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DISCUSSION UNDER RULE 193

FOREIGN POLICY OF THE GOVERNMENT

Title: Discussion regarding foreign policy of the Government.

MADAM CHAIRMAN : Now discussion under Rule 193 about Foreign Policy of the Government. Shri Sudhakar
Reddy.

SHRI SURAVARAM SUDHAKAR REDDY (NALGONDA): Thank you, Chairperson. I would like to draw the attention
of the hon. Foreign Minister and the UPA Government to certain important policies. Since Independence, the
Foreign Policy is an anti-imperialist Foreign Policy; it is an anti-colonialist Foreign Policy. Later on, it has come to be
known as Non-aligned Foreign Policy. This independent Foreign Policy has been appreciated, and there was more
or less a consensus on this throughout the country. It was the policy that was accepted by our people throughout
the country. The then Prime Minister, Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru, was the architect of this Foreign Policy. We had the
historical background of supporting the national liberation movements throughout the world. We supported the
struggle of the people for liberating their countries whether it is Vietnam, Laos, Cambodia, South Africa or Palestine,
or wherever it was necessary. We continued this policy for the last five decades. Unfortunately, during the period of
NDA - though there was no declaration of the change of the Foreign Policy − it was diluted very much. There are
several other reasons also.

The Foreign Policy naturally needs our full political will, and also independent political economic policies. In the
background of the globalisation, in the background of the Liberalisation Privatisation Globalisation (LPG), there
were several pressures on India to change its economic policies, and that has resulted in NDA diluting the Foreign
Policy also. For example, a country like India which always stood with the national liberation movements and the
question of independence of different countries - the Panchsheel, non-interference in the internal affairs of the
other countries - could not come out even with a statement when there was naked aggression by US imperialism on
Afghanistan. We are not, in any way, supporters of Taliban. No tears for the downfall of the Talibans who are
known as murderers of democracy! At the same time, neither US nor any other country has any business to
interfere in the internal affairs of Afghanistan and to say who should rule Afghanistan. It is the Afghan people who
should decide who should rule there.

Then came the attack on Iraq. Iraq was a friend of India. Maybe we had some differences of opinion in the way the
internal policies were being pursued by President Saddam Hussain, but the Saddam Hussain regime was also a
friend of India. Whenever there was trouble for India, Iraq stood with us. But there was an attack of USA, which
declared itself as a world police interfering into the affairs of various other countries declaring some countries as
'rogue countries'. They decided that they will interfere in the internal affairs of several countries. Maybe day before
yesterday, it was Afghanistan, yesterday it was Iraq, tomorrow it may be Iran and day after tomorrow, it may be
India.

Our foreign policy needs that we should stand courageously to express boldly that we do not agree with this type of
attacks. Unfortunately, the then Government had gone to the extent of thinking of sending troops to Iraq. They
agreed to recruit mercenaries in India. It came out openly only when Indians were killed in Iraq. How is it possible
that without the knowledge of the Indian Government mercenaries could be recruited here on Indian soil and Indians
go and fight on behalf of US imperialism in Iraq?

One of the leaders had gone to the extent of saying arrogantly that the Opposition parties in India had given a fatwa
against sending Army to Iraq, as if it was a holy decision that the NDA Government wanted to take but the
Opposition parties were against it and the Indian people were against it. Very proudly they did a proper work.

There were demonstrations throughout the country in which lakhs and lakhs of people participated in solidarity with
Iraq. After the attack on Iraq, almost one lakh people were killed. They were mostly civilians. Unfortunately, we did
not take a stand on this issue. Now, the self-appointed world police wants to continue the same type of foreign
policy, interfering in the internal affairs of various other countries. This should not be accepted. This is the 19th
century policy of the white man's murder that they would decide the fate of the world, they would decide which
country has to go which way.
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Now, the new Government has come. The Congress party which was ruling this country for several decades and
which is responsible for the Non-Aligned Foreign Policy is also wavering in recent times on some very important



issues. There was a lot of discussion in the Press that India might send observers for Iraq polls. Who is organising
these polls? Is it a democracy? Is it a people's participation in the elections in Iraq?

Every day, several suicide bombers and suicide squads are killing several hundreds of people. In these
circumstances, any type of involvement on the part of India by sending observers or officers to conduct elections
would be accepting the US aggression and accepting the so-called democracy that is put on the Iraqi people
without their acceptance. This should not be allowed. I would like to draw the attention of the hon. Minister of
External Affairs to this.

There are several things which the Government of India should clarify. In the recent past, the US President was
arrogant enough to tell the Palestinian people that Chairman Yasser Arafat should be removed from the
Presidentship of Palestine and then only there would be a solution to the Palestinian issue. Now, the great leader
has died but the Israeli attacks at Gaza and other places are still continuing and Palestine is being harassed.

The Palestine Liberation Organisation was always a friend of India. Is it not our responsibility to stand with
Palestine and declare openly that we disapprove the US policy of aggression? Of course, on the platform of the
United Nations and on certain other occasions, we did express very clearly that we would stand with the Palestine
people. But there is a necessity for more clarity and to tell more openly the United States of America that we are not
going to approve this type of support to Israel which is never a friend of India and which is always fighting against
the interests of the Indian people.

Then, the question comes of economic blockade of U.S. on Cuba. We are supporting the Cuban people. As far as
Cuba is concerned, there was clarity. But the trade relations and the political relations are, more or less, nominal
with a country like Cuba. It is necessary that we should come out more openly on this question and extend our total
support to the Cuban people in fighting against this unashamed attack of US imperialism.

Now, the re-election of Mr. George Bush for the second term as the President of the United States of America is not
a very good sign for the democratic countries in the world. Anyway, it is for the people of the United States of
America to decide who will preside over their destiny. But George Bush Junior's foreign policy and the aggressive
nature are a danger to India also and we should be more vigilant on these various policies. If the same type of
policy is going to continue, it will be naturally dangerous to our interests.

After the second re-election, there was an announcement that they are going to increase the strength of the CIA;
the recruitment into the CIA will be doubled in the next few months. CIA is an organisation which is mainly working
to sabotage the interests of the people of the Third World countries. We have to take all precautions because the
United States of America, in the last few decades, never stood at the time of the test with India. It was always
against our interests. They were trying to encircle with military pacts around India, whether it is the Indian Ocean or
Pakistan or some other countries. ...(Interruptions)

SHRI KHARABELA SWAIN (BALASORE): Shri Reddy, Are we talking about the Indian foreign policy or American
foreign policy? ...(Interruptions)

SHRI SURAVARAM SUDHAKAR REDDY : I understand, you get very much hurt when we criticize the United States
of America. I am sorry. ...(Interruptions). We understand your inconvenience. But, I think, the Indian foreign policy
includes the question of the relationship with the United States of America, the question of the defence of India
against the most dangerous aggressive country which has decided to take up as the world police to discipline the
entire world. I hope you will not object on this point.

Then, the most important question comes of relationship with the United States. Recently, the Assistant Secretary
of State visited India.

There were reports in the Press that there was a discussion about the next steps towards the strategic partnership.
This strategic partnership naturally is expected about U.S. missile defence cooperation. The U.S. missile defence
cooperation is a very controversial issue. There is a danger that it will once again bring arms race in the world. It is
intended to establish U.S. global hegemony. I would like to know from the hon. Minister of External Affairs whether
any commitment is made on behalf of the Government of India that we will join this type of defence system or not.
This thing must be clarified by the hon. Minister of External Affairs.

There is a lot of discussion going on about the membership of India in the Security Council. Certainly we deserve
the membership of the Security Council and certainly with a veto right. President Putin's announcement that Russia
will stand with India and support this is definitely a big encouragement for us. But here, I would like to emphasise
that we need the support of various other countries. We can get the support of various other countries not by
bowing before imperialist powers but by standing courageously to carry on the policy of Panchsheel. We should be
accepted as a leader.



Some people, in the last few years, were going on with the campaign that India should become a superpower. India
should become an acceptable leader in the international arena by its dynamic work, by its dynamic leadership in the
international policies; not as a superpower we will get this type of membership.

I congratulate the hon. Prime Minister and the hon. Minister of External Affairs for the initiative taken to break the ice
in Indo-Pak relations. The discussions by the hon. Prime Minister, Dr. Manmohan Singh, with the President of
Pakistan in the USA are definitely an important step. There need not be any pessimism. Five decade-long hatred
should be broken, in spite of Pakistan's attitude towards Kashmir.

There are many other areas where there can be cooperation. There should be better Indo-Chinese relationship. We
have clarity as to who are our friends in the world, who are our enemies, who stood with us in the last six decades
on various issues. Unfortunately, the relations between India and China were very bad after the Chinese attack on
India in 1962. But in the last few years, the relationship improved and this should be improved further. By having
this type of relationship with all the friendly countries, India should play a major role.

Here, in this foreign policy framework, as earlier stated, the independent academic policy plays a very important
role. The policy of globalisation in the last few years is affecting the foreign policy also. According to the U.N.
Development Report, 2004, the world's wealth has been increased in the ten years from 1991 to 2000 by about
two-and-a-half times or 250 per cent.

But according to its own report, 85 per cent of the wealth is concentrated in the top 20 per cent of the population,
and the last 20 per cent of the population is getting only Rs. 1.40 for every Rs. 100 produced throughout the world.
It is also not equally distributed. The wealth is concentrated in the United States of America, European countries, G-
8 countries, etc. Asia, Africa, and Latin America are getting poorer in the period of globalisation. Naturally, in the
coming decades, there will be bigger fights on the economic front as well. We need the support of countries in Asia,
Africa, and Latin America to fight in WTO, United Nations Organisation (UNO), etc. for defending the interest of the
Third world countries.

Panchsheel policy, which was framed five decades back, is still valid. I would like to request the framers of the
foreign policy, and our hon. Foreign Minister to keep up courageously the foreign policy of India. There is no
question of waiver. The issue of waiver will destroy the image of India, and we will become more isolated. We need
a courageous and dynamic foreign policy. Our foreign policy should be based on the Panchsheel policy, and based
on the Nehruvian foreign policy.

I believe, that the UPA Government, which has announced the Common Minimum Programme (CMP), will abide by
its announcement of not allowing unilateralism, and defending a multipolar world. In order to achieve it, we need
more clarity in our foreign policy stand. Thank you very much, Sir. 
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
 

bÉ ì. ãÉF àÉÉ Ò x É É®ÉªÉh É {É Éhb äªÉ (àÉ Ænº ÉÉ è®) bÉ ì. ãÉF àÉÉ Ò x É É®ÉªÉh É {É Éhb äªÉ (àÉ Ænº ÉÉ è®) : ºÉ£ÉÉ{ÉÉÊiÉ àÉcÉänªÉ, càÉ +É{ÉxÉä nä¶É BÉEÉÒ ´ÉènäÉÊ¶ÉBÉE xÉÉÒÉÊiÉ {É® SÉSÉÉÇ BÉE® ®cä cé* càÉÉ®ÉÒ ´ÉènäÉÊ¶ÉBÉE xÉÉÒÉÊiÉ BÉEÉÒ BÉÖEU +ÉÉvÉÉ®£ÉÚiÉ
àÉÉxªÉiÉÉAÆ cé, +ÉÉvÉÉ®£ÉÚiÉ ºÉÆ®SÉxÉÉAÆ cé* £ÉÉ®iÉ ABÉE ºÉà|É£ÉÖiÉÉ ºÉà{ÉxxÉ nä¶É cè* càÉ ´ÉèÉÎ¶´ÉBÉE ºÉÉècÉnÇ SÉÉciÉä cé* càÉ MÉÖ] ÉÊxÉ®{ÉäFÉ cé* ÉẾ É¶´É BÉEä nä¶ÉÉå BÉEÉÒ £ÉÉ®iÉ ºÉä ªÉc +É{ÉäFÉÉ cè ÉÊBÉE
£ÉÉ®iÉ ´ÉèÉÎ¶´ÉBÉE ¶ÉÉÆÉÊiÉ |ÉÉÊµÉEªÉÉ àÉå +ÉMÉÖ́ ÉÉ<Ç BÉE®ä, ´Éc +ÉÉMÉä +ÉÉA +ÉÉè® càÉÉ®É àÉÉMÉÇn¶ÉÇxÉ BÉE®ä* <ºÉ oÉÎ] ºÉä £ÉÉ®iÉ ÉÊBÉEiÉxÉÉ JÉ®É =iÉ®É cè, =ºÉBÉEÉÒ xÉÉÒÉÊiÉªÉÉå BÉEä +ÉÉvÉÉ® ºiÉà£ÉÉå {É®
´Éc ÉÊBÉEiÉxÉÉ +ÉÉMÉä ¤ÉfÃ ®cÉ cè, càÉå <ºÉ {É® ÉẾ ÉSÉÉ® BÉE®xÉä BÉEÉÒ +ÉÉ´É¶ªÉBÉEiÉÉ cè*

ÉÊ{ÉUãÉÉÒ ºÉ®BÉEÉ® BÉEÉÒ ÉẾ Énä¶É xÉÉÒÉÊiÉ +ÉÉè® +ÉÉVÉ BÉEÉÒ ºÉ®BÉEÉ® BÉEÉÒ ÉẾ Énä¶É xÉÉÒÉÊiÉ nÉäxÉÉå BÉEÉä càÉ näJÉå, ªÉtÉÉÊ{É <ºÉ ºÉÆ|ÉMÉ ºÉ®BÉEÉ® xÉä £ÉÉÒ =ºÉÉÒ xÉÉÒÉÊiÉ BÉEÉ +ÉxÉÖºÉ®hÉ BÉE®xÉä BÉEÉÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ
BÉEcÉÒ cè, ÉÊVÉºÉ {É® ÉÊ{ÉUãÉÉÒ ºÉ®BÉEÉ® SÉãÉ ®cÉÒ lÉÉÒ* àÉé <ºÉ ¤ÉÉiÉ BÉEÉ º´ÉÉMÉiÉ BÉE®iÉÉ cÚÆ +ÉÉè® +ÉÉ{ÉBÉEÉä vÉxªÉ´ÉÉn näiÉÉ cÚÆ* ÉẾ Énä¶É xÉÉÒÉÊiÉ BÉEä àÉÉàÉãÉä àÉå BÉEcÉÓ càÉ <vÉ®-=vÉ® xÉcÉÓ cÉäiÉä
cé* ãÉäÉÊBÉExÉ ÉẾ Énä¶É xÉÉÒÉÊiÉ àÉå VÉÉä =iÉÉ®-SÉfÃÉ´É +ÉÉiÉä cé, =xÉBÉEä ¤ÉÉ®ä àÉå ÉÊ¤ÉãBÉÖEãÉ ÉÊxÉ{ÉFÉiÉÉ +ÉÉè® MÉà£ÉÉÒ®iÉÉ ºÉä càÉå ÉËSÉiÉxÉ BÉE®xÉÉ SÉÉÉÊcA +ÉÉè® ÉẾ ÉSÉÉ® BÉE®xÉÉ SÉÉÉÊcA*

càÉ <ºÉ ¤ÉÉiÉ BÉEÉÒ ÉËSÉiÉÉ xÉ BÉE®å ÉÊBÉE nÚºÉ®ä nä¶É càÉÉ®ä ¤ÉÉ®ä àÉå ªÉÉ càÉÉ®ÉÒ ÉẾ Énä¶É xÉÉÒÉÊiÉ BÉEä ¤ÉÉ®ä àÉå BÉDªÉÉ BÉEciÉä cé* ãÉäÉÊBÉExÉ £ÉÉ®iÉ BÉEÉÒ ºÉà|É£ÉÖiÉÉ BÉEÉä JÉiÉ®É iÉÉä xÉcÉÓ cè* £ÉÉ®iÉ ´ÉèÉÎ¶
´ÉBÉE ¶ÉÉÆÉÊiÉ BÉEä ÉÊãÉA VÉÉä BÉEÉªÉÇ BÉE® ®cÉ cè, =ºÉBÉEä àÉÉMÉÇ àÉå BÉEÉä<Ç âóBÉEÉ´É] iÉÉä xÉcÉÓ cè* <ºÉ ¤ÉÉ®ä àÉå càÉ ÉẾ ÉSÉÉ® BÉE®åMÉä iÉÉä càÉå BÉÖEU ÉËSÉiÉxÉ <ºÉ {É® BÉE®xÉÉ {É½äMÉÉ*

àÉé ÉÊxÉ´ÉänxÉ BÉE®xÉÉ SÉÉciÉÉ cÚÆ ÉÊBÉE ´ÉènäÉÊ¶ÉBÉE xÉÉÒÉÊiÉ BÉEÉ FÉäjÉ <iÉxÉÉ BªÉÉ{ÉBÉE cè ÉÊBÉE càÉ +ÉÉÉÊºÉªÉÉxÉ BÉEä ¤ÉÉ®ä àÉå, ºÉÉBÉEÇ BÉEä ¤ÉÉ®ä àÉå SÉSÉÉÇ BÉE®å ªÉÉ ºÉÆªÉÖBÉDiÉ ®É]Å ºÉÆPÉ BÉEä ¤ÉÉ®ä àÉå SÉSÉÉÇ



BÉE®å ªÉÉ SÉÉÒxÉ BÉEä ºÉÆn£ÉÇ àÉå SÉSÉÉÇ BÉE®å ªÉÉ ÉÊ{ÉE® {É½ÉäºÉÉÒ nä¶ÉÉå BÉEä ¤ÉÉ®ä àÉå SÉSÉÉÇ BÉE®å* <ºÉ ºÉàÉªÉ ºÉnxÉ àÉå cÉä ®cÉÒ ´ÉènäÉÊ¶ÉBÉE xÉÉÒÉÊiÉ {É® SÉSÉÉÇ BÉEä ºÉàÉªÉ càÉå BÉÖEU ºÉÉÒÉÊàÉiÉ FÉäjÉÉå iÉBÉE
®cxÉÉ {É½äMÉÉ* =ºÉÉÒ +ÉÉä® àÉé +É{ÉxÉÉÒ SÉSÉÉÇ BÉEÉä ãÉä VÉÉxÉÉ SÉÉciÉÉ cÚÆ*

àÉÉxªÉ´É®, àÉé +ÉàÉ®ÉÒBÉEÉ, ªÉÚ®Éä{ÉÉÒªÉ ºÉÆPÉ ªÉÉ +ÉÉÉÊºÉªÉÉxÉ BÉEä ¤ÉÉ®ä àÉå SÉSÉÉÇ BÉE®xÉä BÉEä ÉÊãÉA ªÉcÉÆ ={ÉÉÎºlÉiÉ xÉcÉÓ cÖ+ÉÉ cÚÆ BÉDªÉÉåÉÊBÉE <xÉ {É® SÉSÉÉÇ BÉE®xÉä BÉEä ÉÊãÉA ¤É½ä ãÉà¤Éä ºÉàÉªÉ BÉEÉÒ +ÉÉ
´É¶ªÉBÉEiÉÉ cÉäMÉÉÒ* càÉÉ®É ºÉÆ¤ÉÆvÉ {É½ÉäºÉÉÒ nä¶ÉÉå BÉEä ºÉÉlÉ VÉèºÉÉ cÉäxÉÉ SÉÉÉÊcA, =ºÉÉÒ iÉBÉE ºÉÉÒÉÊàÉÉÊiÉ ®ciÉä cÖA àÉé +É{ÉxÉÉÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ BÉEcxÉÉ SÉÉcÚÆMÉÉ* {É½ÉäºÉÉÒ nä¶ÉÉå BÉEä ºÉÉlÉ càÉÉ®ä ºÉÉècÉpÇ{ÉÚhÉÇ
ºÉÆ¤ÉÆvÉ ¤ÉxÉxÉä SÉÉÉÊcA +ÉÉè® càÉ =ºÉBÉEä {ÉFÉvÉ® cé* ãÉäÉÊBÉExÉ +ÉÉVÉ =xÉ ºÉÆ¤ÉÆvÉÉå àÉå VÉÉä iÉxÉÉ´É ÉÊnJÉÉ<Ç näiÉÉ cè, lÉÉä½É ºÉÉ +ÉÆiÉ®ÉãÉ ÉÊnJÉÉ<Ç näiÉÉ cè, =ºÉBÉEä ¤ÉÉ®ä àÉå ÉÊxÉÉÎ¶SÉiÉ °ô{É ºÉä
ºÉ®BÉEÉ® BÉEÉä ºÉÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ BÉE®xÉÉ SÉÉcÚÆMÉÉ* àÉÉxÉxÉÉÒªÉ ´ÉÉVÉ{ÉäªÉÉÒ VÉÉÒ BÉEÉÒ ºÉ®BÉEÉ® xÉä 6 VÉxÉ´É®ÉÒ BÉEÉä àÉÖ¶É®Ç{ÉE ºÉÉc¤É ºÉä £ÉÉ®iÉ {ÉÉBÉE ºÉÆ¤ÉÆvÉÉå {É® SÉSÉÉÇ BÉEÉÒ lÉÉÒ, =ºÉºÉä ABÉE ¶ÉÉÆÉÊiÉ |ÉÉÊµÉEªÉÉ
¤ÉcÉãÉ cÖ<Ç lÉÉÒ +ÉÉè® càÉ ¶ÉÉÆÉÊiÉ ¤ÉcÉãÉ BÉE®xÉä BÉEÉÒ +ÉÉä® +ÉÉMÉä ¤ÉfÃä lÉä* +ÉÉVÉ +ÉÆiÉ® ªÉc {É½ MÉªÉÉ cè ÉÊBÉE ABÉE ÉÊnxÉ {ÉÉÉÊBÉEºiÉÉxÉ BÉEä |ÉvÉÉxÉ àÉÆjÉÉÒ ABÉE ¤ÉÉiÉ BÉEciÉä cé +ÉÉè® nÚºÉ®ä ÉÊnxÉ
nÚºÉ®ÉÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ BÉEciÉä cé +ÉÉè® càÉ £ÉÉÒ =xÉBÉEä º´É® àÉå º´É® ÉÊàÉãÉÉBÉE® ´ÉcÉÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ BÉEcxÉä ãÉMÉiÉä cé* <ºÉ ¤ÉÉiÉ BÉEÉä VÉxÉiÉÉ MÉÆ£ÉÉÒ®iÉÉ ºÉä näJÉiÉÉÒ cè, ÉẾ É¶´É £ÉÉÒ MÉÆ£ÉÉÒ®iÉÉ ºÉä näJÉiÉÉ cè* càÉå
+É{ÉxÉÉÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ {É® ºÉÖofÃ ®cxÉÉ SÉÉÉÊcA* +ÉÉVÉ càÉå +É{ÉxÉÉÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ {É® ºÉÖofÃiÉÉ ºÉä VÉàÉä ®cxÉä BÉEÉÒ +ÉÉ´É¶ªÉBÉEiÉÉ cè* càÉxÉä ªÉc ºÉÉ{ÉE ¶É¤nÉå àÉå BÉEcÉ cè ÉÊBÉE £ÉÉ®iÉ ÉÊBÉEºÉÉÒ iÉÉÒºÉ®ä nä¶É BÉEÉÒ
àÉvªÉºlÉiÉÉ º´ÉÉÒBÉEÉ® xÉcÉÓ BÉE®äMÉÉ* ãÉäÉÊBÉExÉ +ÉÉVÉ VÉÉä º´É® ºÉÖxÉÉ<Ç nä ®cä cé ÉÊBÉE +ÉMÉ® +ÉàÉ®ÉÒBÉEÉ ªÉÉ ÉÊ¥É]äxÉ BÉEÉä<Ç n¤ÉÉ´É ãÉÉiÉÉ cè iÉÉä àÉvªÉºlÉiÉÉ £ÉÉÒ º´ÉÉÒBÉEÉ® BÉEÉÒ VÉÉ ºÉBÉEiÉÉÒ cè*
ºÉàÉÉSÉÉ® {ÉjÉÉå àÉå AäºÉÉÒ JÉ¤É®å cé * càÉå AäºÉÉÒ ¤ÉÉiÉÉå ºÉä ºÉÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ ®cxÉÉ SÉÉÉÊcA +ÉÉè® ºÉnxÉ àÉå £ÉÉÒ ªÉc ¤ÉÉiÉ BÉE<Ç ¤ÉÉ® BÉEcÉÒ MÉªÉÉÒ cè ÉÊBÉE càÉ {ÉÉÉÊBÉEºiÉÉxÉ BÉEä ºÉÉlÉ ¶ÉÉÆÉÊiÉ ¤ÉcÉãÉ BÉEÉÒ
|ÉÉÊµÉEªÉÉ BÉEÉä VÉÉ®ÉÒ ®JÉxÉÉ SÉÉciÉä cé ãÉäÉÊBÉExÉ ÉÊBÉEºÉÉÒ iÉÉÒºÉ®ä nä¶É BÉEÉÒ àÉvªÉºlÉiÉÉ càÉå º´ÉÉÒBÉEÉ® xÉcÉÓ cÉäMÉÉÒ*

+É£ÉÉÒ BÉÖEU ÉÊnxÉ {ÉcãÉä cÖÉÌ®ªÉiÉ xÉäiÉÉ ªÉcÉÆ +ÉÉªÉä lÉä* =xcÉåxÉä {ÉÉÉÊBÉEºiÉÉxÉ BÉEä |ÉvÉÉxÉ àÉÆjÉÉÒ ºÉä SÉSÉÉÇ BÉEÉÒ ãÉäÉÊBÉExÉ càÉÉ®ä |ÉvÉÉxÉ àÉÆjÉÉÒ VÉÉÒ ºÉä SÉSÉÉÇ BÉE®xÉä BÉEÉÒ <SUÉ {ÉiÉÉ xÉcÉÓ BÉDªÉÉå
VÉÉÉÊc® xÉcÉÓ BÉEÉÒ* ABÉE iÉ®{ÉE ´Éä càÉÉ®ä ºÉÉlÉ ¶ÉÉÆÉÊiÉ |ÉÉÊµÉEªÉÉ àÉå ÉÊcººÉÉ ãÉäxÉÉ SÉÉciÉä cé +ÉÉè® nÚºÉ®ÉÒ iÉ®{ÉE SÉSÉÉÇ £ÉÉÒ BÉE®xÉÉ xÉcÉÓ SÉÉciÉä +ÉÉè® BÉEciÉä cé ÉÊBÉE iÉÉÒºÉ®ä {ÉFÉ BÉEÉä
ºÉÉÎààÉÉÊãÉiÉ BÉE®xÉÉ SÉÉÉÊcA* àÉé ÉÊxÉÉÎ¶SÉiÉ iÉÉè® {É® £ÉÉ®iÉ ºÉ®BÉEÉ® ºÉä BÉEcxÉÉ SÉÉciÉÉ cÚÆ ÉÊBÉE càÉå <ºÉ {É® MÉÆ£ÉÉÒ®iÉÉ ºÉä ÉẾ ÉSÉÉ® BÉE®xÉÉ SÉÉÉÊcA +ÉÉè® càÉ +É{ÉxÉÉÒ =ºÉ ¤ÉÉiÉ ºÉä {ÉÉÒUä xÉcÉÓ
c]å, VÉÉä càÉxÉä ªÉcÉÆ £ÉÉÒ BÉE<Ç ¤ÉÉ® BÉEcÉÒ cè ÉÊBÉE càÉå ÉÊBÉEºÉÉÒ iÉÉÒºÉ®ä BÉEÉÒ àÉvªÉºlÉiÉÉ º´ÉÉÒBÉEÉ® xÉcÉÓ cÉäMÉÉÒ* SÉÉcä +ÉàÉ®ÉÒBÉEÉ BÉEcä ªÉÉ ÉÊ¥É]äxÉ BÉEcä, càÉÉ®ÉÒ xÉÉÒÉÊiÉ º{É] cè ÉÊBÉE càÉ ÉÊu{ÉFÉÉÒªÉ
+ÉÉvÉÉ® {É® cÉÒ ÉÊBÉEºÉÉÒ ºÉàÉZÉÉèiÉä ªÉÉ ¶ÉÉÆÉÊiÉ-|ÉÉÊµÉEªÉÉ BÉEä ÉÊãÉA +ÉÉMÉä ¤ÉfÃåMÉä* VÉ¤É ¶ÉÉÆÉÊiÉ |ÉÉÊµÉEªÉÉ BÉEÉÒ ¤ÉÉiÉå BÉEÉÒ VÉÉiÉÉÒ cé iÉÉä +ÉàÉ®ÉÒBÉEÉ BÉEÉ {ÉÉÉÊBÉEºiÉÉxÉ BÉEä ¤ÉÉ®ä àÉå °ôJÉ BÉDªÉÉ cè ?
+ÉàÉ®ÉÒBÉEÉ BÉEciÉÉ cè ÉÊBÉE {ÉÉÉÊBÉEºiÉÉxÉ +ÉÉiÉÆBÉE´ÉÉn BÉEÉÒ ãÉ½É<Ç àÉå àÉnn BÉE® ®cÉ cè +ÉÉè® nÚºÉ®ÉÒ iÉ®{ÉE +ÉàÉ®ÉÒBÉEÉ {ÉÉÉÊBÉEºiÉÉxÉ BÉEÉä A{ÉE-16 ÉẾ ÉàÉÉxÉ näxÉä BÉEÉÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ BÉE®iÉÉ cè ªÉÉ AäºÉÉ
cÉÊlÉªÉÉ® näiÉÉ cè VÉÉä càÉÉ®ä ÉÊãÉA JÉiÉ®xÉÉBÉE cÉä ºÉBÉEiÉä cé ªÉÉ càÉÉ®ÉÒ ®FÉÉ-{ÉÆÉÎBÉDiÉ BÉEÉä xÉÖBÉEºÉÉxÉ {ÉcÖÆSÉÉ ºÉBÉEiÉä cé, càÉÉ®ÉÒ ºÉÆ|É£ÉÖiÉÉ BÉEÉä xÉÖBÉEºÉÉxÉ {ÉcÖÆSÉÉ ºÉBÉEiÉä cé, iÉ¤É càÉå ÉÊxÉÉÎ¶SÉiÉ
iÉÉè® {É® ÉẾ ÉSÉÉ® BÉE®xÉÉ {É½äMÉÉ ÉÊBÉE +ÉàÉ®ÉÒBÉEÉ BÉEä ºÉÉlÉ càÉÉ®ä ºÉÆ¤ÉÆvÉ BÉEèºÉä cÉå? àÉé àÉÉxÉxÉÉÒªÉ ÉẾ Énä¶É àÉÆjÉÉÒ VÉÉÒ ºÉä ÉÊxÉ´ÉänxÉ BÉE®xÉÉ SÉÉcÚÆMÉÉ ÉÊBÉE <ºÉ ÉÊn¶ÉÉ àÉå càÉå MÉÆ£ÉÉÒ®iÉÉ BÉEä ºÉÉlÉ ÉÊ
´ÉSÉÉ® BÉE®xÉä BÉEÉÒ +ÉÉ´É¶ªÉBÉEiÉÉ cè*

+ÉÉVÉ +ÉÉiÉÆBÉE´ÉÉnÉÒ PÉ]xÉÉAÆ PÉ] ®cÉÒ cé +ÉÉè® ºÉÉÒàÉÉ {É® £ÉÉÒ PÉÖºÉ{Éè~ ¤ÉfÃ ®cÉÒ cè* càÉÉ®ä |ÉvÉÉxÉ àÉÆjÉÉÒ àÉÉxÉxÉÉÒªÉ àÉxÉàÉÉäcxÉ ÉËºÉc VÉÉÒ VÉ¤É VÉààÉÚ-BÉE¶àÉÉÒ® BÉEä nÉè®ä {É® lÉä iÉÉä =ºÉÉÒ ÉÊnxÉ
+ÉÉiÉÆBÉE´ÉÉn BÉEÉÒ PÉ]xÉÉ ´ÉcÉÆ cÖ<Ç* BÉDªÉÉ <ºÉä cÉÒ +ÉÉiÉÆBÉE´ÉÉn BÉEÉÒ PÉ]xÉÉ+ÉÉäÆ àÉå BÉEàÉÉÒ cÉäxÉÉ BÉEcÉ VÉÉ ºÉBÉEiÉÉ cè* ÉÊVÉºÉ ÉÊnxÉ àÉÉxÉxÉÉÒªÉ |ÉvÉÉxÉ àÉÆjÉÉÒ VÉÉÒ ´ÉcÉÆ cÉå +ÉÉè® =ºÉÉÒ ÉÊnxÉ
+ÉÉiÉÆBÉE´ÉÉn BÉEÉÒ PÉ]xÉÉAÆ PÉ]å +ÉÉè® àÉÉxÉxÉÉÒªÉ àÉÖ¶É®Ç{ÉE ºÉÉc¤É ªÉc BÉEcå ÉÊBÉE +ÉÉiÉÆBÉE´ÉÉnÉÒ PÉ]xÉÉ+ÉÉäÆ BÉEÉä ®ÉäBÉExÉä BÉEä ÉÊãÉA càÉ iÉÉä ¤ÉcÖiÉ VªÉÉnÉ BÉEÉäÉÊ¶É¶É BÉE® ®cä cé +ÉÉè® +ÉàÉ®ÉÒBÉEÉ
=xÉBÉEÉÒ {ÉÉÒ~ lÉ{ÉlÉ{ÉÉA, iÉÉä ªÉc MÉÆ£ÉÉÒ®iÉÉ BÉEä ºÉÉlÉ ÉẾ ÉSÉÉ® BÉE®xÉä BÉEÉÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ cè* +ÉÉVÉ PÉÉ]ÉÒ BÉEÉÒ ÉÎºlÉÉÊiÉ +ÉÉè® JÉ®É¤É cÖ<Ç cè * àÉé ªÉc £ÉÉÒ BÉEcxÉÉ SÉÉcÚÆMÉÉ ÉÊBÉE cÖÉÌ®ªÉiÉ xÉäiÉÉ VÉ¤É ªÉcÉÆ
+ÉÉªÉä iÉÉä =xÉ xÉäiÉÉ+ÉÉäÆ BÉEÉÒ ªÉcÉÆ BÉDªÉÉ ¤ÉÉiÉSÉÉÒiÉ cÖ<Ç, ªÉc £ÉÉÒ càÉÉ®ÉÒ VÉÉxÉBÉEÉ®ÉÒ àÉå xÉcÉÓ cè* càÉÉ®ÉÒ £ÉÚÉÊàÉ {É® +ÉÉBÉE® VÉÉä ãÉÉäMÉ £ÉÉ®iÉ BÉEÉä ÉẾ ÉPÉÉÊ]iÉ BÉE®xÉÉ SÉÉciÉä cé, =xÉºÉä ÉÊàÉãÉå,
ªÉc ÉËSÉiÉÉ BÉEÉÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ cè* ªÉcÉÆ +ÉÉxÉä ºÉä {ÉcãÉä càÉå cÖÉÌ®ªÉiÉ xÉäiÉÉ+ÉÉäÆ BÉEÉä SÉäiÉÉ´ÉxÉÉÒ näxÉÉÒ SÉÉÉÊcA lÉÉÒ ÉÊBÉE VÉÉä càÉÉ®ä nä¶É BÉEä ÉÊciÉÉå BÉEä ÉẾ Éâór cÉå, AäºÉÉÒ BÉEÉä<Ç ¤ÉÉiÉ xÉcÉÓ cÉäxÉÉÒ SÉÉÉÊcA*
xÉcÉÓ iÉÉä +ÉÉxÉä ´ÉÉãÉä ºÉàÉªÉ àÉå càÉÉ®ä ÉÊãÉA BÉEÉÊ~xÉÉ<Ç =i{ÉxxÉ cÉä VÉÉAMÉÉÒ* +ÉSUÉ iÉÉä ªÉc cÉäiÉÉ ÉÊBÉE ´Éä ªÉcÉÆ +ÉÉiÉä cÉÒ xÉcÉÓ* àÉÉxÉxÉÉÒªÉ ´ÉÉVÉ{ÉäªÉÉÒ VÉÉÒ BÉEÉÒ ºÉ®BÉEÉ® xÉä ÉÊºÉr BÉE® ÉÊnªÉÉ
lÉÉ ÉÊBÉE £ÉÉ®iÉ BÉEÉä<Ç BÉEàÉVÉÉä® nä¶É xÉcÉÓ cè* {É®àÉÉhÉÖ {É®ÉÒFÉhÉ BÉE®BÉEä ÉÊºÉr BÉE® ÉÊnªÉÉ ÉÊBÉE £ÉÉ®iÉ £ÉÉÒ ABÉE iÉÉBÉEiÉ´É® nä¶É cè, {É®àÉÉhÉÖ ¶ÉÉÎBÉDiÉ ºÉà{ÉxxÉ nä¶É cè* ÉẾ ÉÉÊ£ÉxxÉ nä¶ÉÉå xÉä ÉÊVÉxÉ
àÉå ¤É½ä-¤É½ä nä¶É lÉä, ¶ÉÉÎBÉDiÉ¶ÉÉãÉÉÒ nä¶É lÉä, ºÉà{ÉxxÉ nä¶É lÉä, càÉÉ®ä >ó{É® +ÉÉÉÌlÉBÉE ºÉéBÉD¶ÉxºÉ ãÉMÉÉ ÉÊnA lÉä* +ÉàÉäÉÊ®BÉEÉ +ÉÉè® BÉÖEU nÚºÉ®ä nä¶ÉÉå xÉä ãÉMÉÉ ÉÊnA lÉä* ãÉäÉÊBÉExÉ càÉxÉä <xÉ ºÉ¤É
ºÉä ÉÊxÉ{É] BÉE®BÉEä ÉÊºÉr BÉE® ÉÊnªÉÉ lÉÉ ÉÊBÉE £ÉÉ®iÉ <iÉxÉÉ ºÉFÉàÉ cè +ÉÉè® =ºÉàÉå <iÉxÉÉÒ FÉàÉiÉÉ cè, £ÉÉ®iÉ BÉEÉÒ VÉxÉiÉÉ àÉå <iÉxÉÉÒ FÉàÉiÉÉ cè ÉÊBÉE ´Éc ÉÊBÉEºÉÉÒ £ÉÉÒ ÉÎºlÉÉÊiÉ BÉEÉ àÉÖBÉEÉ¤ÉãÉÉ
BÉE®xÉä BÉEä ÉÊãÉA iÉèªÉÉ® cè, càÉxÉä =ºÉ ÉÎºlÉÉÊiÉ BÉEÉ àÉÖBÉEÉ¤ÉãÉÉ ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ +ÉÉè® +ÉÉMÉä ¤ÉfÃä* +ÉÉVÉ VÉÉä ÉÎºlÉÉÊiÉªÉÉÆ ¤ÉxÉÉÒ cé, ÉÊVÉºÉ |ÉBÉEÉ® ºÉä càÉå PÉä®É VÉÉ ®cÉ cè, ªÉÉÊn +ÉãÉBÉEÉªÉnÉ ºÉä
ÉÊxÉ{É]xÉÉ cè iÉÉä +ÉàÉäÉÊ®BÉEÉ BÉEÉä ÉÊSÉxiÉÉ ãÉMÉ VÉÉiÉÉÒ cè, +É{ÉEMÉÉÉÊxÉºiÉÉxÉ àÉå BÉEÉä<Ç ¤ÉÉiÉ cè iÉÉä +ÉàÉäÉÊ®BÉEÉ BÉEÉä ÉÊSÉxiÉÉ ãÉMÉ VÉÉiÉÉÒ cè, <®ÉBÉE {É® +ÉÉµÉEàÉhÉ BÉE®xÉÉ cè iÉÉä +ÉàÉäÉÊ®BÉEÉ BÉEÉä
ÉÊSÉxiÉÉ ãÉMÉ VÉÉiÉÉÒ cè BÉDªÉÉåÉÊBÉE VÉ¤É +ÉÉiÉÆBÉE´ÉÉn =ºÉä |É£ÉÉÉẾ ÉiÉ BÉE®iÉÉ cè iÉÉä ´Éc ºÉÉÒJÉ näiÉÉ cè* £ÉÉ®iÉ =ºÉºÉä BÉEciÉÉ cè ÉÊBÉE càÉ +ÉÉiÉÆBÉE´ÉÉn ºÉä |É£ÉÉÉẾ ÉiÉ cé, <ºÉä ®ÉäBÉExÉä BÉEä ÉÊãÉA
càÉ £ÉÉÒ BÉEnàÉ ¤ÉfÃÉ ®cä cé* =xÉ BÉEnàÉÉå àÉå SÉÉcä +ÉÉ{É ºÉcÉªÉiÉÉ xÉ BÉE®å,, =xÉ BÉEnàÉÉå BÉEÉä ®ÉäBÉExÉä BÉEÉ |ÉªÉixÉ xÉ BÉE®å ãÉäÉÊBÉExÉ nÚºÉ®ä nä¶ÉÉå BÉEÉä ºÉcÉªÉiÉÉ näBÉE®, càÉÉ®ä =xÉ {É½ÉäÉÊºÉªÉÉå
BÉEÉä ºÉcÉªÉiÉÉ näBÉE® VÉÉä +É£ÉÉÒ £ÉÉÒ +ÉÉiÉÆBÉE´ÉÉn BÉEä |ÉÉÊ¶ÉFÉhÉ BÉEäxp SÉãÉÉ ®cä cé, =xcå ®ÉäBÉExÉä àÉå càÉÉ®ÉÒ àÉnn BÉE®å* +ÉÉVÉ £ÉÉÒ {ÉÉÉÊBÉEºiÉÉxÉ àÉå +ÉÉiÉÆBÉE´ÉÉn BÉEä |ÉÉÊ¶ÉFÉhÉ BÉEäxp SÉãÉ ®cä
cé* càÉ ®äãÉ àÉÉMÉÇ JÉÉäãÉxÉÉ SÉÉciÉä cé {ÉÉÉÊBÉEºiÉÉxÉ iÉèªÉÉ® xÉcÉÓ cè * càÉÉ®ÉÒ <ºÉ ºÉÆ¤ÉÆvÉ àÉå BÉEèºÉÉÒ xÉÉÒÉÊiÉ cÉäxÉÉÒ SÉÉÉÊcA, <ºÉ ¤ÉÉ®ä àÉå ÉÊxÉÉÎ¶SÉiÉ °ô{É ºÉä ÉẾ ÉSÉÉ® BÉE®xÉä BÉEÉÒ +ÉÉ´É¶ªÉBÉEiÉÉ
cè* càÉxÉä ºÉÉÒàÉÉ ºÉä {ÉEÉèVÉå BÉEàÉ BÉE®BÉEä ¤ÉiÉÉ ÉÊnªÉÉ cè ÉÊBÉE càÉ ¶ÉÉÉÎxiÉ SÉÉciÉä cé *

àÉcÉänªÉ, càÉÉ®É VÉÉä nÚºÉ®É {É½ÉäºÉÉÒ nä¶É cè, ´Éc ¤ÉÆMÉãÉÉ nä¶É cè* =ºÉBÉEä ¤ÉÉ®ä àÉå càÉÉ®ÉÒ ÉÊSÉxiÉÉ º´ÉÉ£ÉÉÉẾ ÉBÉE cè +ÉÉè® <ºÉBÉEä ¤ÉÉ®ä àÉå ÉÊSÉxiÉÉ BÉE®xÉä BÉEÉÒ +ÉÉ´É¶ªÉBÉEiÉÉ cè* +É£ÉÉÒ cÉãÉ cÉÒ
àÉå +ÉJÉ¤ÉÉ®Éå àÉå ºÉÖÉÌJÉªÉÉå ºÉä ªÉc |ÉBÉEÉÉÊ¶ÉiÉ cÉä ®cÉ cè ÉÊBÉE ÉÊµÉEBÉEä] ÉÊJÉãÉÉ½ÉÒ ´ÉcÉÆ JÉäãÉxÉä BÉEä ÉÊãÉA xÉcÉÓ VÉÉ ºÉBÉEåMÉä BÉDªÉÉåÉÊBÉE =xÉBÉEä >ó{É® +ÉÉµÉEàÉhÉ cÉäxÉä BÉEÉÒ ºÉÆ£ÉÉ´ÉxÉÉ cè* +É£ÉÉÒ
càÉÉ®É nãÉ <ºÉä näJÉxÉä BÉEä ÉÊãÉA ´ÉcÉÆ MÉªÉÉ cè ÉÊBÉE càÉÉ®ÉÒ ºÉÖ®FÉÉ BÉEÉÒ ÉÎºlÉÉÊiÉ BÉEèºÉÉÒ cè? £ÉÉ®iÉ àÉå ¤ÉÆMÉãÉÉ nä¶É ºÉä PÉÖºÉ{Éè~ BÉE®BÉEä VÉÉä ãÉÉäMÉ +ÉÉ ®cä cé +ÉÉè® {ÉÚ́ ÉÉækÉ® £ÉÉ®iÉ BÉEÉÒ
ÉÎºlÉÉÊiÉ =xcÉåxÉä ÉÊVÉºÉ |ÉBÉEÉ® ºÉä JÉ®É¤É BÉEÉÒ cè, ÉÊVÉºÉ |ÉBÉEÉ® BÉEàÉVÉÉä®ÉÒ JÉ½ÉÒ BÉEÉÒ cè, ´ÉcÉÆ +ÉÉiÉÆBÉE´ÉÉn ºÉä |É£ÉÉÉẾ ÉiÉ VÉÉä ãÉÉäMÉ cé, =ºÉBÉEä ¤ÉÉ®ä àÉå +ÉÉVÉ BÉEä ®É]ÅÉÒªÉ ºÉcÉ®É BÉEä +Éxn®
ºÉà{ÉÉnBÉEÉÒªÉ +ÉÉªÉÉ cè* àÉé =ºÉBÉEÉÒ BÉÖEU {ÉÆÉÎBÉDiÉªÉÉÆ {ÉfÃ BÉE® ºÉÖxÉÉxÉÉ SÉÉcÚÆMÉÉ* "¤ÉÆMÉãÉÉ nä¶É ºÉ®BÉEÉ® xÉä ÉÊJÉãÉÉÉÊ½ªÉÉå BÉEÉÒ {ÉÚhÉÇ ºÉÖ®FÉÉ BÉEÉ £É®ÉäºÉÉ £ÉÉ®iÉ BÉEÉä ÉÊnªÉÉ cè ãÉäÉÊBÉExÉ ´ÉcÉÆ
BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ BªÉ´ÉºlÉÉ BÉEä VÉÉä cÉãÉÉiÉ cè, =ºÉä näJÉBÉE® ´ÉcÉÆ BÉEÉÒ ºÉ®BÉEÉ® {É® £É®ÉäºÉÉ xÉcÉÓ ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ VÉÉ ºÉBÉEiÉÉ cè* ¤ÉÆMÉãÉÉ nä¶É àÉå £ÉÉ®iÉ ÉẾ É®ÉävÉÉÒ +ÉÉiÉÆBÉE´ÉÉnÉÒ MÉÉÊiÉÉẾ ÉÉÊvÉªÉÉå BÉEÉ ABÉE |
ÉiªÉFÉ xÉàÉÚxÉÉ cè ÉÊVÉºÉä ¤ÉÆMÉãÉÉ nä¶É +É£ÉÉÒ iÉBÉE xÉBÉEÉ®iÉÉ +ÉÉªÉÉ cè* ºÉSSÉÉ<Ç ªÉc cè ÉÊBÉE {ÉÉÉÊBÉEºiÉÉxÉ BÉEÉÒ iÉ®c ¤ÉÆMÉãÉÉ nä¶É àÉå £ÉÉÒ +ÉPÉÉäÉÊÉiÉ ºÉ®BÉEÉ®ÉÒ xÉÉÒÉÊiÉ BÉEä iÉciÉ µÉEÉÊàÉBÉE °ô{É ºÉä
£ÉÉ®iÉ ÉẾ É®ÉävÉÉÒ +ÉÉiÉÆBÉE´ÉÉn BÉEÉä ¤ÉfÃÉ´ÉÉ ÉÊnªÉÉ MÉªÉÉ cè* ¤ÉÆMÉãÉÉ nä¶É BÉEä ABÉE àÉci´É{ÉÚhÉÇ àÉÆjÉÉÒ {É® +ÉxiÉ®ÉÇ]ÅÉÒªÉ +ÉÉiÉÆBÉE´ÉÉn ºÉä VÉÖ½ä cÉäxÉä BÉEÉ +ÉÉ®Éä{É ãÉMÉ SÉÖBÉEÉ cè* JÉÉºÉ BÉE®BÉEä
JÉÉÉÊãÉnÉ BÉEÉÒ ºÉ®BÉEÉ® BÉEÉ ®´ÉèªÉÉ £ÉÉ®iÉ BÉEä ÉÊJÉãÉÉ{ÉE BÉEÉ{ÉEÉÒ àÉÖJÉ® cè* ãÉÉJÉ |ÉªÉÉºÉÉå BÉEä ¤ÉÉ´ÉVÉÚn BÉEäxp ºÉ®BÉEÉ® <ºÉ àÉÉàÉãÉä àÉå ¤ÉÆMÉãÉÉ nä¶É BÉEÉä ºÉàÉZÉÉxÉä àÉå xÉÉBÉEÉàÉ ®cÉÒ cè* +ÉÉàÉ
iÉÉè® {É® {É½ÉäºÉÉÒ nä¶ÉÉå BÉEä ºÉÉlÉ +ÉSUä ºÉÆ¤ÉÆvÉÉå BÉEÉÒ ´ÉBÉEÉãÉiÉ BÉE®xÉä ´ÉÉãÉä ´ÉÉàÉnãÉÉå xÉä £ÉÉÒ àÉÖJÉ® iÉ®ÉÒBÉEä ºÉä ¤ÉÉÆMãÉÉnä¶É àÉå ºÉÉÊµÉEªÉ £ÉÉ®iÉ ÉẾ É®ÉävÉÉÒ +ÉÉiÉÆBÉE´ÉÉnÉÒ MÉÖ]Éå BÉEÉÒ àÉÉèVÉÚnMÉÉÒ BÉEÉÒ
¤ÉÉiÉ =~ÉªÉÉÒ cè +ÉÉè® ¤ÉÆMÉãÉÉ nä¶É xÉä <ºÉºÉä <ÆBÉEÉ® ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ cè* BÉEcxÉä BÉEÉ àÉiÉãÉ¤É ªÉc cè ÉÊBÉE +É{ÉxÉä ÉÊJÉãÉÉÉÊ½ªÉÉå BÉEÉÒ ºÉÖ®FÉÉ BÉEä àÉÉàÉãÉä àÉå càÉ ¤ÉÆMÉãÉÉ nä¶É ºÉ®BÉEÉ® {É® £É®ÉäºÉÉ xÉcÉÓ
BÉE® ºÉBÉEiÉä, xÉ iÉÉä BÉEÉxÉÚxÉ BªÉ´ÉºlÉÉ BÉEä àÉÉàÉãÉä àÉå +ÉÉè® xÉ cÉÒ =ºÉBÉEä ®ÉVÉxÉÉÒÉÊiÉYÉÉå BÉEä ´ÉÉnÉå {É®*" VÉÉMÉßiÉ àÉÖÉÎºãÉàÉ VÉxÉiÉÉ ¤ÉÉÆMãÉÉ nä¶É ªÉÉ ¤ÉÉÆMãÉÉ £ÉÉ<Ç ºÉÆMÉ~xÉ BÉDªÉÉ £ÉÉ®iÉ BÉEä
ÉÊJÉãÉÉ{ÉE BÉEÉªÉÇ xÉcÉÓ BÉE® ®cÉ cè ?

=xcÉåxÉä ÉÊVÉºÉ |ÉBÉEÉ® càÉÉ®ÉÒ ºÉÉÒàÉÉ+ÉÉäÆ {É® +ÉÉµÉEàÉhÉ ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ lÉÉ, {ÉEÉèVÉ {É® ÉÊVÉºÉ |ÉBÉEÉ® +ÉÉµÉEàÉhÉ ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ lÉÉ, ãÉÉJÉÉå BÉEÉÒ ºÉÆJªÉÉ àÉå ÉÊVÉºÉ |ÉBÉEÉ® PÉÖºÉ{Éè~ BÉE®BÉEä nä¶É BÉEÉÒ +ÉÉÉÌlÉBÉE
ÉÎºlÉÉÊiÉ BÉEÉä JÉ®É¤É BÉE® ®cä cé =ºÉBÉEä ¤ÉÉ®ä àÉå ºÉ¤ÉBÉE ãÉäxÉä BÉEÉÒ +ÉÉè® ÉÊSÉxiÉÉ BÉE®xÉä BÉEÉÒ +ÉÉ´É¶ªÉBÉEiÉÉ cè* +ÉÉÊiÉ +ÉÉvÉÖÉÊxÉBÉE cÉÊlÉªÉÉ®Éå BÉEÉ VÉJÉÉÒ®É ¤ÉÆMÉãÉÉ nä¶É àÉå {ÉBÉE½É VÉÉA, ABÉE
xÉcÉÓ nÉä-nÉä VÉcÉVÉ ´ÉcÉÆ {É® +ÉÉAÆ +ÉÉè® ´Éc VÉcÉVÉ £ÉÉÒ ¤ÉÆMÉãÉÉ nä¶É BÉEä ABÉE àÉÆjÉÉÒ BÉEä VÉcÉVÉ cÉå +ÉÉè® {ÉBÉE½ä VÉÉAÆ +ÉÉè® =xÉàÉå ¶ÉºjÉ {ÉBÉE½ä VÉÉAÆ, ÉÊ{ÉE® ´Éc càÉå BÉEèºÉä £É®ÉäºÉÉ
ÉÊnãÉÉiÉä cé ÉÊBÉE càÉ +ÉÉ{ÉBÉEä ºÉÉlÉ àÉèjÉÉÒ{ÉÚhÉÇ ºÉÆ¤ÉÆvÉ ¤ÉxÉÉA ®JÉxÉÉ SÉÉciÉä cé* àÉé SÉÉcÚÆMÉÉ ÉÊBÉE +ÉÉ{É <ºÉBÉEä ¤ÉÉ®ä àÉå ÉÊxÉÉÎ¶SÉiÉ °ô{É ºÉä ÉÊSÉxiÉÉ BÉE®å** ÉÊ{ÉUãÉÉÒ ¤ÉÉ® VÉãÉ´ÉÉcBÉE {ÉÉäiÉ VÉ¤É
VÉ¤iÉ cÖA lÉä iÉÉä =ºÉàÉå ¤ÉÆMÉãÉÉ nä¶É BÉEä ºÉÆºÉnÉÒªÉ BÉEÉªÉÇ àÉÆjÉÉÒ BÉEÉ £ÉÉÒ xÉÉàÉ lÉÉ* BÉDªÉÉ càÉ =ºÉ ¤ÉÉÆMãÉÉnä¶É {É® £É®ÉäºÉÉ BÉE®å? càÉÉ®ÉÒ VÉÉä {ÉÉìÉÊãÉºÉÉÒ cè ÉÊàÉjÉiÉÉ BÉEÉÒ càÉ =ºÉ {É®
BÉEÉªÉàÉ cé ãÉäÉÊBÉExÉ SÉÉcä ´Éc ¤ÉÆMÉãÉÉ nä¶É ªÉÉ {ÉÉÉÊBÉEºiÉÉxÉ BÉEä ¤ÉÉ®ä àÉå cÉä, =xÉBÉEä ¤ÉÉ®ä àÉå càÉå ÉÊSÉxiÉÉ BÉE®xÉä BÉEÉÒ +ÉÉ´É¶ªÉBÉEiÉÉ cè* càÉxÉä ¤ÉÉÆMãÉÉ nä¶É BÉEÉä ´ÉcÉÆ SÉãÉ ®cä +ÉÉiÉÆBÉE´ÉÉnÉÒ ÉÊ¶É
´É®Éå BÉEÉÒ ºÉÚSÉÉÒ £ÉÉÒ nÉÒ ÉÊBÉExiÉÖ =xcÉäxÉä BÉÖEU xÉcÉÓ ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ *

xÉä{ÉÉãÉ BÉEä ºÉÉlÉ càÉÉ®ä ¤ÉcÖiÉ àÉèjÉÉÒ{ÉÚhÉÇ ºÉÆ¤ÉÆvÉ cé* càÉ =ºÉBÉEä ºÉÉlÉ àÉèjÉÉÒ{ÉÚhÉÇ ºÉÆ¤ÉÆvÉ ÉÊxÉ£ÉÉiÉä +ÉÉ ®cä cé* ´ÉcÉÆ VÉ¤É-VÉ¤É BÉEÉÊ~xÉÉ<ªÉÉÆ JÉ½ÉÒ cÖ<Ç cé, càÉxÉä =xcå cãÉ BÉE®xÉä àÉå =xÉBÉEÉÒ



àÉnn BÉEÉÒ cè* àÉÉ+ÉÉä́ ÉÉÉÊnªÉÉå ºÉä xÉä{ÉÉãÉ {É®ä¶ÉÉxÉ cè* càÉxÉä <ºÉ BÉEÉÊ~xÉÉ<Ç àÉå xÉä{ÉÉãÉ BÉEÉÒ àÉnn BÉEä ÉÊãÉA £É®{ÉÚ® ºÉcÉªÉiÉÉ näxÉä BÉEÉ ´ÉSÉxÉ ÉÊnªÉÉ cè +ÉÉè® càÉxÉä ºÉcÉªÉiÉÉ nÉÒ £ÉÉÒ cè*
ãÉäÉÊBÉExÉ BÉDªÉÉ àÉÉ+ÉÉä́ ÉÉnÉÒ càÉÉ®ä nä¶É àÉå ÉÊnJÉÉªÉÉÒ xÉcÉÓ nä ®cä cé? =xÉºÉä ÉÊxÉ{É]xÉä àÉå xÉä{ÉÉãÉ +ÉºÉàÉlÉÇ ®cÉ cè* =xcå ®ÉäBÉExÉä àÉå càÉÉ®ä BÉDªÉÉ BÉEÉäÉÊ¶É¶É cÉäMÉÉÒ? BÉDªÉÉ càÉ xÉä{ÉÉãÉ BÉEÉä ¤ÉÉvªÉ
BÉE®å? càÉÉ®ä nä¶É BÉEÉÒ ºÉÉÒàÉÉ ºÉä ãÉMÉä VÉÉä MÉÉǼ É cé, ´ÉcÉÆ +ÉÉBÉE® àÉÉ+ÉÉä́ ÉÉnÉÒ +ÉÉµÉEàÉhÉ BÉE®iÉä cé* ªÉc ÉẾ ÉºÉÆMÉÉÊiÉ cè * ´Éc ABÉE |ÉBÉEÉ® ºÉä {Éè®äãÉãÉ ºÉ®BÉEÉ® SÉãÉÉ ®cä cé* <ºÉBÉEä ¤ÉÉ®ä àÉå
ÉÊSÉxiÉÉ BÉE®xÉä BÉEÉÒ +ÉÉ´É¶ªÉBÉEiÉÉ cè* àÉéxÉä +ÉÉ{ÉºÉä ÉÊxÉ´ÉänxÉ ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ ÉÊBÉE {ÉÚ®ÉÒ ºÉàÉOÉ ´ÉènäÉÊ¶ÉBÉE xÉÉÒÉÊiÉ +ÉÉè® ºÉàÉOÉ =xÉ ºÉÆMÉ~xÉÉå BÉEä ¤ÉÉ®ä àÉå SÉÉcä ´ÉèÉÎ¶´ÉBÉE ºÉÆMÉ~xÉ cÉå - SÉÉcä ºÉÉBÉEÇ cÉä,
AÉÊ¶ÉªÉÉxÉ cÉä, VÉÉÒ-8 cÉä - àÉé <xÉBÉEä ¤ÉÉ®ä àÉå SÉSÉÉÇ <ºÉÉÊãÉA xÉcÉÓ BÉE® ®cÉ cÚÆ ÉÊBÉE +ÉÉVÉ ´ÉÉºiÉ´É àÉå càÉå ÉÊSÉxiÉÉ {É½ÉäºÉÉÒ nä¶ÉÉå BÉEÉÒ cè*

=xÉ {É½ÉäºÉÉÒ nä¶ÉÉå BÉEä ¤ÉÉ®ä àÉå ÉÊSÉxiÉÉ ãÉä ãÉåMÉä iÉÉä ÉÊxÉÉÎ¶SÉiÉ °ô{É ºÉä <ºÉ {É® ´ÉènäÉÊ¶ÉBÉE xÉÉÒÉÊiÉ BÉEÉÒ ºÉ{ÉEãÉiÉÉ ÉÊxÉ£ÉÇ® BÉE®äMÉÉÒ* àÉä®É AäºÉÉ àÉÉxÉxÉÉ cè ÉÊBÉE +ÉÉVÉ ºÉ®BÉEÉ® +ÉºÉàÉÆVÉºÉ BÉEÉÒ
ÉÎºlÉÉÊiÉ àÉå cè, ´Éc ÉËBÉEBÉEiÉÇBªÉÉẾ ÉàÉÚfÃ cè ÉÊBÉE BÉDªÉÉ BÉE®ä +ÉÉè® BÉDªÉÉ xÉ BÉE®ä* càÉå +ÉàÉ®ÉÒBÉEÉ ºÉä ºÉÆ¤ÉÆvÉ ®JÉxÉä SÉÉÉÊcªÉä iÉÉä ÉÊBÉEºÉ iÉ®c ºÉä ®JÉå +ÉÉè® nÚºÉ®ä nä¶ÉÉå BÉEä ºÉÉlÉ ºÉÆ¤ÉÆvÉ BÉEèºÉä ®JÉå?
<Ç®ÉBÉE àÉå ºÉäxÉÉ £ÉäVÉxÉÉÒ SÉÉÉÊcªÉä ªÉÉ xÉcÉÓ, <ºÉ {É® £ÉÉÒ ºÉ®BÉEÉ® ÉËBÉEBÉEiÉÇBªÉÉẾ ÉàÉÚfÃ cÉäBÉE® ºÉÉäSÉ ®cÉÒ cè* ºÉ®BÉEÉ® ÉÊBÉEºÉÉÒ ÉÊxÉhÉÇªÉ {É® xÉ VÉÉBÉE® +ÉºÉÆàÉVÉºÉ BÉEÉÒ ÉÎºlÉÉÊiÉ àÉå ¤Éè~ÉÒ cÖ<Ç cè*

ºÉ£ÉÉ{ÉÉÊiÉ àÉcÉänªÉ, +ÉÉ{ÉxÉä PÉÆ]ÉÒ ¤ÉVÉÉ<Ç cè* <ºÉÉÊãÉªÉä àÉé +ÉÉÊvÉBÉE ºÉàÉªÉ xÉ ãÉäBÉE® +É{ÉxÉÉÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ VÉãnÉÒ cÉÒ ºÉàÉÉ{iÉ BÉE®xÉÉ SÉÉcÚÆMÉÉ BÉDªÉÉåÉÊBÉE +É£ÉÉÒ àÉä®ä nÉä ºÉÉÉÊlÉªÉÉå BÉEÉä £ÉÉÒ ¤ÉÉäãÉxÉÉ cè*
<ºÉÉÊãÉªÉä +É{ÉxÉä {É½ÉäºÉÉÒ nä¶ÉÉå BÉEä ¤ÉÉ®ä àÉå ÉÊxÉÉÎ¶SÉiÉ °ô{É ºÉä càÉÉ®ÉÒ ÉÊSÉxiÉÉ +ÉÉ´É¶ªÉBÉE cè* +É£ÉÉÒ SÉÉÒxÉ xÉä {ÉÉÉÊBÉEºiÉÉxÉ BÉEÉä àÉÉxÉ´É-®ÉÊciÉ ]ÉäcÉÒ ÉẾ ÉàÉÉxÉ ÉÊnªÉä cè ÉÊVÉºÉxÉä £ÉÉ®iÉ BÉEä ÉÊSÉjÉ
ãÉäxÉä |ÉÉ®à£É BÉE® ÉÊnªÉä cé- BÉDªÉÉ ªÉc càÉÉ®ä ÉÊãÉªÉä ÉÊSÉxiÉÉ BÉEÉ ÉẾ ÉÉªÉ xÉcÉÓ cè? càÉ SÉÉÒxÉ BÉEä ºÉÉlÉ ºÉÉÒàÉÉ-ÉẾ É´ÉÉn ºÉàÉÉ{iÉ BÉE® nÉäºiÉÉÒ BÉE®xÉÉ SÉÉciÉä cé ãÉäÉÊBÉExÉ ¶ÉÉªÉn SÉÉÒxÉ nÖ¶àÉxÉÉÒ BÉEä
®ÉºiÉä +É{ÉxÉÉBÉE® {ÉÉÉÊBÉEºiÉÉxÉ BÉEÉä VÉcÉVÉ nä ®cÉ cè* <ºÉºÉä càÉÉ®ÉÒ ºÉÉÒàÉÉ {É® JÉiÉ®É ¤ÉxÉÉ cÖ+ÉÉ cè* BÉDªÉÉ <ºÉºÉä ºÉÉÒàÉÉ ÉẾ É´ÉÉn ºÉÖãÉZÉ MÉªÉÉ- xÉcÉÓ ºÉÖãÉZÉÉ cè*

ºÉ£ÉÉ{ÉÉÊiÉ àÉcÉänªÉ, àÉé ºÉÆFÉä{É àÉå ¤ÉiÉÉxÉÉ SÉÉcÚMÉÉ ÉÊBÉE càÉÉ®ÉÒ ´ÉènäÉÊ¶ÉBÉE xÉÉÒÉÊiÉ àÉå ofÃiÉÉ cÉä +ÉÉè® =ºÉBÉEÉ ofÃiÉÉ ºÉä cÉÒ {ÉÉãÉxÉ cÉä* BÉEä́ ÉãÉ BÉEcxÉä £É® ºÉä ofÃiÉÉ xÉcÉÒ +ÉÉ VÉÉiÉÉÒ* àÉä®É
AäºÉÉ àÉÉxÉxÉÉ cè ÉÊBÉE £ÉÉ®iÉ ºÉ®BÉEÉ® BÉEÉÒ BÉÖEU àÉVÉ¤ÉÚÉÊ®ªÉÉÆ cÉä ºÉBÉEiÉÉÒ cé +ÉÉè® BÉÖEU BªÉ´ÉºlÉÉ cÉä ºÉBÉEiÉÉÒ cè {É®xiÉÖ ®É]Å BÉEÉÒ ºÉÖ®FÉÉ, =ºÉBÉEÉÒ ºÉÉ´ÉÇ£ÉÉèÉÊàÉBÉEiÉÉ ºÉ´ÉÉæ{ÉÉÊ® cè* +ÉMÉ® AäºÉÉ
xÉcÉÓ cÉäMÉÉ iÉÉä =ºÉBÉEä {ÉÉÊ®hÉÉàÉ ºÉ®BÉEÉ® BÉEÉä £ÉÖMÉiÉxÉä cÉåMÉä* càÉÉ®ÉÒ ´ÉènäÉÊ¶ÉBÉE xÉÉÒÉÊiÉ fÖãÉàÉÖãÉ iÉ®ÉÒBÉEä ºÉä xÉcÉÓ SÉãÉ ºÉBÉEiÉÉÒ * càÉÉ®ÉÒ ofÃ ´ÉènäÉÊ¶ÉBÉE xÉÉÒÉÊiÉ ºÉä {ÉÉÉÊBÉEºiÉÉxÉ £ÉÉÒ ºÉàÉZÉäMÉÉ
ÉÊBÉE càÉÉ®ä ºÉÉlÉ ~ÉÒBÉE =ºÉÉÒ |ÉBÉEÉ® BÉEÉ BªÉ´ÉcÉ® ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ VÉÉxÉÉ SÉÉÉÊcªÉä, VÉÉä BªÉ´ÉcÉ® +É{ÉäÉÊFÉiÉ cè* càÉÉ®ä BÉEcxÉä +ÉÉè® BÉE®xÉä àÉå +ÉÆiÉ® xÉcÉÓ cÉä* <ºÉ ÉẾ Énä¶É xÉÉÒÉÊiÉ ºÉä {ÉÉÉÊBÉEºiÉÉxÉ SÉäiÉä
¤ÉÆMÉãÉÉnä¶É ºÉ®BÉEÉ® £ÉÉÒ SÉäiÉä, SÉÉÒxÉ £ÉÉÒ ºÉÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ ®cä ÉÊBÉE ªÉÉÊn £ÉÉ®iÉ BÉEä ºÉÉlÉ MÉãÉiÉ BªÉ´ÉcÉ® ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ, iÉÉä £ÉÉ®iÉ =ºÉBÉEÉ =kÉ® näxÉä àÉå ºÉFÉàÉ cè* ªÉÉÊn ªÉc ofÃiÉÉ +É{ÉxÉÉ<Ç MÉ<Ç iÉÉä
ÉÊxÉÉÎ¶SÉiÉ °ô{É ºÉä càÉÉ®ÉÒ ÉẾ Énä¶É xÉÉÒÉÊiÉ ºÉ{ÉEãÉ cÉäMÉÉÒ +ÉxªÉlÉÉ <ºÉ ºÉ®BÉEÉ® BÉEÉÒ àÉVÉ¤ÉÚÉÊ®ªÉÉå BÉEä SÉãÉiÉä àÉÖZÉä {ÉÚ®É ÉẾ É¶´ÉÉºÉ xÉcÉÓ cÉäiÉÉ ÉÊBÉE ªÉc ºÉ{ÉEãÉ cÉäMÉÉÒ*

SHRI K.S. RAO (ELURU): Mr. Chairman, Sir, thank you very much for giving me an opportunity to speak on the
foreign policy. During the four terms in Lok Sabha, I had never given a speech on foreign policy. Anyway, I am
happy that I have got the opportunity today.

Shri Sudhakar Reddy spoke on the foreign policy. His party was very clear about the Foreign Policy, anti-
imperialism, anti-capitalism, etc. right from the very beginning. While he was speaking on the foreign policy, my
friend, Shri Swain asked him: Are you speaking about the Indian foreign policy or the U.S. foreign policy? I also
heard very carefully the speech of our learned Member. Dr. Pandeya.

I do not know whether Shri Swain concentrated when Dr. Pandeya was delivering his speech. But he concentrated
only when the Communist Party Member, Shri Sudhakar Reddy was delivering his speech. Even Dr. Pandeya has
uttered not a single sentence without mentioning the U.S.A. I do not find fault with him for that. Unfortunately, more
particularly now, the most developed nation in the world is the U.S.A., which thinks that every nation has to
surrender before them and follow everything they say. It is a wrong trend. I support whatever Dr. Pandeya has said.
I appreciate it. I do not find fault with it. He has also said that irrespective of whether it is the Congress Government,
the NDA Government, or the BJP Government, the national interest is uppermost and the foreign policy is almost
the same, except possibly with little variations. I am proud of that. What is the policy? The policy of non-alignment
was formulated in the early days of Independence by our great visionary, Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru at a time when
there were two warring powers in the world. He had the guts to decide about the non-alignment.

We will never be a satellite to any super power. We have our own independence. We have our desire to be free.
Maybe, we are a developing nation; maybe, we did not have enough wealth or as much wealth as they have. But
still, in regard to sovereignty, in regard to self-respect, in regard to the interests of the nation, we do not
compromise. We are ready to face anything. If really, we were to take a policy of appeasement from NDA
Government, even to a little extent, the question comes, why did we fight with the Britishers? Did the countrymen
lack food or shelter? They were not lacking those things in those days. There was a strong desire in them to have
freedom to rule their own nation. That strong feeling is still there today. I am perturbed about one thing. Every time I
think of the foreign policy, particularly the methods adopted by the USA, I am not able to understand one thing.
When I visited USA, I was surprised to see a child of six years, seven years or ten years old. If a child there thinks
that he or she is intimidated by his or her parents, who take the total responsibility of the child, right from the stage
of rearing up, giving love, affection, money and everything, the American law permits him or her to go to the police
station and lodge a complaint against his or her parents. That means, the US Government is very particular on the
question of giving freedom. But does the US Government take care only about the freedom of its own citizens and
not the citizens of the entire world? Do we not have the same privilege? Do we belong to a different creed? Do we
have a different blood? Why should the same kind of thinking, same conviction not be applied to other nations? If
that is there in every nation, why should there be a dispute at all.

I heard my friend very carefully. It is true that if our relations are excellent with our neighbours, we do not need to
bother about anybody, however strong one may be. No Indian is against any Pakistani. We are living in a
democracy. We do not have any ambition, unlike in the past when there were kings, there used to aspirations to
acquire other areas and increasing their dominion. We do not have such things. We are very contented with what
we have today in India. We want to live within our own means. The same thing is known to them. Why should there
be a dispute between Pakistan and India? It is because of the misunderstanding created by some vested interests



be a dispute between Pakistan and India? It is because of the misunderstanding created by some vested interests
in the globe. One of them is USA. It has supplied weaponry at every moment to Pakistan. That has created an
impression that we must also be strong. That is the reason why this rupture is going on, the mistrust is going on
between the two nations. We are wasting much of our resources only on defence because of that. Where is the
need for us to spend even one rupee on defence in this country if our relations are excellent with our neighbours? It
is because of the simple reason that tension is being created by the developed nations who want to rule, who want
to have their hold in the entire world. We are suffering today. In spite of all these things, our leaders have got the
courage and guts to say: "No. We do not yield. We are living in a democracy. We love freedom. We express our
opinion irrespective of what you think and what you do. We are not scared of you." I am happy that some of the
incidents in the world in the recent past have proved that no amount of weaponry, no amount of wealth can dictate
terms or command the entire world. Even one individual can teach a lesson to the mighty nations if only he is
determined and he is dedicated. If one were not to care for his life, if hundred people were not to care for their lives,
they can do anything. If weapons were to dictate and decide the things in the world, things would have been
different. At a time, when there was no awareness, at a time when there was no scientific growth, at a time when
people used to depend entirely on their muscle power or lethal weapons that they had in their hands, that was a
different thing.

When they had got horses, when they had got elephants and the men who could fight, those were different. But,
today, the technology has grown up. They cannot decide simply by that. Sir, I know very well that everyone of us,
irrespective of our party affiliations, is very clear that, in our minds, the national interest is uppermost. We may differ
and fight with each other on the means - I mean how to bring prosperity in the nation, what policies are to be
adopted and all those things - but when it comes to fight, when somebody else wants to encroach into our freedom,
encroach our sovereignty, we are all one. We have proved it many a time, which ever Government was in power.
This has to be taken care of by all those nations, who think that they can dictate terms to every nation.

Sir, in this context, I just want to bring in some points, which, for quite a long time, I have in mind for our hon.
External Affairs Minister. I see this attitude. If a nation is strong enough, however much other nations are, they do
not speak a word about it. Only when they think that these nations are less strong, they will try to dictate terms.
Say, for example, China. They have a closed market; they are a closed country. They never bothered about growth,
about what is happening elsewhere. But, they are determined. They have grown today. Totally diverse policies −
USA on the one side and China on the other. Still, did we come across with even one instance where USA tried to
encroach into the sovereignty of China? Why? It is because they are strong enough, because they are scared that
if they do something against them, it will retaliate and that will lead to so many things. So, the basic moral is that we
have to make our own backbone strong. If the backbone of our nation is strong, we do not need to bother about
what others say and what others try to dictate on us. So, our concentration should be more on strengthening our
own nation, making our nation rich, making our people strong and more competent.

Sir, in a similar way, I wish to bring to the notice of hon. Minister that the role of Ambassadors has changed. Our
Ambassadors earlier used to think only a limited manner to discuss about the political relations between nation to
nation. But today, trade and economy are playing vital role. They must open their eyes. Even the Minister has to
enlighten them about this. Today there are millions of people living in Gulf countries. When they have got some
problem, they will look at the Ambassadors there. If the Ambassador thinks that he is His Highness, His Excellency,
he will not be accessible to the common man there − what is the fate of the common man there − whom to
approach? So, the Ambassador must understand that. He must be a guardian of those nationals there. He must
attend to their problems. Some of the countries like Philippines, if something happens to its nationals in another
country, the country is reacting, the country is responding. The same thing should happen even with our country,
with our Ambassadors. I want this massage to go.

Similarly, Ambassadors must identify the areas where our nationals can take advantage of the situation there − not
detrimental to the other nation. I am sure that opportunities are available in several countries where our people can
flourish − both the technicians and technologists, the entrepreneurs and even the people with skills. This, the
Ambassadors have to regularly study and then send reports to the Ministry and advise them so that they encourage
our people accordingly and see that our wealth in human resources is put to extensive use, which is good for the
nation.

I do not want to make a long speech. However, I am of the opinion, as Dr. Pandeya said, that we must see all
methods and we must see all ways to convince our neighbours that there is no need for them to have any mistrust.
We must say that we are not interested in encroaching into their territory nor can they. For their own reasons, they
are not adopting the same policy as we do, but we must prevail on them to see that wisdom dawns on them, and at
least in future, such things can be avoided so that all our resources can be put to development than on these
things. 
  
 



SHRI RUPCHAND PAL : Mr. Chairman, Sir, the previous BJP Government ...(Interruptions)

SHRI SURESH PRABHAKAR PRABHU (RAJAPUR): NDA Government.

SHRI RUPCHAND PAL : All right. I stand corrected. The previous BJP-led NDA Government.

SHRI SURESH PRABHAKAR PRABHU : How will you describe this Government?

SHRI RUPCHAND PAL : I shall describe it, but not in your language.

The previous BJP-led NDA Government, besides attacking the very roots of our secular ethos, had committed some
other major mischief. One such was that they had committed to unilateralism and surrendered to the US policy.
...(Interruptions)

gÉÉ Ò à É É äcx É É Ëº Éc (n ä́ É É Ê®ªÉ É) :gÉÉ Ò à É É äcx É É Ëº Éc (n ä́ É É Ê®ªÉ É) :  gÉÉÒ °ô{ÉSÉÆn {ÉÉãÉ VÉÉÒ, +ÉÉ{É =vÉ® näJÉ BÉE® ¤ÉÉäÉÊãÉA*

gÉÉ Ò ° ô{ÉS Éxn {ÉÉãÉ : gÉÉ Ò ° ô{ÉS Éxn {ÉÉãÉ : <vÉ® ºÉä =vÉ® SÉãÉÉ VÉÉAMÉÉ* Sir, I am addressing you; I am addressing the Chair only. The NDA
Government, in gross disrespect to the national consensus for foreign policy, the major components of which were
anti-imperialism, which was a legacy of the freedom struggle, it went for Indo-US Strategic Alliance. What was that?
It was abject surrender to unilateralism.

We recall what happened. When we wanted to bring a Resolution condemning the invasion of Iraq, we found that
the BJP-led NDA Government was objecting to the use of the word 'condemnation'. ÉÊcxnÉÒ àÉå ÉÊxÉxnÉ àÉÉxÉ ÉÊãÉªÉÉ, ÉÊ{ÉE® £ÉÉÒ +ÉÆOÉäVÉÉÒ àÉå
BÉEÆbäàÉxÉä¶ÉxÉ xÉcÉÓ SÉãÉäMÉÉ* The previous NDA Government was the first Government in this country which had gone for a
compromise on the defence missile issue. No country has done that. That Government had done it, when the US
was pulling us by the nose.

What is Indo-US Strategic Alliance? Have they given us anything? I am just making a comparison. There has been
one Indo-EU Summit and there has been one Indo-US Strategic Alliance. The US have denied us technology, dual
use of technology. They have imposed sanctions saying that our scientists had committed something in respect of
delivering some knowledge about uranium or some nuclear secrets to Iran. Our scientists had never visited Iran.
Only one had gone to Iran, only as a member of the International Atomic Energy Association. But it is still
continuing. If some such policies are referred, there is a reaction from the US side. They do not care for any
independent foreign policy.

We welcome the initiative of the new Government which has made a clear demarcation from the earlier deviation
made by the NDA Government. It said that the UPA Government would pursue an independent foreign policy,
keeping in mind its past traditions. The previous Government had forgotten the traditions; it had ignored the
freedom struggle; it had forgotten the national consensus, and the respect in which it was held by many developing
countries of the world.

Now, we welcome this new Government; the UPA Government, in its National Common Minimum Programme, has
clearly spelt out that it would pursue an independent foreign policy, keeping in mind its past traditions.

This policy will see to promote multi-polarity -- not aggressive unilateralism -- and oppose all attempts at
unilateralism. When the hon. Prime Minister had gone to New York, he had mentioned there that multi-polarism is
our goal. He said that the broad things that he emphasized were India's commitment to multilateralism and to its
embodiments and the process of UN reform to enable the body to re-fashion itself to become relevant to our times.

I congratulate the hon. Minister for the steps he has taken to normalise relations with Pakistan at people to people
front and also the initiatives taken by the Prime Minister in his dialogue with President Musharraf. It was followed by
the visit of the Prime Minister of Pakistan and discussions took place. Of course, you should caution the Pakistan
Government that they should not indulge in inciting the sentiments on parochial issues and that they should not
over-emphasize and talk about Kashmir only. It should be a composite dialogue. But the Government of India has
taken certain steps and the people to people contact is improving. On the trade front also, we believe this
Government is taking steps. What had that Government done? The European common market now have 25
members with 450 million people. Now Turkey is wanting to enter and many others are going to enter very soon.
EURO is gaining strength day after day.

We have South Asian Association for Regional Cooperation (SAARC). Only because its meeting was being held in
Pakistan, the former Prime Minister did not agree to go there. The smaller countries were held to ransom. Nepal,
Bhutan, Maldives, and Sri Lanka all complained about it. Now this Government is taking steps to improve
relationship with neighbouring countries. Very recently, the President of Sri Lanka had come and discussed very
important things.



Hon. Minister for External Affairs is a very capable Minister. He is highly respected throughout the world. When he
says something, it carries weight and he has said that the development in Nepal is a matter of grave concern to us.
Now, Bhutan is taking steps to flush out extremists who have been taking shelter there. We are trying to improve
our relationship with Pakistan, Bangladesh, SAARC countries and with European countries also. We attended EU
Summit. We are part of Galilio Project and also of Nuclear Fusion Project. Has it happened in the case of Indo-US
alliance? It has not.

Now the Government says that elections are going to be held in Iraq and that it cannot stay isolated from that. But
after all, it is an illegitimate Government. The Government has no legitimacy. We appeal to the Government that
they should not go beyond imparting training to electoral personnel. Barring that, nothing should be done. The Iraq
Government has no legitimacy. More than one lakh people − most of them were civilians − have been killed there.
What has happened in Fallujah? There was a genocide even the other day. Post U.S. elections, there may be more
pressure on the Government and we believe this Government has the strength to keep itself independent. It has
been spelt out by the Government here that this Government will pursue closer engagement and relations with the
USA. The UPA Government will maintain the independence of India's foreign policy position on all regional and
global issues.

17.00 hrs.

Sir, on the issue of Israel it seems to me, we have a complaint, that the Government wants to continue a special
relationship with Israel. A new world order is being created and that will divide the West Bank into smaller enclaves
making the formation of a separate Palestinian State unviable. This Government should be able to demarcate it. It
will send a message to the Muslim community at large. It would also send a message to the world that we are
committed to the Palestinian cause. Their great leader has passed away. In such a situation we must spell out
clearly, the special relation that was started by them and was continued by the previous Government for the last six
years, that this Government is not at all interested in continuing such a special relationship. We should send out
right signals and give the right message to the Muslims and to the world at large. This Government should undo the
pro-Israel policy adopted by the previous Government. This is our request to this Government.

Sir, in regard to Cuba I would like to submit that a large number of countries, I think, around 179 countries, voted for
lifting of sanctions against Cuba. For the thirteenth time these countries have come out with a Resolution against
sanctions. Cuba is a small island country. There have been sanctions against this country for so many years. No
medicines are allowed from other countries, no free movement to that country is allowed and even Braille, meant for
the blind people, is not allowed. But even then this country is able to survive on the strength of its socialism. The
people of that country have been fighting against sanctions for all these decades. There have even been several
attempts on the life of its great leader, Mr. Fidel Castro.

SHRI B. MAHTAB (CUTTACK): He is great because he is a Communist.

SHRI RUPCHAND PAL : You may say that if you like. But he is a great leader.

SHRI VIJAYENDRA PAL SINGH (BHILWARA): It is a socialist country.

SHRI RUPCHAND PAL : I know it is a socialist country.

SHRI VIJAYENDRA PAL SINGH : They do not hold elections.

SHRI RUPCHAND PAL : You are not aware of the facts.

Sir, the Government had helped that country by way of giving assistance in certain matters like providing food,
medicines in their hour of crisis.

MR. CHAIRMAN : Your time is up.

SHRI RUPCHAND PAL : Sir, I am the only speaker from my party. I shall conclude very soon.

MR. CHAIRMAN: You have already consumed your allotted time.

SHRI RUPCHAND PAL : Sir, restoration of democracy in Myanmar has been our key objective. A message to this
effect should be sent to the hon. President of that country or through some other channel that house arrest of the
leader of their movement Sun Su Ki should be lifted. That would help in the process of democratisation of their
country. The Government of India should also express its concern that such a thing is continuing in that country.
This is not a happy thing.

Sir, I would like to make a reference about the letter written by our hon. Prime Minister to the American President
George W Bush after his re-election. It is their concern as to what they have decided and what has been the



outcome and what are the reasons for the re-election of George W Bush. In that letter the hon. Prime Minister has
written that India can be a partner for combating international terrorism. But who is a greater terrorist than America
itself? Such a message should not have been given. It should have been qualified by saying that we have our
independent position in regard to terrorism. We know how to combat terrorism. The US President is not the right
person. The US policies are not at all conducive for combating terrorism. What had happened after invasion of Iraq
in the name of terrorism? Has terrorism come down? Has it been diminished or reduced? No, it has not been so,
rather it has given birth to new terrorist activities. So, the letter of the hon. Prime Minister − whatever may be spirit
of the letter, we think − can send a wrong message about the independent nature of our foreign policy.

When the hon. External Affairs Minister would reply, he should rather emphasise that India is committed to its
independent Foreign Policy and never toe any hegemonistic line or any line of aggressive unilateralism, and should
not compromise on any pressure to which they would surrender. They should judge issues from their own
independent viewpoints.

MR. CHAIRMAN : Before calling the next hon. Member, I must inform the House that the time of the House would be
extended upto 7 p.m. and the hon. Minister would reply to the debate tomorrow.

Now Shri Mohan Singh may speak.

gÉÉ Ò à É É äcx É É Ëº Éc (n ä́ É É Ê®ªÉ É) : gÉÉ Ò à É É äcx É É Ëº Éc (n ä́ É É Ê®ªÉ É) : ºÉ£ÉÉ{ÉÉÊiÉ VÉÉÒ, àÉé +ÉÉ{ÉBÉEÉ vÉxªÉ´ÉÉn BÉE®iÉÉ cÚÆ VÉÉä <ºÉ ¤ÉcºÉ àÉå ÉÊcººÉÉ ãÉäxÉä BÉEä ÉÊãÉA +ÉÉ{ÉxÉä àÉÖZÉä àÉÉèBÉEÉ ÉÊnªÉÉ* càÉÉ®ä {ÉÉºÉ {ÉÖ®ÉxÉä +ÉxÉÖ£É´É BÉEä ÉÊ
´Énä¶É àÉÆjÉÉÒ cé +ÉÉè® <xÉBÉEÉä £ÉÉ®iÉ BÉEä ®É]ÅÉÒªÉ ÉÊciÉÉå BÉEÉÒ MÉc®ÉÒ ºÉàÉZÉ cè* £ÉÉ®iÉ BÉEä ®É]ÅÉÒªÉ ÉÊciÉÉå BÉEÉä ÉÊºÉr BÉE®xÉä BÉEÉÒ +ÉxiÉ®ÉÇ]ÅÉÒªÉ ®hÉxÉÉÒÉÊiÉ BÉDªÉÉ cÉä, <ºÉBÉEÉ <xÉBÉEÉ {ÉÖ®ÉxÉÉ iÉVÉÖ¤ÉÉÇ
cè* <ºÉÉÊãÉA ¤ÉcÖiÉ ºÉãÉÉc näxÉä BÉEÉÒ +ÉÉ´É¶ªÉBÉEiÉÉ xÉcÉÓ cè* ãÉäÉÊBÉExÉ àÉé <iÉxÉÉ VÉ°ô® BÉEcxÉÉ SÉÉciÉÉ cÚÆ ÉÊBÉE ÉÊBÉEºÉÉÒ £ÉÉÒ nä¶É BÉEÉÒ ÉẾ Énä¶É xÉÉÒÉÊiÉ BÉEÉÒ ºÉ{ÉEãÉiÉÉ BÉEÉÒ BÉEºÉÉè]ÉÒ =ºÉ nä¶É
BÉEÉÒ ÉẾ Énä¶É xÉÉÒÉÊiÉ ºÉä +É{ÉxÉä ®É]ÅÉÒªÉ ÉÊciÉÉå BÉEÉÒ ºÉÖ®FÉÉ àÉå ÉÊBÉEiÉxÉÉÒ ºÉ{ÉEãÉ ®cÉÒ cè +ÉÉè® +ÉxiÉ®ÉÇ]ÅÉÒªÉ àÉÆSÉÉå {É® =ºÉ nä¶É BÉEä ÉÊBÉEºÉÉÒ £ÉÉÒ ÉÊciÉ ®FÉÉ BÉEä ÉÊãÉA ÉÊBÉEiÉxÉä àÉnnMÉÉ® cé, {ÉbÉèºÉÉÒ
nä¶ÉÉå BÉEä ºÉÉlÉ =ºÉBÉEä ºÉÆ¤ÉÆvÉ ÉÊBÉEiÉxÉä àÉvÉÖ® cé +ÉÉè® <ºÉÉÒ BÉEä ºÉÉlÉ-ºÉÉlÉ ºÉàÉªÉ +ÉÉè® {ÉÉÊ®ÉÎºlÉÉÊiÉ BÉEä +ÉxÉÖºÉÉ® ®hÉxÉÉÒÉÊiÉ ¤ÉnãÉiÉÉÒ ®ciÉÉÒ cè*

ABÉE nÉè® lÉÉ VÉ¤É càÉÉ®ÉÒ ÉẾ Énä¶É xÉÉÒÉÊiÉ BÉEä JÉÉBÉEä BÉEÉ ÉÊxÉvÉÉÇ®hÉ cÉä ®cÉ lÉÉ, càÉ ABÉE MÉÖãÉÉàÉ nä¶É lÉä +ÉÉè® càÉBÉEÉä nÖÉÊxÉªÉÉ àÉå AäºÉä ÉÊàÉjÉÉå BÉEÉÒ iÉãÉÉ¶É lÉÉÒ VÉÉä càÉÉ®ÉÒ +ÉÉWÉÉnÉÒ BÉEÉÒ
ãÉ½É<Ç àÉå càÉÉ®ä ºÉcªÉÉäMÉÉÒ ¤ÉxÉ ºÉBÉEå iÉlÉÉ ãÉÉäBÉEiÉÆjÉ BÉEÉÒ +É´ÉvÉÉ®hÉÉ àÉå =xÉBÉEÉÒ {ÉÚ®ÉÒ +ÉÉºlÉÉ cÉä* <ºÉ ÉÊcºÉÉ¤É ºÉä càÉxÉä +É{ÉxÉÉÒ ÉẾ Énä¶É xÉÉÒÉÊiÉ BÉEÉÒ 1935-36 àÉå +ÉÉvÉÉ®ÉÊ¶ÉãÉÉ ®JÉÉÒ
ãÉäÉÊBÉExÉ nä¶É BÉEÉÒ +ÉÉWÉÉnÉÒ BÉEä ºÉÉlÉ cÉÒ nÖÉÊxÉªÉÉ BÉEÉÒ nÚºÉ®ÉÒ ãÉ½É<Ç JÉiàÉ cÉä MÉ<Ç lÉÉÒ +ÉÉè® ãÉ½É<Ç BÉEä ´ÉBÉDiÉ nÖÉÊxÉªÉÉ BÉEÉ nÉä ÉÊcººÉÉå àÉå ¤ÉÆ]´ÉÉ®É cÉä MÉªÉÉ lÉÉ* ABÉE iÉ®{ÉE BÉEÉÊlÉiÉ
ãÉÉäBÉEiÉÉÆÉÊjÉBÉE nä¶É +ÉÉè® nÚºÉ®ÉÒ iÉ®{ÉE BÉEÉÊlÉiÉ iÉÉxÉÉ¶ÉÉcÉÒ +ÉÉè® AäºÉä nä¶É ÉÊVÉxcÉåxÉä ãÉÉäBÉEiÉÆjÉ BÉEÉ +É{ÉxÉä nä¶É àÉå MÉãÉÉ PÉÉå]É lÉÉ* =ºÉ nÉè® àÉå £ÉÉÒ £ÉÉ®iÉ BÉEÉÒ +ÉÉWÉÉnÉÒ BÉEä VÉÉä ãÉ½ÉBÉÚE
ãÉÉäMÉ lÉä, =xÉBÉEä >ó{É® n¤ÉÉ´É {ÉènÉ cÖ+ÉÉ ÉÊBÉE càÉBÉEÉä +ÉÆOÉäVÉ cÖBÉÚEàÉiÉ BÉEä ÉÊJÉãÉÉ{ÉE VÉÆMÉ xÉcÉÓ BÉE®xÉÉÒ SÉÉÉÊcA BÉDªÉÉåÉÊBÉE +É£ÉÉÒ ãÉÉäBÉE¶ÉÉcÉÒ ¤ÉxÉÉàÉ iÉÉxÉÉ¶ÉÉcÉÒ ºÉÆPÉÉÇ SÉãÉ ®cÉ cè* ãÉäÉÊBÉExÉ
càÉÉ®ÉÒ +ÉÉWÉÉnÉÒ BÉEä nÉÒ́ ÉÉxÉÉå xÉä BÉEcÉ ÉÊBÉE ªÉc ºÉcÉÒ ºÉàÉªÉ cè VÉ¤É càÉ +ÉÉè{ÉÉÊxÉ´ÉäÉÊ¶ÉBÉE ¶ÉÉÎBÉDiÉªÉÉå {É® càÉãÉÉ BÉE®BÉEä +É{ÉxÉä nä¶É BÉEÉä +ÉÉWÉÉn BÉE®É ºÉBÉEiÉä cé +ÉÉè® AäºÉÉÒ ºÉÉäSÉ BÉEä
ãÉÉäMÉÉå xÉä 1942 BÉEÉ +ÉÆÉÊiÉàÉ ºÉÆOÉÉàÉ ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ lÉÉ* +ÉÉWÉÉnÉÒ BÉEä ºÉÉlÉ cÉÒ nÖÉÊxÉªÉÉ BÉEÉÒ nÚºÉ®ÉÒ ãÉ½É<Ç JÉiàÉ cÉäxÉä BÉEä ¤ÉÉn {ÉÚ®ä ÉẾ É¶´É BÉEÉ nÉä ÉÊcººÉÉå àÉå ¤ÉÆ]´ÉÉ®É cÉä MÉªÉÉ* ABÉE ´ÉÉ®ºÉÉ
ºÉÆPÉ BÉEä +ÉÉvÉÉ® {É® iÉèªÉÉ® {ÉÚ́ ÉÉÔ ªÉÚ®Éä{É BÉEä nä¶É lÉä ÉÊVÉxÉBÉEÉ +ÉMÉÖ́ ÉÉ ¤ÉxÉBÉE® °ôºÉ nÖÉÊxÉªÉÉ BÉEä ºÉÉàÉxÉä +ÉÉªÉÉ +ÉÉè® nÚºÉ®ÉÒ iÉ®{ÉE xÉÉ]Éä, ºÉÉÒ]Éä ºÉÆPÉ ºÉÆMÉ~xÉ =ºÉBÉEÉ xÉäiÉßi´É +ÉàÉ®ÉÒBÉEÉ
BÉE® ®cÉ lÉÉ* <xÉ nÉä wÉÖ́ ÉÉÒ ÉẾ É¶´É àÉå càÉBÉEÉä iÉÉÒºÉ®ÉÒ AäºÉÉÒ iÉÉBÉEiÉ JÉ½ÉÒ BÉE®xÉÉÒ lÉÉÒ VÉÉä ÉẾ ÉSÉÉ®vÉÉ®É BÉEä +ÉÉvÉÉ® {É® ºÉàÉÉVÉ´ÉÉnÉÒ cÉä ÉÊVÉºÉBÉEä ®É]ÅÉÒªÉ =ºÉÚãÉ ãÉÉäBÉEiÉÉÆÉÊjÉBÉE cÉå +ÉÉè®
+É{ÉxÉÉÒ ÉẾ ÉSÉÉ®vÉÉ®É BÉEä +ÉÉvÉÉ® {É® ºÉàÉÚSÉÉÒ nÖÉÊxÉªÉÉ BÉEÉä ={ÉÉÊxÉ´Éä¶É´ÉÉn ºÉä àÉÖBÉDiÉ BÉE®ÉxÉÉ SÉÉciÉä cÉå* AäºÉä cÉÒ nä¶ÉÉå BÉEÉ ABÉE ¤ãÉÉìBÉE £ÉÉ®iÉ BÉEä xÉäiÉÉ BÉEä xÉäiÉßi´É àÉå nÖÉÊxÉªÉÉ àÉå ¤ÉxÉÉ
ÉÊVÉºÉBÉEÉä càÉ MÉÖ]ÉÊxÉ®{ÉäFÉ nä¶ÉÉå BÉEä °ô{É àÉå <ÉÊiÉcÉºÉ BÉEä °ô{É àÉå näJÉiÉä cé +ÉÉè® =ºÉ nÉè® àÉå càÉxÉä +É{ÉxÉÉÒ ÉẾ Énä¶É xÉÉÒÉÊiÉ BÉEÉ ÉÊxÉ°ô{ÉhÉ ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ* càÉ ABÉE cÉÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ BÉEcxÉÉ SÉÉciÉä cé ÉÊBÉE
|ÉEÉÆºÉ BÉEä ®É]Å{ÉÉÊiÉ n MÉÉìãÉ xÉä =ºÉ £ÉªÉÆBÉE® iÉxÉÉ´É BÉEä ªÉÖMÉ àÉå +ÉàÉ®ÉÒBÉEÉÒ ®É]Å{ÉÉÊiÉ +ÉÉªÉVÉxÉ cÉä́ É® +ÉÉè® °ôºÉ BÉEä |ÉvÉÉxÉ µÉEÖºSÉä́ É BÉEÉä +É{ÉxÉä nä¶É àÉå ¤ÉÖãÉÉªÉÉ lÉÉ +ÉÉè® =xÉ nÉäxÉÉå BÉEÉ
ÉÊ¶ÉJÉ® ºÉààÉäãÉxÉ ÉẾ É{ÉEãÉ cÉä MÉªÉÉ lÉÉ iÉlÉÉ iÉxÉÉ´É{ÉÚhÉÇ ÉÎºlÉÉÊiÉ +ÉÉè® +ÉÉÊvÉBÉE iÉxÉÉ´É{ÉÚhÉÇ cÉä MÉ<Ç lÉÉÒ* =ºÉ VÉàÉÉxÉä àÉå càÉÉ®ä nä¶É BÉEä |ÉvÉÉxÉ àÉÆjÉÉÒ {ÉÆÉÊbiÉ VÉ´ÉÉc® ãÉÉãÉ xÉäc°ô xÉä
ºÉÆªÉÖBÉDiÉ ®É]Å ºÉÆPÉ àÉå nÉäxÉÉå MÉÖ]Éå BÉEä £ÉÉÒiÉ® VÉÉä nÖÉÊxÉªÉÉ BÉEÉä iÉxÉÉ´ÉOÉºiÉ ÉÊBÉEªÉä cÖA cé, nÖÉÊxÉªÉÉ BÉEÉ ºÉàÉ®ºÉ ´ÉÉiÉÉ´É®hÉ ¤ÉxÉä, <ºÉBÉEä ÉÊãÉA |ÉºiÉÉ´É {Éä¶É ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ lÉÉ, ÉÊVÉºÉ {É® nÖÉÊxÉªÉÉ BÉEä
+ÉÉÊvÉBÉEÉÆ¶É nä¶ÉÉå xÉä xÉäc°ô VÉÉÒ BÉEä =ºÉ BÉEnàÉ BÉEÉ, =ºÉ |ÉºiÉÉ´É BÉEÉ º´ÉÉMÉiÉ ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ lÉÉ* ãÉäÉÊBÉExÉ =ºÉ VÉàÉÉxÉä àÉå £ÉÉÒ °ôºÉ BÉEä |ÉvÉÉxÉ àÉÆjÉÉÒ LÉÖ¶SÉä́ É ºÉÖÆªÉÖBÉDiÉ ®É]Å ºÉÆPÉ BÉEä +ÉÉÊvÉ´Éä¶ÉxÉ
àÉå +É{ÉxÉÉ VÉÚiÉÉ àÉäVÉ {É® ®JÉ BÉE® =ºÉ àÉäVÉ BÉEÉä {ÉÉÒ] ®cä lÉä* càÉÉ®ÉÒ ºÉÆºÉn àÉå iÉÉä ªÉc BÉE£ÉÉÒ PÉ]xÉÉ näJÉxÉä BÉEÉä ÉÊàÉãÉ VÉÉiÉÉÒ cè +ÉÉè® ¤ÉÉc® =ºÉBÉEÉÒ ÉËxÉnÉ £ÉÉÒ cÉäiÉÉÒ cè ÉÊBÉE £ÉÉ®iÉ
BÉEÉÒ ºÉÆºÉn àÉå ÉÊBÉEºÉ BÉEÉÒ PÉ]xÉÉAÆ cÉäiÉÉÒ cé* ´Éc {ÉcãÉÉÒ PÉ]xÉÉ lÉÉÒ +ÉÆiÉ®ÉÇ]ÅÉÒªÉ àÉÆSÉ {É®, VÉ¤É ºÉÆªÉÖBÉDiÉ ®É]Å ºÉÆPÉ àÉå nÖÉÊxÉªÉÉ BÉEä ABÉE ¤É½ä ®É]Å BÉEä ¤É½ä xÉäiÉÉ xÉä <ºÉ iÉ®c BÉEÉ BªÉ´ÉcÉ®
ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ lÉÉ* ãÉäÉÊBÉExÉ =ºÉ ´ÉÉiÉÉ´É®hÉ àÉå £ÉÉ®iÉ BÉEÉä ÉÊàÉjÉÉå BÉEÉÒ iÉãÉÉ¶É lÉÉÒ* nÖÉÊxÉªÉÉ BÉEÉÒ ÉÎºlÉÉÊiÉ ¤ÉnãÉÉÒ* +É{ÉxÉä ®É]ÅÉÒªÉ ÉÊciÉÉå BÉEä ÉÊcºÉÉ¤É ºÉä càÉÉ®ä {ÉÉÉÊBÉEºiÉÉxÉ ºÉä VÉÉä iÉxÉÉ´É{ÉÚhÉÇ
ºÉà¤ÉxvÉ lÉä, =ºÉàÉå £ÉÉ®iÉ BÉEÉÒ ºÉÖ®FÉÉ BÉEÉä ºlÉÉ<Ç BÉE®xÉÉ lÉÉ* AäºÉä ºÉàÉªÉ àÉå VÉ¤É ¤ÉÉÆMãÉÉnä¶É BÉEÉÒ +ÉÉVÉÉnÉÒ BÉEÉÒ iÉèªÉÉ®ÉÒ ¶ÉÖ°ô cÖ<Ç, iÉÉä gÉÉÒàÉiÉÉÒ <ÆÉÊn®É MÉÉÆvÉÉÒ xÉä °ôºÉ BÉEä ºÉÉlÉ ABÉE
ºÉÆÉÊvÉ BÉEÉÒ* ªÉc ºÉÆÉÊvÉ £ÉÉ®iÉ-°ôºÉ ºÉÆÉÊvÉ BÉEä xÉÉàÉ ºÉä ÉẾ ÉJªÉÉiÉ cè* =ºÉ ºÉÆÉÊvÉ àÉå càÉxÉä º´ÉÉÒBÉEÉ® ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ ÉÊBÉE £ÉÉ®iÉ BÉEä ÉÊciÉÉå {É® càÉãÉÉ °ôºÉ BÉEä ÉÊciÉÉå {É® càÉãÉÉ àÉÉxÉÉ VÉÉAMÉÉ* <ºÉÉÒ
iÉ®c ºÉä °ôºÉ BÉEä ÉÊciÉÉå {É® càÉãÉÉ £ÉÉ®iÉ BÉEä >ó{É® càÉãÉÉ àÉÉxÉÉ VÉÉAMÉÉ* AäºÉÉ BÉE®BÉEä ABÉE iÉÉBÉEiÉ´É® àÉÖãBÉE BÉEä ºÉÉlÉ ABÉE ºlÉÉ<Ç ¶ÉÉÎBÉDiÉ BÉEÉ £ÉÉ®iÉ xÉä |Én¶ÉÇxÉ ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ*

VÉªÉ |ÉBÉEÉ¶É xÉÉ®ÉªÉhÉ VÉÉÒ ÉẾ É{ÉFÉ àÉå lÉä* ´Éä BÉE£ÉÉÒ BÉEÉÆOÉäºÉ {ÉÉ]ÉÔ BÉEä ºÉÉlÉ xÉcÉÓ lÉä, ªÉÉxÉÉÒ ºÉ®BÉEÉ® BÉEä ºÉÉlÉ xÉcÉÓ lÉä* ãÉäÉÊBÉExÉ gÉÉÒàÉiÉÉÒ <ÆÉÊn®É MÉÉÆvÉÉÒ xÉä =xÉBÉEä BªÉÉÎBÉDiÉi´É BÉEÉ
<ºiÉäàÉÉãÉ ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ +ÉÉè® {ÉÚ®ÉÒ nÖÉÊxÉªÉÉ àÉå =xcå £ÉäVÉ BÉE® ¤ÉÉÆMãÉÉnä¶É BÉEÉÒ +ÉÉVÉÉnÉÒ àÉå VÉÉä ºÉèÉÊxÉBÉE lÉä, =xÉBÉEä ºÉàÉlÉÇxÉ àÉå ÉẾ É¶´É VÉxÉàÉiÉ iÉèªÉÉ® BÉE®xÉä àÉå ºÉcÉªÉiÉÉ ãÉÉÒ +ÉÉè® =xÉBÉEÉ
ºÉcªÉÉäMÉ ÉÊãÉªÉÉ* =ºÉBÉEä ¤ÉÉn £ÉÉ®iÉ xÉä ¤ÉÉÆMãÉÉnä¶É BÉEÉä +ÉÉVÉÉn BÉE®ÉxÉä àÉå ABÉE +ÉcàÉÂ BÉE½ÉÒ BÉEÉÒ £ÉÚÉÊàÉBÉEÉ ÉÊxÉ£ÉÉ<Ç* <ºÉ ={ÉàÉcÉuÉÒ{É àÉå £ÉÉ®iÉ BÉEä £ÉÚ£ÉÉMÉ BÉEÉä ºÉÖ®ÉÊFÉiÉ BÉE®xÉä BÉEä ÉÊãÉA
¤ÉÉÆMãÉÉnä¶É +ÉÉVÉÉn cÖ+ÉÉ +ÉÉè® {ÉÉÉÊBÉEºiÉÉxÉ ºÉä +ÉãÉMÉ cÖ+ÉÉ* =ºÉ ºÉàÉªÉ £ÉÉÒ £ÉÉ®iÉ BÉEä ºÉÉlÉ +ÉÆiÉ®ÉÇ]ÅÉÒªÉ àÉÆSÉ {É® £ÉÉ®iÉ BÉEÉÒ ´ÉBÉEÉãÉiÉ BÉE®xÉä ´ÉÉãÉä ¤ÉcÖiÉ ºÉÉ®ä nä¶É lÉä, ÉÊVÉxcÉåxÉä
iÉÉBÉEiÉ BÉEä ºÉÉlÉ £ÉÉ®iÉ BÉEä {ÉFÉ BÉEÉ º´ÉÉMÉiÉ ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ +ÉÉè® ¤ÉÉÆMãÉÉnä¶É ABÉE +ÉÉVÉÉn +ÉÉè® ºÉÉ´ÉÇ£ÉÉèàÉ àÉÖãBÉE BÉEä °ô{É àÉå nÖÉÊxÉªÉÉ àÉå =£É® BÉE® +ÉÉªÉÉ* ÉÊVÉºÉBÉEÉä £ÉÉ®iÉ BÉEä ¤ÉÉn nÖÉÊxÉªÉÉ BÉEä
+ÉÉÊvÉBÉEÉÆ¶É nä¶ÉÉå xÉä iÉiBÉEÉãÉ àÉÉxªÉiÉÉ nÉÒ +ÉÉè® =ºÉBÉEÉä º´ÉÉÒBÉEÉ® ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ*

VÉ¤É BÉE£ÉÉÒ £ÉÉÒ BÉEºÉÉè]ÉÒ {É® £ÉÉ®iÉ BÉEÉÒ MÉÖ] ÉÊxÉ®{ÉäFÉiÉÉ BÉEÉÒ xÉÉÒÉÊiÉ, £ÉÉ®iÉ BÉEä ÉÊciÉÉå BÉEä ÉÊcºÉÉ¤É ºÉä =ºÉBÉEÉä iÉÉèãÉxÉä BÉEÉÒ BÉEÉäÉÊ¶É¶É cÖ<Ç cè, iÉÉä càÉÉ®ÉÒ ´ÉènäÉÊ¶ÉBÉE xÉÉÒÉÊiÉ =ºÉ {É® JÉ®ÉÒ
=iÉ®ÉÒ cè* +ÉÉVÉ BÉEÉÒ iÉÉ®ÉÒJÉ àÉå nÖÉÊxÉªÉÉ iÉÉÒºÉ®ä nÉè® àÉå {ÉcÖÆSÉ MÉ<Ç cè* ªÉc nÉè® cè +É{ÉxÉä +ÉÉÉÌlÉBÉE ÉÊciÉÉå BÉEÉÒ ºÉÖ®FÉÉ BÉEä ÉÊãÉA, +É{ÉxÉä +ÉÉÉÌlÉBÉE ºÉÉ©ÉÉVªÉ´ÉÉn BÉEä |ÉSÉÉ®-|ÉºÉÉ® BÉEä ÉÊãÉA
nÖÉÊxÉªÉÉ BÉEÉ xÉA ÉÊºÉ®ä ºÉä {ÉÖxÉMÉÇ~xÉ cÉä ®cÉ cè* xÉA ÉÊºÉ®ä ºÉä =ºÉ VÉàÉÉxÉä àÉå +É{ÉxÉÉÒ ®É]ÅÉÒªÉ +ÉÉÎºàÉiÉÉ BÉEÉÒ ÉÊc{ÉEÉVÉiÉ BÉE®xÉä BÉEä ÉÊãÉA MÉÖ] ¤ÉxÉiÉä lÉä* =ºÉ VÉàÉÉxÉä àÉå +É{ÉxÉä nä¶É BÉEÉä
+ÉÉVÉÉn BÉE®ÉxÉä BÉEä ÉÊãÉA ãÉÉäBÉEiÉÆjÉ +ÉÉè® ºÉÉ´ÉÇ£ÉÉèàÉ ¤ÉxÉÉxÉä BÉEä ÉÊãÉA MÉÖ] ¤ÉxÉiÉä lÉä* +ÉÉVÉ BÉEÉÒ nÖÉÊxÉªÉÉ àÉå +ÉÉÉÌlÉBÉE ºÉÉ©ÉÉVªÉ ¤ÉfÃÉxÉä BÉEä ÉÊãÉA +ÉÉè® +ÉÉÉÌlÉBÉE ºÉÖ®FÉÉ BÉEä ÉÊãÉA MÉÖ] ¤ÉxÉ
®cä cé* +ÉÉ{ÉxÉä º´ÉÉÒBÉEÉ® ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ cè ÉÊBÉE càÉ ABÉE wÉÖ́ ÉÉÒªÉ nÖÉÊxÉªÉÉ BÉEÉä º´ÉÉÒBÉEÉ® xÉcÉÓ BÉE® ºÉBÉEiÉä, ¤ÉcÖwÉÖ́ ÉÉÒªÉ nÖÉÊxÉªÉÉ cÉäxÉÉÒ SÉÉÉÊcA* <ºÉBÉEÉä nÖÉÊxÉªÉÉ BÉEä ¤ÉcÖiÉ ºÉÉ®ä nä¶É àÉÉxÉ ®cä cé*
<ºÉÉÒÉÊãÉA ªÉÚ®Éä{ÉÉÒªÉ ºÉÆMÉ~xÉ ¤ÉxÉÉ, ªÉÚ®Éä{É BÉEä nä¶ÉÉå BÉEÉ ABÉE ºÉÆPÉ ¤ÉxÉÉªÉÉ MÉªÉÉ* +ÉÉVÉ ´Éä ãÉÉäMÉ +ÉàÉäÉÊ®BÉEÉ BÉEä ÉÊ{ÉUãÉMMÉÚ cÉäxÉä BÉEÉä iÉèªÉÉ® xÉcÉÓ cè, VÉèºÉä nÖÉÊxÉªÉÉ BÉEÉÒ nÚºÉ®ÉÒ ãÉ½É<Ç BÉEä
ºÉàÉªÉ =xÉBÉEä ºÉÉlÉ lÉä* +ÉÉVÉ ´Éä ºÉÉÒxÉÉ iÉÉxÉ BÉE® +ÉÉÉÌlÉBÉE FÉäjÉ àÉå =ºÉBÉEÉÒ ¤É®É¤É®ÉÒ BÉE®xÉä BÉEä ÉÊãÉA JÉ½ä cé* =xÉBÉEÉ ªÉÚ®Éä bÉãÉ® +ÉÉVÉ BÉEÉÒ iÉÉ®ÉÒJÉ àÉå nÖÉÊxÉªÉÉ àÉå +ÉàÉäÉÊ®BÉExÉ bÉãÉ®
ºÉä VªÉÉnÉ àÉci´É{ÉÚhÉÇ +ÉÉè® iÉÉBÉEiÉ´É® cÉä MÉªÉÉ cè +ÉÉè® =ºÉBÉEÉÒ BÉEÉÒàÉiÉ £ÉÉÒ +ÉÉÊvÉBÉE cÉä MÉ<Ç cè* iÉàÉÉàÉ ºÉ´ÉÉãÉÉå {É® SÉÉcä <®ÉBÉE BÉEÉ ªÉÖr cÉä, SÉÉcä <»ÉÉ<ãÉ cÉä, ÉÊ{ÉEãÉÉÒºiÉÉÒxÉ BÉEÉ ºÉ
´ÉÉãÉ cÉä, ªÉÚ®Éä{ÉÉÒªÉxÉ ºÉÆPÉ xÉä º´ÉiÉÆjÉ fÆMÉ ºÉä +É{ÉxÉÉÒ +ÉÉ´ÉÉVÉ BÉEÉä +ÉàÉäÉÊ®BÉEÉ BÉEä ºÉÉàÉxÉä ºÉÉÒxÉÉ iÉÉxÉ BÉE®, JÉ½ä cÉäBÉE® ®JÉxÉä BÉEÉ BÉEÉàÉ ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ cè* ABÉE xÉªÉÉ +ÉÆnÉVÉ nÖÉÊxÉªÉÉ BÉEÉä
=xcÉåxÉä ÉÊnªÉÉ cè*

càÉ +ÉÉ{ÉºÉä +ÉÉOÉc BÉE®xÉÉ SÉÉciÉä cé ÉÊBÉE £ÉÉ®iÉ xÉä ÉÊVÉºÉ VÉàÉÉxÉä àÉå MÉÖ] ÉÊxÉ®{ÉäFÉ nä¶ÉÉå BÉEÉ ºÉÆMÉ~xÉ ¤ÉxÉÉªÉÉ lÉÉ, +ÉÉVÉ VÉ°ô®iÉ cè £ÉÉ®iÉ BÉEÉÒ ´ÉènäÉÊ¶ÉBÉE xÉÉÒÉÊiÉ àÉå AäºÉÉÒ ®hÉxÉÉÒÉÊiÉ ¤ÉxÉä



ÉÊBÉE nÖÉÊxÉªÉÉ BÉEä VÉÉä BÉEàÉVÉÉä® nä¶É cé, nÖÉÊxÉªÉÉ BÉEä AäºÉä nä¶É ÉÊVÉxÉBÉEÉä +ÉÉVÉ BÉEÉÒ iÉÉ®ÉÒJÉ àÉå ÉẾ É¶´É BÉEä +ÉÉètÉÉäÉÊMÉBÉE oÉÎ] ºÉä ºÉà{ÉxxÉ ®É]ÅÉå BÉEä ¤ÉÉVÉÉ® SÉÆMÉÖãÉ ºÉä àÉÖBÉDiÉ BÉE®ÉxÉÉ cè, AäºÉä
nä¶ÉÉå BÉEÉ ABÉE wÉÖ́ É £ÉÉ®iÉ BÉEä xÉäiÉßi´É àÉå ¤ÉxÉä* ªÉc càÉÉ®ÉÒ ®hÉxÉÉÒÉÊiÉ cÉäxÉÉÒ SÉÉÉÊcA* <ºÉÉÒÉÊãÉA VÉÉä ºÉÉBÉEÇ nä¶ÉÉå BÉEÉ ºÉÆMÉ~xÉ cè, =ºÉBÉEÉä càÉå iÉäVÉ BÉE®xÉÉ SÉÉÉÊcA* àÉä®É ºÉÖZÉÉ´É cè ÉÊBÉE
VÉÉä +ÉÉÉÊºÉªÉÉxÉ nä¶ÉÉå BÉEä ºÉÉlÉ càÉÉ®ä ¤ÉfÃiÉä ÉÊ®¶iÉä cé, =xÉBÉEÉä àÉVÉ¤ÉÚiÉ BÉE®xÉÉ SÉÉÉÊcA* <ºÉÉÒÉÊãÉA +ÉÉVÉ nÖÉÊxÉªÉÉ UnÂàÉ ªÉÖr àÉå ãÉMÉÉÒ cÖ<Ç cè*

{ÉcãÉä ºÉÆPÉÉÇ +ÉÉàÉxÉä-ºÉÉàÉxÉä cÉäiÉÉ lÉÉ, ãÉäÉÊBÉExÉ +ÉÉVÉ £ÉÉ½ä BÉEä +ÉÉiÉÆBÉE´ÉÉnÉÒ £ÉäVÉBÉE®, ÉÊBÉEºÉÉÒ £ÉÉÒ nä¶É BÉEÉÒ ¶ÉÉÆÉÊiÉ-BªÉ´ÉºlÉÉ BÉEÉä £ÉÆMÉ BÉE®, =ºÉ nä¶É àÉå +ÉÉ®ÉVÉBÉEiÉÉ BÉEÉÒ ÉÎºlÉÉÊiÉ {ÉènÉ
BÉE®xÉä BÉEÉ ABÉE UnÂàÉ |ÉªÉÉºÉ nÖÉÊxÉªÉÉ BÉEä +ÉÆn® ¤ÉcÖiÉ ¤É½ä {ÉèàÉÉxÉä {É® SÉãÉ ®cÉ cè* <ºÉÉÊãÉA +ÉÉVÉ MÉßc àÉÆjÉÉãÉªÉ ºÉä |É¶xÉBÉEÉãÉ àÉå ºÉ´ÉÉãÉ {ÉÚUÉ MÉªÉÉ iÉÉä càÉÉ®ä àÉÉxÉxÉÉÒªÉ MÉßc àÉÆjÉÉÒ
VÉÉÒ xÉä º{É] °ô{É ºÉä º´ÉÉÒBÉEÉ® ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ ÉÊBÉE càÉÉ®ä nä¶É BÉEä {ÉÚ́ ÉÉækÉ® FÉäjÉ àÉå VÉÉä +ÉÉiÉÆBÉE´ÉÉnÉÒ cé, =xÉBÉEä ÉÊ~BÉEÉxÉä ¤ÉàÉÉÇ +ÉÉè® ¤ÉÆMÉãÉÉ nä¶É àÉå £ÉÉÒ cé +ÉÉè® <ºÉ +ÉÉiÉÆBÉE´ÉÉn BÉEÉä ºÉèrÉÆÉÊiÉBÉE
°ô{É ºÉä cÉÊlÉªÉÉ® +ÉÉè® +ÉÉÉÌlÉBÉE àÉnn {ÉÉÉÊBÉEºiÉÉxÉ BÉEÉÒ +ÉÉ<ÇAºÉ+ÉÉ<Ç ºÉä ÉÊàÉãÉ ®cÉÒ cè* ªÉc ABÉE MÉÆ£ÉÉÒ® SÉäiÉÉ´ÉxÉÉÒ cè ÉÊBÉE VÉ¤É càÉÉ®ä nä¶É BÉEä MÉßc àÉÆjÉÉÒ ºÉnxÉ àÉå º´ÉÉÒBÉEÉ® BÉE® ®cä cé
iÉ¤É <ºÉBÉEÉ àÉÖBÉEÉ¤ÉãÉÉ càÉÉ®ÉÒ ÉẾ Énä¶É-xÉÉÒÉÊiÉ cÉÒ BÉE® ºÉBÉEiÉÉÒ cè*

{ÉÉÉÊBÉEºiÉÉxÉ BÉEä ºÉÉlÉ ÉÊ®¶iÉä ºÉÖvÉÉ®xÉä BÉEÉÒ BÉEÉäÉÊ¶É¶É +ÉÉVÉ BÉEÉÒ xÉcÉÓ cè* ÉÊ{ÉUãÉÉÒ ºÉ®BÉEÉ® +ÉÉè® <ºÉ ºÉ®BÉEÉ® àÉå ABÉE +ÉÆiÉ® cè* AxÉbÉÒA BÉEÉÒ ºÉ®BÉEÉ® xÉä VÉÉä BÉEÉäÉÊ¶É¶É BÉEÉÒ ´Éc ÉÊBÉEºÉÉÒ
nä¶É BÉEä n¤ÉÉ´É àÉå BÉEÉäÉÊ¶É¶É lÉÉÒ ãÉäÉÊBÉExÉ +ÉÉVÉ BÉEÉÒ iÉÉ®ÉÒJÉ àÉå ÉÊ®¶iÉä ºÉÖvÉÉ®xÉä BÉEä VÉÉä |ÉªÉÉºÉ cÉä ®cä cé ´Éä càÉÉ®ä º´ÉªÉÆ BÉEä |ÉªÉÉºÉ cé, º´ÉiÉÆjÉ fÆMÉ ºÉä +É{ÉxÉä {Éè®Éå {É® JÉ½ä cÉäBÉE® ÉÊ®¶iÉä
ºÉÖvÉÉ®xÉä BÉEä |ÉªÉÉºÉ cÉä ®cä cé* càÉÉ®ÉÒ ®hÉxÉÉÒÉÊiÉ ªÉc cÉäxÉÉÒ SÉÉÉÊcA ÉÊBÉE ÉÊBÉEºÉÉÒ £ÉÉÒ BÉEÉÒàÉiÉ {É® ÉÊ®¶iÉä iÉ£ÉÉÒ ºÉÖvÉ® ºÉBÉEiÉä cé VÉ¤É ´Éä càÉÉ®ä nä¶É BÉEä +ÉÉÆiÉÉÊ®BÉE ºÉÆ¤ÉÆvÉÉå àÉå cºiÉFÉä{É BÉE®xÉÉ
¤ÉÆn BÉE® nå*

xÉä{ÉÉãÉ BÉEÉ ãÉÉäBÉEiÉÆjÉ £ÉÉ®iÉ BÉEÉÒ näxÉ cè* càÉÉ®ÉÒ +ÉÉVÉÉnÉÒ BÉEä ¤ÉÉn +ÉMÉ® £ÉÉ®iÉ BÉEÉ xÉäiÉßi´É VÉMÉÉ xÉcÉÓ cÉäiÉÉ iÉÉä nÚºÉ®ÉÒ ãÉ½É<Ç BÉEä ¤ÉÉn {ÉÚ́ ÉÉÔ AÉÊ¶ÉªÉÉ BÉEä nä¶ÉÉå àÉå ºÉÉ©ÉÉVªÉ´ÉÉn BÉEÉ
®ÉVÉ cÉä MÉªÉÉ cÉäiÉÉ* SÉÉcä àÉãÉäÉÊ¶ÉªÉÉ cÉä, <ÆbÉäxÉäÉÊ¶ÉªÉÉ cÉä ªÉÉ lÉÉ<ÇãÉåb cÉä, ºÉ£ÉÉÒ VÉMÉc £ÉÉ®iÉ xÉä ºÉÉ©ÉÉVªÉ´ÉÉn BÉEä |ÉºÉÉ® BÉEÉä ®ÉäBÉEÉ +ÉÉè® ãÉÉäBÉEiÉÆjÉ BÉEä {ÉÉèvÉä BÉEÉä ®Éä{ÉÉ lÉÉ* ¤ÉàÉÉÇ àÉå
+ÉÉVÉ ãÉÉäBÉEiÉÆjÉ BÉEÉÒ VÉMÉc iÉÉxÉÉ¶ÉÉcÉÒ +ÉÉ MÉªÉÉÒ* ´ÉcÉÆ +ÉÉiÉÆBÉE´ÉÉn BÉEä ÉÊ~BÉEÉxÉÉå BÉEÉä JÉiàÉ BÉE®xÉä BÉEä ÉÊãÉA ´ÉcÉÆ BÉEä ºÉèÉÊxÉBÉE iÉÉxÉÉ¶ÉÉc BÉEÉä càÉºÉä àÉnn ãÉäxÉÉÒ cè, <ºÉÉÊãÉA =ºÉBÉEÉ
+ÉÉ{ÉxÉä º´ÉÉMÉiÉ ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ, BÉEÉä<Ç AäiÉ®ÉVÉ BÉEÉÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ xÉcÉÓ cè* ãÉäÉÊBÉExÉ ´ÉcÉÆ BÉEÉÒ VÉÉä ãÉÉäBÉEiÉÉÆÉÊjÉBÉE ¶ÉÉÎBÉDiÉªÉÉÆ cé +ÉMÉ® ´Éä àÉVÉ¤ÉÚiÉ ®cåMÉÉÒ, iÉ£ÉÉÒ càÉ +É{ÉxÉä ®É]ÅÉÒªÉ ÉÊciÉÉå BÉEÉä àÉVÉ¤ÉÚiÉ àÉÉxÉ
ºÉBÉEiÉä cé +ÉÉè® iÉ£ÉÉÒ £ÉÉ®iÉ £ÉÉÒ àÉVÉ¤ÉÚiÉ ®cäMÉÉ, ªÉc càÉÉ®ÉÒ ÉẾ Énä¶É-xÉÉÒÉÊiÉ BÉEÉÒ ¤ÉÖÉÊxÉªÉÉnÉÒ ºÉÉäSÉ lÉÉÒ* <ºÉÉÒ +ÉÉvÉÉ® {É® càÉxÉä xÉä{ÉÉãÉ +ÉÉè® ¤ÉàÉÉÇ àÉå ãÉÉäBÉEiÉÆjÉ BÉEÉä ÉËVÉnÉ ®JÉxÉä BÉEÉÒ
BÉEÉäÉÊ¶É¶É BÉEÉÒ* +ÉÉVÉÉnÉÒ BÉEä ¤ÉÉn càÉxÉä xÉä{ÉÉãÉ àÉå +ÉÉVÉÉnÉÒ BÉEÉ àÉÉcÉèãÉ näJÉÉ lÉÉ ãÉäÉÊBÉExÉ +ÉÉVÉ xÉä{ÉÉãÉ +ÉÉiÉÆBÉE´ÉÉn BÉEÉÒ SÉ{Éä] àÉå cè +ÉÉè® +ÉÉVÉ ¤ÉàÉÉÇ àÉå ºÉèÉÊxÉBÉE iÉÉxÉÉ¶ÉÉcÉÒ cè
ãÉäÉÊBÉExÉ £ÉÉ®iÉ BÉEÉÒ xÉÉÒÉÊiÉ AäºÉÉÒ cÉäxÉÉÒ SÉÉÉÊcA ÉÊVÉºÉºÉä ´ÉcÉÆ VÉÉä ãÉÉäBÉEiÉÉÆÉÊjÉBÉE ¶ÉÉÎBÉDiÉªÉÉÆ cé, =xÉBÉEÉ JÉÉiàÉÉ ÉÊBÉEºÉÉÒ £ÉÉÒ BÉEÉÒàÉiÉ {É® xÉ cÉä* £ÉÉ®iÉ BÉEÉ àÉÉxÉxÉÉ ªÉc ®cÉ cè ÉÊBÉE nÖÉÊxÉªÉÉ
BÉEä ÉÊBÉEºÉÉÒ £ÉÉÒ nä¶É àÉå ãÉÉäBÉEiÉÉÆÉÊjÉBÉE ¶ÉÉÎBÉDiÉªÉÉå BÉEÉÒ àÉnn BÉE®xÉÉ, =xÉBÉEä +ÉÉÆiÉÉÊ®BÉE àÉÉàÉãÉä àÉå cºiÉFÉä{É xÉcÉÓ àÉÉxÉÉ VÉÉAMÉÉ* <ºÉÉÒ +ÉÉvÉÉ® {É® càÉxÉä nÉÊFÉhÉÉÒ +É|ÉEÉÒBÉEÉ BÉEä
ãÉÉäBÉEiÉÉÆÉÊjÉBÉE +ÉÉÆnÉäãÉxÉ BÉEÉÒ xÉèÉÊiÉBÉE +ÉÉè® nÚºÉ®ä iÉ®ÉÒBÉEÉå ºÉä àÉnn BÉEÉÒ*

càÉÉ®ä nä¶É BÉEä ãÉÉJÉÉå ãÉÉäMÉ {ÉÉÎ¶SÉàÉÉÒ AÉÊ¶ÉªÉÉ BÉEä nä¶ÉÉå àÉå ®ciÉä cé* JÉÉ½ÉÒ nä¶ÉÉå àÉå +ÉÉiÉÆBÉE´ÉÉn BÉEä SÉãÉiÉä ºÉ¤ÉºÉä VªÉÉnÉ ÉÊ¶ÉBÉEÉ® £ÉÉ®iÉÉÒªÉ cÉä ®cä cé* AäºÉÉÒ ÉÎºlÉÉÊiÉ BÉDªÉÉå +ÉÉ<Ç? £ÉÉ®iÉ
xÉä <®ÉBÉE BÉEä àÉÉàÉãÉä àÉå MÉiÉÂ 4-5 ´ÉÉÉç àÉå +É{ÉxÉÉÒ xÉÉÒÉÊiÉ BÉE<Ç ¤ÉÉ® ¤ÉnãÉÉÒ cè* =ºÉBÉEÉ xÉiÉÉÒVÉÉ cè ÉÊBÉE ÉÊVÉxÉ JÉÉ½ÉÒ BÉEä nä¶ÉÉå xÉä BÉEÉ¶àÉÉÒ® BÉEä ºÉ´ÉÉãÉ {É® {ÉÉÉÊBÉEºiÉÉxÉ BÉEä ÉÊJÉãÉÉ{ÉE
£ÉÉ®iÉ BÉEä {ÉFÉ BÉEÉ ºÉàÉlÉÇxÉ ÉÊBÉEªÉÉ lÉÉ, +ÉÉVÉ ´ÉcÉÆ £ÉÉ®iÉÉÒªÉ ¤ÉÆvÉBÉE ¤ÉxÉÉªÉä VÉÉ ®cä cé* +ÉJÉ¤ÉÉ®Éå àÉå JÉ¤É®å U{É ®cÉÒ cé ÉÊBÉE £ÉÉ®iÉ ºÉ®BÉEÉ® £ÉÉ®iÉ´ÉÆÉÊ¶ÉªÉÉå BÉEÉä àÉÖBÉDiÉ BÉE®ÉxÉä BÉEä ÉÊãÉA
ãÉà¤ÉÉÒ-SÉÉè½ÉÒ ÉÊ®¶´ÉiÉ nä ®cÉÒ cè* BÉEcÉÆ iÉBÉE ªÉä JÉ¤É®å ºÉcÉÒ cé, àÉé xÉcÉÓ BÉEc ºÉBÉEiÉÉ ãÉäÉÊBÉExÉ <iÉxÉÉ VÉ°ô® BÉEcÚÆMÉÉ ÉÊBÉE JÉÉ½ÉÒ nä¶ÉÉå ºÉä càÉÉ®ä {É®à{É®ÉMÉiÉ ºÉÆ¤ÉÆvÉ +ÉSUä lÉä, =xÉBÉEÉä
¤ÉxÉÉA ®JÉxÉÉ SÉÉÉÊcA +ÉÉè® ´Éc iÉ£ÉÉÒ ¤ÉxÉåMÉä, VÉ¤É ÉÊ{ÉEãÉÉÒºiÉÉÒxÉ +ÉÉxnÉäãÉxÉ àÉå £ÉÉ®iÉ BÉEÉÒ VÉÉä ºÉÉZÉänÉ®ÉÒ ÉÊ{ÉUãÉä 50 ´ÉÉÉç ºÉä lÉÉÒ, =ºÉàÉå lÉÉä½ÉÒ BÉEàÉVÉÉä®ÉÒ +ÉÉ ®cÉÒ cè, AäºÉÉ àÉé BÉEcxÉÉ
SÉÉcÚÆMÉÉ* ÉÊ{ÉEãÉÉÒºiÉÉÒxÉ +ÉÉxnÉäãÉxÉ BÉEä ºÉ¤ÉºÉä |ÉàÉÖJÉ ªÉÉºÉ® +É®É{ÉEÉiÉ BÉEä ¤ÉÉn ÉÊ{ÉEãÉÉÒºiÉÉÒxÉ BÉEä ãÉÉäMÉ nÖÉÊxÉªÉÉ àÉå +É{ÉxÉä BÉEÉä +ÉxÉÉlÉ xÉ ºÉàÉZÉå, =xÉBÉEä {ÉÉÒUä £ÉÉ®iÉ BÉEÉ cÉlÉ cè, ªÉc ÉÊ
´É¶´ÉÉºÉ ÉÊ{ÉEãÉÉÒºiÉÉÒxÉ VÉxÉiÉÉ BÉEÉä ºÉnè́ É ®cxÉÉ SÉÉÉÊcA* ªÉcÉÒ ABÉE AäºÉÉ cÉÊlÉªÉÉ® cè, ÉÊVÉºÉºÉä JÉÉ½ÉÒ BÉEÉÒ VÉxÉiÉÉ BÉEÉ ÉÊnãÉ £ÉÉ®iÉ BÉEÉÒ ºÉ®BÉEÉ® +ÉÉè® £ÉÉ®iÉ nä¶É VÉÉÒiÉ ºÉBÉEiÉÉ cè*

<xcÉÓ ¶É¤nÉå BÉEä ºÉÉlÉ SÉÚÆÉÊBÉE +ÉÉ{É àÉVÉ¤ÉÚ® cé +ÉÉè® càÉ £ÉÉÒ àÉVÉ¤ÉÚ® cé, àÉé àÉÉxÉxÉÉÒªÉ ÉẾ Énä¶É àÉÆjÉÉÒ VÉÉÒ BÉEÉä lÉÉä½ä ºÉä ºÉÖZÉÉ´É näBÉE® +ÉÉ{ÉBÉEÉä £ÉÉÒ vÉxªÉ´ÉÉn näiÉÉ cÚÆ ÉÊBÉE +ÉÉ{ÉxÉä àÉÖZÉä nÉä
¶É¤n BÉEcxÉä BÉEÉ àÉÉèBÉEÉ ÉÊnªÉÉ*

SHRI SURESH PRABHAKAR PRABHU (RAJAPUR): Mr. Chairman, Sir, at the outset, I thank you for giving me this
opportunity to speak on this subject.

I also thank my colleague-Member for initiating the discussion on a subject which normally does not get discussed
in Parliament. A subject of such great importance, where the country's interests are being furthered in terms of
foreign policy, we hardly discuss in Parliament. More so, the foreign policy is something which can really pursue the
country's direction in a particular manner. It takes a very long time to correct or rectify it. Therefore, it is really
important and I wish to thank my colleague for initiating this discussion on the subject.

Foreign policy of any country − and definitely for India also − has to further the national interest. It has to further the
national interest of our own country in foreign affairs. Therefore, the foreign policy is largely determined by the fact
whether we are pursuing our own domestic interest to our own advantage or not. I think this is one of the tests on
which we can determine how far we have really succeeded.

So many of my colleague-Members talked about political issues which are dominating the foreign policy. It is
inevitable. So, we cannot just have a foreign policy which is isolated and segregated from the political issues of the
country or the world. But, I think, we also need to try to encompass so many other concerns that are now there in
the world which should also get reflected in the foreign policy.

First of all, I think, we must now make very good use of our strength which can actually be used to our own
advantage. For example, the economic development of the country is obviously dominating the foreign policy. We
want to develop. The USA is so powerful. Everybody has mentioned about the USA. It is so powerful because it is
economically powerful. We cannot wish it away. Somebody was saying that we should try to focus India's interest in
favour of the USA. But India's interest lies in making sure that we do not make enmity with a country which is so
powerful. Therefore, India's interest is certainly served by the fact that we actually grow economically. So, that is
one way that we should do it.

The other sector which we must actually take into consideration − actually it is diplomacy which is going to
dominate all over in the years to come − is the environmental sector, the environmental issues. Actually, India has a
great advantage in terms of ensuring that. The world over the issues that get discussed are the economic issue and



the environmental issue. So, in terms of environment, we have great advantage because India is not a country
which can qualify to be in the G-7 club. But India is a country along with Brazil and China which is growing so fast.
The environmental impact of that growth is going to be felt by the rest of the world. So, we can definitely leverage it
to our own advantage and see that India is going to make use of this strength. We are not in the G-7 club but we
are the P-7 member because we have a great potential to produce. If we cannot actually use it to our own
advantage, it will not be good.

Secondly, we must also make sure how we can make use of the Indian community, the Indian diaspora - present all
over the world - to our own advantage. We have been holding Parvasi Bhartiya Diwas which is one of the very
welcome things. They can come back to the mainland. They would realise that the mainlanders really respect them;
they are very much concerned about them. But in the same way, we must also find out how the Non-Resident
Indians can be used as our ambassadors in ensuring that India's interests are taken forward.

I am aware of the fact that the India-caucus in the US Congress is so strong now that it has multiple Members. This
has happened because the Indian diaspora living in the USA could influence them to join the India-caucus.
Therefore, in the same way, we should try to use it. Also, our scientists are there. Our scientists are spread all over
the world. This world is now dominated by science and technology. So, it is the knowledge economics which is now
influencing the world. We should try to find out how the Indian scientists can be made use of to our own advantage
because they really matter all over the world.

Next, our foreign policy has to be closer to our own borders first. We must ensure that our neighbours are our good
friends. We are actually concerned right now about what is happening in our neighbourhood.

Everybody has mentioned about Bangladesh. Sir, we are very surprised that, we are actually concerned that, what
happens in Bangladesh is of great concern to all of us. Sir, there have been attacks on the former Prime Minister of
Bangladesh. With God's help, God's hand on her, she escaped the attempt made on her life, but, otherwise, she
would have probably not been there today. The minority community in Bangladesh is being targeted; the Media in
Bangladesh is being targeted, and this has a great impact on India's relations with Bangladesh. I am really
concerned about what is happening in Bangladesh. I am sure the Government of India would ensure that our
concerns, the Indian Parliament's concerns, about what is happening in Bangladesh would be taken note of in
framing the foreign policy.

Sir, Pakistan is one of our other neighbours. Right now, we are confused because the Government is sending a
little confusing message. On the one hand, we are saying that when we are going to talk to Hurriyat, we are willing
to talk to them without any condition on anything. At the same time, the Prime Minister has already said in Jammu
and Kashmir about the territorial integrity of India − we are not good readers of the geography of the country − it is
in response to the statement which was made earlier by General Musharraf. The problem of Kashmir, which is
central to Indo-Pak relationship, how that is going to affect the foreign policy, is something which we would like to
know from the Government.

Sir, the United States has always been saying that India is a friend of United States. But, surprisingly, whenever
India claims at something, they give us a very good verbal support, but in terms of actual action, we have been
seeing that now Pakistan is beneficiary of a great largesse given by USA in terms of arms and in terms of financial
support. So, how actually this is going to be reconciled? On the one hand, we have got good relations with the
United States, and, in fact, my colleague, Shri Rupchand Pal, read out a statement, which was written by our Prime
Minister to President Bush congratulating on his re-election. So, I would like to find out how we are going to
reconcile this apparently conflicting statement, and this is in relation to our domestic interest.

Sir, in terms of ensuring our neighbours − Bangladesh is one − what is happening in Nepal is also of great concern
to us. People are already talking about the corridor between those Maoists in Nepal with the Naxalites in India.
Probably, if that is going to happen, one-fourth of India's districts, out of 600 districts, 120 districts would now be
inflicted by the Naxalite menace. So, how that is going to affect India's interests? How the Government will ensure
that what is happening in Nepal will not have adverse impact on India's security and it is something which I would
like to really know.

Sir, I would like to request the Government of India to make a periodical assessment of India's foreign policy. We
have got a fiscal responsibility upon which the Finance Minister is obliged to make a statement before the House
saying what is the status of the economy. In the same way, I think it is a good idea that the Government of India
must take the Parliament into confidence, spell out very clearly what are the short-term, medium-term and long-term
objectives of the foreign policy and how they are moving in that direction. This will ensure that such debates can be
carried out twice a year or three times a year and that will also ensure that this foreign policy of India would be
participatory in nature.

Sir, after the neighbours, I would like to say that some hon. Members have mentioned about our membership with



ASEAN. Sir, in fact, we share our border with Myanmar, which is a member of ASEAN. I think, really speaking, if
Turkey can become a member of the European Union, because part of the Turkey lies in European continent, in the
same way, we are looking at India's long border with Myanmar. This would qualify us to be a member of ASEAN.
We should not become a dialogue member really. We should be, really speaking, a full-time and full-fledged
member of the ASEAN. I think the Government must pursue that India, for one reason is that while the world we are
talking about through the WTO, all the borders are dismantling. The goods and services can move without any
hindrance but, at the same time, new trade blocks have been created. It should not happen that India is left out of
these opportunities. Probably, the new initiatives, which were initiated by the Government of India, which is now
pursued by this government of having an FTA with the ASEAN, should be pursued very vigorously. At the same
time, as I said, the long-term interest, along with the short-term and medium-term interests should be prescribed as
to how we become a full-fledged member of ASEAN.

Sir, China is another neighbouring country of us. The Foreign Minister, the other day, while replying to a question in
Parliament, has said that while we are committed to resolve the border dispute with China, we would also like to
further our economic relations with China. I am sure we cannot miss out an opportunity with China, which is now the
fastest growing economy in the world, which is growing so fast that probably one day it will be surpassing the US
economy within the next few years' time.

Therefore, our relation with China also assumes great importance. I just now said about our short-term, medium-
term and long-term policies. While on the one hand, on the short-term we should know what is the policy that the
Government is pursuing in respect of China, on the other hand, we should also explore the possibility as to whether
we can have a common market with our close neighbour China which will really put us into a great advantage. I am
saying this because India and China are the two largest populations of the world. India has 16 per cent of the global
population and China has about 18 per cent of the global population. So, between India and China, we have more
than 33 per cent of the global population and if they have a common market, it can influence the world economy in a
very significant way.

Sir, our relationship with the Latin American countries is something which, I think, we need to strengthen. We are
going East now; we have already gone West; and now, I think, we have to see as to how we can strengthen our
relationship with the Latin American countries and that is of great importance to us. It is not just symbolically that we
should be talking about Latin America. It should be a very comprehensive package in which our friends in Latin
America, some of our traditional friends in Latin America, should not be just talking to us because the language they
speak and the language we speak are different and, therefore, we really need to pursue it very aggressively.

Then, the Commonwealth is a platform that is available to us. We hardly talk about it these days. The
Commonwealth was created when the Empire was crumbling. It actually re-assembled on a platform of
Commonwealth. We should see as to how we can use the Commonwealth to our own advantage. Has the
Government really thought about using the Commonwealth platform as a part of the diplomacy? The subject is
something that I would also like to be enlightened by the Minister.

Sir, there are three or four small things which I would like to mention now. When we talk about the foreign policy,
there are principles, there are ingredients and there are strategies, but to exercise all these, we need some
instruments. So, one of the instruments that is available to us is our own Missions that are there in many parts of
the world. India is one country, which is one of the few countries, which has so many Missions all over the world.
Probably, not many countries have as many Missions as India has got. Now, these Missions should play a useful
role. Is the Government thinking of ensuring that there is some accountability on these Missions that these Missions
must produce a minimum output? Export is our major priority. Is there an effort on the part of the Government to
ensure that technical cooperation between various countries really happen? Can we not actually quantify the output
that is expected from each of these Missions?

At the same time, we should also provide the necessary training for properly manning these Missions to accomplish
this output because the traditional diplomacy of only conceived politics is no longer valid. Now, the present-day
diplomacy has to be multi-disciplinary. As we are talking about a multi-polar world, multi-disciplinary diplomacy is the
order of the day and to pursue that, some training is required. Therefore, I would like to know from the Minister
whether we are also thinking in terms of providing training not just to the IFS officers, but even to other officers and
other personnel in the External Affairs Ministry to equip them to deal with these different challenges that the world is
facing.

Similarly, I would like to know whether we are also thinking about creating some specialised service personnel. For
example, as I mentioned in my speech earlier, environment is growing as a major policy issue now. Just as the
Indian Foreign Service officers have to learn a particular foreign language, in the same way, I would like to know
whether we can think about specialising some officers on economic diplomacy, in diplomacy relating to environment
etc. If that is done, that will be of great help.



Sir, I was remembering about our old past, wherein we were the leader of the Non-Aligned Movement and we are
very proud of that. Now, unfortunately, the Non-Aligned Movement is no longer valid because even if we want to be
holding the Non-Aligned group together, others have already aligned with a particular group. That is the reality of
life which we must accept. Therefore, in those days, one of the great advantages we had was, we used to invite
foreign students from Africa and Asia to come and study in India. Many of them have now become Heads of State
and Heads of Government in their respective countries. So, you can imagine the influence that it has on their
perception about a country where they were educated. Are we thinking about reviving that possibility in which we
should invite as many students as possible, offer them studies in India and train them in India so that when they go
back home, they become our own real ambassadors, the brand equity ambassadors, will actually think about India
and also participate in their domestic affairs of their respective countries? This is something on which I would like to
know what the Government is doing.

Then, there was an initiative called, the Indian Ocean Rim Initiative. I would like to know about it from the Minister
because, now-a-days, we do not hear too much about it. Of course, too many initiatives do not really mean anything
because they cannot really result in any concrete action. But this Indian Ocean Rim Initiative was a very interesting
initiative because, actually speaking, that was a vision which we traditionally had for the people who are located in
those countries. Therefore, I would like to know as to how far this initiative has developed and whether there is any
change in it.

Sir, I realise I have taken more time, but I will conclude soon. India has been demanding and rightfully so − as a
matter of right, it is not that we are expecting any favour from any other country − that India should be a part of a
reformed United Nations system in which the United Nations Security Council would be expanded and India would
rightfully have a major role to play as a Permanent Member, enjoying the same rights as the present Permanent
Members of the UN Security Council have, including the right to veto.

There was a committee which was appointed by the UN Secretary General to look into this issue. That committee
submitted its report. But the report, unfortunately, does not provide that type of status to India, which India
deserves. I would like to know how we are going to ensure that India's interest will be protected. UN will be
reformed, has to be reformed because the UN is asking the rest of the world to reform and if the UN itself is not
reformed, it does not really make any sense. Therefore, UN must be reformed, but in the reformed UN, how India
will occupy the position it deserves is something how the Government will take us into confidence, that I would like
to know.

I will make my last point and then I will conclude. There was a talk about India that it is a sufferer of attacks of
terrorism for many years. Many innocent people lost their lives. We are concerned about what is happening in Iraq.
So many people are dying. But at the same way, we should also be concerned and should be sensitive to the
innocent people dying in our own territory. Many people have died; our Indian Parliament was attacked by terrorists.
We are concerned about it. But terrorism, in our opinion, does not start with 9/11. Whereas America thinks that the
beginning of terrorism is 9/11 and therefore, that is the beginning of history. We are suffering from terrorism.
Therefore, I would like to know how are we building up a coalition of countries around this very important theme
terrorism, Anti-Terrorism Theme. It is an extremely important theme. In the changed world we must ensure that all
those countries who are committed to work against terrorism, because terrorism is something which affects the
common man, the innocent people and the countries, who cannot afford to resist them, should work in a coalition.
The US has the ability to resist, but the countries, which are poor, like those who do not possess that much
financial capital, are the sufferers of the most. Therefore, I would like to know how are we building the coalition
against that.

I wish that this particular discussion, as I said, should be a periodic affair wherein the Foreign Policy will be debated
in Indian Parliament so that all of us will be able to express our views. We must ensure that the Foreign Policy is
something, which is beyond politics, of domestic politics of India. In a sense that we should not try to attack the
Government just because we are in the Opposition and the Government should not try to find fault with the
Opposition just because they are now in the Government because Foreign Policy has to be durable, stable and
should be able to carry forward as a means of promoting national interest. Therefore, we would like to support and
find out how the policy is going to help them.

SHRIMATI TEJASWINI SEE RAMESH (KANAKAPURA): Respected Chairman Sir, I would like to use this highest
House of the country to pay my sincere thanks to my 27 lakh voters of Kanakapura in Karnataka who elected me to
this highest House of the country to participate in this debate for my country, particularly on the issue of Foreign
Policy.

Sir, our father of the nation, Mahatama Gandhi, preached us truth, love, peace, non-violence and mutual-
cooperation. Our first Prime Minister Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru practised the very principles of Panchasheel Tatwa,
which believes in peace, brotherhood, mutual trust, mutual respect, non-violence, cooperation and development.



Our great leader, late Indira Gandhi, built this motherland, India as a Mahan Bharat, in real sense. By leading the
Non-Aligned Movement. Indiraji contributed all her energy to bring India to the forefront of the world. It is the right
place to remember the contributions of Indiraji. She exploited every opportunity to strengthen this motherland as a
leader of NAM. At the time of the cold war, the world was suffering in between the pressure from USA and the
USSR. It is Indiraji, who boldly organised the Third world and developing countries under the umbrella of NAM. It is
very proper that world recognised by paying its respectful homage to Indiraji by awarding the title of Millennium
Leader in the year 2000.

Sir, our late Prime Minister, Rajivji, followed the path of our forefathers, who also contributed and strengthened our
Foreign Policy. At last, everyone knows that he sacrificed his life for the cause of our friendship with Sri Lanka.

Sir, I would like to remember a number of statesmen who contributed, across the party line, their own knowledge,
their own experiences to strengthen India's independent foreign policy in this House. Today, I would like to
congratulate my UPA Government under the leadership of Dr. Man Mohan Singh ji, and particularly its Chairperson,
Shrimati Soniaji, who believed and trusted our dynamic and experienced leaders like Shri Natwar Singh ji, who had
worked with Nehruji, Indiraji and late Rajivji to enrich our independent foreign policy. Today, he is giving his
contributions to India. One can see this in UPA Government's foreign policy. It is proper to highlight some important
points of our foreign policy. The UPA Government will pursue an independent foreign policy keeping in mind its past
traditions. This policy will seek to promote multi-polarity in world relations and oppose all attempts at unilateralism.
The UPA Government will give the highest priority to building closer political, economic and other ties with its
neighbours in South Asia and to strengthening SAARC.

Dialogue with Pakistan on all issues will be pursued systematically and on a sustained basis. As far as Sri Lanka is
concerned, UPA Government has made its stand very clear that it will support peace talks in Sri Lanka that fulfil the
legitimate aspirations of Tamils and religious minorities within the territorial integrity and solidarity of Sri Lanka.
Outstanding issues with Bangladesh will be resolved. Intensive dialogue will be initiated with Nepal for developing
water resources to mutual advantage. As far as China is concerned, UPA Government made it clear that trade and
investment with China will be expanded further and talks on the border issue pursued seriously. It is true that our
Prime Minister met the Chinese Premier, and one can see with hope that our relationship will improve with China,
especially in respect of trade and other aspects.

Sir, it is proper to mention here that even as it pursues closer engagement and relations with the USA, the UPA
Government will maintain the independence of India's foreign policy position on all regional and global issues. The
UPA is committed to deepening ties with Russia and Europe as well. One can see with the European Union also,
India is making special efforts to improve its trade and other aspects. In keeping with the stance adopted by late
Shri Murasoli Maran at Doha, the UPA Government will fully protect the national interest, particularly of farmers, in
all WTO negotiations. Commitments made earlier will be adhered to, even as efforts are mounted to ensure that all
agreements reflect our concerns fully particularly in the area of intellectual property and agriculture. The UPA
Government will use the flexibility afforded in existing WTO agreements to fully protect Indian agriculture and
industry. The UPA Government will play a proactive role in strengthening the emerging solidarity of developing
countries in the shape of G-20 in the WTO.

Sir, today, India is claiming all its credentials to become a permanent Member of the Security Council of UN. I am
referring from the United Nations and International Organisations Annual Report. On March 31, 2003, one Report
was published that as far as contributions to the peacekeeping operations are concerned, "India continued to be a
major troop contributor. It is presently contributing to 11 of the 15 UN peacekeeping operations, providing infantry
battalions to two of them, and UN Missions in Ethiopia and Eritrea (UNMEE), helicopters with support crew to the
UN Organisation Mission in the Democratic Republic of Congo (MONUC) and a major civilian police component in
the UN Interim Administration Mission in Kosovo (UNMIK). India has also committed, in principle, to contribute to the
envisaged UN Peacekeeping Mission in Sudan aimed at facilitating an end to the long-running civil war in Sudan."

Sir, India, by trying to become a Permanent Member of the Security Council can play a very important role in
resolving many national and world issues.

All these years − everyone is aware that only a few countries used to dominate the world scenario. India, as a NAM
country, throughout its historic events knows how it suffered in the hands of colonial powers. That is why it knows
the value of the freedom movement. It supported the freedom struggle in South Africa to Bangladesh and many
such countries across the borders. It also persuaded its struggle to get released Nelson Mandela, Yessar Arafat
and even Aun Sang Suu Ki of Myanmar. By becoming a permanent member in the UN Security Council, India can
play a major and decisive role in all its say on human rights as well as socio and sustainable development activities
across the Globe and to curb Terrorism which hunts the world today. The UN Security Council is a most important
body in the world. India feels that it must have the right to say about the world developments.

As far as curbing global terrorism is concerned, India is the first and greatest sufferer throughout the history. The



latest issue to which we can refer is how the terrorists attacked our very sacred House of Parliament in the forefront
of our doorsteps.

Sir, as far as NAM is concerned, recently I got an opportunity, by the grace of my Government, to attend one of the
Study Group on the "Role of Parliament in conflict-affected countries" held at Colombo. There I got the opportunity
to interact with my African friends, who are young MPs. They expressed their feeling. It is my pleasure to inform this
highest House as to what they feel. Today, the world feels, the elected representatives of various countries
particularly African countries feel that India should play a very responsible and leading role to strengthen NAM. After
the dismantle of the USSR, the world feels that there is an imbalance of power in the world scenario.

As far as Iraq is concerned, I would like to congratulate my Government for not yielding to the demands of the
militants for negotiation or ransom in a particular Indian Truck drivers abduction case. My Government, under the
guidance of our Foreign Minister Natwar Singh ji and also our Minister of State, Shri E. Ahamed, really deserves a
special mention here. We were successful in get releasing our truck drivers without yielding to their pressure and
also my country solidly resisted the pressure from the external forces. My country adopted the stand of not sending
its troops to Iraq, and I would like to congratulate the UPA Government under the leadership of Dr. Manmohan
Singh ji for this.

As far as Palestine is concerned, as I mentioned, India was a great sufferer of the colonial rule. India knows the very
fruitful values of the freedom movement. Thus it supported numerous national freedom movements in the world.
India always supported their right to struggle for their homeland. One should not forget the fact, while we are taking
up some issues, that nearly four million Indian Muslims live in the Arab world. That means, one should be very
careful to guard the interest of our Indian Muslims when adopting some stands.

As far as China is concerned, as I mentioned, our Prime Minister had a meeting with the Chinese Premier. Our
Prime Minister is having his own way of approach. I am fully confident and I fully believe that we will achieve a major
breakthrough in these talks as well as in development and trade. I am fully confident that India, at any point of time,
will never yield to any pressure of the foreign forces.

As far as Sikkim is concerned, we have achieved a mileage. Today, we are capable of convincing China that Sikkim
is an integral part of India.

As far as Sri Lanka is concerned, again I will like to mention that I got the opportunity to interact with the Speaker
ruling party and also with the Opposition Parties.

I have interacted with many MPs of the ruling Sri Lankan Party, MPs of the UNP, the Opposition leaders and also of
the Sri Lankan Muslim Congress. I would like to tell you, because this is Parliament, that one must be aware that
though India never interfered in the internal affairs of the other country, it is the need of the hour. The Sri Lankan
people feel that India cannot keep quiet from this peace talk. As far as the Sri Lankan people are concerned, they
feel that as long as India is supporting their national integrity and their national sovereignty, Sri Lanka is safe in its
relationship with India. This is what they feel. Even many of the MPs expressed this feeling. I feel that as long as we
are facing the problem of refugees who come to India from Sri Lanka, since we are taking care of refugees, the
developments in Sri Lanka always concern India's national sovereignty and integrity. Many forces within India are
getting provocation and support from some disturbing forces who operates in Sri Lanka. So, India cannot keep quiet
on these negative developments. I would like to bring to the notice of our leader Natwar Singhji that it is the
aspirations and it is the feeling of the Sri Lankan people that India should play a very important role to preserve, to
guard the Sri Lankan national integrity.

We know that as long as our Tamil ethnic and minority groups like Muslims groups are living in Sri Lanka within
their Constitution and legal framework, Sri Lanka can resolve its issues with the help of the neighbouring country.
History cannot forget how our great leader and late Rajivji laid down his precious life for the sake of friendship and
thousands of our PKF Soldiers to bring peace in Sri Lanka. I would like to recognise his sacrifice with honour and
deep sorrow.

Sir, as far as Pakistan is concerned, Pakistan country is the reality today. No one erase it from the Globe. Many
times it is a very painful moment for me to remember that once it was the integral part of India, it was part of our life
and it was part of our great motherland. We cannot deal with Pakistan like any other enemy country. One don't
have choice to take birth in a particular religion or particular place or particular nation definitely we have a choice to
live together in peace and harmony. I feel I cannot suspect the patriotism of our Opposition leaders, hon. Shri L.K.
Advani ji who was born in a land which went to Pakistan. Likewise, our Prime Minister Dr. Manmohan Singh ji was
also born in a land which went to Pakistan. If we can respect the patriotism of our Opposition leader and our Prime
Minister, why do we not understand the aspirations of the Pakistan people and Indian people? Today the people of
India want peace. The people of Pakistan want peace. If we are truthful, if we are committed and if there is a will,
there is a way. I feel all my forefathers fought with this issue. All my elders fought with this issue. At least, in our



lifetime we would like to see harmony and friendship with Pakistan. Nothing is impossible for India as long as she is
the biggest democracy in the world. By defending our territorial integrity, territorial sovereignty, I believe, the UPA
Government is capable of resolving all its problems with the neighbouring country.

MR. CHAIRMAN : Please conclude.

SHRIMATI TEJASWINI SEE RAMESH : I would like to thank the Chair for giving this great opportunity. I would also
like to thank the UPA Government's foreign policy.

...(Interruptions)

MR. CHAIRMAN: This will continue up to 7 p.m.

SHRI VIJAYENDRA PAL SINGH (BHILWARA): Sir, I stand to participate in the discussion under rule 193 regarding
foreign policy of the Government. I thank the Members, Shri Sudhakar Reddy and Shri Chandrappan, who have
initiated this debate.

When we go down the memory lane of independent India, we find that initially our foreign policy was governed by
Panditji, our first Prime Minister.

Those were the days of cold war and he in his own right and with his stature, which was so great, could push the
Panchsheel principles and the Non-Alignment Movement. We started with that. In the post-cold war era, there has
been a paradigm change. There is no USSR like what it used to be and we have a country like the US, which,
nobody can deny, is economically and arms-wise the greatest nation.

The end of World War II and our attainment of Independence sort of coincided with each other. We then had the
formation of the United Nations with 51 countries. Now, the membership has gone up to 191 countries. Today, the
UN is not the same force like what it used to be. We have seen in the Iraq war and in other such international
problems that whenever such problems occur the UN has not been really able to have its say. This is a big worry to
countries like ours.

We want a place in the Security Council of the United Nations, which is right now one of the most important things
that our foreign policy has to focus on. I would like to know from the hon. Minister who has such a great knowledge
and experience how we are going to forge our policy towards securing a permanent seat in the Security Council.

I was in Japan some time ago. Japan is also aspiring for a seat in the Security Council and so is Brazil. We would
like to know how we could together make a way and influence the great nations. Nobody can deny the fact that
India is the largest democracy in the world. We also have one-sixth of the population of the world. Our country has
been a democracy for the last 57 years. We have all that strength and I think it is a right of ours that we should have
a permanent seat in the Security Council.

This is a vast subject that has come up. We can only touch upon a few things. Foreign policy is such a vast subject
that we do not know where to start. If we start with the neighbouring countries, we find that we are having problems
with the neighbouring countries. It is not just with Pakistan but with Bangladesh as well. We have Nepal also as our
neighbour. We may be having a good relationship with the Government of Nepal but we have problems there. We
have to think about how we could really have some advantage from Bhutan and Nepal.

We have shortage of power in India. If we could do have a dialogue with Nepal, we would be able to sort out two
problems. We could solve the problem of floods that we have every year in Bihar and UP. Their potential of hydro-
electricity could also be explored and exploited. I am told that there is a potential of over 50,000 mega watts of
power in Nepal and as much or a little less in Bhutan. We are in discussion with Bhutan.

18.00 hrs.

But because of the problems in Nepal we have not been able to really go ahead on that.

The other big issue today is that in the WTO regime that we live in whether we like it or not, we are in that regime
and we cannot get out of it -− there are countries which are forging bilateral trade relationships and they are
forming the EPAs and FTAs and we should not lag behind in that arena. There are EU and NAFTA and now we
have the ASEAN countries, the small countries in Asia which started this ASEAN movement. Now, they want to
have relationship with the bigger countries like China, Japan, India and Korea. ...(Interruptions)
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MR. CHAIRMAN : Time has already been extended by another one hour. Your Party has another two Members to
speak. So, please wind up.



...(Interruptions)

SHRI VIJAYENDRA PAL SINGH : Sir, I have hardly started. It is such a big subject. ...(Interruptions) If we focussed
only on the ASEAN or the neighbouring countries or the UN, then we could have really said something. However,
let me wind it up in two minutes.

Shri Suresh Prabhu has very rightly talked about a lot of things. I will not go into what our Government did and how
we were successful in the foreign policy because Shri Rupchand Pal has said a lot of things about it. I do not want
to answer him. But I would like to just make a point that he was really praising Fidel Castro. I do not know why he
was praising the dictator like that.

Anyway, I would also like to say that India today has good relationship with Pakistan. I had an opportunity to go to
Pakistan with the SAFMA delegation. There I found, when we were talking to the parliamentarians there, that
everybody wants to have a trade relationship with us. They say that Kashmir problem is there, but we must
circumvent that and have better trade and commerce relations with India, visa relaxation, more train services and
more bus services. If we do all these things, then our relationship with Pakistan would really improve.

I will really touch upon one more point before I end my speech. As far as foreign policy is concerned, from the
Nehruvian times we have had a very stable policy and we would also like the Government today to always consult
the Opposition on major changes or major opinions that they want to put across to us so that we can put our bit into
it.

Now, I come on the NPT and CTBT. We have not signed the NPT or the CTBT. But along with that, today we have
a power shortage in our country. The nuclear fuel is the cheapest in the world. We do not have access to it and we
do not have access to the technology also. France meets its power supply by nuclear energy, 85 per cent of their
energy supplied is nuclear to the whole of France to meet their electricity demand. They are ready to give it to us.
But have we talked about it? Can we circumvent the NPT and CTBT? Please have talks with Japan which also has
that nuclear capacity and the capability. With Russia, we have already signed the agreement for new Light Water
Reactor and they are coming out. We have signed with them. They are giving us the technology as well as the fuel.

But, can we have more of peaceful nuclear energy? I think, most of the countries have realised that India is a very
responsible nuclear power − I call it a nuclear power − and with that responsibility we can say that we need the
peaceful nuclear technology. I want to know from the hon. Minister as to what he would like to say and how we can
acquire this. 
  
 

SHRI TATHAGATA SATPATHY (DHENKANAL): Thank you, Sir. There were lots of ideas, brilliant speeches. The
House is honoured and we all feel enlightened because all the hon. Members of this House have sincerely tried to
put forward their ideas on a very tricky subject and that is the foreign policy of India. I will speak less because I
believe in action more than words. But since words are all that matter in this House, let us be brief.

Do we honestly have a foreign policy? That is the first and foremost question that arises in my mind. Is it that today
India is in a diplomatic drift? We know not where we are heading, and what we want. Yes, we cry like babies −
'please give us a seat in the U.N. Security Council, please also give us a veto power'. We gang up with two or three
other countries like Brazil, Japan and Germany, of course. But then the 'father' of Germany sits in Washington DC
and he says : 'Look baby, what are you doing with these darkies? Move away'. So, Germany goes away from the
playground and the poor Indian diplomatic corp is completely unaware of what is happening.

Why should we be in such a state? It is primarily because − I would say what the hon. Member from Rajasthan
suggested a little earlier and he said very correctly − probably, during Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru's time we had some
sort of a goal to attain in our foreign policy where we ganged up with Gamal Abdul Nasser or with Tito or with the
few other countries who thought − because they could not fit in absolutely with the Americans or could not sit on the
laps of the Soviets − that maybe if we come together, we could forge an alliance that would let us survive in this
world which was going through that terrible Cold War period.

But after that, if we all brush up our history, during Mrs. Indira Gandhi's time, our heights of diplomacy were shown
when the then Foreign Minister, Mr. Dinesh Singh went to Rabat where all the Muslim Heads of nations were
getting together and he was humiliated because he was not allowed to address the Heads of States. Not only that,
he was not even allowed entry. In the late Sixties the Indian External Affairs Minister was not allowed entry into the
conference hall where all the Heads of States of Muslim nations were meeting in Rabat. It was the worst, and it was
the beginning of the decay or the beginning of the rot of the Indian foreign policy.

There have been bright moments also. For instance, I remember, that during Shri Atal Bihari Vajpayee's



Government, there was a political will, and there was a political initiative, which came into play in the diplomatic
arena. Perhaps, in some cases it worked, and in some others it did not work, but there was, definitely, a political
will. We wanted to be friendly with Pakistan. We extended our hand, but they did not accept it. They slapped us
back. It is okay, but internationally, we had a claim that we are making an effort, and we are trying to get close to
them.

Shri Vajpayee also made a gesture by himself going to Pakistan, and conveyed that we are not only talking, but we
intend to put into action what we are preaching. In a way, you can say that, he even risked his life trying what he
believed in. Internationally, India gained at that moment of time because if you see history, especially the Musharraf
era, Pakistan has successfully been outsmarting us each and every time.

General Pervez Musharraf has grown up in Delhi, and probably, he knows the Indian psyche. Now, he is in a
position to decide the fate of his country, and he has completely made a fool of all of us. I am saying this because
he is taking the initiative.

18.12 hrs. [Shri Varkala Radhakrishnan in the Chair]

Today, we are calling the world a global village. If there is a political destabilisation or a civil war in the Ivory Coast,
then the European community goes without chocolates or coffee or the prices go up. I have just cited an example to
show how small the world is getting. In this kind of a world, Musharraf is always five steps ahead of India as far as
diplomacy is concerned, as we are unable to predict him. He might be talking absurd things, which I personally do
not think are always absurd, but just like the issue of the UN Security Council seat where we are crying : "Give it to
us." Similarly, with Pakistan also we are always saying 'no'. For everything, we are saying 'no'. We do not want a
third country mediation. It is okay. We are accepting Kashmir as a trouble spot, and he is claiming that it is a trouble
spot, and we are accepting it. We are saying that we will talk to you alone.

If we had not accepted Kashmir as a trouble spot, then we could have said that : "There is no trouble. Kashmir is a
part of India, and we have no quarrel with you on it. You go your way, and we go ours." But we were not able to say
it. We did not have the foresight to say it, and now that we have accepted it, the problem is that our dear
bureaucrats -- sitting in the External Affairs Ministry -- are unable to give some solutions, which India could air to the
international community, and India could say that : "Look we have this proposal. Do you want to speak on this, and
do you want to mediate on this?" 'No', we do not have any ideas. We are bereft of ideas. We have no solutions to
offer, and that gentleman -- who holds the power of being the President, and is the army head -- is brilliant enough
to badger us, and to corner us every single time. He is coming up with weird ideas, and he is getting us nailed.

We have nothing to say. What do we have? We have no opinions about Afghanistan, we have no opinion about
Iraq, and we never had any opinion about Bosnia. Our business community decides what should be the exchange
rate between the 'Euro' and the Indian 'Rupee'. If I had business with Europe today, I would like that in relation to
the Indian 'Rupee', let the 'Euro' be jacked up. When I get my money, I get a bigger share. That means,
economically also, we are at a complete loss to decide where we want to position ourselves. In today's world,
whether it is politics or anything else, people are jumping from this side to that side or that side to this side. It is a
positional thing -- where to position yourself. Similarly, with diplomacy, India is unable to decide where it wants to
position itself. Therefore, we were at a complete loss, when America dictated Germany that, 'Forget India. Do not
get into that U.N. Security Council thing; I will take care of your interests. Get away from that.' Voila! Germany left
us high and dry. Like I said earlierâ€¦

MR. CHAIRMAN : Your time is up.

SHRI TATHAGATA SATPATHY : I am just getting into my steam.

MR. CHAIRMAN: If you cooperate, we will complete the discussion by seven o'clock. If you go on speaking, we will
not be able to complete it by seven o'clock.

SHRI TATHAGATA SATPATHY : Sir, you are 'Radha' and 'Krishna' rolled into one. The spirit of endurance, the
spirit of tolerance is in you. A great man like you must have patience.

SHRI KHARABELA SWAIN (BALASORE): Sir, It is a very important issue. Let him take his time. If the time has to be
extended, it can be extended.

MR. CHAIRMAN: We will have to finish it before seven o'clock. I am not prepared for further extensions. We cannot
allow this discussion to continue beyond seven o'clock.

SHRI TATHAGATA SATPATHY : The problem is that there is nobody to think about India, when political parties are
going to face elections in my knowledge, except the N.D.A., no other political party had foreign policy issues to pose
before the voters because nobody ...(Interruptions)



SHRI SANTASRI CHATTERJEE (SERAMPORE): Who told you?

SHRI TATHAGATA SATPATHY : I read, Sir. The problem is that our brothers from the Left like to carry a baggage
that has withered away as a State -- the Soviet State has withered away. However, the thought process stays. I am
also a progressive man. I am not saying that we should not look at a world which is unipolar, and by God's grace,
there cannot be a unipolar world. So, instead of carrying a former Soviet baggage or a China baggage or an
America baggage, is there anybody who wants to carry an Indian baggage? That is not comprehensible or that is,
probably, not acceptable to many of our colleagues and comrades. Where does India want to go?

If you see any big nation, if you go to the North American continent, you will see that the Canadians hate the U.S.;
you will notice that the Mexicans hate the U.S., but they all want to rush, go past the border guards, and get into the
U.S., for jobs. Similarly, if you see our neighbours, whether it is Sri Lanka, whether it is Bangladesh, even Pakistan
or Nepal, whether they want to be night-watchmen or whatever, they would all like to come to India, but nobody in
our neighbouring countries likes India. What have we done about it? Have we taken any steps to improve a people-
to-people relationship between these countries? No, we have not. We are stuck either with America or with some
communist country. But what happens to new nations that are being born today? What happens to, say, the C.I.S.,
countries?

I think, if we ask most people in India, they would not even know what are the names of the CIS countries. These
are realities. These are realities that we are trying to avoid. It is primarily because this is a country where we are not
able to formulate a politically oriented foreign policy. You look at the US. When there is a change of guard at
Washington DC, the Ambassadors to different important countries are changed because they are people who are
committed to the policies of that particular President. That does not happen here.

We have bureaucrats who are representing you in Beijing, they are representing you in Washington, and they are
representing you in Brussels in the EU. It is the same people. Tomorrow they could be transferred to Chad, or to
Turkmenistan, or to Kazakhstan, or to Thailand. So, eventually, there is no think tank in India which is specialising
on foreign affairs. We have to formulate policies where we create think tanks which concentrate on certain areas of
the world, which come to know the details of these areas, and which will be able to advise the Government on the
policies the Government has to take.

The Vajpayee Government had a policy of 'Look East'. We have to look North and look East. We have to look at the
CIS countries because they directly affect our economy. When the CIS countries had excess production of steel,
our steel went down the hill. Similarly, to the East lie treasures. Right from history, every European nation has been
trying to reach the East. Vajpayeeji had the foresight, had the vision, to see 'Look East' as a foreign policy. He also
wanted that a road should be built from India to Vietnam, to Ho Chi Minh city into Saigon, which would bring about
economic growth not only for India but all along the route, thereby creating an aura of good feeling, an aura of
happiness which will eventually boil down to a good feeling towards India.

The Government of India has to get out of the cloak of bureaucracy. The foreign policy has to be discussed in
Parliament and only then we can expect that in the years to come, or in the days to come, we will have a nation
which will be respected not only by our neighbours but will be respected by every other country in this world. 
  
  
  
 

SHRI C.K. CHANDRAPPAN (TRICHUR): Sir, I am thankful to my friend Sudhakar Reddy for raising this discussion.
It provided an opportunity for all of us ...(Interruptions)

MR. CHAIRMAN : My advice to hon. Members who are taking part in the discussion is to kindly cooperate by taking
not more than five to seven minutes each. Then only we will be able to finish the discussion today. Otherwise, we
will not be finishing the discussion today. Anyhow, there can be no extension of the sitting after 7 p.m. today.

SHRI C.K. CHANDRAPPAN : The Minister is going to reply onlt tomorrow. That has been announced already.

SHRI KHARABELA SWAIN : Sir, since the Minister is going to reply tomorrow, even if it is half an hour late today, let
us extend the sitting today. This is such an important matter.

MR. CHAIRMAN: We will have to finish it by 7 p.m. at any rate.

SHRI KHARABELA SWAIN : Never in the past the time was so strictly enforced. Sometimes discussions have gone
up to 9 p.m. also.

MR. CHAIRMAN: There is time already fixed for it. We have to adhere to it.



SHRI KHARABELA SWAIN : It should not be restricted to this subject only. It is such an important subject and
everybody wants to speak on it. How can you say that it will be restricted to 7 p.m. only? My request is, even if it
goes beyond 7 p.m. by half an hour, please extend the sitting. Let the hon. Minister reply tomorrow, we have no
objection to that.

MR. CHAIRMAN: If the Members do not cooperate, what can I do? We will have to go by the time.

SHRI C.K. CHANDRAPPAN : We are all cooperating with you, Sir.

SHRI BIKRAM KESHARI DEO : Sir, a discussion on foreign policy is taking place in this House after a very long
time. How can we restrict it like this?

MR. CHAIRMAN: There are many Members including Shri Swain who are yet to speak. They will take time, I know.

SHRI KHARABELA SWAIN : We will cooperate with you, Sir. We will speak nothing out of context.

SHRI C.K. CHANDRAPPAN : Sir, shall I continue? ...(Interruptions)

MR. CHAIRMAN : The thing is, I am becoming an unpopular figure.

...(Interruptions)

THE MINISTER OF EXTERNAL AFFAIRS (SHRI K. NATWAR SINGH): I have one thing to say. The Prime Minister
of Morocco is here. The Prime Minister is meeting him at seven o'clock. I am required to be there. If I leave the
House, you will be entitled to say that I should have been here. If I do not go there, I will be told, I should have been
there. Can you help me?

MR. CHAIRMAN: We will complete this discussion today by seven o'clock.

...(Interruptions)

SHRI KHARABELA SWAIN : It was not decided in the Business Advisory Committee meeting that it will be taken up
today. The Government has no other business and hence they forced it on us. ...(Interruptions) Now, the hon.
Minister is saying that he has some other business. We did not demand that this subject should be discussed
today. It is a very important matter. ...(Interruptions) The Government has put it because they have no other
business. It was not decided in the BAC. ...(Interruptions) How can you say that? It is not because the hon. Minister
will not be there. So, no Member will be allowed to speak. ...(Interruptions) Why did you want this discussion today?

SHRI K. NATWAR SINGH: This decision was taken with full consultation. I had been informed of it yesterday. It was
not a slap decision. ...(Interruptions)

SHRI KHARABELA SWAIN : I am a Member of the BAC. It was never decided there. ...(Interruptions)

MR. CHAIRMAN: Shri Chandrappan, please continue.

...(Interruptions)

THE MINISTER OF STATE IN THE MINISTRY OF DEFENCE AND MINISTER OF STATE IN THE MINISTRY OF
PARLIAMENTARY AFFAIRS (SHRI BIJOY HANDIQUE): We have only decided to extend the time up to seven
o'clock. ...(Interruptions)

MR. CHAIRMAN: Only up to seven o'clock.

SHRI BIJOY HANDIQUE: Yes, we have decided. It was announced by the hon. Chairman at that point of time. It
was announced that discussion will be over by seven o'clock and the hon. Minister will reply tomorrow. Why do you
go on extending the time? Then, there will be no end to that. ...(Interruptions)

MR. CHAIRMAN: No extension is possible.

SHRI BIJOY HANDIQUE: By seven o'clock, please complete the discussion. ...(Interruptions)

SHRI KHARABELA SWAIN : In the last Lok Sabha, it was extended after it was declared in this House that it will be
completed by a particular time. ...(Interruptions) You know it pretty well. Your party, when they were on this side,
had extended the time up to seven o'clock and 9 o'clock. ...(Interruptions) I argued very vehemently.
...(Interruptions) Government must have its way but the Opposition Members must also have their say.
...(Interruptions)



How can you say the time has been restricted up to seven o'clock? ...(Interruptions) It was decided.
...(Interruptions) That is all right.

SHRI BIJOY HANDIQUE: How do you postpone it? ...(Interruptions)

SHRI KHARABELA SWAIN : Tomorrow, other Members will speak and then the hon. Minister will reply.
...(Interruptions)

MR. CHAIRMAN: We will decide as to what to do at seven o'clock.

...(Interruptions)

SHRI C.K. CHANDRAPPAN (TRICHUR): Mr. Chairman, Sir, this gives an opportunity to this House to discuss one
of the most important aspects of India's foreign policy. Many Members have made very valuable suggestions. I
would like to point out one thing. I do not want to narrate the things which have been narrated already. India's
foreign policy had derived from the heritage of our freedom struggle and it continued during the time of Pandit
Jawaharlal Nehru, an independent foreign policy that was anti-imperialist and that was supporting a policy of peace
and which also supported the liberation struggles all over the world.

One of the cardinal changes the NDA Government had brought into being was that they were saying that the
policies were the same. I think there was a major change brought about by the NDA Government, that is, instead of
following an independent foreign policy, it became more subservient to the U.S. imperialism in its foreign policy
terms. Now, I would like to cite examples.

One is, the National Missile Policy, a policy by which the U.S. wanted to control the whole world. The NDA
Government was soft-pedalling with it.

When on the environment policy, the Kyoto Agreement was acceptable to all the countries in the world, the US,
single-handedly took a position that they would not agree to that. On the Global Warming problem, they took a high
and mighty position and said that they were not going to sign the Kyoto Agreement. The NDA Government did not
even protest against this. These are some of the areas where you became more subservient to the US imperialism.

Some of the Members spoke about the US in an awe-inspiring term that they are so rich, so powerful that we have
no way other than submitting to them. That is not the position. After all, what is our history? We fought and won
Independence against the British who were in those days ruling the whole world. The Sun never set on the British
empire. We were fighting them. And we fought against them. We fought not only for the Independence of this
country, we extended full support to all those people who were fighting for Independence in other countries. We
were not afraid of imperialism. Then, we became independent. And continuing with that position, we took an
independent foreign policy, the bedrock of which was independence, peace and unity of all those newly
independent countries against imperialism. Non-alignment was not merely a kind of neutrality. Non-alignment was
explained by Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru and later by Shrimati Indira Gandhi. It is a policy of opposing imperialism; it is
a policy of supporting the newly liberated countries; and it is a policy of peace against efforts of war. I can cite ever
so many examples of what we have done in those days in pursuing that policy. It is from that position that a basic
change was made when the NDA came into power despite all the tall talks about their great foreign policy.

18.33 hrs (Shri Pawan Kumar Bansal in the Chair)

Today what is the situation? Today, the new Government has come. Last week, the Russian President was here.
We are initiating − it is a very important thing − a policy by which India, China and Russia will go together. It creates
a condition whereby we together prosper economically, it has an implication in terms of preserving world peace. It
will also promote trade and other relations with other countries. We also have a policy towards former Asiatic States
of the Soviet Union. We are a member of the Shangai-7 which includes China, India and other countries in this
region.

The point is that we will try to have more trade relations, more friendly relations, and all these relations will be
based on the idea of preserving world peace and good neighbourly relations between the States. So, around India,
we are pursuing the same policy with other countries whether it is Sri Lanka, Nepal, Burma or other countries. With
this emphasis, an independent foreign policy should question the American attempt to hegemonise the world in the
line they think. I think, this Government will succeed in bringing the foreign policy to its old stand back to rails.

We should have an independent foreign policy which will take this country in the path of peace and solidarity with
the people who are fighting for their own independence.

The last point which I would like to make is this. Let us not mistake that America is the biggest democracy; they are
very rich and so, we have to surrender, as our BJP friends say



...(Interruptions)

SHRI BIKRAM KESHARI DEO (KALAHANDI): Will the hon. Member yield for just two minutes? ...(Interruptions)

MR. CHAIRMAN : Perhaps I would not allow that because we have to conclude the discussion.

...(Interruptions)

SHRI BIKRAM KESHARI DEO : I have a request to make. â€¦ (Interruptions)

MR. CHAIRMAN: I would not be able to permit you.

...(Interruptions)

SHRI BIKRAM KESHARI DEO : The hon. Member is yielding. ...(Interruptions)

MR. CHAIRMAN: But his yielding does not make much difference. I am saying something else. You cannot speak;
please bear with me. Let him make the point.

...(Interruptions)

SHRI BIKRAM KESHARI DEO : I will take one minute. ...(Interruptions)

MR. CHAIRMAN: There are Members from your Party to speak; somewhere I saw your name also in the list. So,
when you get time, you can make this point. Now, I will not permit you.

...(Interruptions)

SHRI BIKRAM KESHARI DEO : The hon. Member is yielding. ...(Interruptions)

MR. CHAIRMAN: That is not the point. Please sit down. Please understand. That is not the way to do it. You cannot
speak now. I would not permit that. I will call you later.

...(Interruptions)

SHRI BIKRAM KESHARI DEO : Sir, I am helpless. ...(Interruptions)

MR. CHAIRMAN: You may take note of the points that he is making.

...(Interruptions)

SHRI BIKRAM KESHARI DEO : Sir, I feel helpless because I am not getting protection from the Chair. Please give
me two minutes. ...(Interruptions)

MR. CHAIRMAN: Let him conclude. Shri Deo, I will give you enough time to speak. You will have time. Let us not
waste the time now. You can take note of the points that he is making and later on, you can reply.

...(Interruptions)

MR. CHAIRMAN: I am sorry; we would not be able to do that.

...(Interruptions)

SHRI BIKRAM KESHARI DEO : I am only pleading with you. ...(Interruptions)

MR. CHAIRMAN: No. I am sorry. Shri Chandrappan may please carry on with his speech now.

...(Interruptions)

MR. CHAIRMAN: Shri Deo, you will get time otherwise.

...(Interruptions)

MR. CHAIRMAN: No. This will not go on record.

(Interruptions)*

MR. CHAIRMAN: Shri Deo, this is not going on record and therefore, please do not speak.



...(Interruptions)

MR. CHAIRMAN: Shri Deo, please do not address the hon. Member. This is not going on record. Shri Chandrappan
may please carry on with his speech.

...(Interruptions)

MR. CHAIRMAN: This is not going on record.

...(Interruptions)

MR. CHAIRMAN: Shri Deo, I seek your cooperation. This is not going on record. Please let him complete his
speech.

...(Interruptions)

SHRI C.K. CHANDRAPPAN : My last point is this. When we speak of America and its great importance, we always
have reservations about their imperialist policy. It was American Secretary of State who described India's Non-
Aligned Policy as "immoral". They consider it immoral to be non-aligned. It was they who supported all kinds of
sabotage in our country.

This is the last point. Very recently when there was trouble in Assam, it was again the CIA which gave an uninvited
offer. We did not ask them to offer anything. But they said that they have better machinery and they have expertise
to tackle terrorism here, etc. In the name of tackling terrorism, we do not want US

*Not Recorded. 
  
  
  
  
  
 

imperialism to poke its nose in our internal affairs. We should be clear about it. We should follow an independent
foreign policy. We should be always on the side of those who are fighting for independence. We should be always
for peace. With our neighbours, we must have good neighbourly relations. The present foreign policy is taking us in
that direction. With these words, I conclude my speech.

SHRI KHARABELA SWAIN (BALASORE): Thank you. The foreign policy of a country is a continuing affair and
generally, it does not change with the change in the Government. That is why, it does not make much of a change
when the new Government has come.

I must thank them initially for doing two things at least − one is that they did not agree with the President of Pakistan
for the removal of army from the Siachen Glacier and secondly, for the way this Government handled the hostage
crisis in Iraq. For these two things, I must congratulate them.

Later, I would come to the criticism that was levelled against us by the Leftists particularly who suffer from US-
phobia.

Like in an old record, when its pin gets struck up somewhere, it goes on repeating the same thing, all the time these
Leftists are talking about colonialism, hegemony, imperialism, subservient and so on. If you go through the records
of last 20-30 years, you will find the same record is being played by them again and again....(Interruptions) They
are the only experts on imperialism and not us. Anyway, now they say, do not send your election officers to Iraq
because there is an illegitimate Government in Iraq. For the time being we also do agree. When our Government
was in power, we did not agree to send our Peace Keeping Force to Iraq. I agree with it.

Let us go with the recommendations made by the Committee that was set up by Mr. Kofi Annan, the U.N Secretary
General. Under the Chairmanship of Thai Prime Minister, Mr. Anand Panyarachum a recommendation for the
expansion of the Security Council was made. He recommended as to which country should be a member of the
Security Council. It was recommended that the members should be chosen on the basis of their willingness to
contribute to the peace and security efforts of the Council including peace keeping and peace building. It has also
recommended a new UN body, the peace building mission, which would identify countries at risk of violent conflicts,
organise prevention efforts and sustain international peace building efforts.

If India wants to become a world power, it must have three or four things. Firstly, it should be able to resolve its own
problems. If we do not solve our Kashmir problem and we want a third party intervention in that, nobody will treat us
as a super or world power. America solves its own problems. India should also be able to solve its own problems if it



as a super or world power. America solves its own problems. India should also be able to solve its own problems if it
wants to become a super power. Secondly, India should move itself from sub-regional mentalism. We should not
think that we are the leader of only South Asia or Asia. We should not think like this. Let us think that we are a world
power and we should behave like that. For that reason, India should also indulge itself more and more in peace
keeping efforts all over the world. May not to Iraq but India should be able to send its Peace Keeping Force
wherever it is required. Otherwise, why should the world recognise us as a world power?

Last but not the least, India should not take loans from small countries rather it should give loans to small countries.
With all pride I can say that when Shri Atal Bihari Vajpayee was the Prime Minister, for the first time we decided in
principle that we will not take loans from small countries likr Holland, rather we waived the loans given to the least
developed countries. So, the UPA Government should also follow it.

Now, let us come to the point which is very much related to India, that is, the Kashmir problem. Let me tell the hon.
Minister that the Huriyat Conference is not willing to talk to either the Prime Minister or to the Home Minister but
wants to talk to the Prime Minister of Pakistan. Is it not a message that they are treating this Government as soft? Is
it not that they are treating us to be weak? The hon. Prime Minister has told that all options are open. What does he
mean by saying that all options are open? Does he mean that he is willing for a third party intervention in Kashmir?
Is he willing to accept the Pakistan President's proposal to divide the Indian part of Jammu and Kashmir to fight
some more areas? Is he willing to accept the Line of Control as international border? Is he willing to keep the LoC
under the control of the bilateral force or under the UN force? Is he willing for all these things? This type of
statement that all options are open creates confusion.

The statement which was given by the Pakistan President on 6th January, came out after a great deal of effort. The
President said that he will eschew violence and terrorism. He assured not to allow its territory to be utilised by the
terrorists. He also assured that he did not refer to any core issues. But now he says that Kashmir is the core issue.
The same President did not say that there was any core issue in the last January, but now he is saying so.
Therefore, we in the NDA, have a feeling that gradually the world, Pakistan, and the terrorists are thinking that
probably this is a very soft and weak Government. I will be very happy if the hon. Foreign Minister dispels the
doubts which I have just mentioned.

Recently, Mr. Putin, the President of Russia came to India. He first said that he wants India to be a member of the
Security Council but he wants that India should not have the veto power. Just after a day, he said that he agrees
with this. This type of confusing statement could have been avoided. Now again a news item has appeared in the
newspapers today that the help for the Tarapore Atomic Fuel Reactor will be stopped. I would like to have an
answer from the hon. Minister in this regard. If it is correct, what is the Government going to do so that Russia does
not breach the agreement which they had with India in regard to Tarapore Atomic Fuel Reactor?

Very excellent speeches have been made by many hon. Members. I will not repeat those points. I would just make
two-three suggestions. The Nathu La Pass near Sikkim should be opened quickly so that the trade with China
could be increased. In fact, I had been to Nathu La Pass about some months back. People are eagerly waiting that
it should be opened so that India has bilateral trade relationship with China.

I would also like to request the hon. Minister that if not directly -- as it is a very controversial issue -- through track-II
diplomacy, the Chinese Government should be requested that it should allow His Holiness Dalai Lama for a
dialogue. The Chinese Government should have a dialogue with him since His Holiness has disbanded the idea of
an independent country in the name of Tibet. Tibet should be given a real autonomous status in the State of China.

As regards Bangladesh, fencing on the border should be completed as quickly as possible so that there could be no
more infiltration. As regards Israel, it is a partner of India in its war against terrorism. We are having the same
problem. So, how can you say that we should not have relationship with it? Even with least amount of water, Israel
has shown the world that agriculture could be developed through drip irrigation. We should learn from them. If the
United States of America can have relationship with Pakistan and India together, why can we not have relationship
with both Middle East Islamic countries and Israel? It is in our interest to have good relations with these countries.

Sir, lastly, I would like to make reference with regard to the assertion made by Shri Rupchand Pal that Indo-US
Strategic Alliance was an abject surrender by us. He probably knows that it was for the first time in history that the
Indian Air Force and the American Air Force had a joint exercise in Gwalior and also they had a joint exercise in
Florida. Did this ever happen? Does it mean an abject surrender? Anyone visiting the United States would know
that 36 per cent of the scientists in NASA are Indians; 26 per cent of doctors in the USA are Indians and in the
Silicon Valley, 38 per cent of the computer programmers are Indians. Even then he would want that we should not
have a relationship with that country. Did he mean to say that it is America alone that is taking advantage of their
relationship with us and we are not having any advantage? America is the only country that is fighting against
terrorism. It has taken the lead.

Sir, India has shown to the world that it is a power to reckon with when our former Prime Minister, Shri Atal Bihari



Vajpayee got an invitation to attend the summit of the G-8 countries. That is one of the achievements of the
previous Government. The previous Government did this and we expect that this Government would also follow the
brilliant foreign policy pursued by that Government. 
  
 

SHRI M.P. VEERENDRA KUMAR (CALICUT): Sir, I would not take much time. I would not repeat any points.

Sir, I was really amazed at the statement made by the Hon. Member that India must behave like a superpower. I
agree that we must be a superpower. One would like to be a superpower and accept that there is a superpower. I
want to quote an instance here. If a country is a superpower, then who is the superman? The Defence Minister of a
country is the superman. Our great former Defence Minister, Shri George Fernandes went to the United States and
he was bodily checked at the immigration security check. I asked Shri Fernandes -- he was my old colleague -- as
to what had happened. He told me that he had to lift his hands, show himself, take his shoes off. Now, if the
Defence Minister of our country had to be bodily checked apprehending security threats, then where is the concept
of our being a superpower?

Sir, I will quote another example. I had been a part of the delegation that went to attend the Commonwealth
Speakers' Conference. The Hon. Speaker, Shri Somnath Chatterjee led the delegation. Do you know what did he
say to the US Immigration people? He said that he was the Speaker of the greatest democracy in the world and if
he was bodily checked, then he would never enter their country. We were honoured to go with him. Now, people
like us, the Members of Parliament, should we have to remove our shoes for reasons of security check to enter a
country like the United States? They demand it and we had to do that because of this concept of their being a
superpower.

Sir, we talk of America taking advantage of us. That is all right. But should we accept hegemony? What is the
agreement on agriculture? Now, 375 billion dollars is being given as domestic subsidy to farmers in America. We
have recently concluded our deliberations in Geneva on this. Could we not have convinced the US that we could
not have continued with this policy? Americans always look at their safeguards, they have their own policy, they
have their own laws and they have their own vision. But they also have a policy for their own country. Do we have
any such policy except the policy of subjugation?

Sir, it was mentioned by the hon. Member that America is meeting terrorism. Who created terrorism? Osama Bin
Laden is a creation of America.

MR. CHAIRMAN : You please address the Chair? Please refer to the points raised by the hon. Member but you
please address the Chair.

SHRI M.P. VEERENDRA KUMAR : Mr. Chairman, I am sorryâ€¦ (Interruptions)

SHRI KHARABELA SWAIN : Everything has a cause...(Interruptions)

MR. CHAIRMAN: Please do not interrupt him now. You had your turn.

SHRI M.P. VEERENDRA KUMAR : Sir, Osama Bin Laden was trained by America...(Interruptions)

MR. CHAIRMAN: Nothing, except what Shri Veernedra Kumar is saying, will go on record.

(Interruptions)*

SHRI M.P. VEERENDRA KUMAR : He was trained by America and sent to Afganistan to fight Soviet Union. That
man becomes a terrorist now for America. Sir, after Iraq and Iran fought, after the conclusion of the war, the Deputy
Foreign Secretary of US said that Saddam Hussein was the saviour of the Middle-East. How many people were
dead in Iran? Even after the Kuwait War, after the attack on Baghdad, the Vice-President of US who was heading
Haliburton and Company was having business with Baghdad. What I say is, America is creating terrorism. You can
say that America is challanging terrorism. America has created terrorism in Iraq, in Palestine and the world over.

*Not Recorded.

Here, I will come to Pakistan. Both the Governments, unfortunately, want crisis. If Pakistan wants crisis in India, we
want it in Pakistan. It is always used for political exigencies. I remember Dr. Lohia had said, Sir we had worked with
him, we should talk of Indo-Pak Confederation. We must address the people of Pakistan. We do not want long
crisis. The US wants it. Pakistan has accepted US as NATO power. The US is giving them arms. The biggest war
machinery is run by US. They are giving arms to Pakistan. They are giving arms to Afghanistan and everybody.
They are creating the entire world crisis. We do not want hegemony. Of course, it is true, it is a unipolar world. We
have to have a policy where we should have a say. Subjugation cannot be a policy. Hegemony cannot be a policy.



Abdul Garel Nasser had the courage to take Suez Canal because India backed him. So, our Foreign Policy had
helped Egypt. Is it not? We must have the policy with honour. We should have a policy not for hegemony or
acceptance of Super Power and we should not just be treated to achieve their objective.

I would conclude. Take Kyoto protocol for instance. Who is creating affluents in the world? What is the reason for
global warming? US is going to be the first victim of global warming in 25 to 30 years. We are not responsible for
global warming. Bangladesh is not responsible for global warming. The United States is responsible for global
warming. Do we have any say against their policy on Kyoto protocol? So, I do not say that we have to fight with the
US. Not at all. We have to keep relations with US with honour.

Sir, I will come to African countries and Latin American countries. Do you know what is happening in Venezuela?
We know what is happening in Mexico and the entire Latin American countries because of the hegemony of US. We
have to unite all those forces. We have to be the leaders of the African and other countries. We have to bring
together all those Latin American countries which are really fighting with grouse and grievances against the Super
Power. We have to go to the people of Palestine and have to talk with the people of Iraq. We should have our own
strength and base and deal with the United States without sacrificing our respect.

In 2000, we allowed EXIM Policy because of President Clinton's visit. Otherwise, would this much of import have
taken place by now? We are suffering due to lack of price for cash crops. I do not want to go into all that. That was
done only to please President Clinton. We cannot be just a puppet in their hands. Somebody said that we should
have sent our troops to Iraq and we should have taken our people to conduct elections there. What type of
elections will take place in US? Kofi Annan was quoted. Who is Kofi Annan? Was he respected by US? Was it not
without the sanction of the United Nations that US sent the troops to Iraq? Collin Powell addressed the United
Nations and convinced Iraq has WMD. After that, what did they say? Now, they say that there is no WMD and that
United Nations has taken for a ride. United Nations is used as a tool by the US to discipline other countries for their
own use. So, we have to have our own independent Policy based on our strength. We have to unite all those forces
who are fighting hegemony and who do not want to accept imperialists' postures. We have to lead them once again.
We cannot allow or accept that US is a unipolar force. If America is a unipolar force, I think India can help to create
world opinion, and the world opinion, will become a fore. We must follow an independent Policy. 
  
  
  
  
  
 

19.00 hrs.

MR. CHAIRMAN : There are two more Members who want to speak. Do I have the sense of the House to extend
the time by another fifteen minutes?

SOME HON. MEMBERS: Yes.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you.

SHRI ASADUDDIN OWAISI (HYDERABAD): Mr. Chairman, Sir, thank you. At the outset, I would like to point out to
the hon. learned BJP Member who talked about India not participating enough in the peace keeping troops. In this
regard, I would like to quote United Nation's fact sheet. It says that India is the third largest provider of peace
keeping troops to the UN. Currently 2735 Indian troops are being deployed in various peace keeping missions.
Moreover, we have received awards. The Indian Army was awarded Paramvir Chakra, five Mahavir Chakras, one
Kirti Chakra and 19 Vir Chakras. The risk involved there is huge. More than 200 brave soldiers have laid down their
lives. In one incident the Indian peace keepers were exposed to the risk of AIDS. One of the contingents which went
to Cambodia came back with 28 soldiers having HIV positive virus. So, we are participating in peace keeping force.
But the difference is that we want it to be sanctioned by the Security Council. That is why, we oppose over here
any troops being sent to Iraq. That has to be sanctioned by the Security Council and it should be under the United
Nations, not under America.

Then, he talked about Tibet. There are many issues to be resolved with China. We should always remember
Panchsheel policies. The most important aspect of Panchsheel policies was that we will not interfere in matters of
other countries. When the BJP was in power, the Prime Minister went over there and we achieved a great thing for
our country. After that, Sikkim was recognised as part of India. It was removed from Chinese official website and
maps. They agreed that it was not an independent country. So, it will be in the interest of our nation that we should
not talk about other countries.

Coming to Dalai Lama, what we are doing with Dalai Lama and what is our position, Dalai Lama knows very well.



We have never allowed this great nation of ours to be used against any country. This is the principal that has been
followed and it should be continued to be followed.

I have listened to various things about India not having a foreign policy. The Common Minimum Programme talks
about it very clearly. I would also like to reiterate over here what the Minister of External Affairs has stated. He has
emphasized that India's foreign policy is not dedicated to any dogma or doctrine. It has flexibility to deal with
problems in international relations as and when they come up. What more do you want? It is very clear.

Then, I come to our relations with Israel. I am opposed to India having strong relations with Israel because we have
always committed ourselves to the Palestinian cause. I can understand him having good relations with Israel. It is
because Israel is anti-Islam. So, there is a meeting point between the Hindutva ideology and the Zionese ideology.
...(Interruptions) I am not yielding to anybody.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Nothing will go on record excepting the speech of the Member who is speaking.

(Interruptions)*

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Swain, please do not interrupt him.

...(Interruptions)

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Swain, this is not going on record.

(Interruptions) *

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Swain, please do not interrupt him.

...(Interruptions)

*Not Recorded. 
  
  
  
 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Swain, please listen to me. Do not interrupt.

...(Interruptions)

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Swain, I did not permit anyone to interrupt you. Now, I will not permit anyone to interrupt him.

...(Interruptions)

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Swain, you had your say. Please let the Member speak.

...(Interruptions)

MR. CHAIRMAN: Let the Member speak.

...(Interruptions)

MR. CHAIRMAN: Nothing will go on record.

(Interruptions)*

MR. CHAIRMAN : Order, please. I would request the other hon. Members also not to interrupt him. I will deal with
the situation. Nothing except what Shri Owaisi says will go on record. Shri Owaisi, please carry on.

(Interruptions)*

SHRI ASADUDDIN OWAISI : Sir, he has said something. My friend, I was born in free India. In fact, if you go back to
Hyderabad and ask about ourselves and our family background, it will tell a lot of things. You are a proud Hindu. I
am a proud Muslim. We are proud Indians also. We take pride in that. Please do not say that we are afraid of that.
Nobody is a coward here. People have given the verdict to us. So, we are standing here....(Interruptions)

MR. CHAIRMAN: Shri Owaisi, you must also not address them. Please address the Chair. Then, you can avoid all
these things.

...(Interruptions)



...(Interruptions)

SHRI ASADUDDIN OWAISI : I am sorry, Sir. I will address the Chair....(Interruptions)

*Not Recorded.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Nothing has gone on record. Please sit down. It is only what Shri Owaisi is saying will go on
record. Interruptions will not go on record. Anything said without the permission of the Chair will not go on record.
So, please sit down. Shri Owaisi, please carry on. Hon. Members, do not interrupt him.

(Interruptions)*

MR. CHAIRMAN: Shri Owaisi, do not address anybody but the Chair.

...(Interruptions)

º É£ÉÉ {É É Êi É à ÉcÉ än ªÉ&º É£ÉÉ {É É Êi É à ÉcÉ än ªÉ&  +ÉÉ{É =xÉBÉEÉä ¤ÉÉäãÉxÉä nÉÒÉÊVÉA ´É®xÉÉ ºÉàÉªÉ ¤É¤ÉÉÇn cÉäMÉÉ*

SHRI ASADUDDIN OWAISI : My intention of raising the issue was not to make him angry.

MR. CHAIRMAN: You forget about that. Please carry on. Please make your point.

SHRI ASADUDDIN OWAISI : Unnecessarily, he is losing his temper and becoming angry....(Interruptions) Shri
Swain, you must agree that you have lost power....(Interruptions) I can understand it because you have lost power.
You must agree that you have lost power.â€¦ (Interruptions)

º É£ÉÉ {É É Êi É à ÉcÉ än ªÉ& º É£ÉÉ {É É Êi É à ÉcÉ än ªÉ& ¤ÉÉiÉ BÉEÉä ÉÊ¤ÉMÉÉ½xÉä ºÉä BÉDªÉÉ {ÉEÉªÉnÉ cè? +ÉÉ{É +É{ÉxÉÉÒ ¤ÉÉiÉ BÉEÉÊcA, BÉÖEU +ÉÉè® xÉcÉÓ*

...(BªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ)

gÉÉÒ ºÉÆiÉÉäÉ MÉÆMÉ´ÉÉ® (¤É®äãÉÉÒ) : ºÉ£ÉÉ{ÉÉÊiÉ àÉcÉänªÉ, +ÉÉä́ ÉäºÉÉÒ VÉÉÒ ªÉÉÊn <vÉ® <¶ÉÉ®É BÉE®BÉEä ¤ÉÉäãÉåMÉä iÉÉä càÉå VÉ´ÉÉ¤É näxÉÉ {É½äMÉÉ* ...(BªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ)

ºÉ£ÉÉ{ÉÉÊiÉ àÉcÉänªÉ& àÉéxÉä =xÉºÉä BÉEc ÉÊnªÉÉ cè ÉÊBÉE ´Éc SÉäªÉ® BÉEÉä AbÅäºÉ BÉE®BÉEä ¤ÉÉäãÉå*. ªÉÉÊn ÉÊBÉEºÉÉÒ xÉä BÉEÉä<Ç ¤ÉÉiÉ BÉEcÉÒ cè iÉÉä =ºÉBÉEÉ ÉÊVÉµÉE BÉE® ºÉBÉEiÉä cé ãÉäÉÊBÉExÉ SÉäªÉ® BÉEÉä AbÅäºÉ
BÉE®BÉEä cÉÒ ¤ÉÉäãÉå*

â€¦(BªÉ´ÉvÉÉxÉ)

*Not Recorded. 
  
  
  
  
  
 

gÉÉ Ò + Éº ÉÉn ÚqÉ Òx É + ÉÉ ä́ É äº É É Ò : gÉÉ Ò + Éº ÉÉn ÚqÉ Òx É + ÉÉ ä́ É äº É É Ò : àÉÉäciÉÉÊ®àÉ, àÉé +ÉÉ{ÉBÉEÉÒ iÉ®{ÉE àÉÖJÉÉÉÊiÉ¤É cÉäBÉE® cÉÒ ¤ÉÉäãÉ ®cÉ cÚÆ* ªÉc MÉè®- VÉ°ô®ÉÒ <Æ]®{] BÉE® ®cä cé +ÉÉè® MÉÖººÉÉ cÉä ®cä cé* àÉé +ÉÉ{ÉBÉEÉä cÉÒ +É{ÉxÉÉÒ
¤ÉÉiÉ BÉEc ®cÉ cÚÆ*

Now, I make my point about Israel. This talk of Israel is very good in respect of drip irrigation. Hon. Members have
said about that. Please go to Andhra Pradesh. Please go to the Assembly Constituency of the ex-Chief Minister Shri
Chandrababu Naidu − Kuppam constituency - who was supposed to be the hi-tech Chief Minister. It has totally
failed there. Crores of rupees of tax-payers money have been lost in Kuppam. I would like to bring to the notice of
the Government my apprehension. My apprehension is that there is going to be the forthcoming round of the
political consultations in Israel. India's proposal is to sign a new arms deal. We have done a very good work. We
have established relations with Pakistan. We have good relations with the Arab nations, especially after this
Government has come into power. We have good relations with Iran. We have good relations with China. If we keep
on procuring arms from Israel, all the good work that has been done, the relationship that has been built up in the
last six months, especially the good work that has been done by the Foreign Ministry, it is all going to have an
impact on that. Secondly, India has always voted against Israel in the United Nations. It must continue to do so.

Regarding our relationship with United States of America, I would say that our relationship with the United States
should be on the basis of equality and mutual interest. We are proud to be Indians. We are not going to give up our
responsibility or be subservient to the United States. If it is on the basis of equality and mutual interest, it is fine.
There is no problem with that. The United States' fight against terrorism, which is of direct relevance to our country,
cannot become a tool for the hegemonistic ambitions of the United States. That is what we are saying. We are not
against the United States of America. Yes, we should have good relations. But we should not allow hegemonistic
ambitions....(Interruptions)

MR. CHAIRMAN: Please conclude now.



SHRI ASADUDDIN OWAISI : I am concluding. Lastly, a proposal has been mooted that this Government is going to
send our election observers to Iraq to teach and explain to them the intricacies of parliamentary democracy. I would
request the Government to reconsider the decision once again. The reason being that if we send our election
observers and our people from here, this will be a tacit recognition of the interim Government that has been
propped up by the United States.

We will be giving them recognition. The Interim Government in Iraq has been propped up by US and we all know
that.

Lastly, the conditions are favourable for India to play a larger role in international affairs, firstly because of our
improved relations with Pakistan and secondly because of reversals of US in Iraq. US must be having military
success in Iraq, but politically it has utterly failed in Iraq and the whole world is looking towards India because of the
stand which we have taken of not sending troops to Iraq.

Finally, I would like to make a small point. My time has been taken away by the unnecessary interruption that has
been made. I would request that our relationship with the Arab world should be strengthened further, especially with
UAE, Saudi Arabia and all the GCC countries.

Sir, I thank you very much for giving me this opportunity.

MR. CHAIRMAN : Shri Bikram Keshari Deo will speak now.

Shri Bikram Keshari Deo, we have to adjourn the House at 7.15 p.m. So, please formulate your points in such a
way that you are able to conclude your speech in five minutes.

SHRI BIKRAM KESHARI DEO (KALAHANDI): All right, Mr. Chairman, Sir. I will speak on the points that I wanted the
House to know.

First of all, I congratulate both the hon. Members, Shri Suravaram Sudhakar Reddy and Shri Chandrappan who
have raised this discussion because a discussion on the foreign policy is taking place in this House after a very
long time. In my tenure of six years as a Member belonging to the NDA, I think, no such lengthy discussion on the
foreign policy had taken place. There were only some statements which were read out by the various Ministers
concerned, but no discussion on the foreign policy had actually taken place in this august House during the last six
years. So, this is a welcome measure.

Today, India is a fast emerging economic power and it is maintaining the same foreign policy which was initiated
from the Nehruvian era, right from Shri Swaran Singh and it is being followed till Shri Natwar Singh's time. We had
very competent Foreign Ministers at the helm of affairs to decide about our foreign policy and we have got very
good diplomats in the country who have managed the foreign policy very well.

Sir, our friends from the Treasury Benches were saying that we have become subservient to the Americans and we
have become servants of the Americans. I would like to point out one thing to them. When the NDA Government
came to power, we conducted the Pokhran nuclear tests and the Americans threatened to outsource our IT experts
in America. But that policy was reversed in US and our IT boys are still working there today.

Secondly, some Members have rightly mentioned about the Kyoto Protocol here. In the World Summit for
Sustainable Development at Johannesburg, all the 187 countries which have attended the Summit have
admonished US for not signing the Kyoto Protocol.

Now, after 9/11, the entire scenario of the world has changed. After the signing of the WTO Agreement in 1993, the
entire global economic scenario is changing. So, India also has to change and change very fast. We have to be in
tune with other countries and the NDA Government had initiated that process.

For, example, in the case of Pakistan, the world powers wanted that India and Pakistan should talk and we talked.
Before that, after the Simla Agreement, there was so much of stagnation in our relationship till the Lahore bus yatra
undertaken by our former Prime Minister Shri Atal Bihari Vajpayee. After that, the Agra Summit had taken place.
They were all moves towards normalising our relations with Pakistan. They were all very essential for the
development of neighbourly relations and peace in the SAARC region and also in the Indian Ocean Rim region.

These actions have been taken by the NDA Government. So, they should take out from their mind the doubt that
during the tenure of the NDA Government we followed a different foreign policy for the country. No; there was
continuity with some changes for the betterment of the country. Did their Government previously think for the
Muslim brothers? Did they initiate the Haj Bill? During the tenure of the NDA Government, the External Affairs
Minister brought forward a Haj Bill for the benefit of the Muslims who go on the Haj trip to Mecca and Medina on
pilgrimage. For the first time after Independence, such a Bill was brought forward and passed by the NDA



Government and a lot of powers and subsidies were given and now they dab us as a Hindu fundamentalist party!
...(Interruptions)

Therefore, the Indian Diaspora has contributed a lot. We should take full initiative of their intelligence, of their
intellect, of their professionalism. They should come to India so that India's economy would grow. We are a fast
growing economy. During NDA Government's regime, the GDP never went below average 5.4 or 6.4 and the
inflation had never risen more than 4.5 per cent in average. But today the inflation rate has gone up...(Interruptions)
It has got its ramifications. So, we should have a durable Foreign Policy because global ramification will take place
if we are not careful, and if we do not watch our steps. In the UN General Assembly, the millennium goal was
announced by UN Secretary General, Mr. Kofi Annan. I think, we should try to follow that. As far as being a member
in the Security Council, I think, the people are in the right path for getting India into the Security Council. In the last
six years, this was initiated with full vigour.

I congratulate Shri Jaswant Singh for making China, for the first time, accepting Sikkim to be an integral part of
India. It was never accepted before. Sikkim has been accepted as integral part of India. Kashmir is also an integral
part of India and nobody can take it from us. When 545 States in the country signed the Instrument of Accession,
Kashmir was one of them and the people of Kashmir integrated it with Bharat, that is, India.

Therefore, this discussion is a welcome measure. In future in the able hands of our hon. Minister, who has also
been an excellent diplomat, the Government will forge India's Foreign Policy and make India stronger and
diplomatically more savvy for the Indian democrats.

MR. CHAIRMAN : All the hon. Members who have given their names have spoken. The hon. Minister would reply
tomorrow.

Now, the House stands adjourned to meet again tomorrow at 11 a.m.

19.17 hrs

The Lok Sabha then adjourned till Eleven of the Clock

on Wednesday, December 8, 2004/Agrahayana 17, 1926 (Saka).
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