesitatingly against our manufacture of 
atomic bombs or hydrogen bombs. I think we 
should strengthen ourselves in conventional 
weapons and it is the conventional weapons 
which will make us stronger vis-a-vis China. I 
am not in love with spending a lot of money on 
defence. Perhaps it is unavoidable and, 
therefore, I would concentrate on conventional 
weapons. 

Now, I would like briefly to refer to the 
question of Israel. Let me first of all condemn in 
no uncertain terms the brutal behaviour to which 
our nationals, the international military servants, 
were subjected by the Government of Israel. U 
Thant had no - alternative but to recall our men 
and the Israel Government behaved very badly. 
There is no doubt that Nasser is a very great man 
and his greatness can be measured by the 
dedication that King Hussein showed while he 
visited him. Nasser was asked by the Arab world 
to continue the war. President Nasser h.as now 
chosen to be the Prime Minister of the UAR 
also. The Arab world is important for us for 
many reasons. We are a secular State and we do 
not want this concept of Muslim brotherhood to 
develop in the Arab world. I ,think it isi from our 
point of view, a wise step to befriend the Arab 
world. This, of course, does not mean that we 
are in complete agreement with almost 
everything that they say. No complete 
agreement is possible in this world For example, 
let me say that it has become imperative for the 
Arab world to recognise that lsrae. has come to 
stay. It is the fruit of aggression, it is the seed of 
aggression but it has come to stay. We have got 
to reconcile sometimes with evil and we must  
therefore   .    ... 

SHRI SHEEL    BHADRA      YAJEE 
(Bihar):   What about Pakistan? 

[Shri P.  N.  Sapru] 
Mr. Vice-Chairman, I have taken a 

consistent attitude towards this question of 
China. I was the first person in this House to 
suggest that the Colombo Proposals are not 
sacrosanct. I was the first to suggest that we 
should have negotiations with China on the 
basis of a talk between the Foreign Ministers. 
I suggested even a summit talk with China in 
regard to the issues that divided us. The fact 
of the matter is that China is a country of 700 
million people. It is a country with which we 
had friendly relations for the last two 
thousand years, and whether we like china or 
whether we do not like China> we cannot 
ignore China. 

Therefore, I have been pained at what the 
Chinese have done to our men. The anguish 
through which I passed, I cannot tell the 
House the story of that anguish. It has given t 
me real pain to find that China treated our 
diplomats in the way in which it did. The 
question that I pose for myself is whether it is 
worth while our baving any relations with 
them on the basis on which we are having 
those relations with China. I have come to the 
deliberate conclusion that by having a Charge 
d'Affaires with minor officials of the External 
Affairs Ministry, we cannot have a window 
on China or we cannot improve the relations 
with China. I would, therefore, for the time 
being, suspend relations with China. I am 
using the word 'suspend' deliberately because 
I would like the question whether our 
relations with China on an ambassadorial 
basis should not be resumed *o be taken up at 
a suitable opportunity by the External Affairs 
Ministry. That is a solution Which I would 
like to commend for the consideration of the 
External Affairs Ministry. Mere abuse of 
China is not going to help us. We want a 
solution of that problem. The problem exists 
and it will continue to exist. 

Let mi also say a word about the hydrogen 
bomb.   1 have looked upon 
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SHRI P. N. SAPRU: I would not compare 
Israel with Pakisian because with Pakistan I 
want friendly relations, brotherly relations. 

I woud, therefore, say that we musit  
cultivate good relations with the Arab world 
and we must give good support to it. Mr. 
Chagla is doing a magnificent job at the 
United Nations. 

Let me, however, say that there are one or 
two questions on which my mind is not very 
clear. Take, for. example, the question of the 
Gulf of Aqaba. It can be argued from the point 
of view of an International lawyer whether the 
Gulf of Aqaba is international and whether the 
Strait of Tiran is international. Well, these are 
questions, matters, which can be referred not 
ito the International Court of Justice in which 
we have ceased to have confidence after their 
judgment in the South West Africa case but to 
a tribunal such as the one which we had 
constituted for determining our relations with 
Kutch. 

May I say, before I conclude, 0
ne or two 

words about two matters in regard to which I 
feel very strongly? First of all, I think that we, 
as Members of this House, must give our 
unstinted support, unstinted sympathy, to the 
brave people of Vietnam. Never has man 
struggled more bravely than the Vietnamese 
have done against the heavy bombing by 
barbarous American bombers. Then the 
second point on which I wanted to say was 
that President Kaunda was here a few days 
back. We know that President Kaunda is a 
highly respected figure in the world of Africa 
and with Africa the future of mankind is 
bound up in many ways. Now. Mr. Wilson 
has not been playing a fair game by Southern 
Rhodesia. I have respect for Mr. Wilson. My 
affinities are with the school of thought which 
Mr. Wilson represents. But I think that thi» 
country owes it to the Commonwealth to 
administer a serious warning to Britain not to 
let the Rhodesian iwhite regime have its own 
way. Mr. 

Albert is going there to negotiate with Mr. 
Smith. This is in contravention of the original 
stand taken up by Mr. Wilson. Mr. Wilson 
has departed from that original stand. 

Having said this, Mr. Vice-Chairman, I 
would say that there is no doubt that our 
policy of non-alignment is a wise and sound 
policy. And by non-alignment I mean 
independence of judgment, independence of 
action in regard to matters 0f the international 
world. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI AKBAR 
ALI KHAN): Mr. Arjun Arora. 
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Mr. Vice-Chairman, while we have been 

talking of the Chinese aggression against 
India, Pakistani aggression against this 
country which we heroically rnetj and the 
Israeli aggression against the Arab countries, 
it appears the attention of the hon. Members 
of this House has not been drawn to an 
aggression against India which some people 
in West Germany and West Berlin are 
planning. I take this opportunity to draw your 
kind attention and the kind attention of the 
House to the aggression planned by some 
people in West Germany against India. 

I have with me. Sir, a photostat copy of a 
bulletin issued from West Berlin by an 
agency which describes itself as B.P.A. The 
name is given in German.   I  do not know 
German.    1 

will give you the English translation. The 
agency is "Federal Press Service". This 
Federal Press Service of West Berlin has 
produced a bulletin, called "Independent 
Bengal" which is being distributed in India 
and Pakistan by an agency describing itself as 
T.P. which perhaps means "Tarun Press", I do 
not know. But it describes itself as "T.P.". 
The bulletin is a very sinister one because i; 
preaches the creation of an independent 
Bengal. With your permission. Sir, I quote 
from the bulletin.   It says: 

"The developments taking plac? in the 
Eastern states of India show that their people 
are also being ignored by the Delhi 
government." and it mentions further: 

"In the town of Agartala crowds of 
demonstrators attacked the Central 
Intelligence office Headquarters, set fire to 
a police car and wrecked a telephone 
exchange." 

Well, that is not so harmful.   But it further 
says: 

"Tro national leaders of East Pakistan 
and W?st Bengal realize that the 
emancipation of thair peoples from misery, 
hungar and lawlessness can be achieved 
only by uniting together in their struggle to 
separate from Pakistan and India in Brier 
to establish a united and   independent   
Bengal." 

The Bulletin goes on: 
"The separatists are counting upon the 

United States and other Western powers to 
give them necessary assistance. They are 
confident that the free world is interested in 
establishing an independent state in South 
East Asia, which could help to normalise 
conditions there and which would provide 
a shield against   Chinese   aggression." 

The details of the "Independent Bengal" are 
also given in the bulletin which says:— 

."..,. a united and independent Bengal, with 
its capital in Calcutta, should include East 
Pakistan, the India States—West Bengal,    
Assam, 
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Nagaland, neighbouring territories of 
Tripura and Manipur, Indian protectorates 
Sikkim and Bhutan." 

This is the full picture. 
The bulletin also contains a map of the so-

called "Independent Bengal" of the dream of 
the West Germans. I have already on June 21 
drawn the attention 0f .the Prime Minister to 
this bulletin and I have sent her a photostat 
copy of the bulletin. I again repeat that the 
authors and producers are from West Berlin 
who describe themselves as B.P.A. and the 
Indian and Pakistani counterpart are T.P., 
"Tarun Press". 

This is a most sinister thing to which5 I 
think, the attention of the Government must 
be drawn. The Government must 
do.something about it. They should at least 
ensure that this bulletin is not distributed in 
India. They may distribute it in Pakistan. And 
we must also learn a political lesson. The 
West German State has bullied us into not 
recognising the German Democratic 
Republic. It is time that we learn to stand 
against the bullying tactics of the West 
Germans and recognise the G.D.R. which i? n 
real friend of India. 

Sir,  Mrs.  Yashoda     Reddy gave a most 
eloquent speech. A young Congress Member 
she does not appear to distinguish between 
the aggressor and the aggressed.    I want to 
draw your kind attention to what appeared in 
the Statesman  of  June   21.     The    U.N, 
Secretary-General,     U     Thant,    has 
clearly   and     categorically      accused 
Israel of aggression. And he has said that this 
is not the first time that Israel has committed 
aggression. "U Thant," Statesman     says,   
"charged  that  the Israeli version had no 
validity      and accused Israel    of     having     
created provocations during the last 10 years 
by repea+edly violating the border at the 
Gaza strip." He has mentioned only 10 years.    
But the fact is thait right from 1948, the year 
of   creation     of Israel, Israel has been an    
aggressor. When the  United Nations  in     
their wisdom created this     American tool, 

the State of Israel, in the Middle East, the 
Israelis were given only 50   per cent,    of 
Palestine.    But even before June 4, 1967, 
they were occupying 80 per cent, of Palestine.   
How did they enlarge their area from 50 per 
cent, to 80 per cent?  That    was by repeated 
aggression  and now they have again 
committed  aggression.      Our  Foreign 
Minister^ Mr. Chagla, is doing a real service 
to this country and    doing a real and correct 
projection     of    the image of this country 
when he is insisting in the United Nations that 
the fruit of aggression will not be available to 
the Israelis and that they will have to go back 
to the June 4   line. But. Sir, that is not 
enough.   A time must come when ithe Israelis 
have to go back to the 1948 line when     the 
State was originally  created by    the United 
Nations,  and I am sure    this will happen in 
spite of Mr. A. D. Mani. 
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SHRI  A.  D.  MANI:     How  is  this 
relevant?
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DR. ANUP SINGH:     May I ask a 

question? 

THE     VICE-CHAIRMAN      (SHRI 
AKBAR ALI  KHAN):     He has  not 
much time. 

 
DR. ANUP SINGH: The hon. Member has 

agreed that my intervention is pertinent. It is a 
very pertinent question. I would like to ask 
the Minister of External Affairs whether it is 
true that we have accepted and received 
indemnity from Japan and Germany. I am not 
quite sure afcout  it.    If somebody  else is  
sure 

about that I would like that to be stated. I am 
rather doubtful. I am not sure about it. So far 
as I remember, no indemnity from either 
country was taken. 

SHRI RAJNARAIN:    Just hear me. I  will 
read from a chapter: 

"What these old influences have been is 
perfectly clear from the face of India's 
foreign policy from 1948 to 1957, or rather, 
from 1947. You might remember that 
although free India had nothing to do with 
the war against Germany and Japan, the 
State of legal war between India on the one 
hand and Germany and Japan on the other 
lasted until 1950 or 1951. For four years 
free India was at war with Germany and 
Japan. Why? Again because of the 
inte'lectual enslavement to Great Britain 
Because Great Britain was at war with 
Germany and Japan, in a legal way, not 
actually, therefore India also continued to 
be at war. India took reparations." 
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THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI AKBAR 

ALI KHAN): Dr. ,Gopal Singh. You have 
only six minutes please. 

DR. GOPAL SINGH (Nominated): In that 
case I do not speak, Sir. My hon. friend there 
has taken half an hour and I can have only six 
minutes? I will not be able to finish in that 
time. 

SHRI A. D. MANI: May I make a 
submission? This debate is to last till 5 
o'clock. I would request you to consider that 
in view of the fact that a number of Members 
have put down 1heir names for speaking on 
this motion, we may go on up to 6 o'clock and 
take up the motion on the Emergency the next 
day. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI AKBAR 
ALI KHAN): That will be considered. Now 
let us go on. Dr. Gopal Singh. 

DR. GOPAL SINGH: Mr. Vice-Chairman, 
I rise to support the policy of the Government 
of India with regard to the Arab-Israel 
conflict. This has been a correct policy not 
only because the Arabs have been our friends 
but also because ... (Interruptions) Sir, I 
would like to be heard with some patience. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI AKBAR 
ALI KHAN): Yes, you go on. 

DR. GOPAL SINGH: Sir, I rise to support 
the policy of the Government of India with 
regard to the Arab-Israel conflict. We have 
supported the Arab cause not merely because 
they are our friends but also because we have 
all along stood by the forces of peace in the 
world. The Arab and the Arab world have 
been the victims of aggression by Israel. This 
has been admitted not only by the         .   . 

(Interruptions) 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI AKBAR 
ALI KHAN):   Order please. 

DR. GOPAL SINGH: This has been 
admitted not only by the friendly nations of 
the Arab world, but also by the United 
Nations. U Thant also has criticised Israel for 
its aggression. Some people have said that we 
stand by the Arab world because we trade' 
with them, that our trade with them has 
increased and it is now about Rs. 100 crores, 
that we need their oil, that because they are 
13 members in the U.N., so, we want to be on 
their right side and so on. That is not so. To 
my mind, we stand for the Arab world 
because it is by and large, a progressive 
world, because it is a secular world, because, 
like us, they believe in fighting against 
reaction, it is a world which stands for 
progress, which does not stand for a Pan-
Islamic bloc which our friends in Pakistan 
want. Therefore, in order not to be isolated 
from the progressive current of Afro-Asia, we 
stand by the Arab world. We want the forces 
of progress, the forces of anti-reaction, the 
forces of anti-imperialism, the forces of peace 
to progress and advance in the world. 

When I say this, I may also say that it must 
be admitted that we should take a reasonable, 
sensible and impartial attitude with regard to 
the Arab-Israel conflict. We have not done 
so.   This is my feeling.   This is 
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[Dr. Gopal Singh] my conviction.. Just as 
Dr. Sapru pointed out, Israel has come to stay. 
Whether it is a creation of imperialist 
aggression or imperialist intrigue, is beside 
the point. There are so many countries in the 
world, including some Arab countries, which 
are the results of imperialist aggression or 
intrigue, for instance Saudi Arabia, Jordan 
and so many others. There are so many of 
them in South East Asia also which are result 
of aggression or intrigue. Our own 
MacMahon Line is the result of imperialist 
intrigue or aggression, or whatever else it may 
be called. Pakistan also is a result of such 
intrigue, so also Ulster. So we have to deal 
with the world as it is. We have to deal with 
the situations as they are, and not as they 
should be. Israel has come to stay. Israel is a 
member of the United Nations and it has to be 
recognised by us as well as by the Arab 
world. Then, there is this Gulf of Aqaba 
which they say belongs to the Arab countries. 
They say that the Arab countries have 
ownership of it. Why do they do that? That is 
because according to international rules and 
regulations the waters within a certain number 
of miles are called territorial waters and so 
they can be claimed by the nations which are 
bordering them. Therefore, four Arab 
countries claim the Gulf of Aqaba and this 
need not be disputed. But what is disputed is 
that they should not allow innocent passage 
through the gulf in times of peace. Today this 
has happened to Israel. Tomorrow it may 
happen to some other country. It may also 
happen in the case of the Suez Canal. Today 
President Nasser is our great friend. 
Tomorrow it may be that somebody else is in 
his place. Therefore we should guard against 
such things. 

DIWAN CHAMAN LALL: What does 
"innocent passage" mean? 

DR. GOPAL SINGH: I am coming to that. 
In times of peace innocent cargo ships should 
be allowed to proceed.    They should not be 
blacked. 

DIWAN CHAMAN LALL: And when 
there is war? 

DR. GOPAL SINGH: Then it is difnrent. If 
if is military equipment it is a different thing. 
But during peace innocent passage should be 
permitted and normal trade should not be 
blocked, whether it be in respect of Israel or 
anybody else. If therefore, as genuine friends 
of the Arab world, we want to bring these two 
people together it is also incumbent upon us 
that we should take such initiatives in the 
United Nations and also outside the United 
Nations which can help to bring about a 
rapprochement rather than take an extremist 
stand or a partisan stand in favour of one side 
or the other. The only thing that suggests 
itself to me is that we should impress upon 
our Arab friends that they should also try to 
enter into a no-war pact as we have offered to 
Pakistan, that they should also recognise the 
existence of Israel as we have recognised the 
existence of Pakistan. So many countries in 
the world have accepted the facts of history 
and facts of geography. For instance, West 
Germany, which until yesterday was inimical 
to East Germany, is today prepared to sit and 
talk to East Germany; similar is the case of 
Ulster: so also Germany and France; so Japan 
and China. The world is changing and 
therefore one cannot take a stubborn attitude 
in respect of any country. 

In respect of Pakistan also we must take a 
realistic attitude. Pakistan has come to stay. 
Therefore, if any party, whether it is Jana 
Sangh or any other, thinks it can wipe Pakis-
tan off the map of the world, we should 
realise that it is impossible; in the present day 
world you cannot wipe out any country, big 
or small. Therefore, what we have got to do 
is to get into conversation, get into dialogue 
of some Ikind with that country. All the time 
we go on saying that we are prepared to talk 
with Pakistan  on  any  matter     that  they 
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may wish to talk to us about but somehow or 
other something happens and the talks do not 
proceed. 

There is the problem of Kashmir. It is a 
very delicate matter and pot-tentially also a 
very dangerous matter.    We  have  to solve it 
somehow. All the time we go to    the    world 
forums, saying that we are prepared to solve    
the   Kashmir question but somehow it eludes 
our grasp.    I had been to the Communist 
countries also and  they too  suggest to us that 
we must come to terms with Pakistan on the  
question  of     Kashmir.    That is the attitude 
of Anglo-Americans also and that is the 
attitude, I am afraid, of the Arab world too.    
And this is also  the  attitude     of  many  
people, sensible people, in the country.   This 
volume    of opinion is growing.    You do not 
want t° talk to Pakistan on the  question   of     
Kashmir     because Pakistan has no locus 
standi;    I  accept  that   thesis    but  the    
Kashmir people have a locus standi. If there-
fore    there    are    any people within 
Kashmir  who  are  wanting  to  solve it—it    
may    be    Sheikh    Abdullah, it      may      
be      Bakshi        Ghulam Mohammad,      it      
may      be    Sadiq Sahib—they     should  be  
brought together at a conference table.    
(Interruptions)    Please listen.   I therefore, 
submit to you that these three leaders 
alongwith other leaders of the Kashmiri 
people should be     brought together and they 
should be asked to thrash out a solution.    
Then we can say to the world, we have settled 
the Kashmir problem with the Kashmiri 
people.   It is true that Pakistan has no locus 
standi; nobody else    has    any ^cus Istandi 
but at least in    internal matters we can come 
to a settlement. (Time bell rings) One more 
minute. There is one more point in regard to 
China. 

SHRI    P.    N.    SAPRU:    He   talks 
sense; he should be given more time. 
DR. GOPAL SINGH: Mr. Arjun Arora has 
brought forward a pertinent point in regard to 
West Bengal but my only regret is that what 
he has 

said is completely off the mark. He said that 
West Germany was trying to bring about an 
independent State there. My own view is that 
it is China that is going to do it. It is the Left 
Communists who are trying to  create  a  
situation   .   .   . 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH (West Bengal) :    
Slander. 

(Interruptions) 
DR. GOPAL SINGH: You sit down. You 

have no business to talk. You are a party to 
it. 

(Interruptions) 
THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI AKBAR 

ALI KHAN):    Order, order. 

DR. GOPAL SINGH: That is the situation 
they are creating. My own impression is that 
the Chinese are not going to directly take us 
over physically. They will take us over only 
through the Left Communists, through West 
Bengal, then East Bengal, then by declaring 
their independence and later getting them 
together with NEFA, Sikkim, Bhutan and 
Nepal. Tibet, of course, they have taken over 
but it is a great shame that we do not take a 
very bold—and I should say a sensible—
stand on Tibet knowing full well that all our 
agreements with regard to our eastern and 
Western borders are not with China; they are 
with Tibet. If Tibet had not been sovereign, 
then Tibet was not entitled to enter into those 
agreements with us. If those agreements are 
of any validity, then we must also exercise 
our commonsense and agree to the validity of 
Tibetan sovereignty. If we cannot do it, all 
our agreements with Tibet, which China, 
repudiates, will have no meaning. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI AKBAR 
ALI KHAN): Thank you. Now, Mr. Niren 
Ghosh. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: Mr. Vice-
Chairman, Sir, for a number of years the 
international situation is taking a very 
ominous    turn.    A   number   of 
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Governments, people's    Governments, 
democratic Governments at that, have gone   
out  of  existence   through  U.S. subversion, 
like  Congo,     Guatemala, Indonesia    and    
others  and there is stepping up of U.S.  
intervention    in Laos,  Cambodia and then 
naked aggression in Vietnam.    Here it is 
pertinent to recall the statement of President 
de Gaulle of France which is an  imperialist 
country.    He too has been forced to say    
that Israel, the U.S. stooge, was encouraged 
to commit     aggression     against    the  
Arab world because the world did not con-
demn,  the  United     Nations  did not 
condemn,     American     aggression in 
Vietnam and unless U.S. intervention in 
Vietnam is    ended, there can be no peace.    
He said  that  unless this American 
intervention is ended there cannot be any 
peace and it is a strange commentary on this 
Government that they cannot say what even 
an imperialist spokesman can say.    They 
have that  much of independence  at least. 
Can  our  Government not have that much of 
courage and independence? They know in 
their heart of hearts that it is the U.S.A. that 
is committing agression; they admit it 
privately but they would not condemn it 
openly.    So a situation is developing be-
cause of this process when the third world 
war may start. The aggressors, the U.S. 
imperialists, are being egged on and  
encouraged  by    the postures that  are  being  
adopted  by   different nations and our 
Government too    at that. 

Now I would like to say this with regard to 
West Asia. Imagine what would have 
happened if Suez Canal was situated in our 
country, if Gulf of Aqaba was in our country. 
Would we not have treated it as our own 
national waterway and established our rights 
there? Please judge this from that standpoint 
and in the light of a prolonged aggression by 
Israel. It is true that Israel has come to stay. It 
is there; nobody denies that but it has  become     
the  stooge  of  another 

country and an aggressor country at that. 

[THE    DEPUTY    CHAIRMAN    in    the 
Chair] 

And nobody can support an aggressor 
country because by doing that y°u bring the 
world nearer to the third world war. We 
would be committing a very serious crime 
and history will hold the Government of 
India responsible if it had adopted any other 
policy with regard to West Asia. But so far as 
Vietnam is concerned you will have to 
answer at the bar of history for the policy you 
are pursuing, of not openly condemning U.S. 
aggression there. 

Now, I am a little surprised that suddenly 
the Government of India has come t° give 
serious thought to the question of giving 
political recognition to the Dalai Lama and 
the question of the so-called human rights in 
Tibet is coming up. I have a suspicion that by 
taking up the position it had to tak© on West 
Asia it has incurred the displeasure of the 
Western Powers, primarily the U.S. Govern-
ment, and in order to make up for  that they 
are mouthing this anti-China slander on the 
question of Tibet and they have even been 
saying that they will violate their own 1954 
Agreement. 

SHRI AWADHESHWAR PRASAD 
SINHA (Bihar): Are we anti-China or is 
China anti-India? We should like to know 
from you. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: Now coming to 
my friend, Mr. Rajnarain, it is strange that 
the S.S.P. on the question of foreign policy 
finds itself very close t» the American 
position, only slightly differing from that. I 
need not comment more on that and it is for 
them  to judge. 

On the question of the non-proliferation 
treaty I would say that unless all the atomic 
stockpiles are destroyed and atomic weapons 
are prohibited, n<> nation can surrender its 
right to manufacture any weapon including    
atomic    weapons    for  defence. 
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.No nation can do that. Any non-
proliferation treaty, without ensuring the 
complete destruction of the stockpile, 
which the super-powers and the US 
would have, would not be possible. Then, 
it is a surrender to the US blackmail and 
it will not bring peace. We cannot 
surrender our right to manufacture 
weapons unless their stockpiles are 
completely destroyed. 

Then, the Government has said that the 
non-nuclear nations should have some 
sort of guarantee. Now, may I tell the 
Government that the US Government is 
talking of dropping atom bombs on Viet 
Nam? If some day they think of dropping 
an atom bomb on India, who is going to 
give you protection? Who says that such 
a situation can never arise? 

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA 
(Orissa):   Who  gave you that  infor-
mation? 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: I do not yield. 
You have had your time and I have very 
little time. 

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA: He says 
that they are going to drop bombs on 
India. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: That being so, 
the atomic weapons and atomic 
blackmail and the non-proliferation 
treaty are not going to solve this issue in 
that manner. The only way is that all 
nations, irrespective of their creed or 
ideology, must strive for the complete 
elimination of atomic weapons and the 
destruction of their stockpiles. 

SHRI M. N. KAUL ((Nominated): In 
the meantime? 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: In the 
meantime, if you want, you manufacture 
your own weapons. You have that. 

Then, another thing I want to say. Mr. 
Arjun Arora has told you    one 

thing.   It is JTie that—in private even the 
Government of India would admit it—there 
is Western conspiracy in the Eastern   part, 
but   here   is   another thing.      A British  
writer,     formerly in the British 
Intelligence Service, has written that the 
US is following    a time-table  with  regard  
to      Sikkim. First, they would persuade 
the King of Sikkim to achieve    
independence. That means, set up a US 
puppet State there first.   Secondly,     they     
would sign some sort of agreement for eco-
nomic purposes.    Thirdly, they would 
raise a scare saying that there may be 
subterfuge by China or by India or by any 
other country.   Then, they would go in for 
military agreement. Lastly,   by   1570-71,  
they   propose   to build their nuclear 
installations there, weapons directed at the 
Soviet Union and China.   That is the    
conspiracy. I know and I do hope that the 
Government of India is aware of it.   That 
is the sinister design that the US im-
perialists are having there.    For that they 
bring pressure  in order to get through  
these  weapons.   The  so-called aid is the 
pressure they yield. To that  pressure  the      
Government     is yielding.   That   is  their     
calculation. The Government will yield to 
it. 

As regards India-China relations I 
support the first alternative posed by-Shri 
B. K. P. Sinha. China cannot be ignored, 
whether we like it or not. Today or in 
future we have got to settle this India-
China problem. We cannot live with it for 
all time to come. May I ask the 
Government, is it not a fact that when 
Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru was alive, he 
thought of some solution and the question 
was very near a solution, if Pandit Nehru 
had his way but, he was overruled in the 
Cabinet? The course of events took 
another turn and that is true. If you have 
any moral sense, you cannot deny that. 
What happened there I do not know, but 
he was overruled in the Cabinet. 

SARDAR SWARAN SINGH:   I had    
no intention to intervene, but because 
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[Sardar Swaran Singh] 
he said that this is a fact, I would like to say 
categorically that the statement that he is 
making that Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru was 
overruled by the Cabinet is entirely incorrect. 

SHRI ARJUN ARORA:    He was a 
member  of the  Cabinet. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: Being a member of 
the Cabinet does not mean that he always says 
the right thing. Mr. Arora has given charges 
against <wo Ministers, but they have been 
cleared by other Ministers. Please remember 
that. Therefore, I cannot accept his statement. 
I am repeating what I am saying. 

(Interruptions.) 

SHRI  LOKANATH  MISRA:     Give him 
time. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order, 
order. 

SARDAR SWARAN SINGH: The only 
thing that I want to say' is that it is very unfair 
to Panditji that these things should be said 
about him. He is saying it without any 
information, without any knowledge. I was 
very intimately involved in all those talks and 
discussions and I can say categorically that 
Panditji had not suggested any solution. It is 
all a myth. I did not want to contradict several 
other myths which he has put forward, but 
because he has brought in Panditji's name I 
thought I should straightway contradict  it. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: I would say 
another thing also. In regard to Kashmir I am 
not prepared to accept his version. We have it 
on the authority of Pandit Sunder Lai that 
after the release of Sheikh Abdullah a formula 
was devised. It was discussed between Sheikh 
Abdullah and Pandit Nehru. 

SHRI G. H. VALIMOHMED 
MOMIN (Gujarat): How do you 
know it?
 
' 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: And it was approved. 
For a solution of the Kashmir question, Pandit 
Nehru asked Sheikh Abdullah to go to Pakistan 
and consult President Ayub Khan. He did it. 
He got his consent also but before he could 
return and solve it, unfortunately Pandit Nehru 
died. (Interruption) And then the whole 
question was shelved. This is   another thing. 

AN HON. MEMBER:   It is an utter 
falsehood. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH:    As regards West 
Asia,  I do think      that    when Israel 
committed     aggression,     when their  troops 
were  marching into  the Arab world and when 
in a few hours the   entire  air  power  of  
Egypt  was destroyed, I think it was the duty 
of the   democratic  powers  at that  time to   
rush   military  hardware,   so   that they could 
take a stand and beat back the offence.   To 
have a simple ceasefire and for Israel to say 
that she is not going back to the previous posi-
tion is an untenable position. I would also say 
that it is strange that when our  personnel were  
killed  by  Israel I did not see any hysteria in 
'many of these  places,  but for     many    other 
slight   incidents   I   see     hysteria.   Is there  
any honesty in  their feelings? I do not think 
so. Let them think it over. 

Lastly,  I -would take this  opportunity  to  
request the  Soviet Union to call for     
unconditional     negotiations between   India   
and   China,   as     they did in the case of India 
and Pakistan. It is their primary duty as the great-
est   democratic       and     peace-loving power  
on  earth.    If  they  do not do so, I do think they 
are shirking their duty.    .It does not contribute 
to   the peace of the world to keep alive tension 
between India and China.   It is their   elementary   
or   primary      duty and it is still a mystery to me 
why they are not calling for unconditional 
negotiations between India and China. 

With these words, I would say that the 
Government of India have got to 
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have a look at their own policy. This 
policy should be consistently anti-
imperialist, anti-colonial and not be a 
mere mouthing of phrases, a policy that 
would contribute to the unity of the 
progressive and democratic States and 
countries of the world, a policy directed 
against the scheme of the US imperialists 
to launch a third world war. But they are 
not doing it and they are deviating more 
and more from the interlude of the policy 
between 1954 and 1957, they are 
deviating *more and more from their 
accepted policy. This portends a very 
great evil for the future of our country. 
For the sake of our country, *hey should 
have a reassessment of this policy and 
stop the deviations from the accepted 
policies. It is as if those three or four 
years have been forgotten. So, I would 
request the Government to give serious 
consideration   to   this  matter. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. 
Tariq.    Ten minutes. 

SHRI A. M. TARIQ: Madam Deputy 
Chairman, my amendment reads as 
follows: 

"and having considered the same, 
this House is of opinion that the 
Government of United States com-
mitted an unfriendly act by resuming 
arms supplies to Pakistan which is 
likely to disturb the peace in the area." 

 

 



5775 International [ RAJYA  SABHA ] Situation 5776 

 



5777 International [ 23 JUJSE  1967 J Situation 5778 

 



5779 International [ RAJYA  SABHA ] Situation 5780 

 



5781 International [ 23  JUNE   1967 ] Situation 5782 

 



5783 International [ RAJYA  SABHA ] Situation 5784. 

 



5785 International [ 23  JUNE  19C7 ] Situation         5786 

 



5787 International [ RAJYA   SABHA ] Situation 5788 

 



5789 International [ 23 JUNE  1967 ] Situation 5790 

 
""THE   DEPUTY  CHAIRMAN:      Mr. Mani. 
Please be brief. 

SHRI A. D. MANI: Madam Deputy 
Chairman   .   .    . 

SHRI B. D. KHOBARAGADE 
(Maharashtra): Madam, I want .   .    . 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I have 
called Mr. Mani. 

SHRI AWADHESHWAR PRASAD 
S1NHA: Madam, we have to start another 
discussion at 5.00. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I know that. 

SHRI  AWADHESHWAR    PRASAD !   
SINHA:    How can that be changed? 
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THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I re-
quested the House that we take up the 
next discussion a few minutes later.   The 
House has agreed. 

SHRI B. D. KHOBARAGADE: The 
hon. Minister will not be able to reply to 
the debate today   .   .   . 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Please 
nit down.   Please continue, Mr. Mani. 

SHRI A. D. MANI: Madam, I shall be 
very brief in my remarks. This debate on 
the international situation has been 
dominated by the situation in West Asia. 
I wish the Minister for External Affairs 
had made an introductory speech when 
he moved this motion because a number 
of developments have taken place during 
the last one week. I understand that the 
Government of Egypt is unwilling to 
clear the Suez Canal fofcing many ships 
to come via the Cape of Good Hope, 
including ships bringing our foodgrains, 
and this has been used by the Govern-
ment of Egypt, according to the alle-
gations made in the West, as a lever to 
secure a settlement of the Israeli question 
at the United Nations. 

Madam, as far as the policy of the 
Government of India is concerned in 
regard to our friendship -with the Arab 
States, we recognise that such a 
friendship is necessary for the solution 'of  
our dontemtious problems with Pakistan 
because Pakistan has many affiliations 
with the Arab States. But I am afraid that 
in regard to the Arab States, we have 
forsaken what we call our non-alignment 
policy and have ranged ourselves as a 
partisan of the Arab States. I have stayed 
in Egypt. I have gone all over Egypt 
along with you, Madam Deputy 
Chairman, 15 years ago. Then we were 
the guests of King Farouk. We went all 
over Egypt. We went to Ismalia, we 
stayed at Luxur. And we stayed in Egypt 
for some time which is the cradle of Arab 
nationalism. And   my 

considered view at that time, which has 
not been changed since, is that Arab 
nationalism, if it not properly controlled, 
can be a very dangerous tendency 
because it is a kind of mania which has 
spread all over the Arab world. Arab 
nationalism has played a very useful part 
in combating colonial regimes in the 
Middle East and in Africa. But jt has got 
to be controlled. In trying to befriend 
Arab States, we have treated Israel very 
unfairly. I was personally present at the 
United Nations General Assembly when 
the State of Israel was born, when the 
discussions went on on the question of 
Palestine. And you know how much the 
Israelis tried to create a State in spite of 
formidable opposition. It may be recalled 
that when Lord Balfour spoke about the 
State of Israel, he did not use the words 
'State of Israel' but he called it a home for 
the Jews. And this was one of the 
declarations made in the First World 
War, In spite of the policy of the West to 
carve out a State for Israel in the Middle 
East which did not belong to the Jews at 
that time, we have to recognise that Israel 
has come to stay and that it cannot be 
wiped out of the map. 

SHRI A. M. TARIQ: On a point of 
order. Madam, Mr. Mani is not speaking 
from hisi own seat. He must be in his 
seat. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I per-
mitted him to speak from there because 
he is nearer the mike. 

SHRI A. D. MANI: It is because I am 
not able to catch the mike from my seat. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: He is 
nearer   the  mike. 

SHRI A. D. MANI: If the State of 
Israel has been created and has 'been 
recognised by us and by other members 
of the United Nations, there is no point in 
any Arab State saying that the State of 
Israel must be destroyed. The Arab States 
always counsel us to co-existence with 
Pakis- 



5793 International [ 23 JUNE  1967 ] Situation 5794 
tan. Whenever any trouble about Kashmir 
arises, the Arab States have always said, "Try 
to settle it between yourselves." When they 
want coexistence between India and Pakistan, 
it is reasonable to expect ithat they will also 
have co-existence between themselves and 
Israel. Israel has come to stay and they have 
to recognise the State of Israel if there is to be 
peace in the Middle East. 

I was interested to hear the speech of my  
hon.  friend,  Dr.  Gopal  Singh, on the 
question of the Gulf of Aqaiba. Now, I have 
got a number of facts on this  question  which  
perhaps I  might bring to the notice of Dr. 
Gopal Singh. Egypt has always claimed that 
it has been  an internal waterway while in 
terms of the judgement given by the 
International Court of Justice  in the Carf u 
Channel case, in   all   such   water ways, the 
right of innocent passage includes   the  
passage  of warships      in times   of  peace.    
By     blocking     this Gulf of Aqaba, 
President Nasser tried to strangle Israel.    
There is no question   of   that.    Israel   has   
no      other chance, no other alternative but      
to fight back.    A   good part  of     Israel's 
trade. is with East Africa and it has to   pass   
through  the   Gulf  of  Aqaba. If the Suez 
Canal and the Gulf     of Aqaba are in his 
hands, Nasser could have strangled the State 
of Israel.    I am not justifying the state of 
aggression.     But we have got to understand 
the point that in our own interest, we should 
press  for the internationalisa-tion of all these 
waterways including the Suez Canal.     The 
Panama Canal and all these canals should be 
internationalised.    The Talaimannar Canal 
als0 should be an international waterway.    I  
feel,   therefore,       that     any settlement  
must  recognise  the  international   character  
of   the     Gulf     of Aqaba. 

There is another point    .    •   . 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: You may have 
come nearer the microphone but never nearer 
truth. 

SHRI   A.   D.   MANI: . . .  regarding my 
second amendment.   That point is .V>05 
RSD—8. 

that Israel must surrender the territories which 
it has seized. I agree with Mr. Chagla that a 
person who has been guilty 0f aggression 
should not run away with the fruits of 
aggression he should be asked to surrender 
them. And, I think, Israel in the interest of 
peace should surrender  all those territories 
which have been seized from Jordan, Sinai 
Peninsula and also from Egypt. All these terri-
tories  must be  returned. 

Further, this question of compensa 
tion to the Palestinian refugees has 
been haunting the corridors of the 
United Nations for the past 16 years. 
The 1J million refugees who were 
forced to leave their homes in 1948 
must be suitably rehabilitated. If 
necessary, this 'must be accepted as 
the United Nations responsibility, and 
Israel must be asked to make a 
substantial contribution.        Other 
States aso may be asked to pay their share so 
that all these Palestinian refugees haunting 
the markets of Damascus and Cairo may be 
given a proper shelter, so that their memories 
may be erased and both Israel and the Arab  
States can live in peace. 

I would like to say something about my 
second amendment regarding our delegation to 
the United Nations General Assembly and the 
question of our remaining neutral. Madam, 
when the question of China's admission comes 
up in the forthcoming session as the hardy 
annual, we must take up a distinct attitude. 
Madam, I am not one of those who take an 
emotional view of what has happened to our 
two diplomats, Mr. Raghunath and Mr. Vijay. 
Somebody may say that it is a question of 
madness on the part of the Chinese. But it is the 
calculated policy of the Chinese to advertise the 
so-called cultural revolution. Their object is to 
destroy respect for the existing conventional 
order which includes the international order. 
They do not want the world to respect the 
conventions by which we are bound so far. 
They want new conventions to be created. This 
is the object be-I   hind  the  extraordinarily  
rude      and 
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[Shri A. D. Mani] organised behaviour of 
the Chinese representatives both at Peking 
and at Delhi. I would, therefore, very res-
pectfully request the Minister that when the 
question of Chinese admission comes up, we 
might take the opportunity of stating our 
attitude very, ciearly. 

Madam, we believe that China must be a 
member of the United Nations, that in the 
interest of disarmament, China's presence at 
the United Nations General Assembly is 
necessary, that before China is admitted to the 
United Nations, she must conform to certain 
civilised standards of behaviour. Since there 
are no signs that the Chinese are prepared to 
respect civilised standards of behaviour, the 
Indian Delegation should remain neutral on 
the question of China's admission to the 
United Nations. This would be a little 
diversion from our e&rlier stand. 

I am coming to my last amendment. I will 
take only two minutes, coming to the question 
of hydrogen bomb, Madam, the Minister of 
External Affairs is being pressurized to sign 
the Non-proliferation Treaty in some sort of an 
amended form, and Mr. U. S. Jha. has been 
trying to get a guarantee from the United 
States and the Soviet Union of a nuclear um-
brella. I am afraid, Madam, the United States 
might link up their food aid with our signing 
the Non-proliferation Treaty. This is the 
danger that I expect. But I would say that the 
non-proliferation treaty should not be signed 
largely because of the explosion of the 
hydrogen bomb, the sixth bomb which has 
been exploded by China within a period of 
three yars after its explosion in 1964. China 
has emerged as a major ruclear power. We 
have got 2,000 scientists who have been 
trained by the Atomic Energy Establishment at 
Bombay. Let us give our Armed Forces a shot 
in the arm and ask the scientists  to  produce  
an   atom  bomb, 

Wc also want to explode an atom bomb and 
become a member of the nuclear club. The 
nuclear club should not be confined only to 
the five States. It should include India also. 

Madam, it has been said that at all these 
international ' conferences or disarmament 
conferences we should never go naked. At all 
these conferences, unfortunately, the position 
of India is that it is thoroughly naked because 
she does not have the backing, the military 
power behind it.. I feel, therefore, that we must 
produce an atom bomb to give our scientists 
and the Armed Forces a shot in the arm and 
make them feel that this country is alive to its 
dignity, I hope, therefore, that the Government 
would not sign the non-proliferation treaty, 
and it would give instructions to the Atomic 
Energy Establishment to go ahead with the 
preparation of an atom bomb. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The Minister 
will reply to the discussion tomorrow. We go 
on to the next item.  Mr.   Chordia. 

SHORT      DURATION    DISCUSSION 
UNDER RULE  176 RE  HOME MIN-
ISTER'S    STATEMENT     ABOUT 

EMERGENCY 

 


