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Another thing that we have always mentioned is that so far as the 

prospects are concerned, the emoluments, incentives and facilities, there 

should not be any discrimination or distinction between the staff that belong to 

the Lok Sabha and the staff that belong to the Rajya Sabha because they 

perform the same duties. They have been treated on par and that should 

always be maintained. I certainly think that those, whom you had been kind 

enough to nominate to the Security Committee, will take up this matter again, 

as we have done already. 
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DISCUSSION ON THE WORKING OF THE MINISTRY OF EXTERNAL 

AFFAIRS 

SHRI K. NATWAR SINGH (Rajasthan): Mr. Chairman, Sir, when I 

joined the Indian Foreign Service 49 years ago, diplomats were told that a 

good diplomat thinks twice before saying nothing. In the past 50 years, the 
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content of diplomacy, the nature of diplomacy has altered the world over. In 

our country, for the past 50 years, there has been a broad national consensus 

on the foreign policy. The framework that Nehru constructed has survived the 

test of the time even when some superficial and supercilious predators have 

tried to tamper with that framework. You abandon Nehru and you are left 

naked in the foreign affairs field. 

I will begin by mentioning the important link between the domestic 

policy and the foreign policy. This is most dramatically made available to the 

country and to the House by the recent events in Gujarat. I will quote from a 

book written by P.N. Haksar whom the Minister of External Affairs, like me, 

admires very much. Nehruji said, "Foreign policies depend ultimately on 

internal conditions and developments. Internal progress for us, therefore, 

becomes essential if we have to play an effective part in world affairs". Shri 

P.N. Haksar says, "Thus sovereignty and independence are indispensable to 

conduct of foreign policy of any nation and even if a country is sovereign and 

independent, it cannot effectively pursue a foreign policy unless it is cohesive 

within itself and consistent in its purpose." 

I have been a representative of India for 31 years and it has been a 

great honour to me because India has one of the best Foreign Services in the 

world. We come to the Foreign Services through one of the most difficult 

competitive examinations that the world has to offer. But the instrument that 

the diplomats have to have is a clear-cut policy framework and a leadership 

which is familiar with the foundations of India's foreign policy laid down before 

Independence; what are its sources of inspirations and what are the springs 

from which it flows. If you are not familiar with those, then you fall into the kind 

of traps we have been falling for the last few years. One of the fundamental 

problems that the present dispensation is confronted with is they are not clear 

about what India's foreign policy is. I say this with very great respect because I 

have respect for the shrines of the minds of all the Members in this House. For 

example, take the statement made by the Prime Minister in Ahmedabad before 

going to Singapore. Sir, 120 foreign missions in Delhi reported to their 

Governments that the Prime Minister of India has spoken like a statesman. He 

comes back and speaks in Goa. The same 120 missions send reports to their 

Governments that the Prime Minister of India has spoken like a Swayam 

Sewak. Now the Prime Minister has been facing a great dilemma ever since he 

became Prime Minister.    When is he a statesman and when is he a 
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Swayam Sewak? Now it is no use telling the diplomats from this country or 
that country that you have no business to interfere in our internal affairs. The 

fact of the matter is that a large number of people of Indian region are citttens 

of the USA, the United Kingdom, France, Germany and Netherlands. 

When their Governments, High Commissioners, Ambassadors, say, 

"Our citizens, who vote for us, have relations with Gujarat", they are 

concerned about their welfare. Then, how can you fault those Missions? I 

would have done the same thing if I was an Ambassador of this country. Sir, I 

have been in this game for nearly 50 years; I am still learning. I am not sure if 

the dispensation in the External Affairs Ministry is aware of the shortcomings 

from which some of them suffer. 

Let me now come to the fundamentals of India's foreign policy, that 

is, non-alignment. It has become fashionable to say that non-alignment is not 
relevant. And I have seldom heard Jaswant Singhji resorting to any reference 

to non-alignment. He has done so rarely, and I would like him to read the 

Prime Minister's speech in Durban, where the Prime Minister praised non-

alignment. "The Cold War has ended, the Warsaw Pact is wound up, but 

NATO is expanding to the borders of Russia." Against whom? If non-

alignment is irrelevant, then, I think, NATO is even more irrelevant? But I will 

tell you how and why non-alignment is relevant even today as it was 20 years 

or 40 years, ago. The international agenda has changed, which, of course, is 

inevitable. When I represented India in the 50's and the 60's, the agenda was 

colonialism, imperialism, rationalism, apartheid and so on. Today, the agenda 

is environment, drugs, AIDS, population and ecology. So, in this arena-ll, it 

would help us if the non-aligned movement had a proper leadership, and India 
is a country which can give that leadership, which this Government is not 

giving. But, on these issues which affect the human kind, we should take a 

lead in the non-aligned movement and speak with one voice. Let me quote 

from a very distinguished European Statesman, Dr. Richard von Weizsacker, 

who was the President of Germany for 10 years. In the lecture which he 

delivered at the Nehru Memorial in 2000, he said, "Nehru was among the first 

and foremost to look for a non-bloc internationalism. His idea of non-alignment 

became of global importance. He spoke about peace clubs against Cold War-

clubs, nuclear clubs. He was pondering how to create a sort of no-war-zone 

between the military blocs. From the outset his thoughts became and 

remained fruitful. Non-alignment was aiming at more than equidistance from 

blocs.   It was a denial of the gist of bloc thinking, an endeavour to 
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detect inside those blocs the growing trends of openness, of looking for 

common interests, of conditions to survive together, of detente-policies as 

recommended and practised by leaders like Willy Brandt, of arms control and 

arms reduction proposals. Nehru's non-alignment was not a means to prevent 

cooperation. It was, on the contrary, an invitation never to give up the search 

for new ways leading to peaceful co-existence, detente and reconciliation. 

What echoes can we find today? Where do we go from 1989, from the end of 

the two-bloc confrontation, under the influence of ever-growing globalizing 

tendencies? So, what is to be expected from this only prevailing super power? 

Are we heading for a new Pan Americana? Or, will the next few decades 

produce a balance of global powers such as China, India, Russia, again, after 

a while, Japan; possibly, the European Union? What kind of internationalism is 

to be expected from such powers?" Now, I want to ask: What substitute do you 

have for the policy of non-alignment? I would like to know if any thought is 

given because the distinguished Minister, if he was reported correctly in the 

newspapers, said some 10-12 years ago - I think, it appeared in the Times of 

India; he was speaking to some audience in Mumbai. 

It was in Bombay, which is now Mumbai. He said, "The time had 

come for us to abandon the Nehru legacy, lock, stock and barrel". If he did not 

say so, I would be happy. But it was quoted in the Frontline magazine. Now I 

would like to know what substitute you or your colleagues can produce for 

India's foreign policy. 

Let me ask you another thing. You had twelve meetings with the 

Minister of State of the United States. You are India's Cabinet Minister, sitting 

in the chair in which Jawaharlal Nehru sat. It never occurred to you, or to the 

Prime Minister, that India's dignity was involved, that the Cabinet Minister of 

India, the Foreign Minister, should be parleying with the Minister of State of the 

United States, Mr. Talbot. And when the same Talbot went to Islamabad, he 

was met by the Foreign Secretary of Pakistan. Now, what are the Indian 

diplomats to say when the Foreign Minister of India escorts three hard-core 

terrorists in an aeroplane and releases them in Kandahar? I am very glad that I 

am not a diplomat under you, Mr. Minister, because I would not know what to 

say. 

There are in the world, today, 57 Islamic countries which have been 

watching what has been happening in Gujarat, under the dispensation of the 

BJP. Four million Indians live in great comfort in the Gulf countries and in 

Saudi Arabia.    Their lives, their future and their earnings are being put in 
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jeopardy because of a Swayamsevak Chief Minister! And it is extraordinary; 
you call it RSS, the Rashtriya Swayamsevak Sangh; why can't you say 

Rashtriya Samajsevak Sangh? What are these Indians to do if, God forbid, the 

situation in Gujarat were to spill over? It has not spilled over to Maharashtra 

and Rajasthan because those States do not happen to be under the BJP. But 

if it were to spill over, what would be the fate of our relations with these 57 

Islamic countries, what would be the fate of these four million Indians in the 

Gulf? If this were to spread, these people would be asked to leave the Gulf 

within one week. They are not citizens; they can't appeal to any court. The 

foreign exchange that we get from the Gulf will stop. The economies of Kerala, 
Maharashtra, Rajasthan, etc. would be adversely affected. Why? That is 

because, the present dispensation at the Centre is unable to see the damage 

that has been done by what has happened in Gujarat. And that is the linkage 

between the foreign policy and the domestic policy. 

Let me take another example; and that is about your policy towards 
Pakistan. Do you have a policy? First, there was no mention of the Shimla 

Agreement at all. Lahore Journey! And we know what happened after Lahore. 

The distinguished Foreign Minister, for whom I have very great respect, said 

that the Lahore Declaration - and the visit - was a defining moment in the 

Indo-Pak relations. Indeed! In three months, you had the Kargil. When the 

Prime Minister of India was embracing the Prime Minister of Pakistan, the 

Pakistani Army was occupying the heights of Kargil. Indira Gandhi signed the 

Shimla Agreement in 1972, and it ensured peace for 27 years. Why? That is 

because, Indira Gandhi did not lower her guard, which the present Prime 
Minister did. 

You take another happening in the foreign policy field. Mr. Clinton 

arrived here, in India, and he is the only Head of State or Government, or any 

foreign dignitary - I think it was two or three years ago - in the last 52 years 

who said, not only on the soil of India, but in the Central Hall of Parliament, 

that Kashmir was a disputed territory. And the Prime Minister of India was 

sitting next to him! You did not object. There was a Press Conference at the 

Hyderabad House where he repeated the same thing. And he repeated that in 

Washington, on the lawns of the White House. The Congress Party spoke up, 

and we said that we had great respect for the President of the United States, 

but it was not up to him to say that Kashmir was a disputed territory, on the 

Indian soil or elsewhere.    I would like to 

201 



RAJYA SABHA (7 May. 2002] 

know this from the distinguished Foreign Minister.   When did you object to this in 

public or in Parliament or in your private conversations? 

Can you share with us the discussions that you had on the CTBT? The 
country doesn't know till this day. Mr. Talbot called you to Rome; you went to 

Rome. He called you to London; you went to London, He called you to Berlin; 

you went to Berlin. He called you to Washington; you went to Washington. It 

was, to say the least, an unseemly sight to see the Cabinet Minister of India 
parleying with the Minister of State of the United States of America, and, to this 

day, the country does not know anything about the talks. And we asked you. I 

don't want to make public the conversations that we had with you and the Prime 

Minister. But the fact remains that an impression was being given, that if we 

signed the CTBT, a lot of financial advantages would accrue to India. Since 

when has the security of India being bargained for a few dollars and financial gains? 

The security of India is sacred. And, with regard to the CTBT, in an article 

written in the Foreign Affairs magazine of September, 1998 - when you were having 

these discussions - you wrote, "After the two tests, India has stated that it will 

henceforth observe a voluntary moratorium and refrain from conducting 

underground nuclear tests and explosions. It has also indicated a willingness to 

move towards a de jure formalisation of the declaration. The basic obligation of 
the CTBT is, thus, met" - met' by whom? - "to undertake no more nuclear tests 

as India has already subscribed to the substance of the test ban treaty. All that 

remains is actually the signature". Now, who authorised you to say this, that 

India was ready to sign the CTBT, without a discussion on the issue, or your 

disclosing to Parliament what you have been discussing with Mr. Talbot? It was we 

who raised this question, both in Parliament and outside, that it was an unequal 

treaty; it could not be signed. And Mr. Vajpayee repeated this when he spoke at 

Durban. I do not know who drafted his speech. But whoever did, he had some 

idea of what the foreign policy was all about. There is a difference between 

foreign policy and diplomacy. Foreign policy is what you do; diplomacy is how 

you do It. I am not sure if this is borne in mind. You have one of the finest 

Foreign Service in the world. And you were reported, Mr. Minister - and I say this 
with very great respect to you - to have said at a gathering of former Foreign 

Service officers and some other senior officers, that the Ministry of External 

Affairs was unable to give you something worthwhile with regard to China and 

Pakistan. I am not quoting your exact words; but this is what has been reported.  

And you said this to 

202 



[7 May. 2002]                          RAJYA SABHA  
 

people who have spent 35 years in the Foreign Service, who have vast 

experience. You have only three years' experience as the Minister of External 

Affairs. I have nearly fifty years' experience, and I am still learning. And let me 

tell you, there are very few countries in the world that have the expertise on 

China and Pakistan that India has. And I am very proud to say this as a former 

member of the Foreign Service. We have nearly 86 officers who are fluent in 

the Chinese, who have served in China a number of times. I have been the 

Ambassador to Pakistan. What the Indian Foreign Service Office does not 

know about China and Pakistan is not worth knowing. And for the Foreign 

Minister of India, who should be an inspiration to his instruments, the 

diplomats and the officers, to say that he has not got the kind of analysis or the 

background or the perception, is mind-boggling, really. 

Now, Sir, take the relationship with China. 

We are very glad that, finally, the Government is taking some interest 

in Sino-lndian relations. You look at the records; you look at the speeches, and 

you yourselves will find out how critical your -Party had been of our relations 

with China in the past. How sceptically you looked at India's relations with the 
Soviet Union? But, today, because of the visit of late Shri Rajiv Gandhi in 

December, 1988, Sino- Indian relations are on an even keel, regardless of 

what the Defence Minister of India said in May, 1998, that China was enemy 

number one. Instead of dismissing him, the Prime Minister pampered him. The 

Sino-lndian border has been quiet, has been peaceful, for the last 14 years. 

Why? It is because Rajiv Gandhi put back the 1962 hang-up and started a 

new path when he and Deng Xiao-Peng shook hands, and a new beginning 

was made. I was present there. It has taken you some time to realise the 

importance of Sino-lndian relations. I am glad you have been there, and you 

must have heard there the high praises which the Chinese leadership would 

have sung on the role of Rajiv Gandhi in improving Sino-lndian relations. 

Now, Sir, take Palestine. It is singularly fortunate for Mr. Vajpayee 

that the incidents unfortunate, sad and tragic - in Palestine have been more on 

the American radar screen; otherwise, you would have had Gujarat in every 

bedroom in America. I don't know if any statement, worthwhile statement, has 

been made on Palestine. You went to Israel and said that India's  policy with  

Israel  has  been  hostage to the Congress policy of 
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minorities. Did you or did you not? It was an extraordinary statement to make. 

It shows that you are unfamiliar with the foundation of India's Foreign Policy 

because, before Independence, Gandhi and Nehru had said that Palestine 

was for the Palestinians. This does not mean that we don't want friendly 

relations with Israel. Of course, we do; and this does not mean that we should 

take a one-sided view. In Shanghai, recently, when Mr. Arafat was under 

arrest, you said that Mr. Arafat was still the leader of the Palestinians. This 

was quoted in the newspapers. I don't know whether you were quoted 

correctly or not. I don't know when you last met the Arab Ambassadors here. 

Because only last week, I had to draw the attention of the higher-ups in the 

Prime Minister's Office that these poor dears have been asking for an 

appointment with the Foreign Minister for weeks. You should have been 

seeing them every day. When did you last see them? Well, our relations with 

Palestine are of utmost importance. It is, therefore, vital that we have closer 

relations in this hour of need when Palestine is going through hell because of 

the policy of Mr. Sharon, who even the Americans are trying to abandon. No 

worthwhile statement condemning what is happening in Palestine has come 

out. If it has, I would like to see it; I would like to see the wording of that 

statement. The Congress Working Committee passed a Resolution 

condemning it in the strongest possible terms. 

Now, Sir, what do you think of the consequences of the appointment 

of an individual called Agnihotri as Indian Ambassador in the United States? 

What do you think Mr. Lalit Mansingh would have felt? I would like you to 

confirm or deny that the Americans have told Mr. Agnihotri that either he 

should surrender his green card or be ambassador; Mr. Agnihotri has 

abandoned being the Ambassador of India and retained the green card. The 

appointment was made for the services rendered to the Sangh Parivar by Shri 

Agnihotri, whom nobody ever heard of, and nobody will hear again. Let me 

come to the relationship with the United States of America. Jawaharlal Nehru's 

first major visit outside England was to the United States of America. He spent 

six weeks there in 1949. So let that history be correct. Nothing miraculous you 

have done for the improvement of Indo-American relations. It is in the very 

nature of the present day world that the United States of America and India 

have come closer. The Indian community there is playing a vital role in acting 

as a bridge between India and the United States of America. 
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I don't think the United States of America respects any nation which 
doesn't stand up to it. There was an amount of pressure that was being put on 

us to sign the CTBT and you were conniving at it. They would not have put 

this pressure up earlier. What horrified me was that the Prime Minister, in a 

Joint Session on 26
th
 February, said that he had the courage to have 

Pokhran-ll whilst the Congress Prime Minister, a few years back, had buckled 

under the American pressure and abandoned the exercise. 

I presume the Prime Minister has taken an oath of secrecy. For him 

to make public reference to what a previous Prime Minister did on the nuclear 

issue and programme of India to be spelt out in public is, if I may say so 

respectfully, the height of irresponsibility. No Prime Minister should ever, in 
public or even private, refer to these matters, because it is only he who knows 

and he presses the button. 

You will recollect a meeting Shri Narasimha Rao had with the present 
Prime Minister. He had said, "Jaswant Singhji, you know nothing about these 
things. Myself and Vajpayeeji know about it." Mrs. Sonia Gandhi didn't refer to 
Pokhran-ll. But this was said in bravado by the distinguished Prime Minister. 
He says he has 45 years of experience, and we are all aware of it. Nobody is 
denying it. Arjun Singh was here and he too has 45 years of experience. I may 
not be a very big man but I have also had 50 years of experience in public 
service, representing India, and I have not done a bad job of it. But when this 
kind of a thing is done, what impression is being created? You were very, very 
happy at Pokhran-ll. Do you know what the consequence has been? The 
superiority India had for 52 years in conventional weapons and arms against 
Pakistan disappeared, because we now have nuclear parity. They will never 
sign any agreement with you on 'no-first-use.' Why should they? '���  A��� 
�;�� U��� 
� ���� �����, 4�ह��� �;�� U��� 
� 4���  H: ����� 3  

Musharraf says that he will use nuclear weapons against India and 

there is no response from the distinguished Government of the NDA, which is 
neither national nor democratic, nor a Government nor an alliance. Your own 

partner, your Minister of State - the only sensible thing, as far as the foreign 

policy is concerned the Prime Minister has done is to appoint Omar Abdullah 

as a Minister of State. At least, somebody talks sense in your set up. But what 

did he say on Gujarat? He said it to the House, he said it on television. He 

abstained. But you can't do without him, so his resignation was not accepted. 

But he has the pulse on the repercussions and the 
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consequences of Gujarat or India's good name abroad. A bad domestic policy 
can never have a good foreign policy. Now I will conclude, Sir, by just 

reminding the House and the hon. Foreign Minister about the two distinguished 

Indians. Shashi Tarur, the best-selling author, and who is a close advisor of the 

Secretary-General of the United Nations, has written an article in the Hindu, 

Sunday, 28
th

 April. I would not take the time of the House by quoting it. Kapil 

Sibal's brother, who is sitting in the Gallery, should bring it to the notice of the 

distinguished Foreign Minister...(Interruptions)... Okay, Sir, I take back. He is 

not sitting there. He is invisible. I would also like the distinguished Minister of 

External Affairs to read two articles written by Muchkund Dubey in the Hindu 
on the consequences of Gujarat and the fallout for India's foreign policy, on our 

economic policy and on our good name. And finally go back to Nehru because 

if you do not, then you will be going into every single conference with nothing 

worthwhile in your hands. One more thing, Sir, which has just struck me. In 

1998, Nelson Mandela at the Non-Aligned Summit in Durban named eight 

areas of the world where there. was tension and a conflict possibility. And he 

mentioned Kashmir. And the entire Vajpayee setup, jumped on Mandela, 

'apologise, how dare you mention Kashmir!' Clinton comes here and under 

your nose in the Parliament House he says that it is a disputed territory. You 

do not say anything. What was the result? Nelson Mandela, who is a great, 

great friend of India, went on a farewell visit after he retired as President. 

Where do you think he went? -- China, Russia and Pakistan. He did not come 
to India. While after his release, one of the first countries he visited was India 

and the Sabarmati Ashram, which has been desecrated by the Parivar to 

which you belong.  Thank you. 

DR. L.M. SINGHVI (Rajasthan): Sir, I congratulate the Prime Minister 

and the Foreign Minister for the conduct of the foreign policy during the last 

one year which has been an extremely difficult year. But before I proceed with 

anything else, I would like to welcome the release of Madam Aung San Suu 

Kyi in Myanmar. I had got to know her husband for many years and I also 

know the deep sufferings which she has gone through for the cause of 

freedom. We acclaim her as a distinguished freedom fighter, as a true 

Gandhian and as a great daughter of Asia. I think, our sentiments are 

nationwide in the acclaim we give to Madam Aung San Suu Kyi. Mr. Chairman, 

Sir, the distinguished former diplomat and an hon. Member of this House, Shri 

Natwar Singh was certainly at his devastating best, at his left-handed best.  

And I wish he had used his right hand a little more. 
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SHRI K. NATWAR SINGH:  I will, if I did not. ...(Interruptions)... 

DR. L.M. SINGHVI: I hope so. But I think it is important for us to 

understand that finding faults is easy. Making a constructive contribution to 

the mending of various matters, I think, is a little more difficult. Mr. Natwar 

Singh has great experience and has great talent. He has depth of knowledge 

of diplomacy and I would expect him to make that constructive contribution for 

the enlightenment of us all. Indeed, there are many points on which I agree 

with him. But there are many others with which I am unable to agree with him, 

not because I sit on this side, but because I would have disagreed with him on 

some of those issues even wherever I would have speak on that. But, I must 

say this. Over the years, our greatest asset in foreign policy has been the 

asset of the national consensus behind it. The legacy of Jawaharlal Nehru, 

the legacy of successive Prime Ministers who have contributed to the making 

and modifying of the foreign policy, because nothing standstill and what was 
valid years ago is no longer valid now. I think, it is important for us to see that 

the national consensus, the solidarity of the nation is maintained to the utmost 

degree. And, wherever it is necessary, we should try and see that the 

Government has gone slightly different from that consensus, we tell the 

Government. That is what we do in the Standing Committee. And, I think, it is 

important, therefore, for me to emphasise that this great asset of India's 

foreign policy, with the backing of the consensus of the people, should never 

be allowed to be frittered away or to be diminished. 

Our distinguished Member is right when he says that the foreign 

policy depends on the internal cohesiveness of the nation. That, in fact, is 

axiomatic. And that is why we must make every effort to create that internal 

cohesiveness, that sense of solidarity and that sense of oneness, both in 

matters where we discuss, differ, agree to differ and yet get on with the 

business which is entrusted to the Parliament. At the same time, that 

cohesiveness cannot be complete in matter of domestic policy. That 

cohesiveness can be maintained in foreign policy much more than in internal 

policy. 

Mr. Chairman, Sir, I recall the time from 1960 to 1963, when I was a 

Member of Parliament in the Lok Sabha, and when both the Houses of 

Parliament rose as one man when the Chinese attacked us. A remarkable 

demonstration of that sense of unity is something which etched on the 
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memory of India even today. And, I think, that is something for which we must 
strive hard because it is the internal cohesion and strength of our nation as a 

political system, as a civilisational State that will strengthen our position in 

foreign affairs. It is also well to remember that the dynamics of foreign policy 

does not permit us to make a fattish of any particular alignment or non-

alignment. Non-alignment is not irrelevant even today. I agree with the 

distinguished Member who just spoke. But it has receded into a deep 

recession. What is required, I hope that the hon. Member will agree with me, is 

that a lot of rethinking, a lot of recasting and remoulding, a lot of revitalisation 

of a movement in building of which we played such an important part at the 

very historic and momentous phase of our foreign policy. We cannot, possibly, 
put it as an icon and worship it everyday because, non-alignment, as we have 

expounded at one time has changed, the situation has changed. But, I think, 

the association of nations - that is the essence of it all - which felt a certain 

sense of kinship must be revitalised, must be resurrected, if I may say so, and 

it can be done. While doing it, I think, we can provide a certain sense of 

leadership, a certain sense of belonging to that huge association which was 

once created, which has lost a great deal of its relevance mainly because it 

has not kept pace with time. Sir, I think, it is not correct to say that we have 

done full justice to our Foreign Service. The Foreign Service, no doubt, is a 

very distinguished segment of our Civil Service. Its officers are dedicated. They 

have shown great sense of India, wherever they have represented India. But I 

will be failing in my duty if I did not say that in recent years, there has been a 
certain decline in the quality of recruitment. I find it extraordinarily difficult to 

accept that, today, the first preference of those who are chosen in the 

competitive examinations, is no longer the Foreign Service, as it used to be 

fifty years ago. Fifty years ago, the Foreign Service ranked as number one 

service, for which the best talent of India used to opt. But it is distressing to 

find that, today, it ranks at the second or third or even at the fourth place. It 

speaks volumes for the change or the shift in priorities of our youth who are 

competing for these jobs. I think it is also important that the Foreign Services 

careers should be planned, and every effort should be made to make sure that 

our Foreign Service remains in the forefront of our diplomatic efforts because it 

is one instrument that we have to use carefully and effectively. Mr. Natwar 

Singh has put forward the idea that in respect of China, a great new beginning 
was made by late Shri Rajiv Gandhi. It is absolutely correct. There is no doubt 

that that beginning was a very significant turning point in our diplomacy.    But I 

must tell the House that 
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many mora and many significant beginnings have been made since then, 

because Foreign Policy is like a river. You do not bath in the same river twice 

because the current of water has already gone by. In respect of China, as in 

respect of many other issues, I think, many new beginnings have been made. 

I think, it is also very important for us to realise that this was a year of many 

tragedies and of untold sorrow. This was a year of violence, rampant 

throughout the world, and distressingly enough, in our own country. This was 

a situation in which we had to adjust our Foreign Policy in a way that it would 
serve our national interest. I think, in this particular area, we have not done 

badly. In this year, we have been able to adjust our Foreign Policy to the 

radical changes that have come about. Those radical changes required us to 

readjust our approaches and our policy. After what happened to the twin 

towers in New York, after what happened to our Legislative Assembly in 

Jammu & Kashmir, after what happened to the Parliament House on 13
th
 

December, there has been a remarkable change in the perceptions not only of 

India, because we have been long-suffering victims of the onslaughts of 

terrorism; it has also changed the perception of the world with regard to 

terrorism. Terrorism did not occupy a very important place in the priorities of 

the diplomacy of Western nations. They would listen to us; they would speak 

to us sympathetically. Once in a while, they would share our concerns. But I 
am afraid, the Western nations totally disregarded the urgency of the issue 

that we were facing. Mr. Chairman, the situation that we were facing was a 

situation of the gravest provocation, both in the form of cross-border terrorism 

or proxy war and a certain mobilisation in many countries of the world, in order 

to fight us and to fight the Indian States. One wondered, what the Ruwandans 

and the Sudanese were doing in Kashmir. One wondered what the Afghans 

and some of the other nationals of Middle East nations were doing in Jammu 

and Kashmir. One wondered how the ISI had spread its network over the last 

almost 50 years in our country. One wondered how they had succeded in 

indoctrinating people and, in fact, in taking heavy toll of Kashmiriath, which I 

think, at one time, represented that sense of secularism in India. 

Mr. Chairman, Sir. I think it is important for us to remember that the 

nefarious designs of terrorism of ISI, of Pakistan regime, successfully, are now 

being met on their own ground, more effectively than ever before. Although 

the threats, the onslaughts, the dangers are around the corner even now, I 

think, it is this that requires our Foreign Policy to address as 
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the first priority of the nation. We must try and do all that we can do to make 
sure that we are able to enlist the support of the countries of the West, the 

developing countries, the countries of Asia, and build up a world opinion 

based on facts and figures in respect of the threat of terrorism which we have 

faced all these years, the threat of terrorism which continues to threaten us. If 

peace is indivisible, then, the threat of terrorism, wherever it takes place, is 

also a matter of the concern of the world community, as a whole. We have 

been saying this for many years, but I think, there is a sense of sharing our 

concerns in this respect, much more than ever before. Mr. Chairman, Sir, I 

think, the United States is, today, in the driving seat, whether we like it or not, 
but this war of terrorism in respect of which the United States is in the driving 

seat, is a war of which we are very much a part. We must try and see that the 

priorities of India are not pushed into the backyard. We must try and see that 

the problems which we face are brought to the awareness of the world in a 

compelling manner so that a fair and just approach is applied to our concerns 

with regard to terrorism in Kashmir, and, indeed not in Kashmir, but in the 

whole network in our country. We are still awaiting reports of what their role 

was in Gujarat. We are still awaiting reports of many other terrorist incursions 

into our polity. But I think it is important for us to stand as one nation in the 

fight against terrorism, and, there, I think our secularism is the best bastion 

that you have to fight terrorism as one united nation. Mr. Chairman, Sir, all 

illusions die hard. The indifference of the Western countries to our oft-
repeated concerns has also receded, but I wonder if we will be able to make 

sure that our anxities with regard to the tactics of cross-border terrorism, the 

changing tactics of cross-border terrorism would also be addressed in the 

Western nations. I am afraid, our diplomacy will still have to negotiate its way 

through the pickets of General Musharraf's tactics. General Musharraf seeks 

to give the impression as if he is a peacemaker. He has destroyed his 

credibility. 

MR. CHAIRMAN:   Hon. Member, it is now one o'clock.   You can 

continue after lunch. ...(Interruptions)...    We adjourn for lunch for an hour. 

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

The House reassembled at two minutes past two of the clock, 

[THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI SURESH PACHOURI) in the Chair.] 
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THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI SURESH PACHOURI) : Dr. L.M. 

Singhvi to continue. 

DR. L.M. SINGHVI: Sir, I wanted to make the point, as the House 

rose for lunch, that when we deal with Pakistan, we must reckon with the fact 

that we are dealing with a pastmaster in the performing art of 

misrepresentations. It is from that point of view that we need to put India's 

case fully before the world so that all these  misrepresentations and the many 

masks that the President of Pakistan wears from time to time are exposed. 

Mr. Natwar Singh made a point that our policy had failed because 
within a few months of the Lahore Bus Yatra of the Prime Minister, we had an 

attack in Kargil. I think that is, intellectually, an argument which is flawed. 

Historically, we remember that immediately after the short period or the long 

period of Hindi-Chini Bhai Bhai, we had an attack by China on our borders. 

But that would not be a correct basis for faulting either Pt. Jawaharlal Nehru 

or, now, Shri Atal Behari Vajpayee. India is a country which seeks peace. 

India goes an extra mile on every occasion in its quest for peace. That is why 

we are to take this whole episode in that perspective - what we have done and 

what we were bound to do as a peace-seeking and peace-loving nation. 

Another point that Mr. Natwar Singh made was with regard to the fact 

that because of Pokhran-ll, the two countries came on a parity with regard to 
our conventional forces. It is a point which has been made on many occasions 

by many hon. Members. But remember the fact that Pokhran-ll came rather 

late. Pokhran-ll should have been done much before. 

It was a courageous act and if it had not come, it is not as if it would 

have stopped Pakistan in its tracks in regard to its nuclear explosion. After all, 

Pakistan did not develop its nuclear technology within two weeks after we had 

exploded or imploded the bomb. If I may say so, Mr. Vice-Chairman, we have 

to understand that there is a constant re-appraisal that is necessary for a long-

term perspective and we require a national think-tank. I hope that the 

distinguished Minister will see to it that the Indian Council of World Affairs 

functions as a non-Government sector, NGO sector, think-tank and that there 

is a greater research and a better understanding of issues in this difficult area. 
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IW. Vice-Chairman, we have an introduction and synopsis in the 
report which gives us an outline of the broad framework of priorities within 

which India's Foreign Policy is drafted. The objectives and priorities are valid 

without any question and they have also been validated by the long 

experience, historical perspective of India's Foreign Policy in the process of 

constant evolution. But, I would like to submit to the Minister, through you, Mr. 

Vice-Chairman, that it would be appropriate if at least three areas, which do 

not find a mention in the list of eight areas, are also included. Those are, in my 

opinion, the area of cultural diplomacy, diaspora relations and the reform of 
the United Nations. I know.that our Prime Minister and our Foreign Affairs 

Minister attach the highest importance to these areas. They have shown the 

greatest interest in advancing these three concerns within the orbit of Indian 

Foreign Policy. But I find a statement in the year 2002 in which eight priorities 

are mentioned and cultural diplomacy is not mentioned. Economic diplomacy 

is mentioned and rightly so; it was not one of our priorities for many years; but 

I think it ought to be. However, I think cultural diplomacy, diaspora relations 

and reform of the United Nations should find a place in the statement of our 

priorities. Having said that, if i may say so, it is not enough to say that the 

report does mention these areas elsewhere because these are priority areas 

which are encapsulated in the Report and I think that these three areas should 

find a place in the statement of priorities. 

I think that one of the areas of our priority attention is the reform of 

the United Nations. The United Nations Organisation needs to be reformed. It 

needs to be re-invented and re-inforced, if I may say so. It needs to be 

invested with greater moral and legal authority. Also, its functional style must 

change. Mr. Vice-Chairman, I have found that, the democratic principle is not 

applied so far as the choice of permanent members in the Security Council is 

concerned. There is no reason, there is no earthly reason, in the year 2002 

why populations of countries as large as India, a country so richly endowed with 

human resources should be marginalised in the consideration for permanent 

membership of the Security Council. There are still too many cobwebs, it 

seems, in the minds of the so-called great powers who have got the seats as 

permanent members of the Security Council. It is, therefore, important for us 

to make this thing move more quickly, perhaps, in concert with the nations 

who ar6 also eligible for permanent membership of the Security Council. 

Japan has recently made the statement that it would think that Japan and 

India should enter the United Nations Security 
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Council as permanent members hand-in-hand and together. We should 

welcome that. There are other things, and I think, it is important for us to use 

the network influence in a large number of countries-big and small—to see 

that this point is taken note of. I am aware of the efforts, which have already 

been made by our Government, and the fact that they have met with a 

reasonable amount of success so far. But, I think, the time has come when the 

United Nations ought to see itself in the mirror of reality. That mirror of reality 

will show how distorted the composition of the Security Council is; how 

deficient the composition of the Security Council is. It is important, therefore, 

that we take it up as a priority area. But, it is not only in the composition of the 

permanent membership of the Security Council that reforms are needed, but, I 

think, there are many other areas in which the reforms are reeded. There are 

other reforms, which are waiting to be adopted and implemented. Those 

reforms concern the functioning of the Security Council itself. I think, that is 

where we have a contribution to make, and the Security Council should be 

made to function more effectively as the forum for the interest of collective 

security ia the world. 

Mr. Vice-Chairman, Sir, I would like also to emphasize the 

importance of cultural diplomacy. Sir, I think, I have enough time. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI SURESH PACHOURI): There is one 

more speaker from your party. 

DR. L.M. SINGHVI: That is settled between us. I think, it is important 

for us to attach the highest importance to the cultural diplomacy. A very 

distinguished writer recently wrote that India was not only a nation State, but it 

was a civilisation State, and I think, it is important for us to remember that we 

draw strength in our foreign policy from the civilisational sense. There are 

many admirers of India. There are many people who greatly rever India for the 

contribution that it has made. I think, it is important for us to advance the 

whole cause of cultural diplomacy, where under the leadership of our 

distinguished Minister, some very important steps have been taken. I think, 

more needs to be done. More money needs to be provided for the Indian 

Council of World Affairs. ! have been saying this year in and year out that the 

Indian Council of World Affairs and the Indian Council of Cultural Relations are 

two institutions now, which can, perhaps, further the cause of Indian 

diplomacy, in a way, in which the Government would find its efforts greatly 

supplemented and reinforced. I 
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think, it is also important that we consider the whole question of the diaspora 

relations. I was privileged to work in the cause of understanding the whole 

issue of the Indian diaspora, which is large, and we have made a report, which 

we have submitted to the distinguished Minister. We would very much like him 

to say as to what kind of a time-frame he has in mind to implement some of the 

recommendations we have made. I must pay my tribute to the Prime Minister 

and to our distinguished Minister for External Affairs, for having taken a historic 

and momentous initiative in the matter of Nations with the diaspora, in the 

matter of framing a policy for the Indian diaspora. Now, that the Government 

has had the report for almost six months, the people and the Parliament and 

the diaspora itself expects that quick decisions would be taken. There are 20 

million people in the Indian diaspora. There is a great multiplicity and variety. 

There is a rich, social, ethnic, religious and cultural capacity of India, 

represented in the Indian diaspora. There is also a new strength, economic, 

cultural and political, that we find in the Indian diaspora. It is time that we 

harnessed it in the cause of India's foreign policy and India's economic 

development as well as transfer of technology from abroad. 

Mr. Vice-Chairman, Sir, there are many issues which relate to the Indian 

diaspora, and many recommendations which we have made in this 900 page 

report. The world has witnessed different diasporas, and the world can now see 

that countries like Israel, Poland, Lebanon, Italy, Philippines, Japan, Korea, 

China and Ireland, attach a great deal of importance to the role that the 

relationship with the diasporas can be made fruitful. It is important, Sir, that we 

are able to harness this remarkable resource. At one time, the NRIs were called 

the "not required Indians", or by such other names, abroad. I think, the NRIs 

are really a national resource of India and that national resource of India should 

be utilised in a full measure, both in the implementation of the three interim 

Reports which the high-level Committee which I was privileged to chair, had 

made, and the substantive recommendations which reach out into almost every 

area of human endeavour. Both the distinguished Prime Minister and the 

Minister of External Affairs have taken a very keen interest, a consistent interest, 

in the diaspora. This is an area in which there is a great deal of agreement. We 

had in our Committee a former Minister in the Congress Government. The 

whole point is that we approached this matter across party lines, and we have 

tried to suggest a framework of policy which will stand the country in good 

stead.   They are the people who went in the 19
th

 Century, and a great. 

214 



[7 May, 2002] RAJYA SABHA 

deal of industrial intelligence which they put has transformed the economies of 
the countries to which they went. There was a poet, a diaspora poet, who 

said, "They did not find gold under every stone they turned, but every stone 

they turned became gold because they were able to contribute to the 

economies of those countries in a remarkable way." I think that is the strength 

of India. This is the strength of the civilisation of India, and this strength should 

be harnessed in the course of future. With a very warm accolade to the 

Minister for both making the foreign policy and conducting the foreign policy in 

a remarkable way, I conclude my observations with my thanks to you, Mr. 

Vice-Chairman. 

SHRI PRANAB MUKHERJEE (West Bengal): Mr. Vice-Chairman, Sir, 

I thank you for giving me this opportunity to participate in the discussion on 

the functioning of the Ministry of External Affairs, raised by my colleague, Shri 

Natwar Singh. 

Sir, as it has been correctly pointed out by Mr. Natwar Singh, and 

also by Dr. L.M. Singhvi, there is a broad consensus on our foreign policy and 

it is rooted in our oldest civilisation. It has drawn inspiration from our freedom 

struggle, as we did never think that our struggle against colonialism was an 

exercise in isolation, but it was part of the overall struggle against colonial 

exploitation. In this context, certain issues emerge when we are discussing 

the functioning of the Ministry of External Affairs during the year 2001 -2002. 

No doubt, this year was a very momentous and also a very critical year, and, in 

that context, we would like to assess to what extent we have achieved our 

objectives. After all, the foreign policy of a country is to protect its national 
interests with the cooperation and support of others, along with our cherished 

objective of maintaining peace all over the world. 

Sir, today, the most critical issue in our Foreign Policy, which has 

been discussed on the floor of the House on earlier occasions, is that we are 

confronted with cross-border terrorism. This cross-border terrorism has 

assumed a new dimension after the attack on the World Trade Centre in the 

United States on 11
th
 September, 2001, the attack on the Assembly building in 

Jammu and Kashmir in India in October, 2001, and the attack on this very 

building on 13
th

 December, 2001. When we had a discussion on this issue on 

the floor of the House, I asked the hon. Minister in charge of External Affairs, 

"Mr. Minister, how do you perceive the US response to international terrorism 

and its action, along with its allies, against the Taliban regime in 
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Afghanistan? How does India's concerns get reflected in that action?'. We 
were told on the floor of the House by the hon. Foreign Minister that the 

Taliban regime in Afghanistan has done nothing but manufactured terrorism". If 

I remember correctly, this is the phrase that he used. Its only job was to 

manufacture terrorism; and if that factory, which manufactures terrorism, is 

being destroyed, surely, our concern is reflected. Almost after six months after 

the destruction of the Taliban regime, I would like to know from the hon 

Minister what is his assessment, whether the destruction of the terrorism-

manufacturing Taliban regime in Afghanistan has eased our battle against 

cross-border terrorism. In the Report itself, in the Chapter on USA and in other 

areas also, a number of times it has been pointed out that India's problem is 
now viewed in a different context, with a better understanding, with a better 

realisation. For example, it has been stated in the Report itself, "The United 

States condemn the attack on the Assembly building in Srinagar on 1
st
 

October, 2001 as a terrorist act with the White House publicly stating that 

President Bush believes that "terrorism must end everywhere and that includes 

Kashmir". Thereafter, this is the observation of the Ministry of Home Affairs in 

the Annual Report, "There was, however, no public linkage drawn in Pakistan 

with regard to these attacks". Mr. Vice-Chairman, this is the catch and this is 

our concern that this public linkage was never there . Therefore, I would like to 

know to what extent it has improved the position in our fight against cross-

border terrorism. So far as the alliance is concerned, so far as the new 

perception of USA and others is concerned, in their fight against global 
terrorism, where do we fit in? No doubt, our relationship with the Western 

powers has improved. I would not like to repeat it. My colleague, Mr. Natwar 

Singh, has very elaborately dealt with the aspect of non-alignment which 

reflects our attitude towards the Non-Alignment Movement. 

At page 2 in the Introductory Chapter of the Annual Report itself, eight 

areas have been identified as the priority areas within which India's foreign 

policy is crafted, but in those eight priority arenas, there is no mention of the 

Non-aligned Movement. There was no wonder when the former junior Minister 

in the Ministry of External Affairs- publicly said that the Non-aligned Movement 

had lost its relevance. This is the real problem. What we believe, WG do not say 

and what we say, we do not believe. Some of us might have been inspired by 

the Durban speech of the Prime Minister. But when we find that there is no 

reflection of that speech in our action and even identifying the eight priority 

areas in the official document published by 
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the Ministry of External Affairs, naturally, we do feel that this is nothing but 

rhetoric. Even going by this statement what we find is this. It has been 

stated, "To work with P-5 countries and other major powers in strengthening 

its security and multi-polarity in the world based on the new architecture of 

dialogue and cooperation." I would like to know about our position on 

Jammu and Kashmir. What advantage have we got in the post-11 

September scenario when we extended all support - I do not want to go 

into the details - all sorts of logistic support to the USA and its allies? After 

that the British Foreign Office said - nobody pointed it out earlier; if the 

newspaper report is incorrect, I would be glad to be corrected by the' 

Minister of External Affairs -- that independent elections in Jammu and 

Kashmir could not take place under the supervision and conduct of the 

Election Commissioner. This is one organisation or institution of which we 

are all proud. Even after the first General Elections, the then Chief Election 

Commissioner, Shri Sukuma was invited by Sudan when the general 

elections took place there. In a developing country, we have been able to 

establish an institution which can conduct free 3nd fair elections. But the 

representative of the British Foreign Office pointed out that free and fair 

elections couldn't take place in Jammu and Kashmir. It was basically a bilateral 

issue which has been converted into an international issue. Is it our gain? Is it 

an outcome of our deeper cooperation and better understanding with the USA? 

I am not going into the debata whether we did the correct thing or incorrect 

thing by going in for the Pokhran-ll explosions. We had a debate on it and we 

agreed to disagree. Shri Natwar Singh has made some suggestions. I am really 

at a loss to understand in regard to one area. Is it not a fact that prior to the 

Pokhran-ll explosions, in May 1998, there was no Pressler Amendment against 

India; although everybody was aware of the fact that India was almost at a 

screwdriver distance to manufacture nuclear bombs. Still, there was no 

Pressler Amendment. Against the U.S.A., the Pressler Amendment was there. 

The U.S. President refused to certify to the Senate - he said that he was not in 

a position to certify to the Senate -- that Pakistan did not possess nuclear 

weapons clandestinely. But that was not the case with India. India was not 

brought under [his. There was no need for amending the Pressler Amendment 

through another, amendment, by the Brown Amendment, to facilitate supply of 

sophisticated weapons to Pakistan. These questions still remain. What did we 

gain? Surely, it is not a weapon to win war. Surely, by having five or six 

explosions, we cannot compete with the United States of America which has 

conducted more than thousand tests or with the erstwhile U.S.S.R., 
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now, Russia, which has conducted 750 tests, or with France with 250 tests or 

with China and the U.K., with 70 tests each. But, apart from that, the fact 

remains, as you are talking of parity in nuclear weapons, we have been brought 

on par with Pakistan in regard to our approach to the whole issue of nuclear 

disarmament. And, Kashmir, today, is really internationalised. That' is why, 

repeatedly, whoever comes, even after September 11, even after our going all 

out to provide logistic support to the U.S.A. and its allies, they advise us, "This 

issue has to be resolved. You talk to Pakistan and try to resolve the issue." 

Nobody shares our perception that the root-cause lies in Pakistan continuously 

aiding and abetting the terrorists. Certain organisations have been declared 

terrorist outfits and, perhaps, it would be better for our foreign policy 

formulators and articulators that whatever we may try to do, Pakistan would 

continue to be a front-ranking State in the overall strategy of the U.S.A. so far 

as South-Asia is concerned, so far as this part is concerned. Despite the fact 

that Pakistan had failed to meet the demands of the U.S., in regard to Osama 

bin Laden or in regard to supporting and harbouring the terrorist organisations, 

Pakistan will continue to be the most important contracting State in their 

overall strategy in regard to this region. Therefore, from our point of view, we 

have to see whether it is better for us or not; I leave it to the Minister because, 

here, umpteen number of times, I have suggested that we should not be 

forced to sit at the negotiating table. But, at the same time, we should not be 

afraid of sitting at the negotiating table and I do always believe that this issue 

has to be resolved at our initiative. I was reading the Kathmandu Declaration 

of the SAARC Summit. You had fixed the deadline of 2002 for South Asia 

becoming a free trade area. In 1995, at the New Delhi Summit, at the initiative 

of President Kumarantunga of Sri Lanka, this Declaration was made. There 

was no need for its reiteration at the Kathmandu Summit. SAARC, without 

Pakistan's cooperation, is almost like saying 'Hamlet, without the Prince of 

Denmark', because these are the two important countries which will have to 

contribute for the success of SAARC. But, unfortunately, it is not having... 

(Time Bell) I am sorry, Mr. Vice-Chairman. In case there are other speakers, I 

will conclude. I will not take more time. I will just conclude by pointing out only 

one aspect which is in regard to our demand for the extradition of Mr. 

Prabhakaran. I know that the Ministry of External Affairs has demanded it. But 

this issue has assumed a new dimension after the recent Press statement of 

Mr. Prabhakaran. I read in the newspapers that the Government of India has 

refused to respond to his suggestion of India playing a mediator's role.   But, in 

this area, I do feel that 
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the Government of India should press hard with the Sri Lankan Government, 

and we should demand his extradition. It is simply not acceptable to us that 

the demand for the extradition of the prime accused of a dear and revered 

leader of this country should be sacrificed for diplomatic niceties. 

The last point on which I would like to make a small observation is 

this. I would like to know from the hon. External Affairs Minister whether there 

has been any substantial improvement in the talks which are continuing in the 

open-ended working group in regard to the expansion of the permanent 

membership of the Security Council. Dr. Singhvi has argued very eloquently. I 

agree with him. But it is not merely a question of argument on the floor of the 

Indian Parliament. The argument has to be extended outside India, and we 

shall have to carry conviction with the other members. There was the 

relevance of the leadership of the Non-aligned Movement because a big 

chunk of countries' support could have helped us. It Is some sort of a mirage 

after which we are running. Anyway, there is no need of having any argument 

over the spilt milk. But I would like to know from the hon. Minister of External 

Affairs as to what has been the progress or whether there is any chance of 

having any conclusion within a definite time-frame.  Thank you, Mr. Vice-

Chairman, for giving me this opportunity. 

��
%� ���� 
�ह-3�� ( �-@��� *�)�� ) : T����$ 4�	
�`�B �ह�$�, ��$�< ������ 
��  ���1��E �� ��V ह� , ���ह� ह� �� ��$�< ���
 �� ह� �� -�S
 ह� 	�
� ह� (� ��	� 
� $�< 
�� ���
 4	��  '�
��� ����7 	� A�) �ह\ *-%� 4	�� A�
�� �ह.	� ह�
� ह� 3 '� �� 
$;���� �� ह� A��� $�< �� ��	 2� �� $�U�� ��ह
� ह� , ह���� $�< ��  ��6/�� ��� :�� ह� , 4� 
���7 �� ह� ��	 
�ह ह��	� ���� ��ह
� ह�,��	 ��.
� �� ���� ह� A��� $�< �� ��
� �� 
	�.��P� �� ��$�� ���� ��ह
� ह�,�� #@�7 �� ��
�� )ह�� 	�*T ह���� $�< �� '
���� ���
 
	� ह� , 4
�� ह� )ह�� 	�*�T $�< �� ��$�< ���
 	� 
� ह�3 

 4�	
�`�B �ह�$�, '� ��  	�� �� �� 0���
 ��  A��� '��� ����	
 ह� �;��  ह� 3 
"� '��� ������
� '��� ह� ��	�� *ह;
 )ह�� 	�*�T ��	� 
� $�< .�
��
� (� 	�#
;
� 	� 
ह�
� ह� (� �	�� $�	�� '��� '!,� '��� ह�  ��  �� '� ��  ��@����E ��  $r� �� �� 
	�k
� ह�� �� *ह;
 h��$� �हi���E1 ह� )�� ह� 3 4�	
�`�B �ह�$�, �ह 
� 	�D ह� ��  '� 
ह���� ��6/ ��  	��B �� �;�r�
��� ह�, �� ह�  �;�r�
��� �����< ह���� $�< �� ��$�< ���
 ��  	�*�T 
�� 
� ह� 3 4�	
�`�B  �ह�$�, �ह ��$ �$���� �� �2�
 �ह\ ह� �� ��	 	�� �� S �� 
��
�� 
��
� ��0� ��  ��
{i� �� “���)” 	���� �� )^� ह;' ,�,4	 	�� $;���� ��  *ह;
 	��� $�<7 �� 
��<�M�� �-@���  $�<7 ��  AU*��7 �� �ह #�
�_�� ह��� �)� ,� �� ?ह$;	
�� �� "� 4a ?ह$� 
��6/��$� ��0� ,$�BE��,� ��0� �� <�	� ह� )�� ह� 3 
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4�	
�`�B �ह�$�, ह���� 	���� ��  	�, �� �� ��<�ME ��I� �� �ह� ,� , �� 	�k
� ह�� 
�� 4��� �ह�� *ह;
 U�� �� �U�� �� �2�
 �ह\ ह� 3 $�BE��,  	� :�� 
�i��1 ह� , 4a 
��6/��$	� :�� 
�i��1 ह� , �	�� 
� �� 	�k
� ह�� , U�� �� �U�� �� �2�
 �ह\ ह� 3 ह�� *ह;
 
$�� 
� ���� �� �2�
 �ह\ ह� 3 '� ह� ��  AU*�� �� '��� $�U� ह�)� �� ��	 
�ह b��	 ��, 

ह�� ह� ��  ��6/��
 ��  �;��� �� �* "� 4a ��6/वा$�, घ�� $�BE��,� �� ��� �	� 4^��� <;2 
���� 
� ���� b��	 �� ��
� ��  ��� UI� ह� )"� 4	�� �ह� �� �ह\, ह�� ह� ���
 �� ���� ��
 
�� ����� ह�, ह�� b��	 �� *���� ह� (� b��	 �� ��
� �� A��� ��
�� �� 	*�
 �$�� 3 �;��� �� 
�<B� �� 83 D�	$� �
 ���� 3�	���"  4�	
�`�B �ह�$�, ह���� �ह�� ���) 	���� ��  '�� 
�� �� '<���"� f�O �� �� �ह� ,\ �� �	��  :�� #�
D�� ह� 	�
� ह�, ह���� $�< �� '�
��� 
���
 ��, ह���� $�< �� ��$�< ���
 ��, �����< ���) 	���� ��  �� ��� �Ms ��  <�	� ��, $;
V�� 
	� �� 
��� '<���"� 	ह� 	��*
 ह;  3 ����E; ��.D�0 	� <;2 �� )  ह���� �	 B�� �� ������ 
A.�7 �� $rI, �D� ����)� �;z (� A* );���
 ,  �� 
��� ���7 �� "� ह� 	�� ह� (� �ह 
	�� ह� T�1 ��  'T�� �� ह���� 	��� ��, ह���� ��6/ �� �;����E ���� 3 4�	
�`�B �ह�$�, 
�ह 	� ह� �� ��V A)� $�-
�� �ह��� �ह�� ह;  ह�
� 
� ��V �� 	�$
1 �; H $�	�� ह;' ह�
� 3 
4	 	�� �� �{6^
��� �; H $�	�� ,� (� 
* ह���� ��V ��  �� �S �� 11 �	>*� ह;' ह�
�,A����� 
�� AD)�� �;z ह;' ह�
�,��*� �� ह;" 
�	�� �:	���$ ����T� 	>���� �� 
��
 	���� �� 
<�1��� 
����� ह;  ह�
�,$�ह 	>���� ह;' ह�
� (� 
��
 �� 	�#
;
� �� 
�� �� �U �� 
A����� ��  	�, ���� )�� 	���� 	;�B� 	ह��) 	�kr
� ह�
� (� �	��  A���� 
� �  	��� 
ह�
� ����� 4�	
�`�B �ह�$�, '� �* ह� �ह ��V �� �ह� ह�, 
* 	�$
1 *$� )�� ह� 3 '� 
��@� ��  	�$
1 ह� U;$ *� )" ह� (� �	��" ��$�< ���
 �� ��V ��
� ह;" ���� ��V �� #���
 
?*$; A)� );���
 *� ��
� ह� 
� �	�� ��	� �� ��  '@��1 �ह\ ह��� ���ह" :�7�� );���
 A* 
�	D1  ह���� '�
��� ����� �ह\ �ह )�� ह� 3 �ह 	���� 
�� ह� #�
��$ (� _�T �� ��
�� ह� 
��0� :�7 � ���, ����� '� ���� $;���� �� '�U� );���
 �� )N� ह;  ह� 3 ��-@�
 
r� �� �ह 
"� *$�� ह;  ��@� ���-.,�
 ह� (� �* ह� ��@� a�� �� ��V ��
� ह� 
� '� �� 	� A��B� �� 
	�
� ह� �� ��@� ��  ��	� 
� ���� �� 	��
� ��  .���{ 
 ����, ���$� �����7 �� 
�� �� �U �� 
�	����
 ��  ह�7 �� A)� �ह\ �� 4%��घ� ���� ��
� ह� 
� ��@� �� ���� 4	 �� �ह\ ����)\3 
�� 	�k
� ह�� �� e	� 	���� घ�घ��  *������� ह� 3 �	��  A���� 4�	
�`�B ��, A* 
� �ह 
��� ह� )�� ह� �� �ह�� �ह\ ������ A�T���7 �� 4%��घ� ह�
� ह;" $�U
� ह�, ��
�� �� 
4%��घ�ह�
� ह;" $�U
� ह�, �ह�� ह� $�U
� ह� �� ��$�<� 
��
� #i�B 
r� �� ह.
B�� ��
� ह;  
�$U�  �I
� ह� 3 �	 ह��
 �� );���
 �� ��H�� $� �ह��7 	� 	���� z��� #�����
 ��	�ह�� �� 
�� 
���� �� �ह� ह�, 4	��  #�
 ��@� 	�;$�� A��� 'U� ���$ ��)�, e	� A��B� ह�� �ह\ ���� 
���ह" 3 ����� 
��
 	���� �� �	��  #�
 :�� ����� ह� , �* A����� �� $�BE "�<�� �� 
�����0 �	1� �_.0��� ���� );���
 �� घ0�� �� �0��E� ��
� ह�" �ह
� ह� �� �ह *I� ह� 

���� ह� , 
* ह���� 	���� �;� �ह
� ह�3 �* �*�0< ह�  ���<� �� ����� -.,
 A��� 
���V�� �� �ह ��0 
��� 
� �ह� �� );���
 �� �� �� �ह� ह�, �ह "� ���1 �-%�
 ��	� 
	�;$�� ��<�M �� 	D�  ��  4z�@� 	� #���
, ��h� 	���� z��� 	�!,
 ?ह	� ह� 3 4	 	�� 
� 
ह���� 	���� �;� �ह� (� �ह ����01 
��
 ��  
��� AU*��7 �� H�� 3  
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	���� ��  �; H �ह\ �ह�, ����� �* ह���� ����)�
 ��� �D���� ��  ��$�< ����, 
���� f�-O)
 2� �� 
� 
��
 ��  ��� �ह�  ह�, 4�ह��� ��� 	� *�
  �ह� �� *��� ���� ���� �� 
�ह ह���� '
���� ����� ह�, '� �	 ��M� �� ह.
B�� �
 ���" 3 4�	
�`�B ��, '�  4	 
*��� �� *��)� $��U" ,  they are projecting themselves in the highly politically 

charged internal and political debate in the country and are creating an 
impression of playing a partisan role 4�	
�`�B ��, �	 ��0��� ��� �� '�  )r� 
���)�3 �;k� �)
� ह� �� ह���� ��$�< ������ ��� )�� �ह\ 
� �� �� 
� .���� 	�:�;���.0 �� 
4��T 	� ��
��M
  �� �$�� ह�
� 3 4�	
�`�B �ह�$��, ��$�<	 ������ ��  �	 
7���� 	� ह�� 
:�� ���� ? :�� �	 	� );���
 ��  ����� 	� ह� �� ��@� 	�;$�� �� `��� ह0� �$�� ? $�	�� �$� 
-.�0����� ��  ��$�< ���� ह���� #T�� ���� 	� ���� (� 4�ह7�� �ह� �� );���
 �� �� �; H ह� 
�ह� ह� ,4	 	� �� *ह;
 'ह
 ह� (� �	 ��  *�$ �����, ��1��, हq��� 	
� �� );���
 ��  ����� 
�� )ह�� ?�
� #�0 ��  �������� ������ �� P� 	� 
� *�ह$ �I� 
�M� �� #�
��$ ���� )�� 
(� 4�ह��� �	 �� 
;��� �:	���$ (� ������$ 	� ��,����� 
* 
� ह���� 	���� �� �; H 
�ह\ �ह� (� �� 	�k
� ह�� �� �	 �� �	 	���� �� ��  $�M �ह\  ह�3 A	� �� ��.�.). 	���� 
�� 	�घ ������ ��� �ह� ह� (� 4	 	�घ ������ �� );���
 	� �� �ह� ?ह	� ��  #�
 :�� ����� 
ह�, �ह 	* ���
� ह� 3 4� �� �ह�� ह� �� <��$ �ह 	��#$���
� �� A��
� 	��T�� ����� �ह� 
ह� , D���� 	q%��<� ����� �ह� ह�3  

 

4�	
�`�B ��, 
��
 	���� �� ��$�< ���
, �	 	���� �� A�� 
��� ���
�7 �� 

�ह ह� घ�घ�� $�BE��,� , ��6/ �ह
 ����T� (� 	���h���$��.
 ���
 ह� 3 )�	��  �� �� �ह� 
,�, 	��, �� �ह\ $�M )�	��  3 A������ , �����,�����, ��1�� (� �������� ������ �� 
�0���E�7 	� �	 	���� �� �; H �ह\ ह;', ����� �D���� �� �* ��� 	�  *�
 �ह� 
� ह���� 
	���� �� A��� .���
��� �� `��� '�� 3  

4�	
�`�B ��, �* 	� �ह 	���� *�� ह� , �	 �� ��$�< ���
 �� $;���� �� $�.
 ��, 
$;@�� ह� h��$� *��" ह� 3 �;k� <�:	���� ��$ '
� ह� ���ह��� �ह� ,� ��    Sir, you have 

wrestled well and overthrown more than your enemies. 4�	
�`�B ��, "� 	�� );0����B 
��6/7 �� ��
� ह��� ��  ��
� 
��
 �� $�.
7 �� ��  ��� �ह\ ,� 3 4	 	�� 
��
 4i���I
 
����
� �� <F$ $� �ह� ,�, ��6/ �;�
 '�$���7 �� ��
{i� �� �ह� ,�, ��@� �*��$�� �� 	���
� 
(� ���� ��  �B �� UI� ,� (� A������ $�$��)�� ��  ����T �� UI� ,� 3 �	��" $;���� �� 80 
D�	$� ��
� 
��
 �� P� '<�
�� ���7 	� $�U
� ,� (� 4	� A��� ��� 	�k
� ,� 3 
4�	
�`�B ��, �;k�  �D� )�	�  �� ��$ ' �ह� ह�  ���ह��� �ह� ,�3  

  �� � ��� $;U ह�  $;U���, �
�ह� �����
 ��
� 
���, 
  ��� $;U �)�� 	� �� ��� ����,���� $;U �� ��2 	���� 3 
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4�	
�`�B ��, �	� ��.
� �� ���� ह���� $�< �� $�.
7 ��  $;U �� <���� ह�_ $�.
7 
�� "� ��*� �
�� UI� �� ,�, ����� �	 	���� ��  '�� ��  	�, ह� ���� 5@� �0� ��0 )�� ह� 
3 �	 	���� �� 	�T�-	�T� A������, �l0�� (� 	���h����$�7  �� ����� �� �� ह;�;�� �� ��.
� 
A��� ���� ह� 3 �ह�� 
� �� ����E; *� �� ��.D�0 �� ��  
� 	�T�-	�T� ह���� #T�� ���� �� 

i����� A������ ��6/��
 �� �� ��U� (� �ह� �� �ह ��.D�0 ह� �� ��� �� �u� ��� 
�U�� ���� (� 4	 ���� �� �� H��� 4	 	�� �* ह� ��� ��  	�, ह���� 	�*�T 	;T� �ह� ,�, 
4	 ���� �� �� H���  �� ह���� 4� 	;T�
� ह;" 	�*�T7 �� "� �*$1.
 'घ�
 �)��� (� 4	 �� 
�� ���� H��� '� 
� ��� ��  	�, ह���� 	�*�T7 �� ह� 3 �	��" �� �ह�� ��ह��)\  �� A* �ह 
4��
 	�� ' )�� ह� �� ह� �	 	* �� ^�� 	� ��%���� ��� �� ह���� �	 A��������.
 
���
 	� ह�� :�� ���� ह� ? A��������.
� �� �� ��.
� ह� �� A-x
��� ����, 4	 ��  ��
� ह� 
�� :�� U���, :�� ���� (� U�	 
r� �� 11 �	
>*� �� घ0�� ��  *�$ �* A������ �� '
����$ 
��  �U��D �;z �� घ�ME� �� 3  

 

 
��
 	���� �� :�� ����� ,�? 4	 	�� A����� A��� AD)���.
�� �;z �� 
��
 
��  	�,1� �� ��  '�@��
� �ह\ 	�k
� ,�, A��� ��@� �E���
 �� �ह �	� 	ह� �ह\ 	�k
� 
,� (� �ह �.����� ��6/� �� A�) �ह\ ���� ��ह
� ,�, ����� 
��
 	���� *�� *�� 
A����� 	� �ह �ह� ,� ��  '� ��	� 
�ह 	� ����.
�� �� '
����$�  ��6/ घ��M
 ��$���" 
3 �ह� �� �ह� ,� �� A) '� ह���� 	���P� �� 	�T� �ह\ 4
�� 	�
� 
� �� 	� �� ह���� T�
� 
	� A��� �����7 ��  T� 
��� �� A�	� $� $���" 3  

 

 4�	
�`�B �ह�$�, 	����  �� ����� �ह� ,� �� ��	� ��  $�	 A��� घ� A��� 
.���� ��  '�� �� #
�B� ��
� ह� (� �* .���� '
� ह� 
� 4	��  ���� �I �� A��� �� T�� T�� 
	�k
� ह�, �ह� 
��
 	��� �� �tH� ,� 3 
��
 	���� �
�� '�; �-f���; � ,� �� ��	� 
�ह 
ह� A����� ��  	�, ह� ��"� 3 �ह '��� ���
 ,� 3 �	��  *�$ ह���� #T�� ����  �� ��?<)0� )" 
(� 4	��  $�	�� ह� �$� ����� �;<�1D $	�ह* ��?<)0� �ह; ���3 �;<�1D 	�ह* �� ���� ��  *�$ 
����.
�� �� �)� 
��� ��*��$��� ह0� �� ) , }�� 	� "� A�* �q�� �� 	ह��
� �� घ�ME� 
ह� ) , �E �� ��ह
 �� घ�ME�  ह� )  3 �����, 
��
 �� :�� ����? A����� ��  ��6/��
 *;< �� 
�@��� �� ����� 4^� ���� 3 #E* ��  �ह �ह�  ,� �@��� ��  ����� �� '��� A�
��6/�� *�� 
�$�� , �ह 	ह� *�
 ह� 3 '� ह� ��  ��� �� �ह ह;' 3 4	 	�� A����� ��6/��
 �� �@��� �� 
����� 4^�
� ह�" �ह� ,� �� 
��
 (� ����.
��, $��7 �� 	�, 	�, *�̂ ��� ��")� (� ��
� 
�� ��� ��`��� �� �U
� ह;" �@��� �� 	�.�� �� 	��T�� ���� ��")�3 �ह ��
� �� ��� �� 
�;��� }��  	� $�U��  �� 
� *ह;
 '�M1�  �)
� ह�, ����� �	 ��
� �� ��� ��  �;��� ��  ��H� 

��
 �� ��^ �� 
7��� ��  ��" U��� 
���� ���� �� �ह� ,�, ��	�� P� ह���� 	���� ���� 

�ह 	� *�U*� �ह� 3  

4�	
�`�B  �ह�$�, �		� 
� �	� 	�$
1 ��, �@��� ��  	�$
1 �� ��6/��
 m:�0� �� 
"� ��;�� H�I� ,� (� �ह �ह �� �@��� (� ��� -A�T�{ 
 �@���, $��7 �� ��
� ��  *�� �� 
������ *N��� ���, �ह ������ ���� 
� *N� (� 4	��  *�$ 

222 



[7 May, 2002] RAJYA SABHA 
 
 
��D���	 ���� ��", ���
 	�aह ���� ��" 3 �	�� :�� ���E�� ह�
� ? 4��� ���$� 	�D ,� 
�� �� ���� �Ms �� �@��� �� .�
�� �@��� ��  ����� �� '�T� 4^�  ��" (� "� e	� �@��� 
�� )^� ���� ��", �� ����� ह�, A����� �� ��
1� ह� 
��� �ह �@��� A����� �� ��@� 
�E���
 �� 4��� ��ह�� *� 	�� 3 A����� �� �ह ���$� '� 
� *$�� �ह\  ह� 3 A����� �
�  
�ह\ ��ह
� �� 
��
 "� ��*�
 (� <-O<���  ��6/ ��  2� �� 4
�� 3 A����� �
� �ह\ ��ह
� 
�� 
��
 	���
� (����� ��  �B �� UI� ह� 3 �	��" �ह '� 
� ह��<� �� 
�ह ����.
�� 
�� A��� ��@�.
 	�,� ���
� ह� 3 AD)���.
�� �;z ��  $r� �� 	��� घ0��"� �	 *�
 �� 
#���E
 ���� ��  ��" ��D� ह� �� 
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THE MINISTER OF STATE FOR PARLIAMENTARY AFFAIRS AND 
THE MINISTER OF STATE IN THE MINISTRY OF RAILWAYS (SHRI 0. 

RAJAGOPAL) : Sir, I would like to inform the hon. Members that we have to 

finish the debate before six o'clock because Rashtrapati's programme is at 

6.30 p.m. ...(Interruptions).,. If you go according to the time available for each 

Party, then, I think, ...(Interruptions)..., 

SHRIMATI SARLA MAHESHWARI : Already the number of speakers 

is very less. ...(Interruptions)... 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI SURESH PACHOURI) : That is why I 

have requested her to wind up. 

��
%� ���� 
�ह-3�� : 4�	
�`�B �ह�$��, �� *�
 �� �ह� ,� �� '�"	"	 
ह��<� 	� A����� ��.
 ���
 �� ��
� �ह� ह� (� �ह A����� ��  	�, 	�घ ������ ��  �;���� 
��@
7 �� ह� ���E�� ह� �� ���	 ��  $<� �� A����� �� �  <�T�
VP� ��  ���" 
��
 �� 
	������ 
��� ��  *��� �� "� ��	�1 ����  3 �	�� "� ��	�1 ��.0�0��0  'D ���	�D� 
����<� ��  
i��T�� �� �0"�0 ���� ������ �� �� ,�, ����� ����01 ��  'T�� �� �ह ��6�M 
������ )�� ,� �� ��$ 
��
 �� ������,�7  	� *���� ह� , 
��
 �� �>�;1��.07 	� *���� ह� 
� 
A����� �� '�"	"	 �� $��� ,���� �I�)� (� 

� 	� '�"	"	 ��  	�, A����� ��  
	�*�T7 �� 	����
 ह� )�� ,� 3  

223 



RAJYA SABHA [7 May, 2002] 

3.00 p.m. 
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THE    VICE-CHAIRMAN     (SHRI    SURESH     PACHOURI):     Please 

conclude now. 
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SHRI T.N. CHATURVEDI (Uttar Pradesh): Thank you, Mr. Vice-

Chairman, Sir. I would like to say, at the very outset, that the Indian foreign 

policy is a positive one. It is a forward-looking one. It takes into account the 

changing circumstances and it believes that there is a need for consensus 

within the country. The foreign policy of India emerged, as has been 

mentioned by Mr. Mukherjee, through the freedom struggle and the number of 

postulates that arose therefrom. There is no question of any deviation. So far 

as this Government is concerned, it has only tried to build on it. It has only 

tried to shift the focus as called for by the circumstances. And that is why there 

is a needless apprehension and fear that there is an attempt to disown the 

legacy of Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru or somebody else. I do not know why my 

friend, Shri Natwar Singh, harbours such illusions? I cannot compete with him 

either in his experience in diplomacy or in his scholarship or the years that he 

has spent in a very useful service, by representing the country. 

Probably, many of the things that he has asked, would be replied to 

by the hon. Foreign Minister, as may be called for. But I was a little bit 

surprised by the barrage of vituperation that he unleashed, always, of course, 

referring to the hon. Foreign Minister. He said that diplomacy is how to do a 

thing, and foreign policy is what ought to be done. I think Shri Natwar Singh is 

not satisfied with being the Chairman of the Foreign Policy Group or Cell of his 

party. He is fumbling. He does not know what is to be done, and how to do it. 

He thinks that one way is, just try to start some kind of a posture of aggression 

that, probably, will demolish the Foreign Minister, the foreign policy of the 

Government, and the Government itself. This is only in continuation of two 

simple things. I don't want to go into them. I just want to point out some 

positive features. The worry is Gujarat. Gujarat is again being brought in. I 

agree with my distinguished friend, Shri Natwar Singh, that so far as the 

foreign policy is concerned, it hinges on the economic strength of country, on 

the social cohesion of the country, and how far we can speak and articulate 

our interests in one voice, 
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because it is the national interest which is supreme. But certain moral 
principles that we have inherited, naturally, take note of that. Also, as Mr. 

Mukherjee has said, it is only the cooperative atmosphere that will enable the 

foreign policy to fructify. But, again, when he started with Gujarat, Goa, 

Ahmedabad, the Prime Minister, I think, the stage was the same. Or, probably, 

he had prepared for the discussion on Gujarat yesterday or the day-before-

yesterday. But his equally distinguished senior colleague, Shri Arjun Singh, 

stole the march that day, and, in any case, he had to make up now. The idea 

was that yesterday's debate and the unanimous voice would put an end to this 

kind of seemingly fractured viewpoint. That is the unanimity of view; so far as 
this country is concerned. As far as this unfortunate matter is concerned, we 

do not want a repetition of this. We want that all those who were guilty of any 

of the wrongdoing should suitably be punished. But, again, that is being 

repeated, and, that too, combined with the RSS. Shrimati Sarla Maheshrawai 

and Shri Natwar Singh brought in the RSS even/time. This is, again, an 

expression of the frustration of the very distinguished lady Member, and our 

friend. The trouble is, she talked of a small pamphlet, which was given to me 

also by Mr. D.R. Goel, who has written a big book. That gave me an idea of 

what the organization was at that point of time. But the point is, the Communist 

Party, in the USSR and in this country, and the RSS, were almost founded at 

the same time. One has disappeared. The remnants remain, probably, they 

will also vanish in a matter of time. Mr. Mukherjee and many others are trying 
to ensure that. But the RSS goes on flourishing, goes on increasing, in its 

strength, diversifying itself, acquiring more and more strength in different areas 

of life! I have never been a member of the RSS. But when I think of it, the kind 

of criticism in season and out of season, that is brought in, only. It means that 

you want to give the dog a bad name and hang it. There have been the same 

kinds of arguments. Sir, I have limited time, otherwise, I would also have 

mentioned many other things in this regard. Probably, I can.do it at some other 

time. Sir, my friend, Shri Natwar Singh, mentioned one thing. He said, 'I am 

criticising the Foreign Minister.' I was a member of the Standing Committee 

during his time. And when Mr. Dinesh Singh was the Foreign Minister, then 

also, I was in the Consultative Committee. At that time, I made a statement 

that the integrity of the Foreign Service, the cohesiveness of the Foreign 
Service, and the status and prestige of the Foreign Service, should be 

maintained. Because, at that point of time, an attempt was made to interfere in 

its working. A large number of articles had appeared and a number of 

misgivings had been expressed.   And, it was I, 
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who pointed out at that stage, that the cohesiveness and status of this Service 

should be preserved. Sir, I had worked at the National Academy. And I would 

not even go by my friend, Dr. Singhvi's assessment on today's young people. 

There may be this change in the prioritisation of the ranking of the Services by 

the young people, probably, very new or, maybe, some viciousness of the 

atmosphere, might have affected that. But, I believe today's young man who 

joins the Service, and I am saying this as one who had worked at the National 

Academy for a period of, at least, four and a half or five years, I have seen, at 

least, four or five batches and when I meet those people even today, I find that 

they are as bright as they were once upon a time. On the other hand, 

probably, they are much more sensitive to the issues today. I would like to 

assure Shri Natwar Singh on this. On the other hand, whenever I had a grouse 

or whenever some matter was pointed out to Mr. Natwar Singh, I found him 

always very protective; and he was very possessive about the Foreign Office. 

It is not that he tries to denigrate the Foreign Office as such because he 

knows that it is the strength of that Institution which enabled him to perform his 

tasks better and better. He has confidence in the Foreign Service and, that is 

why, he has been able to achieve whatever he has achieved. 

Sir, the next point is about non-alignment. My friend Shri Natwar 
Singh and myself were there in a forum on 'The Relevance of Non-alignment 

today.' And, I do agree with his point. But, Sir, this is not a mantra to be 

repeated every morning and evening. It is not a rosary to be repeated every 

time. The point is that he himself suggested certain ingredients; certain new 

elements. So far as the economic areas are concerned, and Shri Pranab 

Mukherjee has pointed that there are many elements. Those points have to be 
taken into account. 

Another point is that he himself quoted some reported statement in 

Mumbai and he says, 'he is not sure of that'. And, also about what the Prime 

Minister, Mr. Vajpayee, said in Durban. He himself realises very well that the 

foreign policies of the Government, the foreign policies of the country, I don't 

think there is any kind of 'schism' or any kind of rift about the perception of a 

statement on an important matter which is made by him or by the Prime 

Minister; and we have to see that there is a complete unanimity on views. The 

only thing is that the style, the way one expresses, may slightly differ, as Mr. 

Natwar Singh's style differs from that of Shri Pranab Mukherjee.    That, of 

course, is a different matter. 
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Sir, a number of points have been mentioned. I cannot go into all 

those things because of lack of time. So far as this Government is concerned, 

the emphasis on the point made by whether Smt. Sarla Maheshwari or Mr. 

Natwar Singh that this Government succumbs to the pressure, and abides by 

the wishes of the United States. 

Inside this House and outside this House, the Prime Minister, the 

Minister of External Affairs, and many other important Members of this 

Government have made it clear that there is no power on earth which can 

really coerce a Government of the country. Today, it is our Government, 

tomorrow, it may be your Government. Ours is the Government of proud 

people, and of the people who have strength and who have resources. That is 

the reason why everybody looks to India and China as two great powers. But it 

does not mean that we should go on harping on this particular point. India has 

never believed in unipolarity. Somebody may be strong today, somebody else 

may be strong at another point of time. After all, this world consists of 
sovereign States and India's strength and resources will always support the 

right cause. So, there is no question of such needless apprehensions. A web 

of illusion is being woven that America is pressurising us, and some reference 

was made even to what the Prime Minister, Shri Vajpayee said. It was not in 

bravado. It was also said that that was a statement of fact. You should realise 

the context in which he made that particular statement. Vajpayeeji is a man of 

few words and mild words. Our Foreign Minister, of course, he talked to me, it 

was also advised by Natwar Singh that he is a man of few words, very few 

words. Sometimes, I feel that he will even dilate a little more on what he said. 

Sir, it was not in the spirit of bravado. Mr. Natwar Singh, that was the 

articulation, that was the expression of the indignation of the people of this 

country. So, that was not any bravado that the Prime Minister made that kind 
of a statement. 

Again, it was said about Palestine. I would like to mention a few things 

about Palestine which I have read. He also quoted something. Mr. Vice-

Chairman, Sir, I happened to be out of this country, but even there, through the 

courtesy of Embassies, I was able to get some extracts of Indian newspapers. 

Full details were given about the way he talked to the Prime Minister of Israel. 

It was also said he got in touch with Mr. Arafat, whom we have always 

respected, whom we hold in great esteem. But, as you know, Sir, the path of a 

conciliator and the path of a bridge builder is. 
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always difficult. At the end of his memoirs, Edward Benson, writes that a 

bridge builder is crushed from both the sides. That is why an effort to bring in 

conciliation, try to smoothen the ruffled feathers, try to bring the warring sides 

together is needed, the hard words are not needed. It is this kind of approach 

which this country and this country's Minister of External Affairs has rightly 

adopted. 

Mr. Vice-Chairman, Sir, Mr. Mukherjee has put a number of 
questions which are very relevant. I have no doubt that the Minister of 

External Affairs will respond to all of them. But saying that there is no policy 

on Pakistan, there is no policy on any aspect of foreign affairs, is not correct. 

(Time bell) Mr. Vice-Chairman, Sir, before I wind up, I would like to mention, in 

a telegraphic manner, or refer to some of the things which my hon. friend, Mr. 

Natwar Singh, said, because there has been a good relationship between 

both of us, as far as the discussion on external affairs goes. Mr. Vice-
Chairman, Sir, today, one of the positive things about India's Foreign Policy is 

that defence and foreign policies are in tandem. That is why we have moved 

forward. We are moving forward in both areas, in building links with different 

countries, with regard to foreign policy matters, but also the positive fall out as 

regards the defence cooperation and so on, whether it is the USSR - 

unfortunately, there is no Soviet Union -- or it is the United States or France. 

So, Sir, that is why, I said that it is for the first time that these things are being 

done in tandem. 

Sir, there is another gain about which I would like to mention. It is not 

a sudden gain, but it is a calculated one, and that is, the economic 

development of the country. You can see the way this cooperation is 

developing; it is not a surrender of economic sovereignty. The people of this 

country will never surrender their economic sovereignty, and no Government 

of this country can dare think of this. But, for publicity purpose, they might say 

so. So, along with the military gains, the defence gains, the foreign policy 

gains, I think, we are also entering in a new era of economic development. 

Sir, without going into more details, I would like to say something 

about the 'Look East Policy'. Sir, the Prime Minister's visit to Japan was 

referred to. His recent visits to South-East Asia - Singapore, Cambodia and 

Malaysia - have also been referred to. Sir, all these visits have been made to 

achieve some gains, which we cannot foresee now.  A lot was said 
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about Afghanistan, but I think we are re-forging our links with that country. We 
are giving all medical and humanitarian aid to Afghanistan, and we are just 

trying to win our old friends once more, and, Sir, very soon, they will be with 

us. 

Sir, recently, Shri Jaswant Singh visited Myanmar. And, very rightly, 

my distinguished colleague, Dr. L.M. Singhvi, started his speech by expressing 

happiness, on behalf of the whole House, on the release of Aung San Suu Kyi, 

whom all of us hold in great respect. She is an uncompromising freedom 

fighter, a person with a personality and the spirit, which will continue to spur 

the generations to come. Sir, he also tried to forge economic links with these 

countries. Now, the so called Shanghai Group wants us to be a member of that 

Group. The Mekong-Ganga project, etc. are also there. Many of these things 
have been said. Sir, we know that only recently, an Indian has been chosen to 

head the UN Commission on Environment. These are the steady, silent and 

sure symptoms of the recognition, of the increasing significance and 

importance of this country, and that is true. It can all be said in an open-ended 

session. Sir, the discussion is always open-ended. Mr. Pranab Mukherjee, who 

himself is a former Foreign Minister, knows very well that the strength of those 

who support India is also increasing. Sir, another gain has been the world-wide 

recognition of the danger of terrorism. This recognition is not only because of 

the 11
th

 September incident. This recognition has been the result of the way 

this matter has been pursued. India pursued this matter consistently, 

persistently, and with cogency and logic. 

Sir, at the end, I will say that I am glad that Mr. Natwar Singh paid a 

tribute to our young Minister of State, at least. In a very friendly manner, he 

might have been harsh with his friend from Rajasthan, the present Foreign 

Minister. You know, Sir, that I served in that State. I know that both of them 

were born in that particular State. So, naturally, there are friendly exchanges. 

But I was happy that he paid a tribute to the young Minister of State. And I 

have no doubt that this was meant in the proper manner, and not just try to fish 

in the troubled waters or create any sort of misunderstanding or something like 

that because I think, that as a diplomat, he has always tried not to create 

misunderstanding, but understanding, so far as this country's people and the 

country's strength are concerned. Thank you very much, Sir. 
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SHRI C. RAMACHANDRAIAH (Andhra Pradesh): Sir, I was rather 

constrained to make a speech at a juncture when our diplomats are trying to 

defend the indefensible. That is what happened in Gujarat. I do not want to go 

into the detail, because Gujarat has been discussed exhaustively by Members 

belonging to all political parties. But, you cannot do damage-containing 

exercise overseas, unless you undertake a sincere damage-limitation exercise 

here in India itself. This is a very important aspect that you have to keep in 

mind. As Mr. A.G. Noorani has correctly said there is nothing wrong with the 

global concern over Gujarat, we had been doing so earlier also. We 

expressed our concerns when things were happening adversely to our 

interests or to our ethnic interests in Sri Lanka, or Palestine, or Pakistan or 

recently in Fiji. Therefore, I do not find anything wrong when foreign countries 

are making comments or expressing their views or apprehensions about the 

developments in our country. I should say that we have over-reacted on it. We 

should not have done so. As a civilised nation, we too have reacted in the 

same manner as the European Union or Britain has reacted. We will have to 

devise ways - what exactly is the substance of criticism, whether it is -genuine 

- to counter it. 

[THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI T.N. CHATURVEDI) in the Chair.] 

The countering has to be done at the national level, not at the 

international level. Only the good governance and a good record in human-

rights will help us.in our case. I would like to say that the diplomatic backfoot 

and angry outbursts by our Foreign Ministry's spokespersons would not help 

us in any way. That will not be the solution. I would come to that subject 

afterwards.   First let me come to Afghanistan. 

Afghanistan was liberated five months back. Now, King Zaheer Shah 

has also returned to Afghanisan and the assembly of tribal leaders --Loya 

Jirga - is about to .take place. Reports are coming that ISI is taking a very 

active role in its constitution. Pakistan is back in Afghanistan, in spite of its 

negative contribution to the liberation of that country. Now, where do we find 

ourselves? When the interim administration of Mr. Karzai was being sworn in, 

you had been invited, whereas Pakistani Foreign Minister virtually had to 

beseech to get an invitation. What is the position today? They have taken-

over the lead. We could not establish our trade contacts and we could not 

take the lead. I apprehend, we have lost a very good opportunity.   Now, 

President Musharraf has made a very important trip to 
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Kabul, in spite of his negative contribution in the liberation of that country, I 

have got my own apprehension that the experience in Bangladesh is being 

repeated here. In 1971, we had liberated Bangladesh with a very huge cost to 

the nation. We had paid for years together conthburting to the war expenditure 

and for feeding the millions of refugees who had come to India. What is the 

advantage have we got? We could not establish good relations with 

Bangladesh. I apprehend that that is going to be repeated in Kabul, unless we 

realise our positive role. 

Till today we could not open a mission in Mazar-e-Sharieff. Pakistan 

has opened two missions outside Kabul. I do not know what are the reasons or 

constraining factors which the Government of India is facing in strengthening 

our bonds with Kabul. It is not only sad, but a sickening experience. 

In this connection, I would like to say that the Government does not 

realise that relations are not built on the nostalgia. It is a globalised world. We 

should not have dogmatism in our approach. We should keep our national 

interests in view, whatever the policies we adopt. 

The hon. Member has been talking of non-aligned policy. I do not 
know to what extent non-alignment is relevant today. We have been claiming it 

as our policy. Non-alignment might have been a relevant factor once upon a 

time, but is it relevant today? 

Can we isolate ourselves from the comity of nations and develop 

ourselves? Can we remain nonaligned? Let us have introspection. I am not 

against the Nonaligned Movement. But, can we do that, with all the limited 

resources, with all the limited opportunities we have got? 

Take the case of Nepal. Nepal is facing the Maoists problem and we 

have got a similar problem in Bihar. Nepal is in our backyard. We have got 

some ethnic links with it. America is paratrooping its forces to train the armed 

forces of Nepal, to combat the Maoists. And we are totally unconcerned with it! 

How do we establish our relations with our neighbours so that we may have a 

good Foreign Policy? As one of our hon. Members has been telling us, it is 

true that the domestic policy has a tremendous impact on the formulation of 

our Foreign Policy. Now, we have made our Foreign Policy in such a way that 

our diplomats are facing a stupendous 
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task. I had been to two countries recently, after the Godhra incident. Our 

failure on the diplomatic front is more pronounced in respect of Pakistan. The 

Government may not agree with this impression. Have you moved after the 

Agra Summit? We have not moved, not even an inch, whereas Musharraf has 

used every inch of space that is available for him. He had been charged as 

the Villain of Kargil. Now, he is considered as the Kargil Hero in Pakistan. He 

has gained legitimacy with the recent referendum also.     

One more aspect was pointed out. It was with regard to the 
appointment of a super envoy to Washington. What made you do this 

appointment? I have seen creating extra-constitutional authorities in persons, 

right from 1947. And we are equally responsible for it. But I have not seen 
extra-constitutional organisations that we are creating in this country. How will 

the VHP or any other similar organisation interfere with the administration, 

with the formulation of policies of the Government? How will the Prime 

Minister have interactions in his official residence with those organisations? 

What is the validity or legitimacy of those organisations? What is the message 

you are sending? I am asking..(Interruptions)... but not to please you. I am 

asking that because we are more concerned with the nation. Out of anguish, 

we are talking about it. What is the treatment we have got? The US has 

refused to grant the diplomatic status to that gentleman. It has refused to 

recognise him unless he discards the Green Card, which he has chosen to 

retain. What is this? 

With regard to the policy of our relations with America, we have been 

claiming that we have become very close to America. As Mr. Natwar Singh 

was saying, the situation warrants that. The circumstances are destined in 

such a way that they have to maintain good relations with us. It is not an 

achievement on the part of the Government of India. Whatever good 

relationship that is there is because of that reason, not because of our efforts. 

Even then, what happens? I read yesterday in the newspapers. Pakistan's 

total debt is 43 per cent of its GDP. In spite of that, the IMF is coming forward, 

the World Bank is coming forward, to finance that country! At whose instance? 

At the instance of America. And what is our relationship, except to purchase 

some outdated arms from that country? Do we feel that that itself is an 

achievement of our Foreign Policy? Sir, I think we should have some 

introspection. We can say that they are trying to  help  Pakistan  to  identify  

Osama-bin-Laden.     We  can  advance  that 
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argument. That may be true. I cannot deny that. But, we have to explain to the 

nation why the US is leaning towards Musharraf, despite all his deficiencies. 

Even the European Union is yearning to deal with Pakistan. They have treated 

us as a pariah. 

Sir, we are not only discussing the foreign policy, but also the 

functioning of the entire Ministry of External Affairs. I am sorry to say that in 

the recent months, our diplomats have been indulging in washing their dirty 

linen in public. I read an incident, where two top officers of a Mission in Turkey 

indulged in a public spat, and the Mission in the Gulf country is raising an 

accusing finger at the South Block for patronising a school, run on profit basis, 

which they should not have permitted. In spite of the suggestion that has been 

made against it, the South Block has permitted a school to be run on profit 

basis. I do not want to disclose the names of such officers. I have got the 

names. They are being rewarded with the plum posts. The postings are not to 

be given on merit basis. So, I request the Minister for External Affairs to attend 

to the human resource first. Mr. Natwar Singh was telling that we are proud of 
our diplomats. We continue to be proud of them. It is our endeavour to 

maintain that quality. 

Now, I refer to certain observations that have been made by the 

Department-related Standing Committee on External Affairs. It has specifically 

been pointed out that huge wasteful expenditure is being incurred. This is the 

recent report which I have studied. It was submitted on 23
rd

 April. The funniest 

thing is that every department will try to spend more than what it has been 

allocated. But this is a particular Ministry where there is a huge unspent 

balance. Either I should infer that incorrect Budget estimates have been 

prepared or the money has not been spent on the projects for which the 

money has been allocated; or the money has not been spent on the Mission 

for which the amount has been allocated, and the target has not been 

achieved. I will give an example. I will read out from the report of the 

Committee. "During 1999-2000, the Budget estimate was Rs. 2,209.47 crores; 

the revised estimate was Rs. 2,249.43 crores and the actual expenditure was 

Rs. 2,133.16 crores. The same feat was repeated during the fiscal year 2000-

01 also. Under-utilisation of fund is a recurring feature in the Ministry of 

Foreign Affairs since 1996-97. Sir, this is the perpetual feature. Since we are 

facing the resource crunch, we can congratulate the Ministry of External 

Affairs for saving a certain amount of money so that the same can be spend 

on some other projects. With regard 
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to the question of rent also, the Parliamentary Committee has specifically 

mentioned that 6.5 per cent of the Budget of the entire Ministry is being spent 

on rent, and we can go in for permanent buildings. Our Missions have taken 

1,944 buildings on rent, and more buildings are under acquisition. We could 

not construct buildings in foreign countries. I came to know that Brazil gifted 

us a piece of land in 1967. Though a period of 37 years has elapsed, we are 
yet to put a brick on it. I do not know the reason. 

I would like to refer to another shocking aspect. Way back in 1970, 

the Government mooted a proposal for a new diplomatic enclave in Delhi. 

More than three dozen foreign missions want a piece of land to construct their 

own offices, which we are unable to provide, and their requests have 

remained as PUCs. I can only advise the Minister to act with speed, because 

this is the age of internet. With regard to dual citizenship, we have been 

hearing about the restructuring of PIO (Persons of Indian Origin), the card-

scheme, for a while, but nothing tangible has happened. Most of our 

embassies do not have a database. Recently, I had been to a particular 

country-l do not want to name the country. They are not able to provide even 

the basic information! I wanted to know what is the power position there, not 

political power, but the energy position. What is the requirement? What is the 
power generation made in the country? What are the potentialities to develop 

power?  That also they are unable to provide! 

Sir, I will conclude by making two more suggestions. With regard to 
passport fee, there has been an abnormal increase. The people are willing to 

pay, provided the service is good. You refer it to the police. They have to bribe 

the police to get their recommendation. Even the educational certificates and 

the other certificates that are issued by the Principal of the institution to the 

students who are going abroad for higher study are subjected to scrutiny, 

before a passport is obtained. The newly-married girls who are going abroad 

to join their husbands are facing a lot of difficulties in obtaining their passports. 

Sir, with one more suggestion I want to conclude. We should avoid 

becoming oversensitive to foreign criticisms of our failures. Our over-reaction 

does not behove well for a country like ours. Let us not forget that all the 

critics of India's failure to uphold secularism are not our enemies. They have 

been our good friends since time immemorial, and they are good at   heart.       

We   should   not   allow   the   repetition   of   RABAT,   where 
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Mr. Fakkhruddin Ali Ahmed, the late President of India, led a delegation, and 

the doors were shut on him. So, let us be very pragmatic. I am not saying this 

in the interest of a particular community. I am saying this in the interest of our 

nation. 

I have heard our Foreign Ministry spokesperson talking about 

Finland. Finland was a very good friend of ours. It was a closest ally. They 

have supported our entry into the Security Council. They have been 

supporting us in the WTO and other international organisations. In fact, they 

have genuinely reacted. That does not mean that we have to over-react and 

make our friends, whoever we have got, our enemies. Already, we do not 

have good relations with our own neighbours; even in Europe and other parts 

of Africa. Let us not strain our relations with them just because of the 

aberrations and the mistakes that we have committed here. Let us try to 

rectify them, rather than accusing others for pointing out our deficiencies. 

DR. M. N. DAS (Orissa): Sir, let me begin by saying Governments 

will come and go, but the country will continue for ever. Every country must 

have two broad policies. One is defined as internal policy" and the other as 

"external policy". I agree with my hon. senior colleague, Natwar Singhji, when 

he talked of our external policy. The foundations of our external policy were 

laid long before Independence. The founding fathers of the Congress had laid 

the foundation of what should be India's foreign policy tomorrow, the day after, 

in the years to come; what should be the foundations? India's policy is based 

on, what is called, international bilateralism, universalism, human brotherhood, 

peace, international harmony and friendship amongst nations. All those 

foundations are there. But my respected senior colleague, Natwar Singhji, 

also said that there should be changes in the policy, according to the 

demands of the time; I agree. Now, the fundamentals remaining the same, we 

may move with the time, as the time demands, with certain changes. That is 

all right. But how do we change? In 1947, when India became independent, 

the whole world knew that India was a poor country. But, at that time, the 

poverty was ascribed to the long British domination for 190 years, the British 

exploitation of the Indian wealth, and the total neglect of India's industrial and 

agricultural potential. But the whole world stood up to respect India as the 

largest democratic nation. The leadership of India held its head so high that 

India's Prime Minister declared, off and on, in the East and in all international 

fora, that India would oppose colonialism, imperialism and racism in any form 

in 
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any country, etc. That policy worked. Automatically, India became the leader 

of the emerging Afro-Asian nations. When the superpowers of that time tried 

to drag India to this side or that side, India stood obstinately, solid, and said, 

"No, we decide our policy according to the merit of each issue. We are not 

going to support you or them". That philosophy became the Non-Alignment 

Movement.    All these things are old stories. 

Now, I am coming to one thing. Today, when the leadership does not 

hold its head high, the dignity, the honour, of our nation is at stake. I will give 

one instance. Just after the occupation of Hyderabad, when India's Prime 

Minister, Jawaharlal Nehru, went to attend the first Commonwealth Conference 

in London, at an official dinner hosted by the then British Prime Minister, 

Winston Churchill, was the guest of honour. Mr. Churchill aggressively and 

audaciously advanced towards Nehru and said, "Mr. Nehru, I have come to 

congratulate you, because you have relieved the Nizam of Hyderabad of his 

burden of administration". But Nehru retorted immediately, smilingly, not 

aggressively, "Mr. Churchill, I congratulate you that you have been relieved of 

the burden of administering the British Indian Empire". A paled Churchill stood 

back in his seat and tended to realise that the British Empire was dead and 

gone and India's Prime Minister was the Prime Minister of the largest 

democracy on earth. Compare that kind of dignity, holding head high, with the 

Prime Minister of the present dispensation, when he is talking to small man 

called Musharraf. Think of Gandhi shaking hand with Mussolini in Mussolini's 

Audience Hall. In front of the fascist grand Council and all the generals, Mr. 

Mussolini said, "Mr. Gandhi, what do you think of my system of fascism?". 

Looking straight at the eyes of Mussolini, who was at a yard's distance, Mr. 

Gandhi said, "Mr. Mussolini, your system of fascism that is born out of 

violence will die in violence". That is the strength of the nation. The leader's 

image speaks of the image of the nation. I will give you a few instances. Let 

us forget Kandahar. It was a human tragedy. Let us think about this incident. 

When the so-called friendly Prime Minister, Begum Sheikh Hasina, allowed 

her soldiers to drag a few Indian soldiers from a border outpost, torture them, 

brutally murder them, butcher them and send their bodies like dead animals, 

hanging on bamboo poles, whether the External Affairs Minister, the 

Government, raised a strong voice of protest, threatening retaliatory action. 

But they did not do it. Why? Grim silence was maintained on the plea that 

Sheikh Hasina was friendly towards India and she had to face an election. 

What was the result?  Sheikh Hasina was defeated because she was 

supposed to be pro- 
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India. Coming to Nepal; the entire royal family was eliminated. The entire 
Nepali nation pointed a finger at a particular direction. Why should the Indian 

Prime Minister come out and give a clean chit that it was a personal matter? 

What would the Nepali people think of us? Why are the Nepali people anti-

India today? Now I come to Afghanistan. Did America seek our help 

immediately after the September 11 incident? They did not. But India 

volunteered immediately, promptly and at once. We said, "We are behind you 

against the Taliban." Now I would like to caution the hon. Minister. While 

thinking of Afghanistan policy do not enter into an imbroglio. That will ultimately 

lead to disgrace. I know a little bit of the history of Afghanistan. In 1850, when 
the British Empire touched the Hindukush, thereafter, the British policy was 

how to control and dominate Afghanistan and how to keep the puppet 

Government of Afghanistan in their hands. The Britishers apprehend Russian 

invasion towards India. Did they succeed? Of late, could Russia succeed in 

holding Afghanistan? Today, the Americans have come. They did not need our 

support. They required the support of Pakistan and Pakistan alone because 

Pakistan would be a ground of operation against Afghanistan. Let us not 

commit that blunder again. The Britishers could not control them. The 

Russians could not control them. It goes to the credit of the terrain of 

Afghanistan and the character of the people of Afghanistan. They would not 

tolerate any outsider. Even Pakistan's Taliban also collapsed. We have to 

learn lessons in many ways. Lastly, what is going to be our policy towards the 
latest US Missile Defence Project? Are you going to support it? When all the 

major nations of the world have expressed apprehensions, what is our policy 

towards the so-called Bush theory of 'exorcism of evil'? Are we going to 

support the USA against Iraq, Iran and North Korea? When we think of foreign 

policy, let us think cautiously, carefully and judiciously keeping our own 

national interest first and foremost in our mind and also the dignity of the 

nation through the leadership's action. We may have acquired nuclear 

capability, but India has lost today the moral ability to command respect. 

Whatever izzat we had, Gujarat has destroyed that izzat. How can you show 

your face to the outside world? Let us think several times before we take any 

decision on any major issue of foreign policy. 

SHRI P.G. NARAYANAN (Tamil Nadu): Mr. Vice-Chairman, Sir, of 

the Budget Estimates for 2001-02 the total allocation for the Ministry of 

External Affairs, which is budgeted under the Revenue and Capital Head, was 

Rs. 2883.39 crores. The allocation was lowered by Rs. 53.39 crores in the 

Revised Estimates.   Of the Budget Estimates 2002-03 for the proposed 
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allocation is Rs. 3238.34 crores which is an enhancement over the Revised 
Estimates for 2001-02. Sir, the Budget Estimate for Technical and Economic 

Cooperation with other countries has been increased by Rs.125 crores as 

compared to the last financial year. The Revised Estimate for the year 2001-

02 is Rs.240 crores as compared to the current fiscal year's allocation of 

Rs.365.60 crores. Of course, the allocations reflect India's abiding interest in 

providing assistance to developmental projects in friendly countries. I wish to 

submit here that the scheme of providing assistance to developmental 

projects should confine not only to our immediate neighbouring countries, but 

it should also be extended to Africa, Central Asia and other developing 
nations. There is a whopping increase of 60 per cent in the Budget estimates 

for aid to Bangladesh, as compared to the last financial year. It is a welcome 

thing that we are providing aid to Bhutan in respect of three mega projects, 

namely, Tala Hydro Electric Project, Kurichu Hydro Electric Project and 

Dungsum Cement Plant, in addition to the ongoing projects, at the same time, 

we should explore the possibility of cooperation in other fields as well. As 

regards the demand for allocation of Rs. 107.25 crores for aid to Nepal to 

complete the ongoing projects such as the optical fibre link along the East-

West Highway, Mahendrapur-Tanakpur link road, the work should be 

completed on a war footing basis so that we can facilitate larger 

communication between the countries. 

The strategic importance of Indo-Sri Lankan bilateral ties should be 
kept in our mind while deciding the allocation as well as while entering into an 

agreement on new projects so that both the countries can be benefited. In this 

connection, I want to draw the attention of the Government with regard to the 

issue of Kachatheevu. All the political parties from Tamil Nadu, and, 

particularly, the leader of my party, the AIADMK, Dr. Puratchi Thalaivi, has 

been pressing the Centre to take immediate and strong steps to get back 

Kachatheevu from Sri Lanka. The strategic island, Kachatheevu, was handed 

over to Sri Lanka in 1974 through a dubious treaty without consulting the 

people of Tamil Nadu. That is what I can say. Everybody knows, who the 

Chief Minister of Tamil Nadu was, at that time who agreed to this transfer, 
ignoring the interests of the Tamil Nadu fishermen. I don't want to go into the 

details of that. The problems of the coastal fishermen from Tamil Nadu started 

from the day Kachatheevu was handed over to Sri Lanka. The Sri Lankan 

navy, in blatant violation of the Treaty, continues to harass the Indian 

fishermen by confiscating their fishing nets and they arrest the fishermen. This 

has been going on for the last 30 years.   Several Indian fishermen are even 

now languishing in the Sri Lankan 
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jails. I want the Minister, when he replies, to give the list of the Indian 
fishermen who are now being kept in the Sri Lankan jails and also mention the 

steps taken by the Indian Embassy in Colombo to release them. I am sorry to 

say that the Indian Embassy in Colombo is not taking adequate steps in this 

matter. So, as a first step, the Indian Embassy should take up this matter with 

the Sri Lankan Naval authorities and ask them to stop the harassment of the 

Indian fishermen forthwith. Sir, we have enough evidence; we have historical 

records in our possession to show that Kachatheevu was a part of the 

Ramanathapuram Samsthanam. In spite of all this evidence, the Government 

of India thought it fit to hand over this strategically placed island to Sri Lanka. 
After having committed such a Himalayan blunder, the Government of India is 

duty-bound to, at least, safeguard the interests of the Indian fishermen. 

Sir, I want to say something about the LTTE. We are not against the 

Sri Lankan Tamils. We are happy that the peace process has finally started, 

after thirty years of bloodletting in Sri Lanka. Sri Lanka could have become a 

prosperous State like Singapore, but it got bogged down by its ethnic problem. 

The peace process has started now. We do feel that the Sri Lankan Tamils 

should get all the legitimate rights that they deserve. So, we are for the welfare 

of the Tamils in Sri Lanka. At the same time, we are opposing the LTTE 

leader, Mr. Prabhakaran, because of his nefarious designs and activities. Our 

leader, Dr. Puratchi Thalaivi, took a lot of steps to convince the Central 

Government to ban the LTTE in India. The LTTE is now a banned organisation 

in India. New Delhi has rightly chosen to avoid getting involved in the 

proposed, dialogue between the Sri Lankan Government and the LTTE. But, at 

the same time, India should move in the right direction to secure the 

extradition of Mr. Prabhakaran for his role in masterminding the assassination 

of our late Prime Minister, Shri Rajiv Gandhi. Sir, we should not forget that an 

organisation like the LTTE is more dangerous and deadlier than the Al-Qaeda, 

and its leader, Mr. Prabhakaran, more dangerous than Mr. Osama Bin Laden. 

The assassination of Shri Rajiv Gandhi was done while he was in the middle of 

the campaigning during the national elections, with malafide intentions to 

undermine the very basis of India's democratic process. We should not forgive 

the LTTE at any cost for this act that was aimed at undermining the electoral 

process in India. This act of the LTTE was more outrageous than the 

December 13 attack on Parliament. 
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4.00 p.m. 

The LTTE receives huge amounts from Tamil communities in various 

countries like Canada, Australia and so on. They use these funds to kill 

thousands of innocent people, including numerous political leaders. My leader, 

Dr. Puratchi Thalaivi, became the Chief Minister in 1991 and took a number of 

steps to destroy the network of the LTTE and to throw the LTTE out of Tamil 

Nadu. So, we should not allow the LTTE to set its foot again on the Indian soil, 

in the interest of the unity and integrity of our country. The request of Mr. 

Anton Balasingham to get medical treatment in India should not be considered 

at any cost. The Tamil Nadu Assembly has now passed a Resolution urging 

the Government of India to send the Indian Army to Sri Lanka, with the 

consent of the Sri Lankan Government, for capturing Mr. Prabhakaran. If the 

Sri Lankan Government is unable to extradite him to India, India should send a 

clear signal to Mr. Prabhakaran and the world community at large that India 

would not hesitate to use all possible means, including the use of its special 

forces; to capture him and bring him to justice in India. Sir, I want to... 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI T.N. CHATURVEDI): I thought you 

were thanking the Chair and winding up. 

SHRI P.G. NARAYANAN: Sir, in order to bring our three sister States 

of the North-eastern region into the mainstream, the Government of India 

should seriously consider opening of passport offices in all the State capitals. 

To start with, the Government should accept the offer and start building the 

passport office at Guwahati, on the land given by the State Government. 

Sir, I want to know the criteria for engaging a lobbying firm, under the 

Advertising and Publicity Head. The Government has engaged a lobbying firm 

to project Pakistan as a sponsor of cross-border terrorism. In this respect, I 

want to know the modus operandi adopted to evaluate the performance of this 

company. The real scene is totally different. Instead of punitive and stern 

action against Pakistan for cross-border terrorist activities, USA is now giving 

huge financial aid to Pakistan. 

The Government of India allocates funds to institutions like the ICCR,  

ICSSR,  ISIL,  ICWA,  etc.  I  want  to  know whether there  is  any 
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mechanism to evaluate and assess the impact of the programmes/projects 

carried out by the respective institutions. If there is no standard mechanism to 

evaluate, then, I strongly feel that there should be one such mechanism so 

that, in future, the respective institutions will learn from the feedback and work 

out the strategy accordingly to make a full impact on the foreign nationals and 

achieve the objectives of the programmes. Thank you, Sir. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI T.N. CHATURVED1): Now, Mr. S. 
Viduthalai Virumbi. You have eight minutes. Finish your speech within that 

time because we have to go for that programme. 

SHRI S. VIDUTHALAI VIRUMBI (Tamil Nadu): Sir, I will try my best. 
Mr. Vice-Chairman, Sir, thank you very much for having given me the 

opportunity to take part in the discussion on the working of the Ministry of 

External Affairs. Sir, some two decades before, the issue before the comity of 

nations was totally different from what we are confronted with today. Sir, about 

three decades before, we were discussing about decolonisation; two decades 

before, we were discussing about disarmament and then about non-alignment. 

Sir, after 1989, after the fall of the Berlin Wall and the collapse of the Soviet 

Union, the world scenario has changed from a bipolar system to a unipolar 

system. This particular change in Europe has affected the entire globe, in the 

political as well as in the economic arena. What is the present situation? Due 

to the time constraint, I would not go into the details. Sir, even though there 
are some good signals, a precarious situation is prevailing in the world. Sir, 

now, in Europe, the rightists have the upper hand in their nation-states. In 

Belgium, Austria, Italy, Denmark, Hungry, Holland, Germany, France and 

Britain, during the last elections, the people with rightist leanings were able to 

catch the eye of the public and they were able to enter the legislatures of 

those nation-states. Whether it is good for Asia and Africa or not, it is an issue 

before us, because Asians and Africans struggled for human rights 

development in 50's and 60's. Now they are able to get some knowledge in 

information technology. They are also able to get some employment 

opportunities in Europe and in the U.S. But, I feel, the recent general elections 

in France as well as the local body elections that took place in Britain are a 

warning bell for the people of developing countries. I feel, that effect for the 
people of developing countries may not be immediately known, but within a 

short period of time, it may have its own effect on them. People, who have 

taken shelter in the U.S. and Europe for the poor dried husk may have to 

come back to countries of their origin, who have gone there to settle down. 
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Also, some internal policies pursued by some sections of the people 

in India would be affecting the employment opportunities in the Gulf countries. 

Therefore, the situation is not so bright as far as the developing countries are 

concerned. But, at the same time, the other side of the coin gives a little hope. 

Sir, the Indo-U.S. relations are taking a positive turn. I quote from The Hindu 

of April 20, "The high-level meeting envisaged in Washington under the aegis 

of defence group represented by the top civilian officials from the Defence 

Ministries of both countries is scheduled from May 20 to 23. The same type of 

military exercise is going to take place between China and the U.S. also. The 

European Union, under the leadership of the Prime Minister of Spain, has 

visited America to bridge the gap between the EU and the U.S." 

I would now come to the subject directly. With regard to the visa, the 
regulations imposed by the U.S., have some conditions. The U.S. Immigration 

and Naturalisation Service, INS, have put some conditions, by which the 

facilities we had previously have been curtailed. Previously, youngsters who 

went on a sports visa could have converted their visas into students' visa 

automatically, has now been curtailed. Previously, there used to be a 60 days' 

visa and that has been curtailed. Even though the Embassy says nothing 

wrong and everything is as it was, we feel that there would be further 

stipulations for the students who want to study in the United States. I hope the 

hon. Minister would explain the new stipulations put under the guise of the 

INS. 

Sir, apart from that, there is a move by Shri Arjun Mahendra, 
Chairman and Director-General, Sri Lanka Board of Investment, to enter into 

an agreement with India, to build a land bridge between Sri Lanka and India. I 

think, the Government of India also has given green signal for this project. 

Here I tell you frankly. There is already a move to build 

Sethusamudram Project. If this Sethusamudram Project is completed, the 

distance of ships' sailing, more or less, would be reduced by 400 kms. There 

are eleven major ports in India, but no port meets the international standards. 

If Sethusamudram Project is completed, automatically, we will have a port of 

international standard. If the land bridge is going to be constructed between 

India and Sri Lanka, I am afraid, the Sethusamudram Project would be 

affected. 
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If it is going to be affected, it means that the employment 
opportunities in Tamil Nadu may be affected; the employment opportunities for 

the Indians may be affected. Ships have to sail. But now what we are doing is 

that only through feed vessels, the cargo is being taken from the Indian ports 

either to Singapore or to Colombo. Colombo is earning more money for that. 

To keep their income on continuous basis, I think, It may be another intriguing 

thing for Sri Lanka, if a land bridge is constructed between India and Sri Lanka. 

If it is going to be constructed without affecting the Sethu samundram Project, 

then it should be pursued further. If it is coming in the way of the Sethu 

samundram Project, then I request the hon. Minister to have a second look on 
the construction of this particular land bridge between Sri Lanka and India. 

Now, I would like to say something about Iraq. I do not want to explain in 

detail. I do not want to go into the internal affairs of other countries, what is 

going on between Palestine and Israel and as far as West Asia is concerned, 

...(Time-bell),. I will take only two more minutes and finish. I do not want to go 

into the details of what is happening between Palestine and Israel. But my 

concern is that because of the developments that are going to take place in 

Iraq or the developments that are going to take place in the West Asia, they 

should not affect the petroleum business that we have with those countries. In 

1973, there was a shock. If peace is disturbed in Iraq or if peace is disturbed in 

West Asia or between Palestine and Israel, it will affect petroleum prices and 

as a result of which our economy will be affected. That is why I do not want to 
go into the political side of this issue. I just want to concentrate only on 

economic issues. That is why the hon. Minister has to see that the petroleum 

prices are kept intact in spite of the new developments that we expect in Iraq 

or in the West Asian countries. Apart from that, I am told that recently America 

has again placed India under Super 301. They have put us in the Watch List 

under Super 301. I do not know whether it is fact. If it is a fact, then I would like 

to know the reaction of the Government on this issue. Sir, we welcome China 

becoming the member of the WTO because it will strengthen the hands of the 

developing countries. Now, I have only a few words about Kachchatheevu 

Islands. When it was annexed by Ceylon in 1974, we had strongly protested 

against it throughout Tamil Nadu cutting across party lines. All parties had 

arranged condemnation meetings. But according to the Indian Constitution, the 
powers are vested with the Government of India. There were two pacts, one 

was at the Government level and the other was at the Secretary level. Now, 

the Secretary level pact has created a lot of problems for fishermen.  I 
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raised this matter with the hon. Prime Minister when he had gone to Ceylon. I 
wanted to know from him whether any sideline talks were held in this regard. 

He agreed that that sideline talks could be held with regard to the prevailing 

plight of fishermen. It is more than two decades that the Tamil fishermen -- I 

would say the Indian fishermen -- are being treated by the Sri Lankan 

authorities as vessels and not as human beings. Therefore, what I say is that 

there should be a permanent solution to this problem because every fortnight 

they catch our fishermen. You talk with them and after that they release these 

fishermen after one month. Their families are not able to know anything about 
them. They do not know whether they have been shot down. Sometimes these 

fishermen are unnecessarily shot at. Actually, they- shoot them dead from 

point blank range. I would also like to tell you that their navy takes away their 

catch. That is how they are treating our Indian fishermen. They have stooped 

so low in this regard. I, therefore, request the hon. Minister to see to it that this 

type of menace is stopped once for all.  With these words, I conclude, Sir.  

Thank you. 

SHRI V. V. RAGHAVAN (Kerala): Sir, since the time at my disposal 
Is very short, I shall confine my speech to a single point, which, I think, is the 

most vital aspect of our foreign policy. The tradition of our foreign policy, 

through all these years, has been anti-imperialist in content. In the thick of the 

Cold War era, we stood with about 150 countries, newly independent 

countries of Asia, Africa and Latin America, to resist the offensive of imperialist 

powers on economics and military advances. My learned friend, Dr. Singhvi, 
has been saying that USA is sitting in the driver's seat, whether we like it or 

not. No, Sir. The phraseology of the USA is not so simple. The USA is, now, 

unleashing an offensive, both economically and militarily. They want to 

dominate the world. President Bush, in his State of Union Address, publicly, 

stated, "We have the right to strike any country in the name of fighting 

terrorism." He has named some countries as 'rogue countries.' He named the 

Democratic Republic of Korea, Iran and Iraq. He has stated that Iran, Iraq and 

other countries have an evil axis. What has he not said? These offences are 

going on. Please excuse me when I say frankly that we are drifting from that 

anti-imperialistic edge of our foreign policy, at the cost of our national interest. 

Look at the Gulf countries. Even Saudi Arabia, Kuwait and Bahrain are all very 

much concerned of these offences. American military presence is there all 
along the globe including the sea. Their nuclear warheads are present on our 

own boundaries.    And they are citing some flimsy reasons to land their 
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armed forces. I know the economic policies of the country. This neo liberal 

economism is nothing but neo-colonialism. Dr. Singhvi knows it very well. This 

neo-liberal economic policy is to capture the market and is to exploit the 

erstwhile colonial countries, both economically and militarily, and their 

offensive is going on without any check. We have to check it. .We have to 

mobilise the countries as we did earlier and fight this onslaught. That is our 

main task. We are a billion plus people with great tradition. If we stand up and 

once again enter into the helm of Asian, African and Latin American countries, 

we can check this. We alone can check it. If we are not doing it, they can go 

unquestioned and unchallenged. That is the reality. With regard to our policy 

towards Palestine, I would like to know, have we not drifted from the earlier 

stand, and at what cost? 

Now, the Arab and the Gulf countries are very much pained at our 
stand. Some 3.5 millions Indians are living there. And they remit some $ 2 

billion per year as foreign exchange. The Gulf and the Arab countries were 

friendly with us in spite of our actions and statements. But we are not reacting 

strongly through our actions and statements. The Israelis brutally butchered 

unarmed women, children and civilian people and with tanks demolished the 

buildings. 

Why don't you say a strong word against this heinous crime against 

humanity? We have been standing behind the Palestine people for their 

rightful demand for their motherland. After the Second World War, America 

and Britain brought in Israelis, and they were driven out. Now they are fighting 

for a piece of land of their own motherland. They are being brutally 

suppressed. What a double role America is playing! Israel is doing this with the 

help of America, with the help of American arms. America is behind it. They 

say one thing and do another thing. They encourage sharon.   How long will 

we keep mum, seeing all these atrocities? 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI T. N. CHATURVEDI): Mr. Raghavan, 

you have to wind up now. You have made your point very well. You are 

repeating the same one point. 

SHRI V.V. RAGHAVAN:   I want to stress that point. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI T. N. CHATURVEDI) : We have to 

finish by 5 o' clock because we have to attend that programme. 
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SHRI V.V. RAGHAVAN: Okay, Sir. After making just one more point, 

I will finish. The same thing is happening with regard to Kashmir. Is America 

helping us in solving the Kashmir issue? America is playing with a puppet, 

Pakistan, to grab Kashmir. It is a naked truth. They want an independent 

Kashmir. They want a base in that vulnerable area. That is why they are 

playing a double role. Please raise your voice. If you are drifting towards the 
imperial powers, especially, towards the United States of America, you are 

doing so at the cost of our own interests, both in the Gulf Countries and in 

Kashmir. We remember what happened in 1971 when the U.S. Seventh Fleet 

advanced against us. There is no USSR to help us now. But we can stand 

together and fight this attempt on the part of the United States of America.  

Thank you, Sir. 

DR. L. M. SINGHVI: I had said that the Government of India had 

sought to promote multi-polarity, in spite of the situation that has arisen. 

SHRI V.V. RAGHAVAN:   I agree, Sir.  ...(Interruptions)... 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI T.N. CHATURVEDI): With reference to 

you, Mr. Raghavan only said that the neo-liberalism is neo-colonialism. 

SHRI MANOJ BHATTACHARYA (West Bengal): Sir. at the very 
outset, I would like to say that I am not the person who believes that our 

Government which is pursuing a retrograde domestic policy, and, that too, so 

vigorously can have a well-meaning and a progressive foreign policy. It is not 

possible. It is not true. I agree with Shri K. Natwar Singh when he said the 

same thing. The time at my disposal is quite short. So, I cannot dwell on all 

the countries. There are 194 countries that are members of the United 

Nations. It is not possible to dwell on the relations of India vis-a-vis those 

countries within this short period. So, I will try to confine myself only to certain 

important comments. I have also made this point earlier that on 7
th

 October 

when the United States, in the name of the so-called hunt for Osama Bin 

Laden, attacked Afghanistan, killed hundreds of thousands of innocent, poor, 
Afghan people. The Government of India, without being even asked for, 

extended all-out support to the Government of the United States on combating 

terrorism because they thought - we also felt it - terrorism was to be fought 

globally, notwithstanding the economic policies involved, the economic 

designs involved, the interests of the multinational corporations involved. 
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The Government of India, without being asked for, unnecessarily 

supported the war efforts of the US imperialism. And, I was amused. I must 

thank the hon. External Affairs Minister, Shri Jaswant Singh. When the statues 

of Buddha at Bamiyan were being demolished by the barbaric acts of Taliban, 

while commenting on those, he rightly said, 'Yes, it Is a fact that international 

terrorism is being abated by US imperialism. U.S. imperialism is responsible 

for abating international terrorism.' But when Afghanistan was attacked on the 

plea of finding the hideout of Osama Bin Laden, the Government of India, or, 

the foreign policy led by none other than Shri Jaswant Singh, for whom I have 

got very high esteem, did not hesitate for a moment to render his all out logistic 

support to the war efforts and war designs of the United States of America. 

Sir, the Agra Summit took place on 14
th

 July. Kindly correct me, if I 

am wrong. To my humble understanding, and to my very modest 

understanding, a summit is the ultimate discussion point. After series of 

discussions, a summit takes place. All the nitty-gritty's are decided before the 

summit starts. And, usually, in the Summit, a final decision is taken. But, what 

happened in the Agra Summit? With much fanfare Shri Pervez Musharraf 
came here with a huge team. He was accommodated. The country had to 

spent a few crores of rupees. I don't know how many crores of rupees. And 

nothing came out of it. Nothing cognizable came out of it. Even in the Annual 

Report of the External Affairs Ministry, it has been reported that the Indian side 

worked very hard to bridge the vast differences in our respective approaches 

to bilateral relations and to arrive at a draft joint document that will move our 

bilateral relations forward.' Sir, the vast differences could not be taken care of 

earlier, unless a certain summit was agreed to! I would like to know from the 

hon. External Affairs Minister, Shri Jaswant Singhji, what compelled us to go 

for the Agra Summit unnecessarily. At whose instance we went there? Is it at 

the instance of the American imperialism? Was it at the instance of the 

American Administration that you were forced to go? Sometimes, I feel that we 
were not being forced to go. We have chosen to move like this. It is not under 

pressure that the Indian Government is functioning. The Indian Government is 

functioning out of its own choice. They have gone in for abject surrender to 

American policies. They have gone for abject surrender to the US 

administration; they have gone for the abject surrender to imperialist designs 

of the G-8 countries as required for the victory of this neo-liberal capitalist 

economy. 
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Sir, the Annual Report continues on the Agra Summit. "And, 
eventually, the quest had to be abandoned because of Pakistan's insistence 

on the settlement of the Jammu and Kashmir issue as a pre-condition to 

normalising relations. Pakistan was also unwilling to address our concern of 

cross-border terrorism. Who did not know about that? Even in this House, a 

number of discussions had taken place," and the Government had taken a 

stubborn position that we shall not discuss it, we shall not invite Shri Pervez 

Musharraf, we shall not discuss with Pakistan. Unless they abandon this issue 

of cross-border terrorism; unless they abandon this plea of Jammu and 

Kashmir issue; unless they effect some changes in their approach to the 

Jammu and Kashmir issue, we shall not go for any bilateral discussion." 

A number of times, even the hon. Prime Minister also made some 

points in this regard. But what compelled you- once again, I say, I would like to 

hear from none else than the Minister of External Affairs - to go for the Agra 

summit, and spend the hard-earned money of ours, and, at the same time, 

spoiling our image, internationally. Sir, this question must be addressed by the 

hon. Minister present over here. Sir, I would also like to say that in the Annual 

Report, it has been said that, "the exchanges with Bangladesh continue to 

across a broad front." I am not going to comment about those skirmishes, 

those killings of BSF soldiers. I am not going to comment about those very sad 

things. The Indian Government could not respond, even to a country like 

Bangladesh which is economically worst placed than that of ours. I am not 
going to comment about those, but I would like to draw the attention of the 

hon. Minister that, even for a very simple matter of foreign policy, foreign 

relations failed. I pointed out, I drew the attention of this House on perhaps, if I 

remember correctly, on 23
rd 

April, 2000, to the issue of river pollution. The 

water of the rivers which are flowing from Bangladesh to India, to West Bengal 

like Churni, Jalangi, and all these rivers, is polluted. I had made an appeal that 

the Department of Environment and Forests should take up this matter, that 

they should get in touch with the Department of Foreign Affairs, and these 

things should be" settled with Bangladesh. I received a letter from Shri T.R. 

Baalu. He also pleaded that the Ministry of External Affairs has to look into 

this, but, uptil now, after more than two years, nothing cognizable could take 

place. I would once again request the Minister of External Affairs to kindly look 
into this. The poor people who reside besides the banks of these rivers are 

suffering. They are suffering very badly because of the river pollution, because 

of some factory slags, or affluents which are coming from Bangladesh. 
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Mr. Vice-Chairman, Sir, India and Myanmar imparted enhanced 

substance to bilateral cooperation and those have been exemplified by joint 

ventures in many areas, in mutual development, etc. I don't mind, but, Sir, 

what is the standard? Myanmar is a country which is being ruled by military 

junta that detained Aung San Suu Kyi, who has been released only on 2
nd

 
May, and no voice of democracy was being allowed, or, is being allowed, even 

today. And Myanmar is also a hideout for the militants or terrorists who are 

operating in North-East. My friends from North-East, Shri Apok Jamir, and 

others are sitting there, they will agree with me that these militants or the 

terrorists keep on moving around, but we are pleading that India and Myanmar 

imparted enhanced substance to bilateral cooperation exemplified ...etc. I 

cannot go into details, otherwise I would have gone into details. Sir, I would 

like to draw the attention of this House to a very incriminating document, i.e. 

Gujarat. Everybody has spoken about it. I would not like to repeat the same 

things. I don't like to comment about the very sad incidents that are taking 

place, that are continuing in Gujarat. But, Sir, where I am concerned, where I 

am dismayed, I am worried is that the Indian Embassies, in different countries, 
have issued some such notices which only carried disinformation. I am 

referring to a Report that I am having in my hand, that is, dated 2
nd

 April, 'The 

following document of the Indian Embassy website gives Modi's and VHP's 

version in facts v/s myths format, alledgely signed by Sonia Gandhi, I.K. 

Gujaral, Dr. Manmohan Singh. Harkishan Singh Surjeet, Yerrain Naidu, 

Mulayam Singh Yadav, Mayawati, A.B. Bardhan. Mr. Vice-Chairman, Sir, if 

you go through these papers, you will find that this is a clear acquittal for the 

Gujarat State Government. Nothing wrong has transpired in Gujarat. 

Everything is under control. Everything is being controlled, and the police is 

acting very effectively, impartially. Rather, some thousands of words, 

thousands of sentences have been used to describe the Godhra episode. It is 

very sad episode. So, I must also accept. We have also condemned Godhra 
episode, but, in so far as killings, the perpetual killings, the genocide, the very 

sad carnage in different parts of Gujarat, in Ahmedabad, Mehsana, Vadodara 

and where not is concerned, nothing has been reported there. The Ministry of 

External Affairs must look into this that this sort of disinformation should not go 

internationally..(Interruptions)... Please, Mr. Gautam. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI T. N. CHATURVEDI): Mr. Gautam, 

please, don't interrupt.   He is going to wind up. 
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SHRI MANOJ BHATTACHARYA : Sir, I must say that this will not 
enhance the image of our country because, now-a-days, nothing can be kept 

hidden; everything is open. By satellites, each country knows everything, and 

this sort of disinformation will only tamish the image of our foreign policy. Sir, 

please be careful about this. 

Sir, I am coming back to the main aspect now. Because I do not have 
much time, I am just making some passing references. Sir, my very humble 

question to the hon. Minister is this. All of a sudden, the passport fee has been 

enhanced from Rs. 300 to Rs. 1000. Did you think for a while about the 

common students, the students who are coming from very poor families, 

whose per capita income is very low? The per capita income which is being 

reported to us is also not here. Did you ever think about the labourers, the 
skilled labourers, who want to go abroad to earn their livelihood? In order to 

live, they want to go abroad. How would they give Rs. 1000, and, that too, 

when you are not effecting any infrastructural changes in the passport offices? 

Without effecting any infrastructural changes in the passport offices, all of a 

sudden, you have enhanced the passport fee from Rs. 300 to Rs. 1000. I do 

not know how you would justify this. Sir, it is very unfortunate. I know it for 

certain that this Department is spending very liberally in the different missions 

abroad, on which the CAG has also adversely commented. In the different 

missions abroad, this Department is spending very liberally, and quite 

illogically. This Department is spending on the rent for the passport offices at 

different places; I would name some. In Chandigarh, in Lukhnow, in Calcutta, 

they are paying lakhs of rupees as rent for these passport offices. Though the 
Government has its own plot -- they have acquired the plot - they could not 

construct the buildings; they did not construct the buildings. There is 

misbehaviour in the passport offices. This thing must be looked into. I 

seriously raise my voice of protest and demand that the fee for passport must 

be reduced. The fee of Rs. 1000 is too much for the poor people of this 

country who want to go abroad. In a globalised situation, people ought to go 

abroad. They cannot afford to pay Rs. 1000 for getting a passport. The poor 

people cannot afford it. So, I raise my voice of protest against it. 

Sir, another thing to which I must draw the attention of the hon. 

Minister is this. Of late, internationally, there is a discrimination against the 

Indian citizens. Even it is being reported in the Indian Embassy that the 

foreigners are discriminating against us, by looking at the title of the Indian 
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citizens. If they belong to the minorities, they are being discriminated against 
and they are being humiliated in certain cases, even at the airports. Many 

instances have come out that minorities are being discriminated against, 

minorities are being harassed, minorities are being embarrassed and 

humiliated. So, I would like to draw the attention of the hon. Minister to this 

and request him to kindly look into all these matters, and try to effect some 

changes, because I am not a person who can do so. I cannot effect changes 

in the foreign policy approach of yours. You will be following the same 

retrograde foreign policy, as you are following retrograde domestic policies. I 

cannot effect changes. I can effect the changes somewhere else.  That we are 
working for. 

Sir, I cannot refrain myself from commenting on what hon. Shri T.N. 

Chaturvedi has said. I have very high regard for him. He said, 'Please try to 

consider that you are going to be extinct, and the philosophy of the RSS is 

proliferating." Sir, I would very humbly remind those friends of mine who say 

this kind of things. From 1933 to 1945, Nazism proliferated, and all the 

Germans were for Nazism; the Communism took a back seat, Communists 

were annihilated, Leftists were annihilated, Socialists were annihilated; and in 

a freak of moment, Nazism withered away. Still it is only inviting the wrath, 

despise and the hatred of right-thinking people, civilised people. So, Sir, 
please do not try to derive any satisfaction out of this sort of comparisons. 

With these few words, I conclude. Thank you very much, Sir. 

SHRI SHANKAR ROY CHOWDHURY (West Bengal): Thank you 

very much, Sir. I have experienced Indian diplomacy at the sharp end. In 

1962, the India-China policy sent me as a Captain, with 5 years service, to 

Ladakh. In 1965, the Kashmir question sent me to Chamb Jorian. In 1971, the 

Bangladesh question sent me to Bangladesh. So, Sir, I will raise the prime 

issue of my concern, which is Pakistan. 

Pakistan is India's test case for diplomacy. We have spoken to 

Pakistan. We have tried our diplomacy, but I call into question India's 

capability, today in the 21
st 

century, for conducting, not soft diplomacy, but 

hard-coercive diplomacy. I call into question the national capability of 

conducting coercive diplomacy, which is the rule of the game in many 

situations. Take our own history. In 1971, when we were flooded with refugees 

from Pakisan, diplomacy continued. Madam Indira Gandhi prepared the 

ground diplomatically, but the continuation of diplomacy by other means, 
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if I may say. sent people like me into Bangladesh. I was there as a Major with 

about eleven years service. In 1984, Indo-Sri Lanka policy sent people like me 

and my friends into Sri Lanka with the Indian Peace-Keeping Force. We 

exerted our diplomacy or contiuation of a diplomacy, because the situation in 

the neighbourhood was adverse to our country. We intervened in the 

Maldives. 

Now, I would like to ask the External Affairs establishment or 
component of our country as to what is our capability of continuing diplomacy 

by other means? And Pakistan is a test case. Apart from that, in our 

neighbourhood i.e., in Nepal, there is a tremendous internal disturbance 

generated by Maoist rebels. Bangladesh, under the short dispensation of 

Begum Sheikh Hasina Wajed, had tried to follow a more positive policy 

towards India. But, now, in Bangladesh, we have a Government of the 

Bangladesh National Party, which is almost openly anti-India. We have tried 

all diplomatic means with a country like Bangladesh. Is there some step 

beyond this, which we are prepared to go? My main concern pertains to these 

two countries. There are other concerns also, but keeping our concern with 
Pakistan, we have, somehow, come out definitely the second best. We had 

the Lahore initiative by the Prime Minister. I think it was a good initiative. It did 

not work with a double-dealing nation. We had the Agra initiative, which, I 

think, was a shame, because we invited President Musharraf with full 

diplomatic honours, with almost full national honours, and, he deliberately 

humiliated us in our dialogue. We had no other option, but to accept what he 

said. 

Now, I come to the deployment of forces against Pakistan. My 

objection to this deployment is to the level of rhetoric with which it started off. 

It started off with a very high flow of rhetoric unlike in Bangladesh, when 

Madam Indira Gandhi started off with a low level of rhetoric and built up until 

we took it up to the logical conclusion. Here, we face a reverse situation, in 

which we started off with a high level of rhetoric and we have not yet been 

able to take it to the logical conclusion. What is it that we want from Pakistan? 

We want Pakistan to stop cross-border terrorism. Since dialogue has failed, is 

there any other means which the Indian nation is capable of? 

We all accuse the USA of behaving like the policeman of the world. 

Well, until the 11
th

 September last year, terrorism, for the USA, did not exist. 

When it did happen, it decided, rightly or wrongly, that the Al-Qaeda and 

Osama Bin Laden were to blame; it decided, rightly or wrongly, that he was 
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given safety and sanctuary in Afghanistan by the Taliban; it gave an ultimatum 

to the Taliban who were then the Government of Afghanistan, to hand over 

Osama Bin Laden and the Al-Qaeda to US justice. When the Taliban did not 

accede to their offer, they took diplomacy to its logical conclusion. My main 

question, today, pertains to the capability of my country to take our Foreign 

Policy, when diplomacy had failed, to its logical conclusion which, in this case, 

Is in the matter of Pakistan and cross-border terrorism. 

Secondly, Mr. Vice-Chairman, Sir, we are, today, trying to find our 

feet in a uni-polar world. I am afraid, as an Indian, I feel definitely diminished 

by the spectacle of our External Affairs establishment struggling with other 

nations to obtain the crumbs from the American table. I feel diminished as an 

Indian. I feel that we should be friends with America. Certainly, there is a lot to 

gain because, economically, we have to tie our policies now to America in the 

globalised world--l do not think there is any other alternative to it. But, must we 
make our eagerness and striving so obvious? Can't we be more restrained 

about it? This is a question I would pose, through you, Mr. Vice-Chairman, to 

the External Affairs Minister of our country. 

Then, have we taken due note of the statements of the United 

States? Have we taken note of the statements of the NATO? The NATO, 

today, which is really a forward deployment of American military power in 

Europe, has stated quite clearly that after the disappearance of the Soviet 

Union and the end of the Cold War--the NATO has said-they will intervene in 

out-of-area contingencies. As the first step, German troops have been 

deployed to Afghanistan. This is the first time in the history. There was a huge 

debate on this, whether they should be sent out-of-area on such missions. 

Japan, which is another Western ally, though it is in Asia, has also taken the 

first step by stepping forward and sending its warships, in support role to the 

United States fleet in the Upper Arabian Sea. These are straws in the wind. 

Can a time come-because the world is an uncertain place, the future is 

unseen--at any time, at some time in the future, when the interests of the West 

and our own national interests can come into collision? We hope that they do 

not; we, certainly, hope that they do not.  But, are we at least preparing 

ourselves for it? 

Lastly, Sir, I would like to make a small point, which is partly in the 

realm  of  External  Affairs,  partly,  perhaps,  not.     It  is  the  international 
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comments on Gujarat. Now, foreign nations, foreign countries, foreign media, 
will say what they want about Gujarat. And there is nothing we can do about 

it. There is nothing we can do about it. We may express annoyance, but that 

is really an exercise in frustration. What I am disturbed about, again, as a 

concerned Indian, is the conduct of foreign missions existing in India, 

accredited to this country. 

Is It within their Charter to give their comments to the Indian Media, 
conveying their opinion on the events inside India? And this has happened on 

more than one occasion. I am not referring to a country like Finland. We are 

having friendly relations with all these countries. I am referring specifically to 

the High Commission of a Commonwealth country, which went to Gujarat on 

a legitimate visit, because four of its nationals were reportedly killed or 

missing, and every High Commission is authorised to do so. But, are they 
authorsied to leak the contents of their investigation to the Indian Media? If 

they have done so, is it not a malafide act? If so, what steps the Ministry of 

External Affairs is taking in this regard? With that, Sir, I would just like to say 

that non-alignment may be irrelevant, but that is not really so, because the 

non-alignment must now be construed as self-reliance, as an independent 

policy. But, the national interests of India come above everything. Thank you. 

SHRI M.P. ABDUSSAMAD SAMADANI (Kerala): Thank you, Sir, for 

giving me this opportunity to speak on this subject. Sir, keeping the shortage 

of time in view, I do not want to repeat what has already been said by the 

previous speakers, who spoke before me, on this subject. I think, a time has 

come or that a ground has been prepared to make human interest as the 
basic and the nucleus point of the foreign relations among various countries of 

the world. Sir, everywhere in the world, there is confusion; there is violence. 

That is the present scenario-politically and socially. In such a situation, the 

only glorious trend that we are witnessing, is that there is an awareness, 

throughout the world, that man's rights and human interest are to be given 

primary important for every kind of social behaviour, especially, in the case of 

foreign relations. In such a situation, we are again reminded of that old era of 

colonialism, the Western hegemony. That form of imperialism is once again 

coming back to the forefront. We are seeing such a situation that every nation, 

every big power, is defining certain terms of international importance, 

according to their interest. For example, for the word  "terrorism", everybody 

has got his own interpretation. The 
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United State of America has got its own definition. America has once openly 
said: "Those who are siding with us, are against terrorism. Those who are 

against us, we will consider that they are with the terrorists. This kind of 

irrational, anti-human definitions and interpretations are given for this kind of 

term. I request the hon. Minister for External Affairs that a time has come 

when we must find out some scientific definition for a word like "terrorism", and 

India has to work hard in the international fora for such a consensus. There 

may not be a consensus. But, at atleast, an effort can be made in that respect. 

America had attacked Afghanistan. For what? To fight terrorism. Did they 

achieve their goal? Did they succeed in punishing the real terrorists who were 

responsible for creating the problem? They did not achieve it. Till this day, 
every child knows that America did not achieve anything. Even the so-called 

prey, who was declared by them as a very big terrorist, could not be 

apprehended by them. Some say that he is alive. Some say that he is dead. I 

am not entering into that debate. But, one thing is clear. So many innocent 

men, women and children were killed under the pretext of fighting terrorism. 

We see another tendency. Many versions are coming from the West 

to justify this kind of an attack by the big powers on the Third-World countries 

and comparably smaller countries. For example, the Edington's Theory of 

clash of civilizations. The clash of civilizations was a theory founded by them, 

and it was given much importance by them. They spread that theory like 

anything. The idea again was to bring that Western hegemony. 

If there is a clash of civilizations, as Edington and other western 

thinkers and intellectuals claim, then who will emerge as victorious? Edington 

said, "In the final outcome, the Western culture will survive. The Western 

culture will be succeeding and we will become victorious.' Sir, I would like to 

add one thing. First of all, the clash does not exist. If at all there is a clash of 

civilizations, it should not be there. If there is a clash, it will be harmful for the 

entire humanity. If there is a clash, Asia will be having more richness, 

compared to the West. If there is a civilizationat conflict, and if we compare 

Asia with America and other Western countries, Asia is the cradle of 

civilizations. Most of the religions, the major religions of the world, were 

produced by Asia. Even Christianity which is followed by a majority of people 

in the West is an Asian product. Islam, Buddhism, Hinduism, Sikhism, Jainism, 

they are all born in Asia.   They are not the 
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Western products. Even then, these people said, "There is a dash of 
civilisations!" They write some books and claim, In the final outcome, we will be 

victorious!" It is only for the sake of neo-colonia!ism and imperialism. At one 

time, they speak of a dash of civilisations, and at another time, they speak of 

globalisation! Both cannot go together. Globalisation means, the entire world is 

to be considered as one bloc, at least economically, for its own interests. But, at 

the same time, they speak of this kind of a dash of civilisations. 

Sir, the Palestine issue has already been referred to by many other 
colleagues. It is a sentiment related to our freedom struggle. Hon. Member, 

Shri Natwar Singh, spoke about it. Shri V.V. Raghavan and many other hon. 

Members who spoke before me also referred to It. Sir, a messenger came to 

India. He was sent by Mr. Yassar Arafat as an emissary. He met the hon. 

Prime Minister of our country. Mr. Yassar Arafat had requested for the help 
and cooperation of India for the Palestine cause. What happened? What was 

the outcome of such a meeting? Did anything take place? Had we done 

anything after that? We are happy that on many occasions, the hon. External 

Affairs Minister, in his statements, made it clear that we are with the 

Palestine, and we stand for the Palestine cause. But after having such a 

meeting, at an important juncture, when Palestine was actually in need of our 

help, what happened? Sir, I would like to pose a very simple question: What 

are we going to gain from our relationship with Israel? Our good friends are 

there in the Middle East. The Arabs are there; the Gulf countries are there. 

They are all our good friends, and we are making some kind of relationship 

with Israel. Okay. Fine. That can be justified in a way. Is there any gain 

economically, politically, socially or diplomatically? In what way our 
relationship with Israel is going to help us-this is the pdnt to be considered by 

our leaders in such a situation. 

Sir, I would like to add one more thing. In such a situation we have to 

once again think of the Non-Aligned Movement. A reference was made to the 

Non-Aligned Movement and its ideology. A day will come when there will be 

more than one power. Whenever there is one power and that power starts 

behaving like a policeman in the world, I don't think the posterity is going to 

bear this kind of a terrible atmosphere in the world-politics. Rays of hopes are 

already there. A situation may come when there will be other powers.    It is 

not a problem related with power.  It is a 
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problem concerning different ideas. It is a problem concerning the freedom 
and liberty that every country wants to enjoy. In such a situation, we must work 

hard for the rebirth of the non-aligned ideology. The Non-Aligned Movement 

may not be becoming a reality today or tomorrow, but the ideology will have to 

be there for the welfare of humanity. I think, it is still there. Physically, the body 

of nations may not be found in the arena of international politics, but, Sir, I 

really believe that the ideology is already there. 

I want to mention another thing.    The internal scenario is very much 

related to the external* scenario. Our Government and our Foreign Minister 

had sent many emissaries and delegations abroad to meet the officials of 

various countries, especially, to the Middle-East countries.   It was a very good 

move, and it attained a good success. 

All the political parties in the country stood united against our 

enemies. If we are weakened, if our body politics is weakened, if our secular 

fabric is weakened, it would, naturally, send a different picture to the world 
outside. Nobody can hide this kind of things. In the present age, in the so-

called information technology age, nobody can conceal this kind of things, 

what is happening in the country, what is happening here and there. 

Everything is quite known to the people all over the world. Everything is shown 

through the electronic media. In such a situation, I would like to request the 

Government and the hon. Minister of External Affairs not to adopt a partisan 

role. For example, a reference was made here to the website. The information 

given in the website regarding the incidents in Gujarat, those unfortunate 

incidents, was such. During the discussion on Gujarat also, a reference was 

made to that. The other day a friend of mine told me that when he was going 

through the website of the MEA, he came across many things. I am not going 

into the details. A lot of information was given. But one thing is clear. It is not 
doing justice to what happened in the country. It is not doing justice to the pain 

and anguish of the Indian society. Our External Affairs Ministry is the 

mouthpiece of the entire country, as far as the external world is concerned. It is 

the tongue of all of us. Sir, I would like to request the hon. Minister of External 

Affairs to look into this matter and if there is any such thing, it has to be 

undone. I seek his intervention in this regard because the unity and integrity of 

the country are very important. It is very much linked with our foreign policy. 

The two cannot be separated. 
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Before I conclude, I would like to refer to one thing. Whenever it 
comes to a single-power world and the exploitation of all the nations, every 

nation is against this idea. They are all against this single-power hegemony. 

Some nations have already started speaking out. Some nations are not 

speaking out. India, which has a glorious tradition, a glorious heritage, in its 

fight for freedom, for liberty and against colonialism, has a major role to play at 

this historical juncture. Once again, I request the hon. Minister that we should 

not deviate from our basic policies. As Prof. Das has already mentioned, 

Governments will come and go; but certain policies, which are unique, have to 

be continued as a historical flow. In that context, I, once again, request the 
hon. Minister of External Affairs and the hon. Prime Minister, who is not 

present here, that we should continue our policy with regard to the Palestinian 

struggle. The words of Gandhi that Palestine is for Palestinians should not be 

forgotten by any Indian. When the Parliamentary Delegation went to the 

Middle-East countries, the main question that they had to face was about 

India's policy regarding Palestine. But our delegation was successful in 

convincing the Press and the leaders of those countries that we were with the 

Palestinians and that we supported their cause. Regarding Pakistan's 

propaganda about terrorism, that was going on actively in the Middle-East 

countries, we were able to fight such a kind of propaganda. When our 

problems are increasing, we have to get united, in the interest of the country's 

unity and. integrity, which will contribute to a foreign policy based on human 
interest.  Thank you. 

THE MINISTER OF EXTERNAL AFFAIRS (SHRI JASWANT SINGH): 

Mr. Chairman, Sir, I am very grateful to the hon. Members who have 

participated in this discussion. I am informed by the hon. Minister of 

Parliamentary Affairs that I have about 40 minutes to respond to the points 

that were made by the hon. Members. Thereafter, there is a Parliamentary 

function which the Members are obliged to attend. I am grateful to the hon. 

Members for the views they have expressed. But I must give voice to a certain 

sense of disappointment at the highly personalised manner in which the 

initiator of the discussion, hon. Natwar Singh, chose to make his intervention. 

That, of course, is his choice. He is perfectly free to do so. But, it will 

be difficult for me to respond to it. The substance of his observation was that 

because I did not join the Foreign Service when he joined the Foreign Service, 

therefore, I am not in a position to manage the country's 
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external affairs ably. I do admit that deficiency. I did not have the good fortune 

to be born in the same year when Shri Natwar Singh was born. I was born 

much later. When he chose to go into the Foreign Service, some of us like Shri 

Shankar Roy Chowdhury and myself went to different arenas of soldiering. I do 

not want to become autobiographical here because most of his interventions 

were quite autobiographical. If I continue in the same vein, I would have to say 

that because you were also a very distinguished civil servant and that because 
you joined the civil service when he joined and I did not have the good fortune 

to do so, therefore, I am unable to comment on any issue relating to civic 

functions, then this assembly would be rendered into really a non-assembly. 

We come from diverse fields bringing to this assembly a collectivity of 

experience. Some of us have the good fortune to have very ordered and 

regulated lives. Shri Natwar Singh said, "i spent 49 years in this field." That is 

very good. I am very glad. He has spent all those years writing very erudite 

notes on files while some of us did other things. I chose not to be a pensioner. 

I chose deliberately to resign my commission.   I can very easily say... 

SHRI K. NATWAR SINGH: I also resigned from the Foreign Service.   
I am not a pensioner.   Kindly get your facts right. 

SHRI JASWANT SINGH: My facts are quite right. Sir, the hon. 
Member, Shri Natwar Singh gets so easily irritated and I sat very patiently and 

listened to all his personal jibes. Well, it is a matter of further disappointment 

for him. 

SHRI K. NATWAR SINGH: It is not a matter of disappointment for 

me. I am very sorry. I do not want to interrupt him. I am just correcting him on a 

matter of fact.   Mr. Minister, your facts are wrong. 

SHRI JASWANT SINGH: If you do not wish to interrupt, don't 

interrupt. It is a very simple solution. If you do not wish to interrupt, kindly do 

not interrupt. That is a very simple and instant solution. Be that as it may. It is a 

matter of disappointment. I was looking forward to this discussion. I think there 

are some very fundamental issues that we needed to address ourselves to. I 

shall endeavour to do so. I think one issue that has run as a thread through a 

great deal of the debate is the point that foreign policy necessarily has to 

reflect the internal policy, certainly not a mirror image, but an expression of the 

internal will of the nation. I agree.   I 
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don't think there is any dispute on this point. This is a fundamental issue and 
there is no disagreement on that. I do not wish to cite yesterday's Motion 

which this House had adopted not without debate, not without contentions, not 

as if everyone was speaking with one voice. We did have contentions. 

Nevertheless, after all that, the House did find the need and the right to 

express a collective will. It is in that context that very briefly, without revisiting 

the extremely regrettable development in Gujarat, I wish to state a few 

fundamental positions so far as the Ministry of External Affairs is concerned. 

We are concerned with it; I am ready, as Minister of External Affairs, 
and my officers are ready, to discuss with any country at any time any issue 

that they wish to raise. If they raise it in public, then, the response also will be 

in public. If, however, they conduct a diplomatic discourse with us, and the 
dialogue is diplomatic, then, the expectation is that it shall remain diplomatic. 

And, what is supposed to be a diplomatic dialogue shall not be conducted 

through the media, whether electronic or print media. This is elementary. This 

is not something which I, as the country's External Affairs Minister, am now 

inventing as a new method of conducting diplomacy. This is how international 

diplomacy has conducted itself. 

Sir, some countries were cited by the hon. Members. I discussed 

these issues with them. It was my expectation that they would not refer to the 

discussions that they had with me in the media. When they chose to do so, 

naturally, the Ministry had also to respond. I will not go into the whole issue of 

the European Union. That is all over now. Other than that, there has been no 

difficulty in this regard. We are very clear; if the dialogue is diplomatic, it must 

be conducted diplomatically. There is one other aspect which must be 

understood. I will not accept,-- it did not accept in 1998, I will not accept now if, 

God willing, I continue to have the honour and responsibility of doing this job - 

India will not accept, to be told in prescriptive terms, "Do this, that or the 

other." And, further, I must also make it clear - we did it in 1998, and we 

continue to do so - that India will not be spoken to from any position of 

assumed superiority or greater morality. After that, any country is free to speak 

to us on any issue. If they wish to speak to us freely and openly, we will speak 

to them freely and openly. If it is a diplomatic dialogue, then, we will conduct it 

diplomatically. This is what we have done, and this is what we wish to do.    I 

have, 
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otherwise, no difficulty.   My objections, my Ministry's objections, are based on 

these fundamentals, not on trivial aspects. 

I must continue further. A number of issues came up. Hon. Natwar 

Singhji found that a lot of things were wrong. We will endeavour to correct 

them. I might not agree with what he finds wrong. He was kind enough to 

suggest that some of the things that appear to be happening right are not 

because of anything that the Ministry has done or because of what the 

Government has done, but it is inherent in the circumstances. Well, that is his 

choice. 

Now, when I come to specific issues, firstly, about non-alignment, I 
am disappointed that he has not taken note of the fact that how actively, if 

somewhat behind the scene, -- without wanting to hurt the sensibilities of South 

Africa, because the current Chairmanship is held by South Africa --we had, 

constantly, been encouraging South Africa that what was most urgently 

needed was, actually, the revitalisation of the non-aligned movement. It was 

because of this persuasion that, very recently, a Conference of the Non-

aligned Ministers.was held in South Africa, precisely for this purpose. I am not 

saying that it is a panacea or that it will find us all the answers, whether it is in 

the form of the United Nations or, recently, by South Africa. Earlier, for 

example, when Bangladesh was unable to host the Non-aligned Summit, there 
was a strong move that India should agree to host the next Summit in India. 

I had the honour to represent India. I said, "Yes, I will do so, provided 

any other nation does not feel that we are, in any case, usurping, as of priority 

right, the function of hosting Non-aligned summits", whereupon the friendly 

country of Jordan said, "We would like to host it", and we encouraged South 

Africa to accept it and said, "All right, let Jordan host it". It is a matter of regret 

that Jordan, which was actually supposed to host the Non-aligned summit in 

July, because of circumstances and developments in the region, had to opt out 

of it. India was again in the scene. We again said, "We will be doing it. But we 

do not want to do it if some other country wishes to do it". Now, Malaysia has 

said that they wish to host it. We will stand by these countries. We will fully 

support them; and we will fully support them, as we support Non-alignment. 

We are endeavouring to impart to Non-alignment a contemporary dynamism 

and a contemporary relevance.   That is the need of the hour.   I cannot live in 

yesterday.   It is 
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nobody's suggestion that I live in yesterday. And if I attempted to live in 

yesterday, then I would, in fact, be doing an injustice to a movement that has 

up till now -- and still continues to have - a major presence in the United 

Nations. 

Sir, it was pointed out to me by some other hon. Members, that 

because it was not in the Ministry of External Affairs list of priorities of eight 
items, Non-alignment was no longer a priority for us. It would be an over-

simplification, and it will not be a just way of dealing with what we are doing. 

For example, the hon. Member, Shri Natwar Singhji, did not mention, in his 

priorities, the new issues that confront foreign policy today --whether they be 

of ecology or other issues. Now, terrorism, for example, was" not mentioned 

by him; it was not as if he considered that terrorism was a non-issue. It was 

simply that when he was listing certain items, he did not immediately arrive 

upon terrorism to be listed. Pranabbabu, in fact, said that the core issue of 

today was terrorism. Now, if I were to infer from this that between what 

Pranabbabu says and what hon. Natwar Singhji says, there were such 

fundamental distances on foreign policy, that one called terrorism the core 

issue of international affairs today, and another one said it was a non-issue, I 
would be doing injustice to both of them. I am sure this was not how you 

intended. It is an issue. Non-alignment is an issue. We are addressing it as 

best as we can, without appearing to hurt the sensibilities of the current 

Chairman of the Non-aligned Movement, to keep the Non-aligned Movement 

in the right direction. 

There was also a reference to NATO. I think one of the anachronisms 

of today is, indeed, NATO. When the NATO Strategic Review Meet took place 

in Washington - I think it was at the beginning of 1999 -the opening sentence 

of the NATO was that the nuclear doctrine continued or had its relevance - 

there were words to that effect -- and we had questioned that if the nuclear 

doctrine continued to have relevance for NATO, how did possession of 

nuclear weapons by India not have relevance. Against whom was NATO 

contemplating to use the nuclear weapons? My gallant friend, Shri Shankar 

Roy Chowdhury, spoke about NATO. NATO had propounded the theory of 

Partnership in Peace'. And I recollect going to Uzbekistan and mentioning it to 

my friend in Uzbekistan, "For NATO, you are Partners in Peace'; but 'peace' 

about what?" 

These are the new anachronisms, the new challenges, of today. We 

have the challenges of today. The reality, Mr. Vice-Chairman, is that NATO is 

19 plus one.   Other than being a voting member, Russia is virtually 
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a member of NATO. How do you address that reality? These are the new 

realities. We are mindful of them. And yet, we cannot address these new 

realities in either the idiom of yesterday or in the mindset of yesterday. 

We have to address them as challenges of today. Sir, I am grateful 
that some commendation has been made of the Government's approach to the 

People's Republic of China. I do not wish to quarrel on the point. Everyone 

contributes. It would be difficult for me to subscribe to the theory that in the 
realm of international affairs, one individual contributes or one individual 

incident contributes either to the good or to the bad. Therefore, it is difficult for 

me to agree with what hon. Shri Natwar Singh said, that because of the late 

.Prime Minister Shri Rajiv Gandhi's visit, etc., the entire scene got transformed. 

A number of other things have happened since then. You can discount that we 

have done nothing. Certainly, you are perfectly free to discount; that is what 

the People's Republic of China does now. In addition to what was done by the 

late Rajiv Gandhi, we also did very much. I would like to emphasise what was 

done, for example, in 1993 and 1996. In 1993, in 1996 also there was a 

Congress Government. I don't want to underline this point any further. Sir, that 

also contributed. That was the contribution made by the present Prime 

Minister's early visit which was well before -- it was the 1979 visit. It also 
contributed. You could concede, possibly, that on the question of the Line of 

Actual Control, having discussed it with my distinguished counterpart and 

friend, the Foreign Minister of the People's Republic of China, formally, in 

writing, in 2000, I wrote to him and said, "Let us work on a time-bound 

programme for an exchange of maps on the Line of Actual Control." It took 

some time. Why did it take time? It took time because I urged upon him, as I 

had urged during the recent visit, that both China and India, as two great 

civilisations, as great neighbours, as a collectivity, we represent, Mr. Vice-

Chairman, Sir, almost 40 per cent of the humanity. As China and India 

represent 40 per cent of the humanity, it is incumbent upon India and China 

and the leadership of India and China to rise to the occasion and to address 

themselves to the challenges of tomorrow. It can only be done, if we escape 
the shadows of history and begin to look into the sunlight of tomorrow. I am 

very glad to say that we have moved forward; we have exchanged maps on 

the Line of Actual Control of the agreed scale. We will do so in the western 

sector now. We did it earlier in the middle sector, and we will do the same 

procedure in the western sector. We have, in the middle sector, identified, 

delineated, and defined the areas of differences. We will do so in the western 

sector; we will do so in the eastern sector. I 
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do believe that it is a positive step. Perhaps, to this positive step, the Ministry 

of External Affairs could have contributed something. Certainly, we inherited a 

great deal, but we too have contributed to it. 

On the nuclear question, Sir, I really wish I had the time, because the 
question that hon. Natwar Singh raised was about conferring nuclear parity. 

We have discussed this question in Parliament since 1998 on a number of 

occasions. It would be difficult for me to revisit the entire debate, but should 

you or the House ever wish to discuss the whole issue again, I will be perfectly 

willing to do so. Indeed, I would be benefited, if such a thing is done. But if I 

now undertook to discuss the whole issue and the complexity, it will take time. 

What 1998 did was, actually, to make explicit what was all along implicit. I 

don't want to go into this discussion here, at this moment, because I don't 

have the time. I do wish to take up Palestine, and I wish to take up the United 

States of America. 

On Palestine, the position is very clear. I have found out, because 
hon. Natwar Singhji asked how many statements have been made and said, "I 

have not seen any".It is my disappointment, Sir, that an hon. Member, who 

otherwise keeps himself so abreast of the current developments, lost his 

attention. We failed to find his attention on statements that the Ministry has 

made. In fact, in the last four-six weeks, we have made at least four-five very 

important statements. I will be instructing my officers to let hon. Shri Natwar 

Singhji have copies of those statements, and if he can improve upon on them, 

if there is anything that he feels we should emphasise, I will be very happy to 

do so. 

I am grateful for some hon. Members who referred to the initiative of 

the Government, where we have sent teams of Members of Parliament and 

other prominent citizens to prominent countries belonging to the Organisation 

of Islamic Countries, as also the Gulf, because we needed to be constantly in 

touch with them. We are constantly in touch with them. I can assure you, Sir-

not only because I have personally visited or my distinguished colleague, Omar 

Abdullah, has visited or our officers have visited--the frequency of exchange 

currently is much more than I have. witnessed in the recent past. 

We are also very mindful of the economic dimensions of it. We are 

also mindful of the factor of employment, etc., and we will constantly keep that 

in mind. 
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I am grateful to some suggestions of Dr. L.M. Singhvi, who spoke of 
cultural diplomacy and diaspora relations. On the U.N. Reforms, mentions 

were made by some hon. Members about the deficiencies of external 

publicity. Yes, Sir, if there are any deficiencies in the external publicity 

division, we would certainly address them, whether it is in the website or any 

other aspect of It. 

I might share with the hon. Members that in the management of the 

website of the Ministry of External Affairs, we have hired an outside agency, 

who are considered to be the country's best in the field. It is not as if I don't 

have faith in the ability of the officers of Ministry of External Affairs, but I 

wanted the website of the Ministry of External Affairs to be the best amongst 
the websites of the Government. I am sorry that I say it myself; it is rather 

boastful. But I do think that the MEA has a better website than all other 

websites. Daily, we have a total quantity of hits, which is much larger than any 

other websites; but if we must improve, yes, we will improve. 
Hon. Natwar Singhji said that I am not ready to learn. That is not a fair charge. 
I might be guilty of a lot of other shortcomings, but that I am not ready to learn 
is not a fair observation. I don't suffer from the arrogance of certainties. If I 
don't suffer from the arrogance of certainty, I also don't suffer from-because 
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SHRI K. NATWAR SINGH: I didn't say that you are not ready to 

learn. I said, after 49 years, I was still learning. There is a wide difference. 

Please don't misinterpret it. 
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V ह��,���� ����3 I am but an instrument in the hands of the 
Government. Hon. Natwar Singhji also charged me that I was not sufficiently 
appreciative of the Ministry that I have the honour to deal with. I think, it is not 
correct. I have now to benefit from your company in this House. Recently in 
this House, in the other House and outside, I have so often said that if 
anything has happened correctly in the Ministry of External 
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Affairs, it is the team work of officers and their dedication and their integrity that 
is to be commended. For anything that goes wrong in the Ministry of External 

Affairs, it is only I, and I alone, who is responsible. But this, perhaps, has not 

come to your notice. I did, certainly, in a private assembly where the Ministry's 

officers were present, shared with them what I thought the areas that we 

needed to improve upon. It is a matter of great regret to me that what was to 

be a completely private exercise of searching deficiencies was then shared 

with some people. I am not free to go into all the details of it. You have 

attributed a statement to me, referring to some newspapers, that I said this, 

that or the other. I find it difficult to recollect that statement. However, let us 

proceed, Sir, because time waits for no one. On diaspora relations, this 
Government has done a great deal. A report is there. I wish I were in a position 

just now to announce how many of those recommendations of the committee 

have been implemented. But I can assure hon. Dr. Laxmi Malji that the great 

work that he and his team has put in, is the work that will contribute a great 

deal to a number of steps that have already been announced and will be 

implemented. Oh the question of United Nations reforms, I do beg to assert, 

Sir, that, today, for the permanent membership of the United Nations, the 

support that India has, of which the latest example of Japan's support was 

cited, is more than we have received anywhere. I wish to make it quite clear 

that, in fact, for the first time, we have a categorical statement from Her 

Majesty's Government in the United Kingdom that UK shall not only support 

India's membership but will, in fact, now actively canvass for India's 
membership and will work for it. I do not say that the entire reform of the United 

Nations is imminent or that we are likely to achieve it. It is rather a closed club. 

This closed club confers upon the members certain distinctive powers. It is not 

easy for them to share those powers very readily. But the hon. Members are, 

no doubt, aware that the Millennium Summit, for example, unanimously 

adopted a Resolution for the reform of the United Nations. That Resolution 

carries a certain weight. It will have its effect. Can I give you a time frame in 

which it will have its effect? No, Sir, I cannot give you a time frame. Sir, I do 

wish to make one more point before I come to Afghanistan. Hon. Pranabbabu 

said that about the elections in Jammu and Kashmir, the United Kingdom is 

believed to have said that they cannot take place without outside observers. 

No, Sir, that is not what they say. There is a statement by my good friend, Rt. 
Hon. Jack Straw. He made it in a meeting of the EU Conference I do not have 

the exact phraseology with me.   But it is not the inference, as if there cannot 

be a 
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free and fair election, unless there are outside observers. We reject that 
notion totally. Her Majesty' Government knows it. My friend, Mr. Jack Straw, 

knows it. There is no question of accepting any outside observers. The 

function is entirely in the domain of the Election Commission of India. 

Similarly, whether it was President Clinton or anybody else, the fact remains, 

that Jammu and Kashmir is an issue that has to be resolved bilaterally, 

between India and Pakistan. It has been made abundantly clear, and 

statement after statement has gone in this regard. And I do wish to assure the 

hon. Members that neither there is any change nor can there be any dilution 

of that position. 

Sir, on Afghanistan, an hon. Member said, "It appears that we are 
simply slipping." I do not think so, Sir. I did have the honour of going there for 

installation of the interim Government led. by Mr. Hamid Karzai. We are not 
slipping. We are very much aware of the developments that are taking place in 

Afghanistan. I do not wish to read out the entire list, of how many visitors we 

have had from Afghanistan between November and now. Even today, Sir, I 

have, in India, two Ministers - the Defence Minister and the Civil Aviation 

Minister - from Afghanistan. We have a very active programme of co-operation 

with Afghanistan on a number of issues. This will continue. We do want 

Afghanistan to find an answer; where there is no place either for outside 

forces or for outside troops or for any external elements. Sir, Afghanistan has 

to find an answer to Afghanistan's problems. Foreign countries cannot find it. 

They have sought India's assistance in training their diplomats. Now, they are 

undergoing training in India. I do not want to go into all the details of the 

various assistance that India has already provided and what they have sought. 
We will continue because, in Afghanistan, India has no other interest but the 

welfare of the people of Afghanistan and an independent, self-assertive, a 

non-aligned and a free Afghanistan that would stand proud in the comity of 

Nations. That is what we are working for. 

Sir, on the question of the LTTE, Pranabbabu has asked, and I wish 

to assure him that there is no change in the Government's stand with regard to 

the LTTE. It is a proscribed organisation, and the Government is fully mindful 

of not simply the sensibilities involved in this case, but the fact that we have to 

work in such a fashion that the territorial and Constitutional integrity of Sri 

Lanka is kept inviolate and, simultaneously, the aspirations of the people of Sri 

Lanka must be fulfilled.   We cannot accept any division of 
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Sri Lanka. And we cannot accept any exportation of the problems of Sri Lanka 
on to the Peninsula or to any part of India. So far as the extradition of Mr. 

Prabhakaran is concerned, India has made a formal request for his extradition 

and we have reminded Government of Sri Lanka. This request is still pending. 

That is where the matter is, and there is change in this regard, so far as India 

is concerned. 

On the question of Pakistan, I could very easily spend half-an-hour 
discussing this issue - whether it is Lahore, whether it is Kargil. I shall now not 

refer to it by name. But when hon. Members point out that I am the guilty 

person who went to Kandahar, let me just correct one aspect of It. I did not 

escort anyone. I have explained this clearly a number of times. Please take 

your mind back. This was the Christmas and the New Year of 1999. There 
were already two aeroplanes of Indian Airlines at the Kandahar Airfield. The 

Kandahar Airfield was not, in any case, an international airfield. It was under 

the control of Taliban. There were 166 persons on board, who had been there 

for the last seven days, on that ill-fated 814. We had definite information that if 

steps were not taken, that aircraft will be taken off in the air on 31
st
 December, 

and blown in the air. It was necessary for me to go because we anticipated 

that there will be last minute hitches in the rescue of those 166 passengers. 

There was no way Kandahar could take the fourth aeroplane. I chose to go. I 

volunteered to go. I volunteered to go because I considered it my duty to try 

and rescue those 166 persons. It was a bitter, bitter poison to swallow. But, in 

that aeroplane, I had to take others with me. Yes, if you charge me with that, I 

am guilty. You do reflect on the fact that before that, on the streets of Delhi, in 
front of the Prime Minster's house, in Press conferences, we were witnessing, 

on a daily basis, citizens rolling on streets. I do not agree with that. And, in 

retrospect, could I have done anything differently? I was able to get the 166 

people back. Some day I will be able to say that the complications that arose 

on the tarmac when I had landed made me do like that. In retrospect, if I had 

not gone, I am not sure that those 166 persons could have come back to Delhi 

before 1999 became 2000. However, Sir, that is now behind us. 

On Pakistan, let us be very clear. My gallant friend spoke of coercive 

diplomacy. It is not a subject that I can discuss in Parliament. On Pakistan, the 

issue is very clear. It is not India that has to decide what has to be done, it is 

Pakistan that has to decide what kind of long-term 
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relationship it wants with India. This is the fundamental question. And, in this 
fundamental question, what we require from Pakistan is, what I had said on 

11
th

 June, 1999, in the midst of the Kargil operation, My then counterpart, Shri 

Sartaj Azeez, had flown into Delhi, and I had said, "Reaffirm the inviolability of 

the Line of Control, withdraw your aggression, and abandon cross-border 

terrorism." We had said, "You must abandon cross-border terrorism." What we 

are saying in effect is, "We cannot accept the promotion of terrorism as an 

instrument of State policy." You cannot have a situation in which any country 

can say such a thing-- and Pakistan, in this case, comes to India, and tells 

India that they will continue to employ terrorism as a pre-dialogue negotiating 

tactics. The day or the minute I accept terrorism as a pre-dialogue negotiating 
tactic, there is no way that I will be able to rid my fair land of Jammu & Kashmir 

free of terrorism. 

I had to stand on that. They have to abandon this. If they do so, we 
are ready to discuss any issue with them. We want a peaceful, a prosperous 

and an ease relationship with Pakistan. We wish the people of Pakistan well. I 

have no enmity with the people of Pakistan. I don't wish to comment, Sir, on the 

recent developments. The United States of America has chosen to employ 

Pakistan as an ally. I told them, 'Well, good luck to you; that is your choice.' I 

am not persuaded to follow suit. I am not persuaded because this - let me not 

say it -- is their choice. Have they brought, through this choice, order in 

Afghanistan? I have told them "you have not." East Afghanistan and South 

Afghanistan suffer because of. the deficiencies in the Coalition and the United 

States' approach to the whole question of Afghanistan. We have told them, 

clearly, that this attempt by the international community can simply not afford to 
fail in Afghanistan. It cannot afford to fail because, if it fails, then, the 

consequences will visit upon everybody else. I used to tell them earlier, "you 

live 8,500 miles away, but India lives not even eight-and-a-half minutes away. 

You can go away from here; India cannot go away". We have to find an 

answer. Now, they don't live 8,500 miles away. They are barely eight-and-a-

half minutes away. And, therefore, we have to approach this whole issue and 

this is where I totally agree with Shri Pranab Mukherjee of terrorism, 

collectively. The international community has to address it. If this is done, we 

can engage Pakistan on any terms. Sir, I have to answer just one or two 

administrative questions. One relates to the passports. Let me answer about 

passports and visas..(Interruptions)... 
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SHRI P.G. NARAYANAN: Sir, I raised one point. For the past 30 
years, the Sri Lankan Army has been harassing the Indian fishermen by killing 

and arresting them. Is the Government willing to take up this issue? 

SHRI JASWANT SINGH: Yes, we have taken it up. I followed the 

point. Sir, the issue relates to the movement of fishermen. As hon. Members 

know, we faced this in the context of the Gujarat Coast also. We can do 

industrial fishing. Ours is, essentially, country-fishing, i.e., small fishermen 

moving in country boats. Then, there is the coastal fishing. In the Palk Straits, 

between Sri Lanka and India, it is, essentially, coastal fishing. The problem 

arose because of LTTE's presence. We had made it very clear to Sri Lanka 

that this is not acceptable. We are devising methods on how to sort this out. 

Some steps have been taken, and more need to be taken. I accept it. 

On the passports issue, Sir, before this fee hike, India's passport fee 

was amongst the lowest in South Asia. It was lower than even the fee charged 
by Bangladesh and other countries. Am I entirely satisfied with the passports 

management? No, Sir, I am not. Therefore, we suggested to the States of the 

Union, that the Ministry of External Affairs is ready to have District Magistrates 

issue passports. We are ready to get the District Magistrates trained for this. 

In any case, it is the district police which does the verification. We don't mind 

it. And we will, actually, pay the State Governments a certain sum of money, if 

they were ready to do this. Some States responded to this. We then said, 'we 

will run a training programme for those officers.' Some states responded and 

sent officers for training. I wish to make issue of passports as easy as getting 

a ration card. The Supreme Court has said, 'it is a citizen's right'. I want to 

make the acquisition of this right, subject to the usual scrutinies and checks, 

an easy right. Sir, the fee we have raised, is the minimum that we could have 
done. I am afraid, as we go forward, the hon. Members would recognise it. 

There was something about visas and Sethu Samudram. We will address 

these issues also. Sir, I am very grateful to hon. Members. I have no 

conclusion to offer except to say that, really, Sir, I endeavour, indeed, I am 

bound to address myself, Sir, to the challenges of our times and not the issues 

of yesterday, no, but to the great issue that confront us today, or will confront 

us tomorrow. The debate has enlightened me, it has benefited me. The 

Government will benefit from some very valuable suggestions, and it is to 

these questions that we, in the Ministry of External Affairs, will address 
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ourselves as we go down the year.  Thank you very much. 

SHRI K. NATWAR SINGH: Since the distinguished Minister of 

External Affairs has spent a very large amount of time responding to me, I am 

glad to hear that he has rediscovered non-alignment. I began my statement by 

saying that I have respect for the shrines of the minds of our colleagues of the 

Treasury Benches, and that applies to my friend, also. And, repeatedly, I said; 

I have great respect for you. The Foreign Policy and the diplomacy of India is 

not a personal matter. So, please don't take it personally. These are matters of 

great importance. I did not mean one word through which I wanted to 

personally, in any way, offend you. That is not my nature, and, as a diplomat, 

the only emotion that I am allowed is 'controlled indignation'. 

SHRI PRASANTA CHATTERJEE (West Bengal): Sir, only one 

point.... 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI T.N. CHATURVEDI): Do you want to 

put some question? ...(Interruptions)... Please, be quick. 

SHRI PRASANTA CHATTERJEE: Mr. Vice-Chairman, Sir, I want to 

know from the hon. Minister: Can you guarantee that, in future, the soil of our 

country will not be utilised by another foreign country to attack another 

independent country.  I want an assurance on this point. 

SHRI JASWANT SINGH: In future, it would not be utilised, implies 

that in the past or present, it has been so utilised. That is not so, Sir. That is 

not India's policy. It will not be India's policy. Let us conclude this. I am grateful 

to hon. Natwar Singhji for what he has said. The issue is over. The debate is 

also over. Let, therefore, the issue and the debate, both be concluded on that 

note. Thank you very much. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI T.N. CHATURVEDI): The discussion 

on the working of the Ministry of External Affairs is now over. There is a 

Statement to be made by hon. Shri Jagmohan on National Tourism Policy -

2002. I think, in view of the late hours, and since there is another programme, 

may I request you to lay it on the Table of the House? 
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