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Shri Shivaji Rao S. Deshmukh (Par-

bhani): I very strongly object :o
this.
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Shri Sachindra Chaudhuri: I have

heard those points, whether they are

an inquisition or a privilege motion
is something which I do not know.

No-confidence
Motion
You have heard the entire matter. 1
have not got any paper before me,
and therefore I cannot with exacti-
tude tell this House exactly what hap-
pened. I am speaking from memory.
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Mr. Speaker: If he wants time, he

can study the statement that he has
made and he can make the statement
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_later on.

Shri Sachindra Chaudhuri: So far
as the statement is concerned, 1 cam
certainly give you the statement, no
difficulty about that, but I wili tell
you what happened. I am saying this
from memory.

Mr. Speaker: Would it not be bet-
ter if he studieg this statement amd
then gives a reply?

Shri Sachindra Chaudhuri: Cer-
tainly.

Shri Bhagwat Jha Azad: The en-
tire thing has been printed in Cur-
rent in the front page and sent to us
with red pencil marking along with
the jeep deal case. May I know
whether that is also included in the
privilege motion before the House?

13.31 hrs.

MOTION OF NO-CONFIDENCE IN
THE COUNCIL OF MINISTERS
—Contd.

Shri Rameshwar Rao (Gadwal):
Four Members of the Opposition,
Prof. Mukerjee, Prof. Ranga, Shri
Trivedi and Prof. Hem Barua have
spoken at length on this no confidence
motion. I have heard their interven-
tions with care and attention.
Normally I like to listen to iny hon.
friend Prof. Mukerjee speak because
of his chaste English, classical Sanskrit
and lyrical Bengali, but I wonder what
happened to him yesterday.
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[Shri Rameshwar Rao]

Be that as it may, none of the
learned leaders said anything tangible,
apart from saying that the Govern-
wment was incompetent or the policies
Government was following were
wrong.

13.32 hrs.
{Mr. DEPUTY-SPEAKER in the Chair]

Surely we know the difference
between an intervention in this House
and a speech which does not have to
take into consideration arguments to
convince other Members here.

This Government has beep in office
for less than a year. The hon. Mem-
bers who spoke did not list the sins of
commission and omission of this Gov-
ernment. However, they averred that
the Congress having been in office for
18 years, the circumstances the country
faces today are the cumulative result
of governmental action over the years
and that the present Government,
being a Congress Government, should
shoulder the blame. This I can under-
stand, and yet the hon. Members not
only contradicted each other, but
contradicted themselves.

Prof. Mukerjee was at pains to em-
phasize that this Government was
veering away from past policies and
should be castigated on that account.
Not only did I carefully follow the
learned  professor’s speech here
yesterday, but I went home and tried
to analyse what he had said to make
sure that I did not miss anything
worthwhile. He said devaluation had
been a stab in the back, he said we
had not taken a moral stand on
Vietnam and had not condemned
those on whom, according to him,
there should be damnation. Apart from
this, he appeared to attack countries
and governments other than our own.
I shall deal with the points the
learned professor made a little later.

I should have thought that a debate
on a motion of no-confidence is an
opportunity for Members of the Oppo-
sition to analyse Government policies,
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show that they are unsuitable to solve
the problems that we face, and pro-
pose an alternative set of policies,
arguing the while that they could be
more advantageous to the country.
This, surely, is the job of a responsible
opposition. None of the learned
leaders put forward an alternative set *
of policies, All they said was that the
Government was 1ncompetent ana
should go. Even the most learned pro-
fessor, Prof. Mukerjee, I am sorry he
is not here, did not offer an alternative
set of policies. I wonder why they are
afraid to offer an alternative set of
policies. Is it because they have none,
or are they afraid that whatever
policies they offer, suggest or accept,
would bind them to certain conse-
quentia] decisions and obligations by
which they would have to stand com-
mitted before the people of this
country and to ask everyone for dis-
ciplined observance of such consc-
quential decisions? Are they not
willing then to stick their neck out
and say to the people that this, this
and this will be done, aad that the
consequential privations and hardships
have to be endured? Of course, they
are not.

I am glad our learned professor is
back. Not even he is willing to say
this, because even he wants to run
with the hares and hunt with the
hounds.

Let us not forget that only a res-
ponsible opposition which can hope to
win at the polls and form a Govern-
ment tomorrow will find it necessary
to outline alternative policies, argue
them out and try to justify them. We
are all painfully aware that none of
the parties that the learned Members
who spoke from the opposition
benches yesterday represent have the
faintest hope of winning at the polls,
and so they have no reason, not even
to appear to be reasonable and res-
ponsible. I can only feel sorry for
them and warn my countrymen not
to be misled by those who have no
policies or programmes to offer. They
believe only in character assassina-
tion and if possible in creating condi-
tions of anarchy, because they are
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convinced that out of order and
orderly progress neither they nor

their parties can benefit.

Prof. Mukerjee referred to Vietnam
and accused the Prime Minister of not
condemning aggression, not taking a
moral stand and attempting to bring
the parties to a conference table. On
the same analogy, the learned profes-
sor should condemn the U.S.S.R. The
USS.R. did not condemn Pakistani
aggression against India. Or, does my
hon. friend, Prof. Mukerjee, believe
that Pakistan did not commit aggres-
sion against India, as he and his col-
leagues thought China had not com-
mitted aggression?

Shri Indrajit Gupta (Calcutta South
West): You are more learned than
the professor.

Shrij Rameshwar Rao: Or, does he
think that the U.S.S.R. did wrong in
not condemning Pakistan, or is he
willing to agree that if one is serious-
ly interested in the solution of a
problem like Vietnam, nothing is
gained by condemnation of either
party, that she must bend one's
energies to bringing the opponents to
a conference table? Surely, that is
what the U.S.SR. worked for and
achieved at Tashkent. And if India
attempts something similar, it becomes
influenced or pressurised by interested
parties!

My hon. friend, Prof. Mukerjee,
also spoke about the National Libera-
tion Front. He mentioned that there
had been no mention about the
National Liberation Front in South
Vietnam. I would like to draw his
attention to a reference that has been
made. Would he kindly look up
Yesterday’s Times of Indiz centre
Page? I quote:

“In Prague, about a week ago
Literani Noviny republished a
series of articles from the conser-
vative French newspaper le
Monde. These articles, dealing
with Vietnam for the first time
told readers of a Communist news-
Paper in a Communist nation
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that the Viet Cong commit atro-
cities against villagers of South
Viet Nam. Up to now, Communist
audiences have been told only
that atrocities were committed by
Americans and their South Viet-
namese aliies. The Czechoslovak
paper and a broadcast of the
articles as well carried le Monde's
account of how the Viet Cong
cause destruction and suffering
among the rural Viet Nam popu-
lation, how they kidnap, murder
and torture village chiefs and local
officials, .... how they commit
executions, repressions and terror.
Le Monde’s stories gave grim
episodes of Viet Cong terror and
pointed out that all the people
and not merely the collaborators,
undergo steadily increasing pres-
sure. It told of forced conscrip-
tion of villagers for Viet Cong
guerilla services, including the
drafting of young boys. It told
of oppressive taxes levied on
villagers by the Viet Cong and
collected at the point of the
machinegun. This must have
come as g shock to an audience
accustomeq for years to only one
side of the story .. .".

as it must have come as a shock to
the learneq professor. It is probable
that preparing for his blistering
attack, he did not see the newspaper
report yesterfay or would he like to
say that this newspaper of monopoly
capitalism colonialism and imperi-.
alism is misquoting or would he like
to join, when the occasion arises, his
equally learned colleagueg in China
and North Viet Nam in calling the
Czechoslovak communist party the
running dog of imperialism? So are
the Soviets in Chinese eyes, revision-
ists and lackeys of imperialists. In
the eyes of our friends anything that
anyone does that they think is wrong
is a result of outside pressure or is
being done either by the lackeys of
western exploiters or revisionists or
by.the running dogs ot U.S, Imperial-
ism. It is time that our friends
opposite appreciate that we on this
side of the House are aware of their
attitudes anq plans.
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{Shri Rameshwar Rao]

I would like here briefly to recall
to my friends’ minds what happened
in Telangana about 18 years ago when
8,000 people were murdered in the
name of people’s liberation move-
ment . .. (An Hon. Member:. By
communists). That is understoof. I
have not forgotten it; I come from
that area; facts and figures have been
given in this House. He calls devalu-
ation a stab in the back. Does he not
realise that this country had conceal-
ed devaluation for over a decade! It
is natural that the question of deva-
luation and the consequential steps
that neeq to be taken should receive
important mention,” Government has
been accused of having resorted to
devaluation under pressure. It has
been suggested that even Parliament
has been misled by a denial in this
House of intentidns to devalue. Sure-
1y, Prof. Mukerjee does not suggest
that Government should have given
advance notice of devaluation. Deva-
luation is nothing more and nothing
less than the correction of the par
value of the rupee. While motives
have been attributed to wvarious
sources of advice on devaluation, it
has surprisingly been overlookeq that
the present devaluation of the Indian
rupee is a direct result of a fall in
the internal value of the rupee over
many years ... (An Hon. Member:
Why did it fall?) I shal] come to it.
Even in countries like the U.S.S.R.
‘and Yugoslavia in particular and
even in Germany before war wHere
there wag the strictest possible con-
trol over exports and imports and
foreign exchange dealings, this con-
nection between the internal and ex-
ternal value could not be prevented.
Many reasons can be advanced for
the fall of the internal value of the
rupee. Mainly it is the result of total
production not increasing in propor-
tion to the increase in money supply.
This has been the result, not neces-
sarily of faulty planning as my friend
Mr. Masani triedq to make out the

other day, but mainly due to lack of
growth in the agriculfural sector.
Agriculture forms the major sector of
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production in this country. Increased
non-developmental expenditure, 8o
called, which means more expenditure
on health services schiools, social ser-
vices and the like"are certainly mnot
the main factor. In a country like
India; with our massive poverty it is
natural that we should want to go for-
ward with development rapidly. This
cannot be called ambitious planning.
Accentuated by two wars and two
years of drought inflation has increas-
ed and has led to the diversion of
exportable goods to home consump-
tion as also increased pressure on
imports and a decline in the incentive
for import substitution. Inflation at
home would naturally lead to wage
increases and cost increases which in
turn made our exports difficult and
uncompetitive, All these led to the
entire gamut of export incentives,
tax credit certificates, direct subsidies,
etc. Would the hon. Members deny
that these are all forms of conceéled
devaluation? It can be argued that
devaluation wag not the only remedy
or solution to the present imbalance
in our economy. It will however be
conceded that whatever policy we try
to follow to prevent these imbalances,
there will be a measure of concealed
or selective devaluation. It is a ques-
tion of judgment whether open deva-
luation is not befter than concealed
or selective devaluation. Concealed
or selective devaluation, apart from
administrative difficulties has an ele-
ment of the whole society, which
means the public exchequer, subsidis-
ing individual importers or exporters
and in a manner where a certain
amount of arbitrariness cannot be
avoided. This in iteelf leads to un-
certainties and distortions in the
economy. The only other way in
which we could have avoided deva-
luation is the manner in which the
hon. Member from Rajkof laboured to
point out the other day: we should
cut development, and cut growth and—
according to him—live within our
means. Without putting pressure om
foreign exchange, by not importing
large quantities of  capital goods for
development and meeting our require-
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ments of imported components and
-scarce raw materials through our
normal earnings of foreign exchange
and in other words, according to him,
stagnating. No Government and cer-
tainly not this Government can
embark on a policy of stagnation.
Prof, Mukerjee and his friends want
us to do away with aid. I for one and
this Government would be very happy
to do away with aid as soon as pos-
sible. But woulq the Opposition be
willing to join in demanding in this
«country a lowering of consumption,
freeze of wages and profits ang not
insist on adequate food rations so fhat
we can build this country without aid.
It does not happen. The moment,
there is talk of possible fall in food
ration in any part of the country, our
friends are the first to lead demons-
trations against any such move. If
there is the slightest price rise because
.of import difficulties, we have imme-
diately processions. If a factory can-
mot function because some spare parts
are not availdble which have to be
imported, our friends are the first to
threaten all kinds of consequences...
(An Hon. Member: That is the only
Janguage you understand). Whatever
policy we follow, whatever controls
we have, we cannot avoid shortages in
this country because our requirements
are so massive and the process of
production is going to take so long
that we have to live with shortages
-with privations and with hardships
and it is necessary that Members on
this side of the House or on that side
will have to jointly accept this parti-
cular fact. Otherwise we would only
‘be undermining the confidence of the
people in this country, in the demo-
cratic process and confidence in their
own future.

Shri Umanath (Pudukkottai): In
1he Government.

Shri Rameshwar Rao: It is not the
xesponsibility of the Government
alone, It is the responsibility of every
Member of this House whgo believes
in democracy and the democratic pro-
gess of development.

1099(ai)LS—8.
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Sir, I am concluding. I shall not
take very long. But I only hope that
the contradictory slogans, deliberately
confusing slogans that our friends
try to put forth will stop. It
is time that we realised that what-
ever processes we follow, we have
to accept limitations on consumption,
and without limitation on consumption
there can be no surplus for invest-
ment and growth.

13.50 hrs.
ARREST OF A MEMBER

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: ] have to in-
form the House that the Speaker has
receiveq the following telegram:

“Shri Indulal Kanaiyalal Yagnik,
MP., resident of Ahmedabad,
detained today at Ahmedabad,
under section 3(1)(A)(II) P. D.
Act and sent to Baroda prison.
Letter follows. Police Commis-
sioner”.

An hon. Member: Is it under P.D.
Act?

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Yes.

13.51 hrs,

MOTION OF NO-CONFIDENCE
IN THE COUNCIL OF MINIS-
TERS—contd.

Shri A. K. Gopalan (Kasergod):
Mr. Deputy-Speaker, Sir, it was good
that before I started my speech, I
heard the news of the arrest of an
hon. Member of this House under
the P. D. Act. So, that is the way in
which the problems are going to be
solved.

There have been many motions of
no-confidence before this House dur-
ing the recent past. The policies of
the Government have been sharply
criticised during these debates but the
Government blatahtly refused to pay
any heed, with the result that the
country is on the verge of bankruptcy.
This motion is however different from
all the other earlier motions. The





