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Foreign Policy
Sbri R. N. S. Deo (Kalahandi- 

Bolangir): I beg to move:
“That the demand under the 

head ‘External Affairs’ be reduced 
by Rs. 100.”

Policy towards Pakistan
Shri V. G. Deshpande (Guna) : I '

beg to move:
“That the demand under the 

head ‘External Affairs’ be reduced 
by Rs. 100.”
Mr. Speaker: The cut motions moved 

are placed before the House.
Shri Frank Anthony (Nominated 

Anglo-Indian): I do not want to  strike 
a discordant note, but when people 
talk about opposition parties, I want 
to make it very clear that so far as 
the Independent Parliamentary Group, 
the second largest group, is concerned, 
it has arrived at no agreement with 
the other parties, either with regard 
to the speakers or with regard to the 
cut motions. I think that position 
ought to be made clear. I have 
separately submitted the names of the 
two speakers from our group, in con
nection with the cut motion :

“That the demand under the 
head ‘External Affairs’ be reduced 
by Rs. 100 (to discuss foreign 
policy).”
Mr. Speaker: I should be glad if

there is an agreement, among those 
who are not with the Government. I 
will not say opposition parties, because 
they are occasionally with Government 
and occasionally against them. So it 
becomes very difficult to meet their 
demands and satisfy the followers of 
this group. I have always borne this 
In mind, and I have tried to select 
speakers from different representative 
groups.

Shri Nand Lai Sharma (Sikar): 
What about independeujs? They are 
independent of everything including 
independence from Parliament!

PAPERS LAID ON THE TABLE
(1 )  D r a f t  S e c r e t  P r o t o c o l ;

<2) ‘C u r r e n t  D i g e s t ’ o f  S o v i e t  P r e s s ;
(3 )  S o v i e t  M a p .

Dr. S. N. Sinha (Saran East): On a 
point of information, Sir. Yesterday 
I was asked by Mr. Deputy-Speaker 
to lay certain papers on the Table of 
the House. May I have your permis
sion to hand them over to the Secre- 
Ury?

Mr. Speaker: Yes, the hon. Membe 
may do so. But will he kindly me ‘ 
tion at least the title, and not the co 
tents, of the papers he is going to If 
on the Table of the House?

Dr. S. N. Sinha: I beg to lay on th
Table the following j^apers:

1. A typed copy of Draft Secrt ^
Protocol.

2. Extracts from the *Curren
Digest' of the Soviet Pres> 
(11 Pages of typed sheets'

3. A very valuable document, a
Soviet map published in 1950 
showing Kashmir as British.

[See Appendix No. Ill, annexu
No. 9.]
Shri Nambiar (Mayuram): Can 

have copies distributed to us?
Mr. Speaker: From now, they wil*

be placed on the Table of the House 
and it will be open to the hon. Mem
bers to have as many copies as they 
like.

Shri Nambiar: My point was, can
W e have the copying done by Govern
ment?

Mr. Speaker: It is the business of
the hon. Member concerned to take 
copies of those papers. I do not think 
I can undertake to distribute various 
things which hon. Members might be 
pleased to lay on the Table of tho 
House, by way of statements or other 
typed extracts.

The reason why I gave the permi^ 
sion was that it was under the specift. 
direction of the Deputy-Speaker that 
the hon. Member is placing them on the 
Table of the House, for what they arr 
worth.

When the hon. Member was speakin 
the other day, his position was rha. 
lenged b.y the l^n. the lady Membe' 
from the Communist Party, and she 
wanted to have a Parliamentary Com
mission. This is a different matter 
At any rate, for the present, the paper 
have been laid on the Table of tht 
House.
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Shrimati Tijaya Lakshmi (Luckno 
Distt.—Central): For five years,
have been amongst those who have ha 
the responsibility of interoreting India 
foreign policy abroad. I am therefo 
deeply thankful for this opportunit 
for testifying to the success of t' 
policy and of paying a tribute of 
miration to Its architect. Forel-
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policies are a combination of past 
commitments and present needs. India 
emerged into independence with a 
long tradition of friendship with her 
neighbours and with only one commit- 
ment, the commitment to stand by all 
those who like ourselves were strug- 
gling to be free. It was because we 
realized that freedom cannot live in isolation that we gave support to the 
wider struggle for freedom in the world, and it was because of this that we identified ourselves with the cases of discrimination and suppression wher- 
ever they existed. Events move rapid- 
ly these days and memories are short. 
I would like to remind the House, of 
that decade, from the late twenties to 
the beginning of the Second World War 
when it was the voice of India, then not a free country, that was continuous: ly raised against the suppression of 
freedom through the growth of Nazism 
and Fascism in Europe. Hon. Mem- 
bers will remember that throughout 
that period, when the nations of Europe 
were silent, and Nazi and Fascist doc- 
trines were growing, when the lights 
were going out from Europe, one by 
one, it was the voice of the Indian 
National Congress that sought to con- 
demn and to plead for action based 
on justice. 

But unhappily condemnation from 
the West came too late to save the 
world. During this perisud we tried 
in our own small way to get our moral 
support to the various countries that 
were the victims of this growth of evil 
forces in the West. I am sure hor. 
Members have not forgotten our s‘and 
on Ethiopia, on Spain and on Man-. 
churia. I would specially like to refer 
to Manchuria, Sir, because it was only 
two weeks ago that I had the privilege 
of meeting the Head of the Govern- 
ment of North East China, His Exce- 
lency Kas Kang, who in power and 
prestige is very close to Chairman Mao 
himself. When he met me, one of the 
first things he said to me was that the 
people of China had not forgotten 
India’s sympathy in the time of their 
need. You would remember that the 
form our sympathy could take was very 
small. All we were able tc do was to 
send a small medical unit to China. It 
was a drop in the bucket of China’s 
need. But it had an effect far exceed- 
Ing the quantitative value and even 
today, wherever we have gone, that 
little gesture has been a link in the 
already strong chain of friendship 
that exists between our great neigh- 
Our and ourselves. That action did 

not show any fear or fumbling. 

apie मे, this background it was inevit- 
dom.  2t when we emerged into free- 

» Our first action should be to 
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stretch the hand of friendship to the 
nations of the world. It was my pri- 
vilege as leader of the first official Dele- 
gation to the General Assembly to en- 
unciate this policy of friendship and 
to give to the United Nations Charter 
a pledge of loyalty and support. And 
I would like to say that during all the 
difficult days that have followed from 
1946 we have never swerved from that 
allegiance or from the stand we then 
took that we would consider everything 
that came before the U.N. on its merits 
and not be blessed by the opinion of 
any bloc or group of countries. 

Yesterday Mr. Shiva Rao mentioned 
figures relating to the voting in the 
United Nations. I would like to carry 
that a little further since it is tied up 
with one of the cut motions sought to 
be moved probably today regarding the 
foreign policy of India being allied to 
the Anglo-American bloc. Those hon. 
Members who remember the events of 
the last few years in the United 
Nations will recollect that on all occa- 
sions when we stood up to support a 
particular cause we were not_swayed 
by the anger or the passions evinced 
by either of the two opposing blocs in 
the United Nations. I am specially 
reminded of the issue of South Africa. 
It is a long time ago since that issue 
was raised, and, as was pointed out 

_ yesterday, what is the result? Trouble 
still continues in South Africa, dis- 
crimination persists and what has 
India’s stand done? But I want to 
tell you because I am now speaking 
about India’s relationship to the Anglo- 
American bloc, that our policy has 
always been an independent one and 
when we stood up for the ending of 
discrimination against Indians in South 
Africa, we were faced with a mighty 
opposition, the opposition of the United 
States of- America and partial opposi- 
tion of the Commonwealth, partial in 
the sense that the Commonwealth re- 
frained from voting on our resolution 
while the U.S.A. voted against it. But 
we were not swayed. We held to the 
right cause and we supported it and as 
the hon. House will remember, the 
victory that we achieved at that time 
has never been repeated in the United 
Nations up-to-date. It is true that 
nothing followed. But before I give 
you the reason why nothing followed 

that victory, I would like to draw the 

attention of hon. Members to one or 

two other facts. Since the South 

African case was brought by us before 

the Assembly we have sponsored every 

cause that came up for justice 
equality and for the right, and on a 
occasions we have had to face some 

trouble. We have never had the entire
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[Shrimati V^a^a Lakshmi].
support of all the powerful member- 
nations. But that has not mattered be
cause we were not aeekin^ a temporary 
advantage. We were judging thie ques
tion on its merits and according to the 
right and in that belief we had the 
courage to take our stand and to keep 
our stand. But what happened? Take 
the question that Mr. Shiva Rao refer
red to yesterday, of Libya. Take again 
the question ol our stand about the 
seating of New China in the United 
Nations. Take the latest stand we have 
taken—regarding Tunisia. Could any 
one reasonably with any degree of 
truth say that in all these stands we 
were not absolutely independent and 
unhampered by any blocs or the 
consideration of their wishes? Going 
back to the seating of New China, I 
would like to say to this House that it 
is very easy to criticise from a distance. 
But the passion that prevailed at the 
time when our representatives in the 
United Nations pleaded for the seating 
of New China was something which 
had to be seen, to be understood, 
and through all that passion and J^eated 
emotion the Indian representatives 
stood Arm. because it was the cause of 
right, because we believed that what 
had happened in China had come to 
stay and that China could be a great 
force for the peace and progress of 
the world. We were not swayed by 
the views of any other nations. In the 
same way. in the case of Tunisia w« 
have taken a stand and I have no 
doubt that our Government will follow 
the stand to its logical conclusion.

So. Sir, it is incorrect to talk about 
our being allied to any particular bloc. 
Take the case of the recent Japanese 
Peace Treaty. I was in Washington 
during that period when the disappoint
ment of India’s non-acceptance of the 
treaty made itself felt through various 
periodicals and newspapers and made 
life a little difficult for the Indian re
presentative there. But as soon as 
that passion was over, as soon as that 
emotion oassed, it was the American 
people themselves who realised that 
our stand had been correct. Therefore 
it is not right that our policies have 
not been appreciated. It is true that 
sometimes in the sway of emotion 
there are things said and done which 
we resent and we regret, but by and 
large, there has been a realisation that 
our stand har been a right one.

Take the question of the Thirty-eighth 
Parallel. Would any hon. Member say 
that our intervention was wrong or 
that our views regarding the Thirty- 
eighth Parallel were wrong? Think of 
the suffering that would have been

saved, think of the many lives 
were lost that would be in the world 
today if our humble suggestion had 
been accepted at that time. And today 
when the clouds of war gather thickly 
over our heads, I at any rate am 
deeply conscious of the fact that much 
could have been averted if Indians 
small voice had been "heeded.

' Now, I come to the question that was 
asked yesterday—why is it that our 
voice is not listened to? I think it is 
very easy to- answer—because we stand 
for the right, for the uncompromising 
right and we do not propose to give 
that up for any expediency. We do not 
propose to compromise on any vital 
issue, no. matter whether we suffer ot 
not. It is because we have taken our 
stand on this principle that our strength 
is gradually increasing and little by 
little the nations of the world realise 
that in this time of conflict and suS-« 
picion and growing hate, the small 
voice of Ind ia  ie ga in in g  in  ascendancy 
and that the time may perhaps come 
when it can help to soothe rather than 
to aggravate the flame of war and 
conflict.

I now come to the criticism levelled 
against us yesterday by my hon. friend. 
Dr. Lanka Sundaram. I have had the 
pleasure of being associated with him 
on one of the U.N. Delegations and I 
had thought that his. facts at least 
would be more correct. But it is un
fortunate that the average person even 
today does not fully appreciate or 
understand the work of an Embassy 

. or the responsibility of a diplomat. 
Vague charges are made without under
standing the actual work and the actual 
limitations imposed U D on a diplomat 
abroad. My hon. friend first of all 
has mentioned—it is a very insignifi
cant point but I would like to correct 
him—that there have been six in
cumbents in Washington . since we 
achieved our freedom during the course 
of five years. I would like to correct 
him and say that the Agent General for 
India who was the British Representa
tive in Washington had nothing to do 
with the present Government. But 
since India became independent there 
were three Ambassadors and their 
terms were not as short as would seem 
from what my hon. friend said. The 
first stayed there for one year. The 
second was there for 7 months and I 
have iust returned from the United 
States with only two months short of 
three years service in that Embassy.

The work ot an Ambassador is In
evitably misrepresented because every
thing that he has to do cannot be shar
ed with the public. Therefore, It is 
all the more essential that the general
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public and particularly the hon. Mem
bers of this House ffhould have a clear 
idea of the type of responsibilities 
that India has to shoulder in her diplo
matic missions. You cannot jud«e the 
work of an Ambassador by the number 
of files that he deals with every day 
or the number of notes he sends up to 
his GovemmenJ. The real work of an 
Ambassador is the work that Roes on 
from day to day in creating goodwill 
and understanding in the country of 
his representation. {Hear, hear). That 
work is to continue whether the policy 
of his own Government is favourable 
to the other Government or not. Allow 
me to say that when one has much to 
gain by accepting the policy of a more 
powerful nation, it takes both vision 
and courage to stick to one’s policy, 
and continue with that work of creat
ing goodwill. I think most of our 
Ambassadors have attempted to do 
that.

Then coming to the Question of ex
penditure in an Embassy, that also has 
given me a good deal of amusement, 
because the general concept of an Em
bassy is a fairy palace filled with 
servants and lights and music and 
gaiety and innumerable entertainments 
and the Ambassador lives a life of 
luxury and ease. But I would lyce to 
say, here in defeqce of those represen
tatives of India who are abroad that 
to represent India is not an easy task 
today because the emoluments that go 
with the position are far less than re
quired for adequately maintaining the 
prestige of a great nation like India. 
Even those nations,^ where national 
austerity is the rule, recognize this 
fact and in their foreign representa
tions abroad they spend the money re
quired to maintain the prestige of their 
country. It is not personal to the 
Ambassador, Sir, Ambassadors come 
and go but an Embas.sy goes on and re
presents the prestige and policies of 
the nation. Therefore, it is improper— 
without having the facts at one’s dis
posal—to make sweeping statements 
against those who are serving the 
nation abroad. Unhappily I have not 
been able to collect all the figures T 
would have liked to quote to this 
House. But I would like to point out 
that so far as Indian representatives 
are concerned, there have been many 
many occasions—even in my life 
in Washington and I was one 
of what is known as a first 
class Ambassador in a top post 
with a high salary and according 
to our own standards a high allowance 
and yet there have been Instances in 
my life when I could not meet the ex- 
pooses in the Washington Embassy and 
on National l^'ays and ^ e  like I have

cooked the Indian meals which I have 
served to 200, W  or 400 guests be
cause the money was not there to get 
outside help. (Hear, hear). I do not 
say this for applause but to make it 
clear that this is not a question to 
be judged in terms of the rupees— 
granted in the Budget—we spend ab
road. It would be more correct to 
judge the money in terms of its value 
abroad, what it brings in terms of the 
currency of the country of represen
tation. Take the case of our Ambas
sadors in the smaller countries whose 
allowances are very limited. One such 
representative told me only the other 
day that his allotment for his National 
Day Party was Rs. 300 and his South 

. Arabian counterpart spent many times 
that number of pounds sterling. So 
you will see that merely to make a 
sweeping charge about expenses in an 
Embassy is a little unfair because Irhe 
Embassy has to keep up a certain 
prestige. It is not a question of eating 
and drinking. There are innumerable 
responsibilities that the Ambassadors 
have to shoulder. Take the case of the 
United States of America. It is an im
portant Embassy for us. It is very 
important from the point of view that 
we have to maintain our closest touch 
between Senators, between all the 
leading politicians, between the various 
business heads and others, I merely 
mention Washington because it is a 
place about which I have got mv most 
recent experience. One has to arrange 
important functions of entertainment. 
That cannot be done without adequate 
money.

And then there is the educative pro
cess. When one is in a country abroad, 
one has gradually—through publicity, 
through one’s contact—to educate the 
public of that country. Now what 
happens? In the average Embassy we 
ore hampered by lack of funds for our 
publicity. We get imnatient questions 
put in this House regarding lack of 
publicity abroad. I like those questions 
and I would like them to go on Decause 
the impatience ol this House will per
haps help the Government to outline 
a better policy towards publicity in our 
Embassies. I merely mention this to 
show how handicapped we are. This 
publicity is however not enough and 
constantly we are up against the fact 
that when an issue of importance to 
India comes up, the general public 
abroad does not understand its signifi
cance. They remain ignorant about it.
I had a moment of extreme frustration 
when a high power lady came up to 
me one day in America and said: "My 
dear... What is your work? Do you 
also look after Pakistan and Atgbaois- 
tan as well as India?” So In order to 
try and remedy thiir tifaglc state wltteh
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[Shrimati Vijaya Lakshmi] 
is perhaps inevitable, one has to have 
funds and those funds have to be spent 
in various ways, I will only take two 
minutes Mr. Speaker. ^

There has been much criticism about 
the way our diplomats have acted. I 
hold no brief for our Ambassadors. 
They can look after themselves. But 
I do hold a brief, Sir, for that 
splendid band of young men of the 
foreign service who are holding difficult 
positions with loyalty and devotion 
which are worthy of the appreciation 
of this House. It is not easy to go to 
distant outposts and live in conditions 
foreign to what one has been brought 
up in and for which one has not re
ceived sufficient training and I can say 
that many of these young men have 
served under me, some of whom I 
have had the privilege of training. 
Some of them are occupying good 
posts today and are giving a good 
account of themselves. They will be 
our future Ambassadors. I would like 
this House to appreciate their record 
of work and not to iudge them too 
harshly if sometimes they do not fully 
rise to expectations. There is much 
that I would like to say on this sub
ject but I have already exceeded my 
time. I would merely end with a olea 
that at this lime when we are faced 
on every side by forces that seek to 
overwhelm us, let us not, lec our Gov
ernment not lose its head, let us not 
depart from a policy that has been 
proved right and which has earned the 
respect of our opponents as well as 
of those who support our cause.

Dr. Lanka Sundaram: Sir, on a
point of personal explanation. I did 
not wish to interrupt my hon. friend 
Mrs. Pandit during her first speech in 
this House, when she made a reference 
to what I said yesterday, I will cor
rect her from the record. I said six 
“tenants” ; I did not say “incum
bents”. I could not have made a mis
take of that type.

Shri H. N. Mukerjee: I think I shall 
confess to you that a little while ago, 
anticipating the ire of the hon. Prime 
Minister, I was trying to fortify myself 
for this debate with a drink of cold 
water, and my friend Shri Hiren Chat- 
topadhyaya told me: “This is a very 
chilly fortification.” I was not ready 
at that time to counter the graciou? 
broadsides which have come from the 
hon. Member who has just spoken. 
And if I had known that she was going 
to get up and deliver her maiden speech 
in this House, possibly I would have 
tried to make a better choice. My 
problem, however, is that In the short 
time at my disposal I have to refer to

so many points which have been made 
during this debate that I do not know 
where to begin and where to end. I 
hope. Sir, you will sympathise with ma 
in my position in view of the con
centrated attack which has been 
directed against our point of view.

Now, dealing with this demand, w<» 
find that a certain qumber of very 

 ̂delectable items have been given-^ 
items which show up the character of 
our administration in a light which J 
am afraid we cannot commend. Therf 
is, for example, the demand for R4 
3 crores for tribal affairs, and out 
that, 75 per cent, goes to the frontier 
constabulary while less than Rs, 4 lakhft 
goes to medical establishment, and a l
together 10 per cent, goes to all sort:» 
of beneficial activities for the un
fortunate inhabitants of these tribal 
areas. I find also certain other very 
interesting items, particularly'in regard 
to the embassies to which reference 
has been made by the hon. Member 
who has just spoken. We find that 
about 100 of the principal officers in 
our embassies and missions abroa i 
get Rs. 15 lakhs. The on. Member 
who has just spoken has tried to tell 
us that they are getting very little 
indeed; and I noticed—it was a very 
significant thing—that even Members 
on the other side of the Hou.«e couic< 
not applaude that particular proposi
tion. We find also that a foreign ser
vice inspectorate—heaven knows what 
it is—spends about Rs. 75,24,000. which 

. is the second largest item in the de
mand. It seems that only officers at 
headquarters attend to this work, and 
occasionally, visits to legations are 
undertaken ; but we do not understand 
why so much money should be spent, 
when we are pursuing the kind of 
policy which I shall discuss a little 
later. I find also that in the name of 
economy the embassy in Czechoslovakia 
is today in the charge of a junior 
charge d'affaires, while our Govern
ment is contemplating the onenint; of 
a legation in Franco Spain. I refer to 
this in particular because the hon. 
Member who has just spoken hns told 
us tha t......

Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: I did not
wish to interrupt the hen. iV.ember, 
but I am surprised to htar of this idea 
of having a legation in Spain. I have 
not heard of it before. Perhaps the 
hon. Member has some secret informa
tion from some other source.

Shri H. N. Mukerjee: It is in the
report of his department—che Ministry 
of External AlTairs. It shows we are 
going to open a legation in Franco 
Spain.

An Hon. Member: 'Consulate.
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Shri H. N. Mukerjee: On page 8 of 
this report, you say: “It has been de
cided to open a consulate of India at 
Barcelona. It is a consulate. After 
all, if you are going to have trade re
lations with Franco Spain, it is not 
quite such a laughable proposition as 
the hon. Members on the other side 
may think. It is the year of grace 
1952 and we ar^ going to have at least 
quasirdiplomatic relations with Spain, 
which is a country against which the 
hon. Prime Minister has inveighed in 
the most eloquent terms. I am sure 
we ought to hang our heads in shame.

The hon. Member who has just 
spoken has said that our diplomatic 
policy is compounded of a discussion 
of our past arrangements and present 
needs. And she talked about our 
traditions—our traditions of friend
ship with different countries, our 
traditions in regard to the pursuance 
of a policy of peace. What are we 
going to do about it? What are our 
present needs? Our present needs 
relate primarily to the provision, in 
our country, of living conditions for 
our people, to the raising of our people 
from the sub-human standards to 
which they have been reduced. And 
our traditions are traditions of friend
ship. I submit that our Government 
is pursuing, not a policy of peace, but 
a policy of romplete involvement, a 
policy of subservience to certain im
perialist elements which are playing 
the most disastrojjs and mischievous 
role in international affairs.

An Hon. Member: Absurd.
Shri H. N. Mukerjee: That is the 

point I wish to emphasise. I do not 
wish to waste the time of the House 
by referring to what our Prime Minis
ter said earlier about the necessity of 
detaching cur.selves entirely from 
the British Commonwealth, about 
the necessity of our trying to 
translate our freedom into 
concrete terms. It is a matter of 
shame to recall those days—there was 
a time when Pandit Nehru was a pil
lar of cloud by da.y and of Are by 
night, when, in defiance of the Con
gress Leadership he was ready to 
champion the people’s cause from 
China to Peru, in Spain, in Czecho
slovakia. and in Ethiopia, when he 
was the paladin of the people’s hopes. 
But today vve fln^ him yoking himse’if . 
to the chariot wheels of the imperia
list machine of Britain and America, 
in a.manner which makes us feel that 
the future of the world Is being im
perilled by our pusillanimity and by 
our inability to pursue the kind of 
policy which we are bound to adopt 
if we remember our past traditions 
and if we remember out present needs.

We know that in the Lucknow Con
gress Pandit Nehru quoted some poe
try. I feel sometimes that he is a 
minor poet who has missed his voca
tion. He quoted some poetry and he 
said that when “the red advance of 
life” goes on you cannot live between 
two fires. He is trying to live be
tween two fires. But I want him to 
remember that he is living in a parti
cular paradise if he considers that he 
is following a policy of dynamic, 
neutrality. We have no sincerometer, 
we cannot measure the sincerity of 
the Prime Minister or of anybody else 
for that matter by reference to what 
he says. We .iudge the sincerity of 
everybody by concrete, ob.iective re
sults of the nolicy that is pursued. 
And I would say that in reijard to 
international affairs the Prime Minis
ter is pursuing a policy which is bring
ing ruin to our country, which is 
mortgaging our freedom, and which is 
making our future absolutely hopeless.

What is it that makes us so dis
turbed? I asked you a question the 
other day, and you told me in reply 
that there was no need for perturba
tion if we saw the flag, the hated flag, 
of Britain flying over this building. 
There was a time when Pandit Nehru 
would have jumped up impetuously 
and shouted against it. He did not do 
so. Members on the other side have 
said that it is not the British Common
wealth, that it is the Commonwealth of 
Nations, that it is something of that 
sort. By God, it is British. If you 
read the statement which was issued on 
the occasion of the Queen’s Birthday, 
you will find that it is described as 
British.* And here is a statement by 
Mr. Eden which says:

“It is not. I think, an exaggera
tion nor a mark of self-righteous
ness to say that the free nations 
look to the British Commonwealth 
and the United States together to 
give them the lead.”

This statement was made by Mr. Eden 
on the 16th August, 1951. And this 
is a document circulated to Members 
of Parliament b,y the British Informa
tion Services. We are tied to the 
apron-.strings oi Britain and the United 
States.

Our Navy is spending lakhs of rupees 
in preparing for manoeuvres, because 
our Navy is to escort Queen Elizabeth 
of England when she sails for South 
Africa or heaven knows what other 
countries.

I refer also to our link-up with 
British capital. There was a time when 
Pandit Nehru used to warn us that 
independence does not mean that ir 
New Delhi or whichever is the capitn 
a brown figure sits in the olace of
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white figure, that independence is to 
be measured in terms of the objective 
conditions of life. He has told us that 
so many times. He has told us that 
imperialism has many facets, that im
perialism tries to e^oploit a country not 
only directly but by means of economic 
invasion, by gettinff the countries 
whose raw materials they can use for 

• th e ir own advantage, by securing an 
area for the investment of their super
profits, and by securing markets for 
their goods. We continue as a colony 
of these foreign powers, this Anglo- 
American combination which is today 
behaving in such a fashion that the 
future of humanity is imperilled. 
World trade suffers today and my 
hon. friend the Minister of Finance 
should know that the volume of world 
tiade has fallen if we take into con
sideration the rise in the population of 
the world. He ought to know also that 
in the Moscow International Economic 
Conference which was attended by 
very respectable people like Lord 
Boyd-Orr of Britain, proposals were 
made and were partially concretised 
in order to increase two or three times 
the volume of world trade as between 
the Eastern half of the world and the 
Western half of the world, as between 
what you call the countries behind the 
Iron Curtain and the countries of 
“Western” democracy. If we do that, 
if we come forward to share in that 
trade we can increase the volume of 
world trade, we can raise the standard 
of living of our working people and 
we can make that contribution to that 
peace which we are not making. On 
the contrary what are we doing? From 
Egypt and Tunisia to Viet Nam what 
are we doing actually? In Egypt, I 
am sorry to say that when the anti- 
foreign riots took place in the City of 
Cairo on the 26th January, if I am 
not mistaken, our Government went 
so far as to ioin certain other un
speakable administrations to lodge a 
protest with the Government of Egypt. 
If I am mistaken I would certainly like 
to be corrected by the Prime Minis
ter. In regard to Iran what did we do? 
Dr. Grady who was here as Ambas
sador of the United States has lately 
written an article on Iran, and he 
says—I will quote, his exact words— 
that “the oil matter in Iran has become 
a symbol of the passion for complete 
economic independence which has 
developed not only in Iran but through
out the Middle and the Far East”. But 
in regard to Iran we find that in June, 
1951, I am quoting from one of the 
imperialist papers circulating in this 
country, "India has urged moderation 
while maintaining the Justice of

Persia’s desire to nationaUse her pre
mier industry. Mr. Nehru is under
stood to have suggested the need for a 
mutually acceptable solution.” For 
the lion and the lamb to lie together! 
Is this our tradition? Is this what 
we did in 1927 wheo the Congress 
under Mr. Nehru’s auspices sent a 
resolution of protest because in Shan
ghai Indian military police were being 
used against the freedom movement of 
that country? Is this in conformity 
with the traditions which he helped m 
our country to develop through the in
strumentality of the Congress during the 
thirties? It is not, Sir, and that is a 
matter for which we must hang down 
our heads in shame. In regard to 
Malaya what are we doing? The facts 
are common knowledge. The British 
themselves have admitted they are raz
ing villages to the ground. They are 
practising chemical warfare in order 
that the food that is reared by the 
toil of the Malayan people should not be 
available to the common man. They are 
doing so because in Malaya the people 
have risen to expel the British intruder 
What did we do? At one time we did 
begin well. When Pandit Jawaharlal 
Nehru took over the reins of Govern
ment he did say some very brave things 
but he did not live up to them later 
Even after the so-called police action 
began in Malaya he went to Singapore 
and feasted and feted with the unspeak
able representatives of British barbarity 
in that country, and even today we have 
not raised our voice against what ihe 
British are trying to do in Malaya. In 
regard to Korea? In regard to Korea 
my hon. friend, Mrs. Vijaya Lakshmi 
Pandit said we did certain good things. 
Of course Mr. Jawaharlal Nehru has 
done certain good things. If ho did 
not do those good things we would not 
be here, we know that if he was going 
absolutely the wrong way we would 
not be here, there would not be an 
opportunity of our coming here and 
talking under your auspices. He did cer
tain good things about the atom bomb, 
he did say certain good things about 
crossing the' 38th Parallel, he did cer
tain good things as far as the diplo
matic recognition of China was concern
ed. But basically where has he gone, 
where has he actually put himself? 
Why have we not even at this date 
withdrawn the Indian medical mission 
to South Korea? Do we not know the 
character of the rulers of South Korea? 
Do we not read it in the papers? The 
Hindustan Times is a very respectable 
paper which published in its issue of 
5th June a very special report from 
the London Observer which said that 
Dr. Syngman Rhee is an absolutely
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impossible customer, that even in the 
South Korean Parliament a majority 
Ox people had voted in 1950, not long 
after the first operation started, saying 
that Syngman Rhee had actually start
ed the hostilities in that country. To
day you find that 120 Labour Members 
of even the British Parliament have 
said, “We canilot tolerate these atroci
ties which are happening in Korea and 
the kind of things the Americans have 
been trying to do in Koje Island/ 
Field Marshal Lord Alexander might 
try  to cover up things by going there 
and having a ta]ik with the American 
representatives in order that the in
ternal - contradictions between the 
British and the United States interests 
could be smoothed over. But the Koje 
Island incident is such a serious thing 
that we certainly expected our* Pandit 
Jawaharlal Nehru to raise his voice of 
prote^ against this kind of treatment 
meted out to prisoners of war. And 
then in regard to bacteriological war
fare? The charges of bacteriological 
warfare have been made not by Tom, 
Dick and Harry. Mrs. Pandit has just 
come back from China, she has shaken 
hands with Chou En Lai and Chairman 
Mao and the rest of them. Chou En 
Lai has isErued repeated statements to 
th a  effect that bacteriological warfare 
is being prc.ctised. China is pubMshing 
material in plenty. Go to the Parlia
ment Library, you will find People's 
China, which is after all a reliable 
document—we take it as an entirely 
reliable document—which will give you 
chapter and verse in regard 
to this question. Why do we not do 
anything about it? ' Why cannot we 
even say, '‘Here is a very serious 
charge which militates tremendous]i>  ̂
against the conscience of humanity, and 
as a people who, after all, are interest
ed in maintaining and developing the 
values of human life we are raising 
our voice against it”? We are doing 
nothing of that sort, we cannot do il 
because we arc today absolutely linked 
up with America. That is why Mrs. 
Pandit’s successor in Washington said. 
‘‘We have shed our inhibitions about 
the United States”. That is why Mr. 
Chester Bowles—I am sorry to say 
anything against an Ambassador to this 
country—has the gumption to say from 
time to time that “in India the situa
tion is bad, if India is lost to us the 
free world is gone; if India goes the 
China way the future of the world is 
absolutely dismal”. Therefore, let not 
India go the China way and to prevent 
that we give you assistance! And Presi
dent Truman said only the other day 
th a t the point of Point Four Program
me and all the other assistance pro
grammes is that we pursue the foreign 
policy of the United States of America.

Have we become the instruments cf 
the foreign policy of the United States 
of America? If we have it is a humilia
tion which we cannot stomach. We 
have not come here because we want 
to enjoy the lollipops which have 
been supplied to us by the Parliamen
tary confectionery of Great Britain. If 
we cannot concretise our freedom, if 
we cannot bring objective reality to 
the content of our freedom, then surely 
this freedom is nothing worth. But we 
can do so if we stand four-square to 
face the world, if we say that we are 
in the camp of peace, that we want 
peace with our neighbours, with Pakis
tan, with Ceylon, with Burma, with 
China, that we want peace all over the 
world and for that purpose we call 
upon the Great Powers to come to an 
agreement, to ban the atom bomb, to 
ban bacteriological and chemical v̂ îr- 
fare and to say that they are going to 
disarm straightaway in such a man
ner that the future of the world can 
really and truly be ensured. We do 
not do that, Sir. We do not do that— 
on the contrary what do we do? Our 
Home Ministry even goes so far as to 
say that if in this country international 
conferences are held and if foreigners 
come to this country, and if those 
foreigners happen to be foreigners from 
the Soviet Union or from People's 
China and the other “satellites” of the 
Soviet Union, that is the exact expres
sion used in the official document, then 
prior intimation has to be given speci
fically in these very cases to the Home 
Ministry. We discriminate against 
these people. I know of cases and I 
have been personally a victim. I 
could not get a passport to go to the 
Soviet Union on invitation. I know 
of Soviet writers who wanted to come 
here. After ali, they sang songs arid 
wrote poetry. But they could not come 
to this country because visas were 
refused. We have asked questions 
about it here, but of course questions 
put here do not always lead to the kind 
of resul<t we wish for. We are actively 
discriminating against the Soviets, 
People’s China and the People’s Demo
cracies of Europe so far as our Govern
ment is concerned. And that is why 
today Mr. Chester Bowles and com
pany have the gumption to say that 
India is on their side. If I remember 
aright, Mrs. Pandit sometime back had 
even given a list of instances when in 
the United Nations India had voted 
with the Soviet bloc and a list of cases 
in which India voted with the American 
bloc, and of course ihe number of 
cases when we voted on the American 
side was very very much greater. On 
the crucial Issues, even though we 
fought in a fashion for the recognition 
of China, when the United States com
bination tried to blockade China to
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bring about the economic destruction 
of China, when we would have suffered 
directly and we were suffering directly 
on account of that economic blockade,, 
we did not raise our voice of protest. 
We do not have an independent foreign 
policy. If we did have an independent 
foreign policy, we wouLd say today, 
“Come what may, we stand for peace 
and for humanity, we stand for these 
values.” We know our military
strength to be very little. If any
modern mechanised force attacks us, 
we shall be nowhere, unless we can 
mobilise the emotional resources of our 
people. But we can say at least this, 
that we put little store on these purely 
military preparations and that we stand 
for our great traditions and for the 
great future which our people had 
bwn promised when they took part in 
the flght for independence. That is
why we want a really independent 
foreign policy today, which would 
mean our participation actively on the 
side of peace and against the war
mongers who are driving the world 
to desperation and death.

3hri Joachim Alva (Kanara); I want 
to refer to three aspects of our foreign 
policy, viz. the means, the instruments 
and the objectives. According to the 
Opposition, the means at our disposal 
are colossal and enormous. They believe 
that our Army can conquer the world; 
that our Navy can cover the wond; 
that our Air Force can go round the 
world. But our resources are limited. 
They do not realise that in the modern 
world the whole technique of war has 
been changed. The Army by itself 
cannot do anything. The Air Force has 
revolutionised the state of the world. 
Our expenditure on the Air Force w 
only one-ninth of the entire Budget. 
We have seen how a power like the 
United Kingdom was struck to Uh 
knees when the REPULSE the
PRINCE OF WALES-;two big battle
ships—were sunk in Singapore by the 
superior might of the Japanese Air 
Force. My hon. friend Mr. Mukerjee 
said that we have spent mongv' for 
takinf? the H. M. S. QUEEN ELIZA
BETH to the Afriran waters, but he 
forgets that our ships have gone to the 
East. They hn-e been to Thailand. 
Indonesia etc. They have won the 
goodwill of the peoples there. The 
money that we spend on our Navy is so 
very small—Rs. 11 crores out of a 
budget of Rs. 197 crores. The money 
we spend on our Air Force is Rs. 22 
crores. Some people suggest an increase, 
but even this we are unable to mamtaln. 
Hdw are we going to take any sides 
then in the race for armaments? The 
Dhysical Instruments at our disoosal. 
namely, the Army. Navy and Air Force.

are a bee compared to those of America 
or Russia, and with these small means 
at our disposal we have done a good 
job. Our foreign policy is based, after 
all, on the means at our disposal.

Our foreign policy cannot be divor
ced from realities. It h&s to depend on 

'enlightened self-interest. It has to be 
independent at the same. Our foreign 
policy is not built on anger. We have 
gone down in our fights, but we have 
never got angry. We have had several 
nations of the world who have been 
overwhelmed with anger and indigna
tion. Our foreign policy is built on the 
highest moral obligations. Even when 
we have. been beaten, we have sought 
to help our neighbours. Our voice was 
raised ' on behalf of Tunisia and 
Morocco. Only during the last Parlia^ 
mentary session our Prime Minister 
unequivocally took his stand on behalf 
of Morocco and Tunisia. We have 
neither the Armies nor the Air Force 
which can eject our invaders—the 
French and the Portuguese from India. 
We have the French boot on us in 
Pondicherry. We have the Portuguese 
heel on our knee in Goa. As long as 
we do not have sufficient military 
powers, we cannot say “Out with ihe 
French” or “Out with the Portuguese” 
and thus we cannot go to the help of 
Morocco or Tunisia.

India more than any other nation 
outside the Iron Curtain has had the 
maximum visitors from Russia. We 
have left our frontiers open for any 
visitors from Russia, be they artists, 
politicians, or people from other walks 
of life. We have allowed even our 
industrialists to go to Russia and have 
a look at their garden, the garden of 
roses, where I am sure there are as 
many thorns as there are in any 
rose garden. In view of this I do not 
underistand my hon. friend Mr. 
Ivlukerjee’s statement that our visitors 
have been barred to go to Russia. 
We have not barred visitors coming 
from Russia or from any other 
country.

Now, what is the Instrument of 
our foreign policy? We hardly spend 
Rs. 7 crores on our foreign policy and 
this expenditure covers items like 
payments to tribal areas; payments to 
other countries: headquarters ex
penses Rs. 62 lakhs and about Rs. 
239*45 lakhs on flfty-five missions 
abroad. Is that a large sum in a 
Budget of the huge dimension tha t 
we have? We have built our Foreign. 
Service out of scrap. In 1947 when 
the British left, we did not have any
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machinery to lean upon. We had to 
send our best young men from 
publjLC and the best men £rom the 
Indian Civil Service, and they won 
prestige for us. We have done this 
out of nothing and if within five 
years we have committed a few 
olunders. I want to ask you which 
service in the world does not commit 
blunders. •

My hon. friend Dr. Lanka Sundaram 
spoke about the “whims and caprices” 
of iour Prime Minister. Let me tell 
you a story. An author built up a 
large volume of the best writings in 
the world and he offered it as a 
homage to our Prime Minister. It 
was named the ‘NEHRU ABINANDAN 
GRANTH’’ and was produced by 
,author Dr- Lanka Sundaram. That 
was barely two years ago. I want to 
know wihat has happened during 
these two years which has made him 
to find out that our Prime Minister 
has got many whims and caprices.

[M r . D e p u t y -S p e a k e r  in  th e  C h a i r ]

These are tfacts which wfe cannot 
obliterate from our minds. A person 
who only two years ago deaLt with 
all the various aspects of the greatness 
of our Prime Minister has gone over to 
the Opposition and speaks today of the 
latter’s whims and caprices. He also 
accompanied the Prime Minister’s sister 
on a a.N. Delegation only some time 
ago. 1 want my friends on the Opposi
tion side to remember these facts.

My hon. friend Mr. Mukerjee spoke 
about Spain. We have heard about 
Spain. I was put up as a candidate 
during the elections in Bombay in 1937, 
at the time of separate electorates and 
I lost by one single factor and that 
was this. On the day of the election, 
a small pamphlet was circulated, which 
said: “Do not vote for the Congress.
It has fought for the independence and 
freedom of Spain where priests and 
nuns were murdered.” That finished 
my election with Catholics. So, if we 
have now opened a Consulate in Spain, 
it does not matter. We have our trade 
with Spain. We have Indians in Spain 
and we have lots of Spaniards coming 
over to India following different voca
tions. The Consulate is quite enough 
and it matters very little if an inde
pendent Embassy is not opened in 
Spain.

I want to refer to the 172 young men 
m our Foreign Service. My hon. friend 
said that they are ill paid; that t h ^  
get less than our officers in the Indian 
Army. The highest officer in the Army, 
Navy or Air Force gets Rs.
3,000. _
land gets Rs. 
average judge

The highest judge in the 
“  4,000 and the

gets Rs. 3,500

and both sacrifice a lucrative practice 
of Rs. 7,000 to Rs. 10,000 per month. 
They also are people who contribute to 
the national welfare. You cannot draw  
a line between martial and non-martial 
races. Our men abroad work under 
5ireat difficulties. When countries like 
Russia and America spend enormous 
sums of money for publicity and other 
matters, our officers have to put their, 
hands in their pockets and spend all 
the coppers with them for the sake o f 
their jobs, for entertaining friends or 
senators in the interests of public rela
tionship as hon. Shrimati Pandit men
tioned iust now.

I want to mention a few concrete 
achievements of our diplomatic repre
sentatives. My hon. friend Dr. Lanka 
Sundaram talked of screening our 
diplomats. Screening is done every
where. It has been done by the United 
States of America. Yet some of their 
diplomats have been fired before their 
Foreign Relations Committee. About. 
England it is the same. But we do not 
know the number of undisclosed and un
known enquiries held in the British. 
Foreign Office. Screening will also have 
to be done in the future in India. We 
should pick up some of the best men 
ia public life. Some mistakes might 
have been made occasionally, but they 
have fulfilled their task with great 
splendour. Take our great Vice-Presi
dent who was our Ambassador in 
Moscow. Marshal Stalin broke aU con
ventions and saw him. His worthy 
predecessor, the great lady who was 
there before him could not see him be
cause our country’s attitude was not 
known. It was misunderstood. In 

.1947 things were not so bright as they 
are now. Our policy was not known to 
the outside world. It was not known to 
the masters of the Kremlin. The mo
ment Russia appreciated our attitude 
they paid due honour to our represen
tatives. We acknowledge the services 
of Shrimati Vijayalakshmi Pandit and 
also Dr. Panikkar—whose advice on 
China even set the British Foreign 
Omce working, in the sense that they 
took an open attitude about China 
only after our own Foreign Office took 
that attitude.

I talked of the living, let me talk a 
little of the dead. I would refer to two 
of our men who are unfortunately no 
more. Dr. Syud Hussain and Mr. 
Dhn’ubhai Desai—though there was an 
unpleasant chapter after his death. 
They were .men who belonged to two 
different faiths but both were inten
sely patriotic. Dr. Syud Hussain car
ried on his burden with honour at 
Cairo. All Egypt went into mourning 
when he died because he was so popu
lar and put the flag of his country high 
up in the Middle East. The same must, 
be said of Mr. Dhirubhai Desai at
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JBerne. Every Indian was welcome at 
h is  door, no m atter from what small 
walk of life he came from India or 
abroad. These are positive achieve
ments. I would like to close this point 

referring to Mr. B. N. Rau who, to 
use the picturesque phrase used by 
Shrim ati Vijayalakshmi Pandit, by 
the still, small voice of India with 
which he spoke in the United Nations 
kept our flag flying. These are no 
small achievements.

Our foreign policy is not built on 
the strength of Navies which can be 
blown up by submarines, or the strength 
x)f the Air Force which can be battered 
down by the lack of petroleum or be 
destroyed by superior weapons, or by 
the strength of Armies which can be 
bombed from the dizzy heights of the 
air. It is not built on these physical 
-instruments which can be destroyed. 
jOur foreign policy has been built on 
the foundations of our moral power 
which has come down from centuries of 
Hindu philosophy of tolerance and the 
policy of ‘love thy neighbour as thy- 
-self.’ These are the great foundations 
vof our foreign policy which Mahatma 
Gandhi handed over to his heir, and 
these we shall follow to the end. Ii 
today we lower the flag of tolerance, 
the policy of love thy neighbour as thy
self. we shall come to the rank of a 
third-rate power. We are able to hold 
ourselves up today not because of our 
armies or weapons but by the strength 
of our moral grandeur, born of centuries 
of the spirit of tolerance and the spirit 
of love thy neighbour as thyself. 
These have really elevated us all. We 
have not been angered by any kind ol> 
insinuation or threat. We have kept 
our heads cool, and these have lifted 
us up in a manner that no country has 
been able to achieve.

I shall wind up with a few sugges
tions which I would like to make. As 
a uacK-bencher in the Indian ParUa- 
meni 1 have a humble suggestion to 
make to the President and to the hon. 
the Prime iVlinister. We cannot exchange 
courtesies when the foreigner has kept 
his heel on our neck, on our head and 
on our body. In Goa the Portuguese 
have built powerful aerodromes, i 
represent Karwar, next to Goa and I 
can feel the thunder of the martial 
weapons more than anybody else. So 
also with respect to Pondicherry. Tho 
French are a great, courteous race, 
courtesies have flown from the French 
capital throughout the world. But we 
cannot exchange courtesies with them 
when they are keeping their heel on our 
head. We shall at least start by not 
exchanging courtesies on official days, 
to  show the non-violent spirit of our 
protest. On the next National Day

whistt it comesf, we shall surely not send 
our greetings to Prance or Portugal, 
until they clear out of our land. Until 
they ar6 ejected from our land we shall 
not be able to give any effective aid 
in regard to Morocco or Tunisia.

The second point is about the 
napalam bomb. After all the age of 
bombing has come. It has been done 

' in Indo-China and other places. Un
less we raise our voice of protest m 
time we shall not be able to stop the 
rot when it comes to the rest of man
kind. It is better to give the warning 
in time than out of time. Perhaps the 
danger may then be saved in time. It 
will perhaps be better if an Indian 
Parliamentary Committee or a few 
iVlembers chosen from all sides of the 
House aî e sent to Korea to find whether 
these allegations are true or not. No 
prestige of any foreign power will be 
involved if these charges are fairly and . 
justly enquired into.

Lastly, in regard to our major Em
bassies I would like to say one word, 
namely that about ten of our Embassies 
should be manned by men drawn from 
our public life. It is true that we have 
burnt our 'Ingers in th<» case of a few. 
But we cannot overlook the fact that 
men drawn from our public life who 
are inspired with an enthusiasm and 
zeal for their country can represent 
our country better than men drawn 
from the Services who have perhaps 
served their former masters with as 
much zeal as they serve us today. I 
want that in Cairo, London, Washing
ton, Moscow, Peking, Paris, Rome, 
Jogjakarta, Karachi, Tokyo. Bonn or 
Berlin we should have as our diplo
matic representatives men drawn from 
the public Jife of this country. It is 
better that these men who are fired 
with an enthusiasm and zeal for their 
country and who can represent the 
country wih effect and with vigour are 
sent to represent our country abroad 
to these named places instead of men 
who have made diplomacy as a career 
or men from the Indian Civil Service.

One word more. The achievements 
of our foreign policy are great. Our 
Prime Minister’s solemn warning that 
the 38th Parallel should not he crossed 
has passed into ‘ history. The warning 
was given at a historic period of world 
history and this shall ever remain in 
the pages of history.

Before I sit down may I mention a 
parallel? Someone asked Marshal 
Stalin—the story may be true or may 
not be true—^someone asked Marshal 
Stalin “How long will the shooting of 
your enemies go on?” And it is said 
that he replied “It wiM go on as long 
as it \9 neceteary”. Someone asked 
Mahatma Gaadhi “How long do you
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propose to reign over the hearts of 
men?”, and he replied “As long as 
love lasts”. 3ir, that is our policy. 
This is the dividing hne. Love rules 
our foreign policy, and that is the 
foundation of our foreign policy

Shrimati Suc)Leta Kripalani (New 
Delhi): 1 rise to speak on this sub
ject with a great deal of hesitation, 
particularly so because only to day we 
have heard the eloquent speeches, both 
from Mrs. Pandit and from this side of 

, the House. I also know that our 
Foreign Minister is also our Prime 
Minister—Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru. He 
fs one of the biggest experts in foreign 
policy in this country. Even in the 
days when India was not free, he took 
a great interest on foreign affairs and 
even then he was considered an expert. 
So with great temerity, I rise to say 
a few words about his policy as it is 
worked out today in India. I claim no 
expert knowledge. My remarks would • 
be confined to some of the things which 
I feel affect India very greatly and 
very closely. I wiU speak as a layman 
sees the execution of the foreign policy 
in India. What is the world scene? 
The dominant impulse in international 
relationship of modern world is con
formity. Big powers are motivated by 
thif impulse. Each one wants to have 
his own type of uniform policy all over 
the world. This' theory has inherent 
conflict which leads to warfare, blood
shed and misery jn  the world. Because 
of this theory we see the world divided 
into tvyo blocs, the Soviet Bloc and the 
Atlantic Bloc. Each bloc is trying to 
increase its own sphere of influence, for 
which I would use a more apt phrase 
Of Mr. Acheson “each trying to seek 
situations of strength.” The Soviet is 
trying to seek situations of strength in  
contiguous area and the Atlantic Bloc 
is trymg to seek situations of strength 
in other parts of the world which have 
not yet come under the Soviet influence. 
Against thi.s background India has 
emerged as a free State. We are 
motivated by ideas of love, non
violence, toleration and truth. There
fore, it was right that we initiated a 
policy of peace, a policy of non-ali.^n- 
n<ent with any bloc and peace with 
all. We believe in the policy of co
existence. We believe that the Soviet 
and the Atlantic Blocs can live in peace 
together tn the world. They do not 
preclude each other. But we have 
found difficulty in following this avowed 
policy because of the pressure of the 

are afraid to displease any 
of the blocs ; at the same time, we do 
not want to ally with any of the blocs.
It IS a very difficult task. It is like 
walking on the razor s edpe. That is 
why I do not blame the GkDvernmeht 
much for always not coming up to the 
expectations of our peoj^e. Much

credit goes for initiating this policy to 
Mr. Nehru, but the actual working of 
the policy has been marked with weak
ness and hesitation. In 1850 it appeared, 
that our policy was of some service to 
Russia. But today the pendulum has 
swung to the opposite direction. la  
1952 it appears that we have walked 
into the Atlantic Bloc or that we are 
so close to the Atlantic Bloc that the 
distinction is hardly visible. Let us 
see whether-we are free to follow the 
policy we like, whether our foreign 
policy is really independent? Can we 
keep out of the war when a show-down 
comes between the two blocs? Of 
course, it is difficult to answer this 
question with certainty at any time. 
No country can do that but we have to 
see what is the totality of effect o f  
Government policies and actions. Shall 
we be able to keep away from war or 
does ‘the totality of effect’ show that 
we are being gradually driven into the 
war? What is our position today? Let 
us analyse our policy of non-alignment 
First of all I take the two big powers 
of the Atlantic Bloc, England and 
America. What is our relation with 
England? Being a member of the Com
monwealth, however much we declare 
that we are independent, there is some 
basic qualification in our position of' 
non-alignment. Being a member of the 
Commonwealth, we have to work in 
close co-operation with the Common
wealth countries. All the members of 
the Sterling areas have to work sjtti- 
pathetically with each other for their 
economic policy. We are part of the 
Colombo plan. All these go to integrate 
these countries together. Therefore we 
cannot say that we stand absolutely 
impartial between the two blocs or that 
our position is quite distinct between^ 
the two blocs. To add to this comes 
our long association with Britain. We 
have inherited the British military 
tradition. For our defence we depend' 
a good deal on Britain’s military stra
tegy and equipment. I give you a 
small example. We entered into a 
tripartite treaty with Nepal and 
Britain after we became free. By this 
treaty we have given the British special 
facilities to recruit Gurkha soldiers on 
our land. Why? Which country allows 
another foreign country to recruit sol
diers under thesife special facilities......

Shri Jawaharlal Nehru; I hate to- 
interrupt, but that is not true, Madam.

Shrimati Sucheta Kripalani: I shall 
be very happy to stand corrected. 
Nothing would give me greater pleasure 
than that we are not giving extra 
facilities to England.

Shri Jawaharlal Nehlii; Nepal is 
an independent country and they can 
come to any agreement with any coun
try. We do not come into the picture 
at aU.
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Shrimati Sucheta BLripalani: But do
mot they recruit troops on our land?

Shrl Jaw aharlal Nehru: No.

Shrimati Sucheta K ripalani: I am
'very glad to stand corrected.

They passAn Hon. Member:
through our land;

^hriknati Sucheta Kripalani: My
information was that there are centres 
3iere, (India) where the recruitment 
goes on. It is not only that they pass 
through India. I made enquiries and 
I  was told that the actual recruitment 
□s carried in different centres in India.

An Hon. Member: It is all wrong.
Shrimati Sucheta Kripalani: If it is

wrong, nobody will be more happy.

Let us take America. There has been 
a great deal of criticism about the tak-* 
ing of American aid. I am not opposed 
to Americi-n aid, as such. But if 
American aid implies that our freedona 
o f action is hampered, then certainly, 
I have objection to the taking of such 
;aid. Development projects are planned 
in  such a way that we are dependent 
on American control and finance for 
►their execution. I cannot go into de
tails because I have no time. Not only 
we are depending on America for 
finance but the schemes that we have 
iormulated are such as to make 
Am erica’s position increasingly pivotal. 
They control finance they also give us 
ideas as to how we are to act. Then 
we have invited new foreign capital 
in  establishments on special terms, for 
example, the oil refinery in Bombay. 
We have given such extraordinary con
cessions that even the Manufacturers’ 
Organization which stands to gain 
something from this venture have pro
tested. Let us take the most sad part 
of It. Even for the development of 
our countryside we have not gone to 
our own plan. Gandhiji who lived and 
moved amongst us, carried on an im
mense experiment in village recon-* 
struction and he has given us a well 
thought out plan for the comprehen
sive development of the villages. 
When our planners planned for India, 
they did not think it worth while to 
consider Sarvodaya pi'ogramme as one 
•of the plans for the development of 
•our rural India. But where did we 
go? We went to America and we got 
the community project. In this com
munity project we are dependent on 
American money, American technique 
and American moral leadership. Have 
we become so bankrupt that we do not 
know how we can solve our problems, 
we cannot tell India in what way we 

•can deuelop our countryside? I could

have understood all this if Gandhiji’s 
great experiment had not been there. 
He left the seed here. It is for us to 
put the seed in the soil and water it. 
Then the plant will grow, but we want 
to bring a foreign plant and plant it 
in the soil of India. Most probably 
such a foreign plant ^ ill not grow; it 
may wither; it will not draw the energy 

•that is needed to build up the nation.
'Then there are other aspects. The 

agreement we have made for American 
technical co-operation we have given 
extra territorial rights to the Director 
and his staff. These rights are usually 
given to political diplomats. In the 
preamble of the agreement that we 
have signed there are political impli
cations which are serious in nature. I 
do not know what is the significance of 
the American aid which we are getting. 
I am not opposed to the taking of it 
but I would like the house to know 

•the source from which we are getting 
the aid. It is the Mutual Security Act 
of the American Congress.

It is not always good to take some
thing from others and place oneself 
under some obligation. It might be 
there is no direct political obligation 
at the moment but, there is a moral 
obligation. No gentleman can take and 
not give anything in return. We are 
now taking. Will w e'not have to give 
something in return? Politics is domi
nated by principles of reciprocity, and 
not principles of philanthropy. I want 
to know to what we are committing 
ourselves when we are taking, and 
where we are going? We are increas
ingly losing our Initiative for indepen
dent action and we are walking into 
the Anglo-American or the Atlantic 
bloc.

I have got some interesting figures 
about the export of strategic minerals, 
basic minerals needed for war produc
tion. We are exporting 1 million tons 
of manganese 1*4 lakh tons of ilmenite, 
2*18 laich cwt of mica and 24 to 30,000 
tons of Kyanite, all very important war 
materials. To which countries do they 
go? Mainly to England and America 
to add to their stock-pile. Is this 
neutrality or non-alignment? What is 
the likely effect of this on the other 
bloc, Soviet Russia? This bloc, Soviet 
Russia is nearer to us geographically. 
We have contiguous boundary. I think 
this increases our vulnerability.

I want to make my position clear 
and my party’s position clear. I am 
not one of those who say, let us join 
the other bloc. Not at all. If I do not 
want my country to walk into the 
glittering parlour of America, I do not 
want my country to be dragged into 
the baclb^ard Of Soviet Russia. I feel



1631 General Budget— 12 JUNE 1952 Demands for Grants X632

India has got something to give, some
thing to contribute to the world. We 
do not think that the solution of t ^  
world’s ills lies either in Communism 
or in Capitalism. There is another way. 
Gandhiji showed that way, the way of 
non-violence, the way of peace and 
toleration. Let us stand firmly by 
these principles which we enunciated as 
the principles of our foreign policy. 
Let us show greater faith in those 
principles. Let us actively uphold 
these principles, not in a passive way, 
not in a hesitant way. Let us not be 
dragged or stampeded into any bloc. 
That LS my appeal.

I would like to say a few words 
about our near neighbour, Pakistan. 
We must follow a policy of friendship 
towards Pakistan. We have been con
sistently trying to do that. But, 
peculiarly situated as we are,- the fate 
of the minorities in eiher country has 
to be safeguarded by the two countries. 
We cannot be indifferent to the wel
fare of the minorities. I say with a 
good deal of hesitation that whenever 
a change has come in the existing situa
tion, the change has been initiated by 
Pakistan and not by India. We have 
followed with prote^s, diplomatic 
pressure and what not. But, usually 
we have not succeeded much. It is 
Pakistan that has decided about every 
issue more or less. I might give as an 
example: the recent violation of the
Nehru-Liaquat Pact by the imposition 
of passports on travellars. There has 
been a recent exodus of Hindus from 
East Pakistan to West Bengal. I came 
to know from this morning’s questions 
the Prime Minister told us that they 
are going into the matter. I hope they 
will be able to arrive at some suitable 
settlement which will satisfy us. 
Otherwise, we are increasingly getting 
into a feeling of frustration. We feel 
that Pakistan decides every issue and 
we are not able to up hold our side. 
I would refer to another recent viola
tion which is more serious: the intro
duction of separate electorates for the 
minorities in Pakistan. You know that 
ttie minority Members of the Funda
mental Rights Committee there did not 
want separate electorates and strongly 
protested against it. Why is separate 
electorate being given to them? Not 
to safeguard their rights'; but to seg
regate them, and to perpetually re
legate them to a position of inferiority. 
We cannot sleep over these things. We 
have got to take action to better their 
lot. I know they are not our nationals. 
But, they were citizens of India. Be
cause of this peculiar Hindu-Muslim 
question, we have to take some kind 
of special interest in this question, and 
try  to see in what way we can protect 
their rights and we can give what is 
due to them. In the Nehru-Liaquat

Agreement it ha? been clearly stated 
that “the Members of the minorities 
shall have equal opportunities with the 
members of the majority community to 
participate in the public life of the 
country, to hold political offices, and 
serve in their country’s armed forces. 
Both the Governments declare these 
rights to be fundamental and enforce
able.” I feel that this Agreement has 
been violated by the recent move of 
Pakistan.

I do not want to take more of the 
time of the House. Finally I want to 
make this appeal. We can never be 
successful in our foreign policy unless 
the country is strong, united, and is 
economically and morally rehabilitated. 
We cannot economically or morally re
habilitate the country by depending on 
foreign loans, on foreign money, ideas 
and moral force. If the country is to 
grow, if the country has to develop, 
you have to draw upon the inner re
sources of the country, upon the inner 
energies of the country and her moral 
resources. You have to harness these 
energies. You must get the enthusiastic 
support of the entire country to ensure 
success in your foreign policy. We are 
in a very happy position, because of 
the great legacy that Gandhiji has left. 
Gandhiji has shown us the way by 
which we can reconstruct our country. 
My appeal to you is, do not throw 
away that legacy as something of not 
much worth. Please probe into it and 
see what a wealth Gandhiji has left. 
On the basis of his ideology we cannot 
only reconstruct this country, but we 
can also find a peaceful way for whole 
world and occupy a place in the world. 
As I have said already, he has shown us 
the new way, a way apart from that 
of communism and capitalism, a way 
of toleration, a way of peace, a way 
of non-violence. Let us not forget that 
heritage.

Prof. S. N. Mishra (Dharbhanga- 
North): From the time Sir William
Harcourt said that we are all socialists, 
words have been changing their mean
ings and I am not surprised when 
some of my friends on the Opposite 
side have tried to confuse meanings 
or import meanings which are quite 
foreign to the words they use. In that 
confusion, ray hon. friend Mr. Hirendra 
Nath Mukerjee confounded Consulate 
with Legation and probably it was in 
his zeal to give an opposite meaning 
to foreign policy that he has enunciat
ed principles which are undoubtedly 
foreign to the policy we in this coun
try can adopt. I am not also surprised 
when I find the polemics of cold war 
imported into this debate. My friends 
on the Opposition are fighting this 
cold war with all their adroitness and 
with all their zeal and therefore, if In 
the consequent climate of confusion
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and prejudice on the other side they 
cannot see the fundamentals that 
underlie our foreign policy, they have 
only to thank themselves.

Yesterday, I was listening with atten
tion and also with a certain amount of 
amusement when our hon. friend Dr. 
Lanka Sundaram was speaking. I was 
really wondering whether it was the 
same Dr. Lanka Sundaram who went 
to the United Nations as an Adviser 
to our Indian Delegation. Probably, 
in his zeal he made a trip from coast 
to coast telling the people that there 
was a three-pronged drive against the 
foreign policy of our Prime Minister: 
Russia, America and Indian capital. 
He was so brimful of praise for our 
foreign policy. I am really very amus
ed to And that that brimful cup has 
been sucked so dry. I do not know 
what is the reason underlying it. Pro
bably there is something more than 
meets the eye, and I shall leave it at 
that.

An Hon. Member: Why?
P ro l S. N. Mishra: When I think 

of India’s foreign policy, I am reminded 
of a recent television interview in 
which Mr. Christopher Mayhew and 
our High Commissioner in London, Mr. 
Menon, had occasion to participate. 
Mr. Mayhew asked quite curiou^y— 
as he was in a sort of mystery because 
of the limited economic power and the 
military strength that India possesses— 
as to wherein lay the great power that 
India wields in the world politics of 
the present day. He was referring 
apparently to the attention and respect 
with which the voice of India is now 
heard in the forum of the United 
Nations, and he was also referring to 
the respect which was being paid in 
10, Downing Street and other capitals 
of the world. Mr. Menon, in his obser
vations, pointed out—I would be rather 
very discreet in imputing any observa
tion to our diplomates—or more pro
perly, he seemed to suggest that the 
economic power of the United States or 

the military power of Russia which seem
ed to wield tremendous influence were 
self-defeating, and it was ultimately the 
moral power that counted. This moral 
power of India is not a religious or 
mystic quantity. It does not come by 
way of illumination as it came to 
Moses years ago. But this moral power 
has been generated by various actions 
of India in the international sphere, 
India has always stood by the side of 
the weak, oppressed, and exploited 
nations of the world, and therein lies 
the solution to the mystery of Mr. 
Mavhew It is with this strength that 
India has been playing such a great 
role.

I want to say. Sir, that India may be 
latiking at the present moment in the 
maleriia attributes which go to make 
a nation strong, but there is no doubt 
that India has become the lucid focus 
of intellectual and moral solidarity of 
Asia. And therefore J. have always 
felt like congratulating the Prime 
Minister on a foreign policy which is 
not only sound in principles, but also 
'eminently successful* in its career. I  
have, always felt that this is a foreign 
polic3” which not only ensures prestige 
abroad, but also ensures social har
mony and solidarity at home. There
fore, I had occasion to warn last year 
when I took part in the foreign affairs 
debate, that any attempt to tam per 
with the foreign policy of the country 
would only be at the cost of the soli
darity and unity of the nation. I re
peat that warning once again. I have 
been thinking all the time whether our 
foreign policy cannot, in a way, be 
said to foreshadow and epitomise a 
real Asian foreign policy. Herein we 
And the beginnings of a great Asian 
foreign policy, and I am tempted to 
remark that our Foreign Minister’s 
name would join the blazing trail of 
history as the greatest architect of 
a great Asian foreign policy. It is in 
no spirit of simple panegyric that I 
have been saying this. I say this with 
confidence borne out by facts.

Many criticisms have been made, and 
I do not think I would be able to reply 
to most of them. But I want to take 
some of the major criticisms that have 
been made on the floor of the House. 
But, before I do that, I would like to 
say that during the last year our 
foreign policy has been more or less 
perfect—I speak particularly of last 
year because whenever we discuss for
eign policy, we generally tend to go 
into fundamentals—so often en
unciated and approved. We reite
rate our fundamentals, or go 
on examining them over and over 
again. We Indians are fundamentalists 
by nature; we go to the beginning of 
the universe and soar as high as the 
stel\9r sphere or even beyond. But I 
submit, this is an occasion on which 
we should take stock of what were 
oi:r achievements, or what were io our 
debits during the last year in the sphere 
of international politics. I think it 
was more or less a very perfect per
formance during last year. Whether 
vou take India’s stand about the San 
Francisco Conference or its peculiar 
progeny, the Japanese Peace Treaty 
about which its authors said “it is one 
of the most generous and benevolent 
acts of the present times’’, or whether 
vou take the issue of Tunisia to which 
Mrs. Pandit referred, or you take that 
resolution on disarmament, I think all 
these go to prove that India really ma<3te
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great contributions to international 
politics last year. When I speak of this 
disarmament, I feel India provided a 
positive content to the pursuit of peace 
by that resolution, and it tried to con
vert the energy and wealth of the 
nations arming against each other into 
a war against want, misery and squalor 
of the under-dfeveloped countries. I 
therefore, think that this resolution will 
g'j down in history as one of the most 
remarkable resolutions.

But I do not mean to say that 
India’s foreign policy was only of ‘great 
and good stands’ on various important 
issues in international sphere. I also 
take into account the fact that it was 
during last year that our foreign policy 
became economically fruitful. And 
time permitting, I shall also enter into 
that ihorny controversy about foreign 
aid, but before I do that, I would like 
to dilate upon this point a little more, 
that our i’ureiin policy became for the 
first limt' economically and materially 
fruitful. We find that so long the criti
cism iias l-iecii that we have been follow
ing foreign policy which may be .-pirit- 
ual!y ennobling, but ê ’onomically it has 
been crippling, sterile and even in
jurious. With the Colombo Flan of 
c(j-operalive economic development of 
South PJast Asia and tlic Indo-U. S. 
Tochni(;al Co-operation Agreement, and 
also W i t h  the annoan(.*ement by the 
Russian Amb assador, M. Novikov, some 
time back in Bombay that Russia was 
rearly to enter into close trade and in
dust rir I relations with India and that 
she was also ready to provide us with 
the industrial equipments in lieu 
any suitable currency, I think that a 
new chaptcr in our -foreign policy is 
opening, ?md this is a very fruitful 
chapter. S-o our foreign policy has begun 
beariiirj fruit and I think that we have 
a more hopeful hereafter. The 
“Pravda” also only some time back 
referred to these questions of indus
trial and trade relations, and advocated 
that *hese trade relations should be 
ushered in at' the earliest moment pos
sible. F.o I would like to suggest to 
m> frienils sitting rn the opposite 'side 
that with their liaison and over-brim
ming 7eal, they should pave the way for 
over-rrround trade re\^tions with 
Russia. I underline the words over
ground trade relations.

But, Sir, this should always be borne 
in mind, and I would particularly bring 
it to the attentioA of our Foreign Minis
ter: how did this foreign policy be
come economically fruitful? That was 
only when we showed our determina
tion. after a long and faltering delay, 
to pursue an economic policy of de
velopment on progressive lines, when 
we showed our determination to resolve
70 P.S. D.

our c«onomic problems with our own 
resources as far as possible, if no for
eign aid was coming. We separated 
our Plan into two parts and said, for
eign aid, well and good, and even if 
no foreign aid, we would push ahead 
with our own programme of develop
ment. With this firmness in the Five 
Year Plan coupled with the resolve to 
solve our economic problems with maxi
mum economic justice in the circum
stances possible, I And that the hiatus 
between the foreign policy and the 
domestic policy is being gradually Re
duced, and that for our foreign policy, 
a strong economic base is being built 
up. So it is this aspect of the foreign 
policy to which I would like to draw 
the attention of the Prime Minister. I 
would like to wish him good speed in 
this direction, so that the economic base 
of our foreign policy may be strength
ened.

Sir, I now come to a connccted topic, 
foreign aid and the apprehended de
pendence of our foreign policy. It has 
been said that the foreign aid is an 
evidence, a positive one, of our depen
dence on a power bloc ai.d that it 
impo.s*es a serious limitation on thfe 
much wanted independence of our for
eign policy.

I am glad that the Foreign Affairs 
debate has come to^a close on the heels 
of the debate on Defence estimates. 
Both these debates taken together will 
give us a complete and exact picture of 
the pattern of opposition and the stra
tegy behind it. In our defence debate— 
I think I am not wrong when I con
clude—they wanted us to limp on with 
our present equipment, and efficiency 
without taking any aid or assistance 
from outside. In addition, their de
mand was to cut down the defence 
expenditure to one-third of its present 
proportions. I cannot simply under
stand how our defences are goinp to be 
organised and how they are going to 
be built up unless we arrange to re
ceive foreign assistance or gnidnnce from 
countries which by long traditions of 
experience, training and technological 
advancement have come to acquire. 
This is a very potent question 
which must be directed to the atten
tion of my hon. friends opposite. In 
this connection, I need hardly em
phasize that we have not kept the door 
banged against any foreign country, 
if they are willing enough and good 
enough to helo us. It is therefore very 
absurd to suggest that in the absence 
of any aid coming from any other 
ouarter, we are attached to the apron- 
strings of any power bloc.

As in defence so in foreign policy, 
their prescription is very simpler “Do 
not adopt a policy which may yield 
political and economic dividends, which
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may make the country strong.” That 
is their prescription. I, however, feel 
that a difference in approach to our 
economic development programmes will 
considerably reduce our dependence on 
lo r e i^  loans. After all what is the 
magnitude of the American aid that 
we are going to receive? Only Rs. 25 
crores—an amount which the spinning- 
wheel of Mahatma Gandhi, given pro
per leadership and incentive, could earn 
during the course of a week. That 
question apart,—for that would only 
mein a digression when we are having 
a debate on foreign policy—I would 
simply say that if Russia could be in 
need of foreign capital in the initial 
stage of her development and if other 
countries attached to Russia are still 
receiving it, I do not know what sensi
ble objection could there be to our do
ing the same. I have also in my mind 
the example of the development of the 
United States of America which was 
built up with the capital of the United 
Kingdom, and the U.S.A. is not in any 
way dependent upon the U.K. economy. 
But the fact is rather the reverse of 
it, and the United States of America 
now emerges as one of the greatest 
military and economic powers of the 
world. I can multiply instances like 
that. There is also the instance of 
Canada. ‘

The upshot of all Communist argu
ments about our Defence and Foreign 
policy is very simple and clear and 
let there be no delusion about it. For 
political and other reasons not precise
ly known to me, but certainly more 
than precisely known to my hon. 
friend Dr. Satyanarain Sinha, 
they want our defences to be weak and 
ineffective and our foreign policy bar
ren and enslaved to the bloc of their 
persuasion. We have absolutely 
nothing against Russia or against any 
other power bloc. We simply want 
to pursue a path of our own. I think 
this is a remark which I cannot help 
making.

It has been suggested* that our for
eign policy is not independent. I do 
not think I have much to say about it. 
os so many eminent speakers on our 
side who have spoken earlier have con
tradicted it, with all the emphasis at 
their command. But I would simply 
point out one instance in this connec
tion which I feel, would be appropriate. 
When both America and Russia were 
agreed on the partition of Palestine 
and the setting up of the State of Israel, 
India differed from both these points 
of view, and offered a federal solution 
of her own to the Palestine problem? 
Is it not a clear proof of the indepen
dence of our stand?—I ask.

Also, when our Prime Minister wrote 
letters to Stalin, Acheson, and Attlee, 
Stalin in his good message reciprocated 
our sentiments. If India was attached 
to any particular power bloc, I have 
absolutely no doubt that Stalin would 
noi have reciprocated our sentiments. 
I find, therefore, that some of my hon. 
friends on the other side are out-Stalin- 
ing StaMn. That is the stage to which 
they have come.

11 A.M.

Lastly, I would hurriedly make 
some suggestions, as the time at my 
disposal is rather short. I agree with 
Dr. Lankasundaram’s suggestion 
when he says that there should'be a 
Committee of this House set up for 
the slwdy of important questions m 
international rrlations, to give its con
sidered views to our Foreign Minister 
on various issues. I do not know whe
ther, what I have stated is identically 
the same as my hon. friend Dr. Lanka
sundaram’s suggestion. If there is 
such a Committee set up, it should 
be giv^n the fullest opportunity for the 
study of available materials and data, 
.so that they can contribute to the 
makincf of tho foreign policy in conson
ance with pubjic opinion.

My second point is that Government 
should encourai'e non-otticinl institu
tions in this country to carry o’l re 
search on different important topics In 
international affairs. I have in my 
mind, in this connection, certain in
stances in other countries. Take for 
example the Institute of Pacific Rela
tions in the U.S.A., Chatham House of 
U.K. and the People’s In.stituto of For
eign Affairs in modern China. They 
are all doing thundering good work 
and their opinion is influencing the 

decisions on foreign policy in those coun
tries. I would only request the hon. 
Prime Minister to see whether some 
such encouragement could not be given 
to non-official institutions in this 
country also to carry on research on 
int^national affairs.

Then, I do not feel happy about the 
‘Historical Division’ of the External 
Affairs Ministry. I do not mean any
thing particular against its working. 
But I am simoly amazed as to its 
name. Whnt is it about It sounds 
like -Archives, or a Museum’. My sug
gestion is that it should be called the 
‘Research Section’ of the Ministry of 
External Affairs, and its working also 
.«;hould be improved to some extent. 
It should not be l imply called upon to 
provide background material and in
formation. but it should also anticipate 
events and offer remedies in advance.

My last word is about one aspect of 
our embassies. I feel that they should 
be strengthened in their commercial
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sections, particularly in countries of 
Europe where there is not much of 
diplomatic activities or relations due 
to their neutral character. It is the 
commercial scction which should have 
a predominance in those countries. If 
've do that, I am sure that would con
tribute very much to the material ad
vancement of  ̂India.

In the end, I want to con/?ratulate 
our Foreign Minister again for his very 
successful foreign policy, and I am 
deeply thankful to you, Sir, for all the 
goodness you have shown towards me.

Shri Khardekar (Kolhapur cum 
Satara): Yesterday one hon. Member
on th® other side told us a very good 
'cock and bull’ story and tried to show 
that whatever was said from this side, 
if it was new, was untrue and if it was 
true, it was not new. I do not propose 
to say anything new. Nowadays 
originality really means resorting to 
the trick of concealing origins. Even 
this sentence is not my own. It comes 
from Joad,

I am going to be concerned really 
with th3 very important and perhaps 
the most important and the biggest 
question of world peace. I am not 
going to bother myself about the 
amount to be spend on the embassies. 
It was refreshing for me to know from 
one hon. lady Member, a very im
portant lady Member, that however 
uMra-modorn our Indian woman may 
be, she essentially retains her love of 
cooking. '

It was really very refreshing. Sir, 
our foreign policy aims at peace, and 
peace for the whole world, not only 
for India. Many of us may differ with 
regard to the means and methods, but 
I do- not think anyone of us here dis
approves of this important aim or ideal. 
Now, the point is how to implement it? 
That is the most important question 
and I have something to say about 
it.

Now it has been stated by many 
that we are being friendly t(jwards all 
nations and that our method is one of 
non-violence. Considering the weight 
of evidence, perhaps it might be said 
that we are leaning a little on the side 
of the Anglo-American bloc. But, Sir, 
it may be due perhaps to the force of 
circumstances. I am not in the know 
of all particulars and details, as some 
of my friends here are, but when there 
is this sort of feeling or suspicion, per
haps well grounded, I may say, my 
request to the Prime Minister is to 
maintain clear and absolute neutrality 
and have equal friendship with all 
nations. I admit we have championed 
the cause of China and so on. We have 
done our duty to those countries, but 
We have shown a little more leaning,

a little more attraction as regards 
America and England. Some countries 
probably might laugh at us for our 
non-violence. Non-violence of the weak 
has no meaning. But I may here make 
a statement which some of us may not 
like. As Indians, as individuals, I 
personally think we are far inferior to 
Europeans. But as a nation we have 
a very unique position. As a nation, 
I think we arc in certain most im
portant respects far better than some 
of these wicked war-mongering nations. 
In trying to solve our problem, we 
shall be really solving the problem of 
the world. In approaching this prob
lem, I want that we should be above 
party politics and we should give to 
mankind what mankind needs rather 
than lose ourselves in parties.

Now, Sir, my solution is rather one 
that perhaps might not be liked by 
many persons and that is, the complete 
elimination of the nation as a political 
entity. The vicious system of sover
eign States has to be wiped ou t That 
is my thesis and I will try to develop 
it as far as possible within this short 
time. I was rather pained to hear 
my friend, Dr. Lanka Sundaram, a 
highly cultured person stating that it 
is a question of ‘my country right or 
wrong’. This is what leads to the 
whole trouble. Man is the one peculiar 
animal who has got the capacity to go 
towards God, Godhead—evea those
who do not believe in God * towards 
perfection—or even to surpass the 
devil. Now, my friend said ‘My coun
try right or wrong’. My friends here 
will say ‘Hindus right or wrong’; other 
friends will say ‘Muslims right or 
wrong’; some others will say ‘Brahmins 
right or wrong’ and some others will 
still go on narrowing themselves and 
ultimately will say ‘Myself right or 
wrong’. So one can become an absolute 
devil and even surpass the devil. The 
importance of human life lies in ex
tending the boundary of our sympa
thies, of our affections and of our love. 
As Swami Rama Thirth has said, from 
love to toys to the love of boys, to 
the love of village, then country, the 
world and the Universe; there should 
be no limit and man should go on pro
gressing and progressing for ever. If 
we are going to continue this vicious 
system of sovereign States, I do not 
think there is any possibility of peace 
for the world. I can say this from a 
number of examples. First of all. how 
did these institutions like the nation 
or State come into existence? Man 
has invented and established these in
stitutions. If they are going to des
troy him as we found in Nazi Germany 
and Fascist Italy when the State be
came something superhuman, metaphy- 
irical and a gaint machine. In which 
the individual was completely crushed 
and was made a mere cog in the
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[Shri Khardekar] 

gigantic wheel, do we want. anything 

like that? . 

Aiter all it is necessary for us to 

‘see the history of these. sovereign 

States. For that purpose it is. neces- 

sary to reler to the history of Europe ~ 

because all political progressive ideas, 

one has to admit, have come from 

Europe. Seth Govind Das may not 

‘agree. Perhaps he will have his ideas 

only in Hindi. Before the Reformatica 

there were particularly Estate States— 

they were not really States ‘n the 

modern sense. Influences which * 

pered and retarded the development of 

‘the State were the Church and Feudal- 

ism. Feudalism meant really the nega- 

tion of the State. and the Church al- 

‘ways tried to trespass on the rishts 

of the civil administration. So it is 

only in the firmament of the Renaiss- 

ance and the Reformation that the 

modern State came into being—a State, 

powerful. centralised and _ sovereign. 

Now once you had a centralised power- 

ful State and when there were a num- 

ber of States. due to facilities in com- 

munication and trade relations natural- 

‘ly the States had to come in_ conflict 
“with each other and the old Christian 

‘backerovnd having disanpeared. people 
had to find out some new methods of 

apvroach and several means have been 
‘tried. po 

“Shri V. G. Deshpande: On a point 
_of order. Sir. Is this sneech consistent 

with the oath of allegiance we have 

taken to the Constitution of thi 

sovereign State of India? 

Mr. Deputy-Speaker : 
sistent 

Shri Khardekar: Yes So that is the 
whoie poison that civilised: man has to 

fight against, this poison of narrow 

sec‘arianism, communalism. cas‘eism 

and all that. That is the danger. If 

somebody says ‘I will hit you’ ‘if you 

hit mo’ that sort of animal ferocity is 

really the poison. I mean patriotism 

in this sense is nothing but—as some- 

body said—a virtue among barbarians. 

I was talking about the nation after 

the Reformation and Renaissance. The 

nation hecame sovereion. The Chris- 
tian beckeround. the religious tie, dis- 
appeared after the Reformation and a 

Quite रू con- 

numer of remedies were tried. For - 
instance. a wider unity _was found in 
the international law. But everybody 
knows what international low is. 
There is no time to talk about it, but 
international Jaw has been said to be 
no low at all: it is only positive 
-morality, but I think it is not even 
positive morality because the Euro- 
pean nations have shown a 
moralitv which is not even 
as good as that of the _ robbers. 
Therefore, there is no international law 
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whatsoever. Then look at the num- 

‘ber of other remedies sought after. 

Look at the League of Nations. For. 

want of time, I have to cut short. The 

League ot Nations was founded entire- 

ly on foundations of sand. It was 

meant to prepetuate a wrong commit- 

ted by the Treaty of Versailles which 

was really a treaty of robbers for rob- 

bing the down-trodden. Therefore, we 

found it was unjust in principle. Then 

after that, we may come to a number 

of other remedies. Take, for instance, 

the UNO. I mean, it is much better 

founded than the League of Nations, 

but I do not think it is as effective as 

‘it should be. 

Now my point—I just come to the 

important point—is that the European 

nations have shown selfishness and they 

have been trying to create trouble. 

We as individuals are not very good, 

but I do think the individuals in 

Europe if approeched properly and told 

‘that the nations or Governments are, 

really having their own ideas, may 

be able to put an end to war and con- 

flict. I will give one or two instances. 

Now, Sir, after the first World War, 

a plothore of anti-war books appeared 

and inundated the market and I parti- 

culariy woud reter to one of: the inci- 

dents in one of these books which will 

represent my views on this point. 

During the war 1914 there was a good 

deal of propaganda. The war was 

“meant to end war. The war was 

meant to make the world safe for de- 

mocracy. The war was meant to make 

everything safe for civilisation. Now 

all this tal) talk had enthused certain 

enthusiasm into.young men—young. 
men from the Universities like Oxford 
and Cambridge. A good deal of hatred 
on the English side was bred about 
the Germans. The same was done by 
the Germans—probably twice the 
quantity. Now the result was...... 

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Is it all 
relevant to our foreign policy? 

Shri Khardekar:- Yes, Sir, it is 
‘very re.evant to our foreign policy. 
A German youth was being killed by 
an English undergraduate and because 

of the propaganda that was instiled 
in his mind, the first idea in the rnind 

of the Englishman was to go and, 
stamp on the face of the German youth 

because all that was German was 

poisonous and absolutely most rotten 

for him. Now when he looked at the 

face of ‘he German youth, he saw 

something good; something kind. What 

the German youth then began to do 

was that he took out a photograph of 

his mother from his pocket and gave 

it to the undergraduate ‘and — said: 

“Take this photograph to my mother 

and say to her that I died in peace 

and the person who killed me was very
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kind to me and so on”. Now this 
created almost a revolution in the 
mind ol the undergraduate of the 
Oxford University. He said “Well, alJ 
that I had heard about the Germans 
being a monster and so on was pro
paganda made by the Government. 
The German individual is as good as 
any other individual.” So let us bring 
some sanity ui^lo the Government, and 
Let the Prime Minister, particularly 
our Prime Minister go round preaching 
this gospel of pea e rather than merely 
trying to brin^ about heterogeneous 
groups together and trying to put an 
end to ritts here and there. He should 
not give up for a party what belongs 
to mankind and that is my humble 
suggestion. So, Sir. if we want peace. 
I think this vicious system of sovereign 
States—thereby I do not mean that 
nations sliDuid discontinue. Nations 
should continue as cultural units. 
Each nation should contribute its best 
in art, in science, in literature. Let 
England give her lyric poetry, her 
subtv.' sense of humour and her politi
cal consciousness, also her Scotch 
whisky. Let France give her exquisite 
prose, her paintings and her cham
pagne and let India give her spiritual 
valves to the world, but let us not 
have humbug also.

Shri Gohain (Nominated—Assam 
Tribal Areas); I am thankful to you. 
Sir, -for givin*; me an opportunity to 
speak on behalf of about a million hill 
population of the Part B tribal areas, 
that is, the Nor.h East Front.er 
Agency. ,

As you know, I come of this very 
bacKwaid part of this vast country and 
I bring a message of fellowship to this 
House from th e ' illiterate people of 
these steep hills, the neighbouring 
regions meeting Tibetan countries on 
the North and the republic of Burma 
on the South East.

During the British administration 
these vast areas ol hilly lands were 
lo o k e d  upon o n iy  as a D u ffer  z o n e  oe- 
t w e e n  the powerful countries and 
h e n c e ,  no one thought about the 
development of these parts of our 
country.

Now, with the beginning of our 
national era, we find these tracts of 
lands have teien considered as a part 
arid parcel of this Union of Rspublican 
India. And I am thankful to the 
notional leaders that gradually civil 
administration has been introduced into 
these tribal lands. As we remember 
the plains portion of these so-called 
excluded areas have been already as
similated recently with the State of 
Assam. And this was a welcome stfp 
for raisin? the W ei of administration 
of the tribal areas to that of the entire 
country.

Now, Sir, the North East Frontier 
Agency ccnsis.s of six Disiricts, name
ly—Balipara, Subanoiri, Abor Hills. 
Mishmi H^lls, lirap  Frontier Tract and 
Naga trioal areas. And each District 
hhs its own population d.lferent from 
the rest with distinct dialects and pe
culiar haoits, manners and customs 
foreign tvi each other. You will find in 
their dialects, manner and customs, a 
mixture of Ticetan and Burmese 
blends.

It is correct that there people are 
tribal and primitive in their ways of 
•life. They are illiterate, ignorant, most 
unbiased and laitilu l. Sir. you will 
find in them a spirit of independence, 
couraf-'e anrl enthusiasm, which if you 
properly direct will be. a ^rcat national 
asset of our Fovereijn dem ocratic India. 
Truly speaking, thev are the frontier 
guards of our national strategy.

Now. these people are very badly 
in need ol some’ things for their full 
development. For physical, cultural 
and menta’i uplift, they need a dispen
sary at every nook and corner. They 
need easily accessible schools for their 
chi’dren and road communication to 
each village.

They want greater facilities for 
primary education. Moreover adult 
ducatinn shou d be spread in the entire 
tribal Hills. To give them encourage
ment in education not on’y free educa
tion but free books, stinends and dress
es mu^'t be granted. Hostels may also 
be built.

Then to link entire areos of the 
Agency and give them faci’dties for 
easy transport of things, roads must 
Lo constructed at all costs. These 
roads. Sir. will serve as strategic lines 
also which is very essential to* our 
national defence. In order to fight 
hill diseases, hospit?ls must be • es
tablished at every point of the hills.

Above all the Government should 
give more a.'rricu’itural help to the 
hill people, so that they may make 
themselves self-sufKcient in food. 
Therefore, large amount should be 
granted annually, so that their all-out 
advancement can rapidly be effected. 
During the last two years or so, these 
hills had been the mort helpless victims 
of the ’iost great Earthouake and con- 
seoDGHt floods. Thousands of poor 
tribal people of the Abor and Mishmi 
Hills died without being seen by human 
eves. Their homes doomed and the 
cattle and other propert’es washed 
away by these unprecedented calami
ties. Vast tracts of la’̂ ds with crops 
growing thereon, tom into pieces and 
arvaged and the ©f communica
tions entirely dislocated
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time. There was the wagon problem-- 
the problem of raw materials which 
were needed for stockpiling mainly for 
war - purposes or something else. It 
does not matter to this country so long 
as we are in a position to send some
thing to another country which will 
save us from borrowing for buying food 
supplies. Even today I maintain that 
we are in a position to export manga
nese—I do not know whether for war 
production—I do not think manganese 
is used only as an instrument of war; 
it is used for peace also. Government 
should encourage the export of things 
which in no way denude our weaLth or 
our strength.

Having said that much, I want to 
come to a problem which relates not 
so much to foreign policy as to some
thing which I think the Prime Minister 
should pay his attention to. It is a 
matter on which I have kept silent 
ever since we attained independence. 
But I would like to ask the Prime 
Minister, now that we are a little more 
settled and are able to think and be
have more reasonably, to explore whe
ther or not the time has come to re
view the fate of the Chittagong hill 
tracts. A particular commission was 
appointed years ago, before partition. 
At that time I asked the Prime Minis
ter whether the Chittagong hilli tracts 
would come under the review of that 
particular commission. He, in the 
goodness of his heart and the tremend
ous faith he has about things, some
times gets misled, but. at any rate on 
this particular issue, he told me quite 
clearly that he did not see how the 
Chittagong hill tribes could ever come 
within the purview of that particular 
Commission which was going to decide 
the partition of Bengal. We all know 
what happened: the people were light- 
in:  ̂ fires, putting the Indian flag up, 
only to wake up next morning and find 
themselves on the wrong side of the 
boundary. I would like our Prime 
Minister—there may be no rush, mad 
rush for it—to tell us whether the 
time has not come for him to negotiate 
about this. Obviously we are com
mitted to a path of peace. It is not 
a question of walking across to 
Rangamati, or something like that, to 
liberate 98 per cent, of the people 
there who are non-Muslims, mostly 
Buddhists. I am not thinking in terms 
of war but it is grave injustice to 
have put the Chittagong hill tribes on 
the other side of the frontier.

I would only say that and end up 
with a defence which is hardly neces
sary but which becomes necessary be
cause of some unwise things that my 
friend, Mr. Joachim AI<va, has said. 
He somehow or other was not very 
complimentary to the service men irl 
their capacity to represent us in various

foreign assignments. He gave us a 
list of various countries where he 
thought public men should be assigned 
and not service men. I am one who 
knows the weaknesses of our services 
but who also acknowledges the weak
nesses of our public men, and this dis
crimination, this insidious discrimination 
is quite uncalled for. Overnight we had 
to have an Idian Foreign Service; The 
Political Department in the previous 
regime was closed to Indians, and it 
was not very easy for our new Gov
ernment to build up a cadre. But on 
the whole I would say this much that 
the service men have acquitted them
selves far more creditably, in my 
opinion. 1 say that from what I know 
and what other responsible people say 
about them. I would suggest to the 
Government to see th a t the Indian 
Foreign Service is expanded, very 
largely expanded. At the present 
moment I do not think it is in a posi
tion to meet even the present require
ments. And in the choosing of the 
personnel I do hope there will be some
thing like a job analysis which obtains 
in the selection to the Armed Forces. 
That is very necessary. We must not 
merely go by the superflcial creden
tials such as the kind wherewith my 
friend, Mr. Joachim Alva, is so anxious 
to adulate public men. PubMc men by 
themselves may not be able to serve 
the way the Indian Foreign Service 
should be served. I do hope, Sir, that 
more serious attention will be paid to 
the strengthening of the Indian For
eign Service.

With these W'ords, I have great 
pleasure in congratulating particularly 
the Prime Minister, not because I ap 
prove of his foreign policy—I simply 
do not understand it—but there is one 
thing I can sincerely say, that is. his 
policy at any rate has succeeded, and 
that is good enough as far as I am 
concerned.

Mr. Peputy-Speaker: I will call on
Mr. Thanu Pillai. I was Informed that 
he had a special representation to 
make on a particuLar subject. He should 
confine his remarks to not more than 
five minutes.

Shri Thanu PUlai (Tirunelveli): I 
am very grateful to you for having 
given me an opportunity for at ledst 
five minutes to remind this House about 
the people who have been forgotten. 
People talk of workers of the -world, 
people talk of Russia and China, but 
they forget the people of India who 
are overseas who are fighting for their 
very existence. It was the feeling tor 
these people which made me beg of 
you for five minutes and say a few 
words of remembrance of our people
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[Shri Thanu Pillai]
abroad. In these last five years from 
the position of discrimination the status 
of those people has degenerated into 
one of total annihilation. What littio 
they had by way of representation and 
right of franchise and other things has 
been taken away in a country like 
Ceylon. A stru^\y;ie for existence, a 
satyagraha movement is going on there, 
but world policies and international 
policies and all th^t has blurred thf? 
vision of the workers’ representatives 
to say a few words about them. May
be I feel so much for them but that 
may Ĵ e due to the fact that I was con
nected with them, I have been theie 
for Cl considerable length of time. 
Indians abroad are expected to be am 
bossadors of this country and its 
thought. I am proud to say that our 
people in Ceyl:)n arc the real ainbas- 
sadcjrs of our country there. They do 
not belon?? to that class of people who 
agitate with reason and without reason, 
who resort to things which are aMen 
to our culture and tradition, which will 
be alien to truth and non-violence thai 
has been given to us as a weapon to 
fighi for our independence or lor en- 
rbling us to find a better existeiK-'*. 
They are wedded to the principle of 
truth and non-violence as modelled 
by the Con^»ress. the mighty organisa
tion of India Those people are watch- 
in.'; what we are going to do for them. 
Not that they want an a r m y  to t:o 
and march in there—they do not want 
that, they do not want that 
our people shou’d go there and 
swa»*m that country and enable them 
to become a maiority community there. 
But the sympathy that would be givtn 
to oth'^r nations shou'd be extended to 
our people there. The sympathy thr>t 
we extend to Indo-Ch na. Tunis a ?nd 
all the countries the world over, that 
simple principle of rememberin® them 
and giving our moral support to them 
at least should be extended to them. 
If it is a question of foreign p'^licv and 
of advising two friends one of whom 
is the exploiter and the other exploited, 
I would sav that we were friends of 
the Dutch and of the Indonesians but 
still we Hr ought about a reapproach- 
ment by our policy. But if wo ripply 
the samp prir<*iole in the ca.«-e of 
Indians dom’ci!ed in a foreign country 
and say that we cannot interfere be
cause they are a foreign ^qticn 
these helpless p'=‘ople will be the 
tiationals of neither that country of 
adoDtion nor of this country of th“ir 
origin. In C' r̂e. between India
and Ceylon their position is fast poinr* 
down. Our annroich to th\s problem 
therefore cannot be the same as that 
t)Plw®en two forei.crn coMntries. as be
tween Indone.ci?» nnd Holland beraiise 
we are no^ a third oa’-tv to the

wrfc are one of the two parties

directly concerned. These people are
fjtoied certain rights because their 
country of origin was India, their fo»*e- 
fathers were born in India. In the 
cases the Indians in Ceylon, at least 
(iO to 70 per cent, of the present genera
tion, were born in Ceylon. Inspite of 
the fact that they were born there and 
they have pledged their loynlty to and 
worked for the betterment of the

 ̂ cnuntry they have not been able to 
live there as peaceful citizens.

As the five minutes are over I shall 
conclude I shall avail of another 
occasion to speak on this matter. 1 
thank you again for having given me 
j.n opportunity to speak. I expect my 
IprtHer tnke ftill note the situation 
and of the fact that we aio a party to 
the dispute and must therefore deal 
with the situation i-s such and seek 
a solution here and now. If thi? ques- 
1’on is not settled during his period 
ir may end up in a world conflagration 
for whi'-h the migbtv Ir-dia of the 
fvdure may make this an excuse as 
the Germans did of the Sudetan prob
lem.

I f  Dr# S. P Mookerjee (Calcufa-South-
/  East): In the verv short time at my

disDosal it is hardLy oossibie for me 
t ) touch more than a few noints arising 
out of thf> foreign affairs budget. In 
th*_* course of the debate yesterday and 
t:;dav. naturally Members steaking on 
behalf ol Government have reierred to 
the complete success which has been 
attained by the Prime JVIinister in the 
pursuit of his foreign policy. There 
have been trenchent criticisms also. 
I would like to iud^re the matter by the 
results- actually achieved. Undoubted
ly, many foreign critics have said good 
things about India. I do not ignore 
the di*̂ -c ’U'es throuch whirh ihc Gov- 
cTnment had to pass. We had no for
eign Deprrtment as su"?h. We had to 
bui^3 up the whole thinf? from scratcn. 
We had no men at our disposal, whom 
wî  could send out as our Am jassador.'v

• We were l':c\y in el citing the services 
of ^-'me distinguished men from this 
country, the most notable of ” hom 
w-’s uniouotedly Prof. Rndhakrishnan, 
who carried with him universal <7ood- 
will and a reputation which was second 
to  non" in the '»'hoie ol this rorntry.

" I do not ignore the fact that the situa
tion the world today is also extreme
ly di^C’ilt and deM/ate. It looV.s as if 
w« muft either support America or 
we mus .̂ suoDort Jroviet Russia. It 
looks as if the world is divided into 
two watertight compartments. If you 
pvp not mv friend, you are my enemy. 
Well, it is a very difficult state of 
pfTa/rs. pa^icuiarlv for a country such 
as ours with obvious limitations. Our 
defence is extremely weak. We may 
be spending about Rs. 180 crores a
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year, but we have no defence indus
tries as such. We are dependent for 
the supply of our arms and ammuni
tion on foreiffri countries. We have 
€ven started getting our food from 
foieign lands. IVIany of our develop
ment plans are linked up with large 
and abundant supplies of foreign aid 
These are symptoms which make one 
feel nervous as to how far in the actual 
application of our policy we can 
maintain that independence wtjich the 
Prime Minister claims he would like to 
maintain on all occasions. But, as I 
said, I would Like to jud^^e our foreign 
policy in respect of matters nearer 
home.

We have talked a lot about matters 
throughout the world. One of the 
speakers today spoke about One World 
civili.salion and one World gov
ernment. For that, he need not 
have quoted from outside authoritie.s. 
Even in our country from time im
memorial the sages sang the song of 
Vasudeva-kvdumbakam. They treated 
the whole world as belonging to one 
family, StiM, those are didicult things. 
It is no use India al me saying that she 
would like to have a One World gov- 
ernmont if all other big countries are 
not prepared to adopt the same policy. 
But if we want to judge our foreign 
policy with regard to our actual per
formances nearer home, we are con
fronted with a policy of negation—hot 
words and cold feet. That summarises 
the actual realisation of the results of 
our foreign policy. What happened 
with regard to Kashmir? A part of 
our territory i:!i stiM in the occupation 
of the enemy. We have appealed in 
vain to foreign countri?s, to Big Powers 
belonf»ing to all classes for help and 
support. But years are rolling by and 
yet there is no early sign of a solution. 
Which other country would have 
tolerated a situation like this, when a 
part of our own declart^d territory is 
ii* the occuppticn of the enemy, and 
enemy who is r^al, viz. Pakistan? Our 
dealings 'A’tb Paiv^'Jtan qre extremeliy 
funny and d'jubtful. We are friends 
ai ni^ht and o^cm’ps in the day. 
There are certain periodical approaches 
and f'lr some m^'n^hs we >are friends 
anfj for some months we are enemies, 
and is the country which is now
occupying a part of our territory.

Whnt is happening with regard to 
East Bengal? The other day the 
Prime Minister got an^ry and he chal
lenged the fl^nres. There might have 
been cnmo but so
fai as the net result is concerned it is 
som‘>thinfT which must cause genuine 
anxiotv to ant-- Oovernment. We had 
a Psct with Pakistan in 1950. Now, 
the minorities nushed out of
th?»f nart of Pakistan and we are 

evidence of the Sinister plans 
of Pakistan. Large numbers are ijoin/?

from this side and large numbers are 
coming from that side. I was in Cal
cutta only two days ago. I went and 
saw Sealdah station. If you go there, 
any if you go to the border stations, 
^ou  will find that thousands are com
ing away from-Eastern Pakistan Â ith 
the same stories of persecution and 
squeezing out from that territory, and 
they are coming here as a terrible bur
den upon India in utter violation of 
the Pact which had been entered into 
between the two Prime Ministers in 
1950. Those reports are coming to 'is. 
Are you completely helpless? Can 
there be no remedy? Who are these 
people? The Prime Minister described 
them at one time as ‘aliens’, as for
eigners. Well, technically they may be 
so, but assurances were given to —

. solemn assurances—by the same Prime 
Minister and by others that they would 
be protected and if necessary India 
will be prepared to take fuM responsi
bility for that purpose. Are you so 
helpless? I again ask. I am not say
ing that you should declare war to
morrow, but there may be so . many 
other remedies. What is the good of 
sitting in an atmosphere of complete 
helplessness and paying that we cannot 
do anything? We can only, send m p- 
peals, and the appeals would be sum
marily rejected. Is there any recipro
city in treatment? The other day 
Pakistan refused permission to our 
planes to go to Afghanistan. What did 
you do? You ran to the International 
Court of Justice. Could you not at 
least prohibit the Pakistan planes’ 
flying over India, even for twenty iour 
hours? Could we not have done that? 
Could you not say, “You are violating 
H basic international af?reeme''t and we 
are not going to allow your planes to 
pass over India.” At lea^t, we could 
have done that, but that reouired some 
guts; that required some coura e, and 
of course that wa^ not available.

Now, it is not about Paki<3 alone. 
What is happening with regard to the 
foreign pockety in India? What is 
going to happen with re'^ard to their 
fnfnre? Is there any firm policy*' The 
Prime Minister sai'  ̂ Hqv »hat
other methods wo’ild have to be adoot* 
cd. but immediately rdded that other 
methods meant a Ways neaci iiil 
methods. We dp rot mind what 
methods they are, but the.se pockets 
have to disappear from the soil oi 
jnHiq. Tbnf must be one of the basic 
elements of the foreign policy of K'ree . 
India. Those Doc’''e+c have no l«'*al or 
mor'^l right to continue as senarate 
entities. Th^re mi’st be a frm  declara
tion of Dolicv from the Government, 
followed by nec^csprv so ♦h^l
thev may be I’nuidated within a given 
period. Bi’t here agoln whnt is the 
policy adonted? Tn this very report 
about foreign affairs that has been
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circulated to us it is stated in one por
tion that Portugal declined even to 
discuss the matter with ub some time 
ago. The Government of India senr 
n memorandum and Portugal declined 
even to discuss this matter with us. 
In another portion of the same report 
it is stated that India has entered into 
a special agreement with Portui?al for 
an abundant supply of sterling loan to 
Portuguese India. So, what is the 
policy? What necessity was there for 
the Indian Government to enter into a 
special agreement with the Portuguese 
Government so as to facilitate their 
trade or other activities when on the 
basic principle Portugal was not even 
prepared to discuss matters wih us?

We are told that our foreign policy 
has been a grand success. We are 
getting chits and certificates from 
others. Undoubtedly, on many occa
sions bold stands have been taken. 
But that is a'i a theoretical, abstract 
approach. How are we treated? How 
are Indians treated throughout the 
world wherever they are staying? The 
last speaker made some reference 
about the Indians living in Ceylon, 
South Afriga, etc. We read in the re
port that negotiations are still going 
on for the better treatment of Indians 
in Gibralter. There also, they are not 
receiving their due, which is their birth
right. Everywhere we are getting 
kicks. Indians living in all parts of 
the world are not receiving their fair 
share, they are not receiving a fair 
deal, and yet our foreign policy has 
tremendously succeeded; our reputa
tion has gone up and is going up. It 
h  going up to such an extent that 
wherever Indians are Mving, they are 
not treated honourably; they are not 
given their birth-right or other ad
vantages due to them. Why? What 
is the reason? Why is it that everyone 
‘ ij^looking at us suspiciously? We have 
talked about these blocs. I hold the 
view that India must remain indepen
dent. There is no question of our 
joining with any bloc. We are not in
terested in any bloc as such. It should 
not be suggested that we must give 
up all association with America and 
accept an invitation from the Soviet 
bloc to go there. Let us remain where 
we are. To that extent any efforts 
made by the Prime Minister will re
ceive support from all enlightened sec
tions of the peopLe of this country. But 
•that must be followed up by straight
forward, honourable action, fearless 
action whenever our self-respect is 
affected and when our rights are 
trampled under foot. My charge 
against the Prime Minister is that al
though he has talked big about various 
matters— ĥis enunciation of principles 
niay be sound—but when it comes to

the question of application of those 
principles to particular cases, especially 
where it concerns the rights of Indians, 
whether here or abroad, or of those 
people on whose sacrifice freedom has- 
been achieved (and people are adorning 
the Treasury Benches today through 
that tremendous sacrifice) wherever 
such cases have come, somehow he has 
shrunk and he has not been able to 

, carry out his policy into execution. 
And that is how the people of this 
country will judge him and his foreign 
policy.

The question is about our continu
ance in the British Commonwealth, i 
was in the Government when this deci
sion was taken nearly four years ago. 
I know the circumstances under which 
this very big decision haci been taken. 
But haS not the time come, I ask the 
Prime Minister, to review the who’e 
m atter and to see dispassionately how 
India has fared by remaining withi.n 
the Commonwealth? Draw up the 
balance-sheet. Has it helped us, or 
has it hindered us? In the delightful 
speech which Mrs. VfjayaLakshmi Pan
dit delivered this morning she men
tioned in one place how on many crucial 
occasions the entire Commonwealtli 
countries voted against India. You say 
that your policy has succeeded, vou 
say that your policy is applauded. But 
when occasions come when you stand 
up for what you consider to be right 
and just, you are alone, friendless. 
That is the success of your policy! 
You are alone, and the other countries 
do not come near you. So, what is 
the measure of judging the success of 
your policy? That is the question 
which has to be answered by the Prime 
Minister. It is no use getting chits 
and certificates from outsiders. There 
are various reasons why they are free
ly distributed. We must not take up 
this stand of the Grand Guru of the 
world. We cannot afford to take the 
stand of an adviser par excellence for 
the whole world. We know our limita
tions; we know where we stand. The 
reason why we say that we should come 
out of the Commonwealth at this stage 
is that it has not helped us at all. On 
every crucial occasion the Common
wealth countries have failed to stand 
by India where India’s stand has been 
right and just. It does not mean that 
we will become anti-British. Burma 
has come out of the Commonwealth. 
And Burma is still respected by Britain, 
America and the rest of them. If we 
remain outside the Commonwealth it 
means that we will be able to negotiate 
with every country. I am not afraid 
of receiving foreign ai<̂  from any coun
try. Why should my friends be nervous 
that America is offering us aid? It all 
depends on what conditions it is offered. 
If we suffer from an inferiority com
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plex, or if we want to sell our country 
to any foreign country, undoubtedly 
that will be reprehensible and India 
wiili not accept or tolerate such a posi
tion. But if foreign aid is offered un
conditionally and in order to develop 
our own national resources and build 
our own economy, especially to remedy 
the economic poverty that faces the 
people of India, \ye should not refuse 
it. But let us maintain our indepen
dent status and behave as such. That 
is the reason why I would suggest to 
the Prime Minister that the time has 
now come for him to consider this m at
ter dispassionately, and quietly—with
out much declaration—quietly come out 
of the Commonwealth, whether it is 
called British or un-British matters 
little. And we shall remain friendly 
to those countries which are our 
friends. That is the test which I put. 
One hon. friend said yesterday that 
our great policy is that we are friends 
of everybody. If you try to be friendly 
to everyone you will soon find your
selves in enormous trouble. The test 
is you will have to be friendly to 
those who are your friends, and you 
will have to measure your strength 
when occasion arises.
12 N oon

I will concludc by saying this that 
the test of the success of our foreign 
policy will depend how far we have 
been able to strengthen the national 
base within the country. We have no 
army worth the name. We have no 
defence industries worth the name. 
We have to depend in the ulftimate 
analysis on the great moral strength 
of the people of India. And so far es 
the foreign policy is concerned it should 
not be a closed book.' I do not know 
whether the Standing Committees will 
be selected or not. But there should be 
the closest contact between the Gov
ernment and all parties in Parliament 
in the discussion of the foreign policy 
of the country. We do not want that 
occasions should arise when the coun
try’s foreign poMcy should be discussed 
in an unfriendly way, which will 
strengthen the hands of our enemies 
abroad. Take us into your confidence. 
Appreciate the point of view that we 
may have. It is not our individual 
point of view but the point of view 
of a section of the people over whom 
you are ruling as their representative 
for the time being. Proceed on that 
basis and pay the greatest possible 
attention to our home requirements. 
Consolidate the home front, turn your 
attention to the grave economic prob
lems that face India today, and parti
cularly take in hand in the next year 
the solution of these problems which 
are affecting the daily lives and exist
ence of miUflons of Indians who today 
by an accidental chance have been

thrown out of the Indian soil. Take 
up their cause; forget for the time being 
the* rest of the world. And, do not 
talk so much. I do not know of any 
Foreign Minister in the world who 
makes so many speeches as our worthy 
Prime Minister does. If he kindly 
speaks a little less than what he docs 
on foreign matters, it will create less 
confusion and misunderstanding.

One last word about Tibet. None 
has spoken about Tibet. There was 
peaceiul penetration of Tibet by China. 
I have great admiration for the Chinese 
people; I have great admiration for 
the way in which China is being 
developed now. But here also our 
Prime Minister practically acquiesced 
in the slavery of Tibet. Tibet has sud
denly become a province of China. 
There has been slow penetration into 
Tibet, and the new maps which are 
prepared by China include even Bhutan 
as part of China. These are ominous 
signs which it wiM be for us to tackle. 
Look at the huge boundary, the im
pregnable boundary of India, the 
Himalayas. That has disappeared now, 
and today you have to guard your fron
tier across the Himalayas. These are 
new symptoms. Let us forget for the 
time being what is happening in the 
rest of the world. We will take in-, 
telligent interest when matters come 
up—Tunisia, Korea and other places— 
and undoubtedly we will make our 
contribution. But let us think of cur 
home first, shaping our foreign policy 
in such a way that our home front 
can be properly strengthened, and if 
a crisis comes we wili be able to rise 
to a man and stand up to it for defend- 
mg the national honour and integrity 
of our motherland.

Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: Since yes
terday we have been discussing what 
is called Foreign Policy, and many 
aspects of it have been mentioned. We 
have discussed the Foreign Service, 
the failings or the virtues of our diplo
matic personnel, the money we spend 
or the waste we indulge in or do not 
indulge in. We have also discussed 
other matters. I listened with respect 
and attention to the speeches that were 
being made and, if I may say so, ihe 
leveL of the debate since yesterday lias 
been high.

As I listened today, the background 
of this tormented world came before 
me; because after all, when we talk 
about foreign policy, we talk about the 
world or bits of the world, or we talk 
of this worid which for years has hung 
on the edge of a catastrophe. People 
talk of the success of our foreign policy. 
How they measure success and how 
they wish to achieve success in Ceylon 
or Groa, I would like to know. People 
have talked about the policy that our
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Government has pursued as not yield
ing succtss or cein^ driven into Ihis 
camp ur laat camp, and that problems 
remain unsoived, whether it is in 
Kashmir ur e.sewnere. Some hon. 
Members have cra.cised our poli.^y; 
hut 1 nave vs'aited tnese two days for 
one concrete suggestion, a posiiive sug
gestion 01 waai one can do, apart from 
what IS oemfi done.

Brave words! yes; forensic eloquence, 
yes; melouraina, but whai do .you 
want US lo d^: 1 asK hon. Members
to ponaer over this question. Th^re 
are many prooiems in the world today, 
wheiii^x .y^a t j  is-jrea, whether you 
gc Lo iian ui i:.gypi or Tunisia or 
America or Uermaxiy, almost anywhere 
you gu. laertj aie ia\>0icms, and every 
problem is an unsjived problem, be
cause ev'er> prooj.m is connected with 
tiie waoii- Wŝ riU sauation in all its 
rompiexiiy ana inis wnole world situa
tion may someiimes taKe a turn for the 
te lle r ana soindxines for the worse, 
I ul as a waoie, ii presents a very tragic 
aspect, fcio, do you expect the solution 
01 laese prooiems? ii I may say so 
witn ail respejt. it means a total lack 
ol compreneasion ol wnat the problem 
oi tile *s. success may come, bat
I do not c.bj*m succ îi-s. Our policy 
may nave itd lo lauure here and there. 
I t 4S not tnat. But 1 do wish this 
House to consider the issue not from 
the poini Ol vievv ol deuaie or of elo
quence out Irom the point of view of 
considering some ol the most tremen- 
G o u s  prooiems ol tne age; for it iS a 
tremendous responsioility for anyone, 
v.aetner it is an individual or a Gov
ernment or this Parliament to have to 
lace aad consider these proDlems tnJ 
in decide what we are to do about 
them. We cannot decide these pro!> 
lems. lh a t  is, shall I sny, sheer ar
rogance for any of us to think that 
even this great country of India is go
ing to decide the fate of the world. 
Of course, not. It may be, however, 
that we may make a difference, that 
wo may help towards a decision, that 
Wt* may make that final difference 
which may come between war u/id 
peace, and that will be a great service 
if we can do that to the world.

Therefore, I approach these problems 
i i  all humility. Hon. Members ha»/e 
talked about my whims and caprioos 
which lashion our lorcign policy. It 
is a small matter, how they refer lo 
me: but it is not a small matter when 
thev refer to the policy of this great 
nation as the whim and caprice of on 
irdividual. whoever he misrht be. It 
Is not a fitting thing for us to say and 
it is not a fnct. Our Dollcy, as I have 

re^atpd^v has grown cut of -jur 
past way of thinking and our declara

tions and I do say that we have stuck 
to those declarations and to those past 
ways of thinking. In so far as we can 
stick to them in the changed circum
stances, we have stuck to them and 
those hon. Members who thin^ other
wise are mistaken entirely and com
pletely. I cannot and nobody can ju-t^e 
himself. It is for otners to see, but 
so far as I can understand whatever we 
have stood for tnd whatever 1 per
sonally stood for in the reaim of inter
national all airs, I have stuck to them 
to the uttermost limit without the 
slightest wavering or deviation to ine 
right or left.

Personally, I am quite clear about 
that. Of course, i may be wrong; 
others may be betier judges. Wiiothcr 
it is r,cla:ion to the lype of partner
ship or about our remaining in the 
Commonwealth, I wish to sLick to every 
word I have uttered and inose ^ho 
make this charge do n.)t understand 
what they are talking about or what I 
said then or what 1 say now. It is 
amazing how some hon. Members 
opposite with aM their eloquence, with 
all their line qualities h:ve somehow 
lost all knowledge to understand the 
changed position. Ihey  are like li.e 
religious fundamentalists who will not 
see to the right or left but who will 
only go in one direction. The wor îd 
may change but their mental hao.ts 
end thoughts will not change. It i«*ss 
not matter to them whether it is morn
ing, noon or night. 1 heirs is not io 
reason why or say anything. They 
keep repeating the same slogan, the 
same ‘̂ everything, although the world 
may go on changing.

Take this business of peace. We all 
want peace, of course but untortun'jtely 
the great powers and the great blocs 
oJ nations today, they all talk peace 
and yet in some great countries peacc 
is considered a dangerous word. If 
you talk of peace one almost suspects 
your loyalty. In other countries neice 
is talked about so much in such tones 
that they dealen and they almost so-md 
like Nvar. After all peace is not 
PEACE; it is a quality; it is a way of 
approach it is a way of daing thini's; 
It is the obiec-tive which you want to 
reach. If in talking of peace, you ire 
preparing for war, then surely, there 
is something wron*? in the peace you 
talk about. Are you going to get pe:n e 
by meetings and by conferences? W e 
hove plenty of peace conferences now- 
a-days, Perhar^s some hon. Members 
may have seen an adverti.sement in 
England; “Join the British Navy and 
s'-Q the world.’* You might very well 
sav: “Join the peace movement and 
have free trios over the worVi’’. There 
ore conferences all the time and peoole 
are rushing backwards and forwards
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free of charge. I do not know who 
pays. All for the sake of peace they 
travel, suffer extreme discomforts and 
go to the uttermost ends of the earth. 
I do not understand this and I do not 
think it is dignified for people to rush 
about like this, Indians or anybody, at 
the cost of other people and other 
countries. But ih this the way you n e  
going to have peace? Are you going to 
have peace by merely shouting by the 
roadside and the market square “Peace, 
Peace”, and banging other peopJes’ 
heads and saying “a person who does 
this will be punished”?

Surely, let us function as a mature 
people and as a mature nation. We 
arc not children; we are not in a debat
ing society to match each other’s foren
sic skill, regardless of facts and regard
less of what the effect of our words is. 
It is very easy to talk of anti-imperial
ism and that kind of thing. Imperial
ism does exist today, but I do venture 
to say that Imperialism, as it exists 
today, is something surely and absolute
ly different from what it was and about 
which some of the hon. Members talk
ed. Let them understand what it is. 
Let them also understand that there 
are other Imperialisms growing. Take 
th<; British Imperialism. Does any man 
in this House think that British 
Imperialism is the same thing as it 
was in the past?

An Hon. Member: What about
Maliaya? .

Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: I know
about Malaya and I say British ;m- 
porialism flourishes  ̂ in Malaya, i i 
Africa and elsewhere bi't British 
Imperialism today is an exhausted 
thint». England is a country for which,
I hope, this House has respect for the 
way it has fought its problems since 
the war was over, and for the courage 
with whi^h it has fL?ced them. It cer
tainly and undoubtedly in many places 
does things with which this House or I 
do not agree. That is not the point. 
Let us see things in the historical per
spective. To talk about the British 
power as it was before the last war, 
as if it was the same today, is either 
complete misunderstanding and ignor
ance of what is happening or trying 
to delude others. It is not so. Today, 
there are other powers, great powers, 
for good or ill. I repeat that for 
England, since those war years, I have 
nurtured considerable respect, because 
I like brave people fighting against 
odds and the British people have fought 
against great odds. That does net 
mean that I agree with England in this 
or in that. That is not the point. But 
to talk about British Imperialism today 
in the same context as of old is to talk 
about something which does not exist.

I will go a step further and take 
other countries. There are still some 
imperia!« powers, colonial powers. Un
doubtedly, all these colonies should be 
put an end to, whether they are British 
or French or Dutch or Belsian or any 
other. I quite atjree. But the position 
today nevertheless remains that ail 
the.se colonjai powers have no strength 
i>ehind them. They have the strength 
of tradition; they have the strength 
of being helped by other people, and 
all manner of things. But, they have 
inherently no strength. Let us certain
ly by all means heip in putting an end 
to the remaining elements of colonial
ism in Asia, in Africa, wherever it is. 
Let us understand what the real con
flict is about today. Let us understand 
this marshalling of forces. Let us 
understand that if the conflict once 
takes place, then the whole world svill 
bf mightily changed, and whatever 
the change may be. th? chan'Te will 
not be for the rjood because of the utter
most destruction and the rest of it. 
Therefore, that does not f’o much gocd. 
Let us analyse each problem by itsel'f. 
It does not help in the sH'ihtest to re
peat the slogans of yesterday, thinking 
that they take the place of thought and 
action. It is a complicated, difTicult, 
tormented world today. All we can (13 
is to approach these nroblems with 
great humility, not with a certitude 
of success—I have none—and try ;.o 
help where we crn, try to be good, try 
to put in a good word and try to avoid 
evil at any rate, and try to go ahead 
faster where you have the chance to 
do so.

It Is al] v^ery well to talk bravely 
even about small matters It does not 
become people to be brave, to be 
mclodro’nwtic ar.d
House as if it was a meeting in the Ram 
Lila Grounds in De’b̂ . We are the 
Parliament of India talking about great 
problems; we should not put on me
lodramatic poses and forensic attitudes, 
repeating the slorrans of the market 
place here, A high re'-’̂ onsibility rests 
on us. So I beg this House to consider 
the foreign policy, not in torms of petty 
success, not in terms of f iiVjre: becaiise 
the success or failure of foreign policy 
today of every country is involved in 
the success or failure of th’s world of 
ours. No man can say whether this 
world will survive peacefully for the 
next few years or will not. No man can 
say what will happen if disaster comes 
to it. It just does not m atter what 
your policy or my policy is. When 
disaster comes, it comes to the wor?id.
It is true that even so, our policy should 
be, firstly to prevent that disaster, 
secondly to avoid it, and thirdly, even 
if it comes, to retain a position in which 
we are able to stop it even after it 
iias started. *
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I want to be perfectly frank with 

this Hcmse. I should like an ever- 
widening area in this world, an ever- 
widening area of countries in Asia 
which decide that they will not enter 
the war whatever happens. I should 
like the countries in Asia, and other 
countries also,-*—I speak about owr 
neighbours—I should Like the countries 
in Asia to make it clear to those war
ring factions, those great countries who 
nrc so much exercised by passion 
against each other, that they will re- 
jnain cool and, whatever happens, they 
will not enter the arena of warfare 
and that they will try at least to res
trict the war to other regions and save 
their regions and try to save the rest, 
r  should like also, in so far as we can. 
to declare ourselves and get other 
countries to declare against the use of 
these horrible modern weapons. You 
have heard of the atomic bomb and the 
hydrogen bomb which has not exactly 
•comc into existence but which is said 
to be far worse. Hon. Members talked 
about bacteriological warfare and have 
expected Government, if I may say 
so, to function as if it was an organisa* 
lion which rushes in and expresses its 
opinions like hon. Members do, with
out taking the trouble to find out exact
ly what to say, when to say it, and 
what weight to attach to anything. 
Governments do not function in that 
way. Governments weigh their words; 
Governments weigh the evidence. Gov
ernments do not go about condemning 
people or nations until they are abso
lutely convinced. Even when Govern
ments feel that there is adequate evi
dence, they cannot r!o so till the proper 
moment romes or till they are quite 
sntisfled about it. We should un
doubtedly, and I think nations should 
rai.se their voice against any applica
tion of germ or bacteriological warfare 
in any country. Take something which 
has been used in the recent past; some 
kind of grenade or something like that, 
the Napalam bomb, a horrible thing. 
All these things are there.

But how are you going to put a stop 
to this drift towards catastrophe and 
disaster? . It is not an easy matter. 
When the world is worked up by 
passion and prejudice, one thing I am 
dead certain is that you do not put an 
end to it by yourself joining that 
crowd of paLXjionate and excited people 
shouting at the top of their voice. That 
does not help. It merely increases the 
din and increases the passion. It does 
not matter if the word you shout is 
peace. Even then, it increases the din 
and shouting. You have to be a little 

•quiet and go about speaking to smaller 
voices so that it could be heard by 
more people. You have to try some

how to make the people less excited. 
You may be convinced that you are 
right. But, if it is your object, not 
merely to show off that you are right 
and that you are very strong about 
being right, but to gain results in the 
world, to calm dowit others, lo prevent 
them from fighting, you have to set  ̂
about winning them over. You have 
to see about winning them over even 
though they are in the wrong, not by 
going and telling them that they are 
bad, very bad and that they should be 
punished and crushed. That is not • 
the way of calming them and winning 
anybody over. I do not mean to say 
that we should not condemn the' wrong. 
We shouW. But, I have not been 
taught that it is civiliized behaviour 
among individuals, much less among 
nations, to go about condemning people.
It is far better to talk about our own 
weaknesses than point out others’ 
weaknesses and others’ failings.

So. I submit that this is my approach 
to foreign policy. You may call it 
neutral or you may call it whatever 
you like. I do not see where neutrality 
comes in in this picture at all. It is 
not neutrality. The word neutrality 
is completely wrong except in times 
of war. There is no neutrality except 
when there is a war. If you think there 
i.‘̂ a war on today, we are neutral. If 
you think there is a cold war today, 
certainly we are neutral. We are not 
going to indulge in cold w^ir which, if 
I may say so, is in some ways worse 
than shooting war. A shooting war is 
infinitely disastrous; but this is worse 
in the sense that it is more degraded.
Ii lowers the standards all the time. 
We do not propose to join that war.
It does not matter who is right and 
who is wrong. We will not join in this 
exhibition of mutual abuse.

Now, there are so many subjects 
which have been referred to in the 
course of this debate. I do not wish 
to get, if r  may say so, rather lost in 
this maze of subjects, but there are 
one or two major aspects which I 
should like to put to this House. There 
has been repeated reference to our 
inclining more and more towards what 
is called the Anglo-American bloc. 
Now, it is perfectly true that our eco
nomic and some other bonds have been 
in the last few years far more with  ̂
the United Kingdom, with the United 
States of America and other countries 
of the West That is something that 
we have inherited, and unless we put 
an end to this and develop some other 
bonds, somewhere else, we have to con
tinue them. Obviously we had to con
tinue them. We could not live in isola
tion. We wanted certain things. We 
could not get them from elsewhere. So, 
in normal practice, any country would
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continue those. We had to continue 
them; we propose to continue them. 1 
see no reason at all except the passion 
and prejudice of somebody who does 
not Jike it. 1 see no reason at all why 
we should break any bond which is 
of advantage to us.

Now, it is tru t that where a country 
begins to depend upon another country, 
there is always a danger and risk, 
Dependence is always bad, whatever 
form that dependence might take, and 
one siiould be guarded about it. And 
yet a country, placed as India is today, 
and many other countries, inevitably 
depends on other countries for certain 
essential things. We are not indus
trialised enough. We do not produce 
important things. We talk about our 
Army, Navy and Air Force, and yet 
wo have to depend upon other countries 
for the major things that an Army or 
an Air Forcc or a Navy requires. We 
are dependent. Hon. iVIembers talk 
about a big army. It does not matter 
in tho least how big an army you have, 
if you do not have the equipment for 
the Army. It does not matter, in the 
ultimate analytis, how many people you 
train up unless you have got the entire 
background for that army in the 
country. Well, we try to build that 
up as far as we can. Till we build it 
up, what are we to do? We have got 
to get the essential things from abroad 
from one country or other, from every
where. It is not good to rely on any 
one country; and to begin with, we 
have got to do things which are neces- 
.sary to build up basic industries in this 
oountry. Now, we have tried to get 
them from certain , countries because 
it was easier to get them from there, 
been use of our economic contacts there, 
because our trade and commerce are 
in those channels. It is al!i very well 
to suggest other channels. It is very 
diiricult for us to buiid new channels 
overni^;ht. We are perfectly prepared 
to have new channels with other 
countries; we are perfectly prepared 
to deal with the Soviet Union or other 
countries which can supply us with the • 
particular goods we need and supply 
them with our goods. But the fact re
mains that it is simpler for us, easier 
for us, to get things from America or 
England or France or other countries at 
the moment.

Take our defence services. We have 
inherited them. They have been built 
up after a certain modelt Now, we 
may change that model later on or not. 
It is a good model so far as it goes, 
I.C., our defence services are efficient, 
pur army is a good one. Inevitably 
It has been built up in the British way, 
because the British started it and built 
It up for a large number of years. 
Now, do you expect us to break it up

and start building up afresh? I can 
understand the argument that the army 
should be made more and more 
popular. That I can understand. Let 
us consider it by all means, let us 
i^xplore it. But, you want us to break 
up this magnificent fighting unit that 
we have got today built up on a certain 
model just to .<jhow off our dissatisfac
tion with the fact that the British built 
it up or that it rather approximates to 
the British model of an Army. That 
wouM be childish. We have to keep 
it going as it is. And because we have 
got to keep it going—-we can gradually 
change it or make it after our own 
way, whatever it is,—we hav.e to get 
the equipment for it. Inevitably it is 
easier for us to get the equipment from 
certain sources which can supply that 
equipment than it is to get entirely 
new types of equipment, entirely new 
types of arms which do not fit in even 
with the arms we are producing in this 
country. That will create all kinds of 
difTiculties.

Some hon. Member said: Why do 
you get British advisers? Why not get a 
German or Japanese or somebody else? 
Well, certainly; but things are not done 
in tlxat way. It is not a question of 
getting odd people to come and advise 
us in an odd manner. Here is a 
machine working in a particular way, 
and YOU have to work it apart from 
everything else. You cannot mix up 
people or advisers thinking on different 
lines, different equipment, different 
types of munitions, coming here and 
quarrelling with each other while they 
advise u.'t. We must follow a single 
system till we change it.

The House will remember that we 
attained independence in a co-operative 
way, ultimately in a friendly way, with 
the British power, and I think history 
will rerord that to our credit, and to 
England’s credit—I am not ashamed 
to say to England’s credit also. Hav
ing done that we went step by stop. 
The House will remember that for the 
first two j^ears while we were formu
lating our Constitution, we were a 
Dominion. But from the very first da.y 
our Constituent Assembly met, we de
clared that our objective was a Re
public. That was in December 1946. 
And as soon as our Constitution was 
completed and given effect to, we be
came the Republic of India. Later, the 
question arose about our being in the 
Commonwealth or not. Now, is it not 
a very different thing for the Republic 
of India which has nothing to do with 
England constitutionally, legally or in 
any other way except such normal 
bonds as two countries may have in 
the economic sphere or in the cultural 
sphere, whatever it may be, 
to decide to remain associated
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with England or with a group 
of countries without the least inhibi
tion, without the least binding factor 
in it? I should like hon. Members to 
point out to me—the hon. Member Dr. 
Mookerjee who was himself in the 
Cabinet when these questions were con
sidered said that the time had come 
for us to do this or that or to leave the 
Commonwealth—In what way, at any * 
time, at any moment, during the last 
three or four years, the fact of our 
being associated with the Common
wealth has allected our policy, has 
varied it this way or that in the slight
est degree, I should like to know that.
I say, therefore, it becomes purely a 
question, if I may say so, of acting in 
a sentimental hull'. I must say nations 
do not act either on sentiment or in a 
huff. They act with dignity and stren
gth, and considering what is the right 
course, they adopt it and go by it. Now, 
it is open to our country as it is to any 
other to be associated in an alliance 
with any other country We have 
avoided alliances which entangle us.
Dr. Lanka Sundaram referred to a 
number of Treaties of Friendship which 
we have entered into and pointed out 
some minor diflerences in phraseology.
1 hope hon. Members will excuse me 
if I do not fjo into these rather trivial 
points, because they have no impor
tance whatsoever. So far as we are 
concerned, we are prepared to enter 
into a treaty of friendship for ever with 
every country in the world. It is open 
to us to enter into any alliance with 
any country. In an alliance, invari
ably you give something and you take 
something. Earh country binds itselif 
down to a certain extent If you put 
it this way, it gives up the freedom of 
action to the extent to which it is com
mitted by an alliance or an agreement. 
That is not coming in the way of the 
independence of that country.

Our association with the Common
wealth is rather remarkable. It does 
not bind ourselves down in the slight- -
est degreo in any way whatever, and J
It has not ‘i.od that effect during these 
last two or three years either. It has 
given us certain advantages, and it has 
not meant any disadvantages in the 
slightest degree. I should like hon. 
Members to point out to me now or 
later how and in what way it has been 
disadvantageous, except in the way 
that they just do not like the look of 
it. I cannot help their likes and dis
likes. We are concerned with the ad  ̂
vantages to our country. And if I 
am told “See what is happening in 
Ceylon or in South Africa, they are in 
the Commonwealth and yet you put up 
with this kind of thing,” then I ven
ture to say that that is the very reason 
I remain there. May I explain it? I

do not want this Commonwealth to be 
an interfering Commonwealth. I shall 
say what the Commonwealth means to 
me. It means an occasional meeting 
together once a year or twice a year. 
It means occasional consultation and 
reference to each other. It means cer
tain advantages which I get by being 
able to influence lar:^er poMcies, apart 
from the normal method of doing so. 
Otherwise it does not come in my way 
at all.

Now, if I admitted the right of the 
Commonwealth to interfere with any 
country in the Commonwealth, then I 
cease to be in the Commonwealth at 
all, I am not prepared for their Saying 
anything to me, I am not prepared to 
accept' anythin?’ from them at all. It 
is very important and clear that the 
Commonwealth, or whatever it is, is 
some kind of an unsubstantiril thing, 
unknown in any other constitution. 
But what we hove to consider is: in
the balance, is it advantageous for us 
or disadvantareoi’s? I am perfectly 
clear in my mind that in no sense at 
all does it come in our w a v . in any 
policy, political, economic, peace or war. 
If any hon. Member s'^ems to think that 
we have got some kind of common war 
or defence policies, aMow me to assure 
them that they are completely mis- 
tf»kea. We have never discussed de
fence policies in the Commonwealth, 
either jointly or separately.

Shri Namh?nr ('Mayuram): But why 
did you allow Commancler-in-Chief 
to go to London?

Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: Our Coni- 
mander-in-Chief coes to London to take 
part sometimes in what are called 
'military exercises’. Perhaps the hon. 
Member does not understand these 
things.

Shri Nambiar: I am prepared to be 
understood.

Shri Jawaharlal Nehru; I shall 
again repeat that our system, our 
army’s model is inevitably after the 
British system. It helps us as we want 
things from England We have got a 
very big military stores department in 
London. We have to keep it up be
cause the same type of things have to 
rome to us; we have sometimes to gel 
them through the good offices of the 
British War Office. Our Commander- 
in-Chief goes there in order to consider 
these matters. Our commanders do 
not discuss pelicies, ministers discuss 
policies. But the real thing is, if 1 
may draw the attention of the House 
to this, in many matters we have in
herited certain ways from the British 
period and we ran decide either to 
reject them or accept them. We havie
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given up many; we have decided to 
keep many till we change them as we 
want to change them.

Now one of the thing's we have in
herited, to the use of which hon. Mem
bers opposite have not objected to, and 
it is a sign, if I may say so, of mental 
subservience about which we are re
peatedly told, is the English language.
I have not hearcf any word of protest 
from the Opposition benches to the use 
of the English language. I have not 
heard being told that we are subser
vient to the Anglo-American bloc be
cause we are using their language 1̂1 
the time here. I have no doubt at all 
that English language is the greatest 
thing which ties us to the Anglo- 
American bloc. The English language 
Inevitably brings nearer to us their 
thoughts, their activities, their books, 
newspapers, cultural standards; while 
the rest of the world with which we are 
not acquainted linguistically is cut off 
from us. It is a sad thing. I should 
like our country, apart from develop
ing our own language, of course, to 
know other languages of the world, so 
that we may develop and come into 
contact with them. And here it is a 
strange fact that some hon. Members 
opposite obiect to every thing, to even 
those things that are advantageous to 
us, because they happen to emanate 
from America or England or some 
country in the West, but they swallow 
wholesale the English language which 
Is the real and ultimate bond which 
has tied us to them mentally and other
wise. I have n.o obiection to the use 
of the English language, of course. I 
do not mean anything against it. But 
my argument was that we have inheri
ted certain things, and it is not a good 
thing to break a good thing, to upsef 
something that is good. We change 
it because we have decided, for in
stance, to change it gradually in our 
country during the next few years and 
to use our own languag<^ ultimately 
and fully. I hope Enf^llsh wiU 
remain even after that, not as a 
language we use in our official way, 
but because it is a great Innguage. I 
hope other world langua^res wiM come 
in too here. That is all right. But this 
general approach of suspecting every
thing that comes from England or 
America is not helpful at all. I submit 
that it will be found that whatever step 
we have taken in foreign policy and 
many other subiects may have been 
wrong in a small way. but whatever 
.*»tep we have taken has always been 
mensured by this rod, whether it helps 
India’s interests and whether it helps 
the course of world’s peace.

We have often expressed ourselves 
in a way that displeased the great 
nations and filled them with anper, 
but we have preferred that to going 
70 P.S. D. '

any other way. Hon. Members are 
acquainted with recent history, how 
great nations have changed their allegi
ance rather suddenly; how they have 
had alliances and how enemies have 
come together and become allies and 
then enemies again. Even in the course 
of the last great war, the Soviet Union 
was allied to Nazi Germany; a little 
later it was attached by Nazi Germany 
and it fought with enormous endur
ance and courage against Hitler'a 
armies. Now, I am not condemning 
any country; I am merely pointing out 
that at that time the rulers of the 
Soviet Union thought it right and desir
able to have a close alliance with a 
country which previously they had 
condemned and which they were to 
fight a little later and fight to the death 
also. Now, I have not heard all the 
predecessors of the hon. Members op
posite in their organisation ever criticis
ing that as they might well have done.

Pandit Balkrlshna Sharma: That
was the Fatherland. How could they?

Shri Jawahartal Nehrn: There is
one difficulty that I have to face and 
that is that I am liable to error. Very 
much so. All I can do is to try to 
avoid it. I think any of us Is liable 
to error. Whein I am approached 
from the point of view of Infallibility 
of an organisation, an idea, a country, 
then I rebel against that. I think 
any such idea may yield results for 
the time being, but ultimately It Is 
fatal to the growth of a nation; tt 
curbs the spirit and the mind and
stunts the community. So iudge the
present day difficulties of the world 
not from the point of view of Inevit
ably some country being right or
wrong. Judge of each point .«jenarate- 
Iv: and secondly, do not indulge In 
vilification of any country. It does 
not helD. Let us certainly point out, 
when the situation demands our point
ing out, that a nolicv is wrong or 
something else should be done; but
merely to go about slanging other 
countries does not create the atmos
phere for the peace that we desire.

So I submit that so far as our policy 
Is concerned, in snite of the fact that 
we deal l?»rgelv with th^ United King
dom or the USA—we buy our things 
from them and we have accented heln 
from them—we have not swerved at 
all ft-om our poMcv of not aligning 
with any group. And, if T may sav 
so. it is because we stuck to that 
nolicy and in doing so. were denied 
M n  and ^fill wo stuck to that noliry. 
that Pj*onle realised and countrlAs 
reali.«red that we could not be bought 
by monev or mnde to chancre our 
policy. Tt wac thpn—nof becai^e we 
went beitgincr for H. have not done 
so nt any tim e -th a t heJn came fo us 
and we gladly accepted ft; and we
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shall accept it aid the time provided 
there are no strings, provided our 
policy is perfectly clear and above 
board and is not affected by it. I 
realise—I frankly admit—that there 
are always certain risks involved; not 
risks on paper but risks in the sense 
tha t certain obligations might be felt 
which might affect our policy without 
our knowing it. These risks are there. 
All I can say is that we should be 
wide awake and try to avoid our com
mitting any mistake because of these 
risks. If the Government at all makes 
a mistake, this House, I am sure, will 
pull it up.

We have no big armies and we are 
no great power. The next generation 
will no doubt, I hope, be stronger than 
us, but even in the present generation 
which I represent, we may make many 
mistakes. But we have not known to 
bow down to threats. We have spent 
our lives in resistance. A word from 
us would Jiave brought us many of 
the good things of life. We refused to 
give that; we preferred not to give it, 
not we, a few individuals, but millions 
In this country. So if, any country 
imagines that we are going to change 
our policies and sell ourselves for a 
mess of pottage from any other coun
try, it is, I submit, completely mis
taken. I am quite sure in my mind 
that if at any time any help from 
abroad depends upon the slightest 
variation of our policy, we shall give 
up that heln, the whole of it, and pre
fer starvation and ever3rthlng to it. 
So it is in this way that we accept 
helD and, I think, the world knows It 
well enough.

Now there Is one other aspect to 
which I should like to refer to. Dr. 
Lanka Sundaram asked whether a 
Standing Committee of the Ministry of 
External Affairs was going to be con
stituted. Well, Standing Committees 
were constituted in the old British days 
in a peculiar way for a special pur
pose. As they were constituted, they 
serve no usefuL purpose now. I do . 
not know if it will be appointed—that 
1*? a matter for the House to decide— 
but I should like to asstjre this House 
and specially the Opposition that as 
Minister for Foreign Affairs I should 
gladly welcome frequent consultations 
with them and talks with them about 
any m atter apoertaining to foreign 
affairs. We can think about it and 
evolve some method, not onlv discuss 
tv»p general international position, but 
discuss specific problems as they arise.

Now in the \irger world today we 
>ipve aF‘!oHated ourselves with the 
TTnit^ Nations. Our association with 
the United Nations does not take away

from our Independence. But to a cer
tain extent it does, if I may say so, 
as it does of every member country, 
because once you limit your field of 
action by joining an organisation like 
that, to that extent your independence 
is limited ju s t'a s  other alliances limit 
it. It is just a mutual limitation. It
l3 a far greater limiiation than our 
being vaguely associated with the Com- 

 ̂monwealth of Nations—with England 
' and others. There is nothing in that 

at alk In fact, it is almost an airy 
association because it is not written 
down on paper or Constitution or any
where; so long as we wish to be there, 
we are there.

To come back to the United Nations, 
we associated ourselves with the 
United Nations because we felt that 
some such world organisation was es
sential. The League of Nations had 
failed. Here was another attempt 
under wider and perhaps better aus
pices and WG joined it. And, I think 
that the Charter of the United Nations 
is still a very fine and noble document. 
An hon. Member used the words “go 
and scrap the Charter”. I do not 
understand that. I think the Charter is 
a very fine thing. But it is true and 
I feel it more and more that the 
Charter is not being lived upto; that 
the United Nations somehow swerved 
away from the basic provisions of 
that Charter in theory as weli as In 
practice. And I think that is a very 
serioTis matter for us and for other 
countries to consider.

There was the Atlantic Pact of cer
tain Western Atlantic countries. It is 
not my concern as to what certain 
countries do for their defence. We 
cannot as a Government come into the 
picture or object to anything that 
they do. But there is one aspect of 
that Atlantic Pact which has been 
coming into evidence more and more. 
Whether it is the formal aspect of it 
or just an informal one. I do not 
know. But it began—this community 
of Atlantic nations—as a defence 
a Gainst aggression. Well, no one can 
object to that. It has extended itself 
apparently as a defence of the colonial 
nosses.sions of those nations and that 
is a very serious matter so far as we 
are concerned. It means various coun
tries giving assurances, whether for- 
m l  or informal, for the protection and 
maintenance of colonial rule wherever 
it exists. Now, to colnnial rule wher
ever it might existi we are, as you 
know, unalterably opposed.

So I wish to point that out to hon. 
Members of this House that we have 
taken a serious view of this as we 
took a very .serious view of the denial 
of a dis^'ussion in the Security Council 
on the Tunisian question. Apart from
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the merits of the Tunisian question, it 
lo an amazing thing that nearly every 
country of Asia and many countries 
of Africa are wanting a discussion— 
a consideration—of the Tunisian issue, 
apart from the determination of it, 
and this is being- denied and denied by 
two countries Noting against it. Now, 
that is a very extraordinary state of 
allairs. If the whole of Asia and Africa 
combined cannot get a subject discus
sed in the ^security Council because 
two or three great Powers object to it, 
well then, a time may well come when 
those countries of Asia and Africa 
might feel that they are happier in 
their own countries and not m the 
United Nations. That would be a 
tragic decision; because I do feel that 
in spite of the^e faults, the United 
Nations serve an essential purpose and 
if we did not have it today, undoubted
ly countries will have to come to
gether to build up something like it 
again. 1 do not want that to happen. 
1 do attach the greatest importance to 
the United Nations, but 1 repeat the 
way ihe United Nations have swerved 
from its original moorings and be
come gradually a protector of colonial
ism in this indirect way is a dangerous 
deviation and also how slowly instead 
of being a great organisation for peace, 
some 01 the memuers have begun to 
think of it more and more as an 
organisation for waging war. Now 
that was not the cunceptioA behind the 
United Nations and though .the old 
Charter remains, somehow facts begin 
to belie it more and more. We have 
ventured to point this out to the mem
ber countries of the United Nations 
and 1 think that our words have creat
ed some elfect in their minds. I men
tion this Lo this House because inevit
ably the action we take from time to 
time, whetiier in regard to a particular 
issue, whatever it may be and whatever 
country might be involved, or whether 
it is the larger issue of worid peace, 
is not shouted from the market place. 
We are a responsible Government deal
ing with other Governments and if 
we shout in public, the whole effect 
of our approach goes. That is not the 
way modern diplomacy is carried on. 
Because we do not shout, the hon. 
Members opposite might perhaps think 
that we remain supine; apparently 
their idea of diplomacy is the holding 
of public meetings and the passing of 
big resolutions—big banners and big 
nags of a particular type.

Yes, I mentioned just now a flag 
and my mind goes back to the incident 
that took place a few days ago. Hon. 
Members have referred to the putting 
up of the Union Jack some days ago 
over this Parliament building. Some 
two or three years ago the matter 
came before us m d  we decided that as

a matter of courtesy, on a certain ia y  
in the year, we would aliow the Union 
Jack to be put up on one of our essen
tial buildings like the Secretariat. It 
was no request to us from anybody 
else. It was a matter of courtesy. We 
gave instructions. There was no ques
tion at that time of putting up the 
flag on the Parliament House as the 
Parliament was not sitting and I must 
confess that when I saw the flag on 
the Parliament House, I was myself 
a little surprised because I had expect
ed it to be on the Secretariat building 
and not on Par.'dament House. But the 
instructions given two years ago were 
not properly understood by the person 
in charge and the flag was put up on 
the Parliament House. I do feel that 
while it is perfectly right for us to 
show courtesy and to put up the Union 
Jack, I do believe that over Parliament

• House no flag but the Indian flag should 
be put up (Hear, hear) and instructions 
have been issued to that effect.

May I also say one word about the 
situation in Korea? I am not at the 
moment referring to the truce negotia
tions which have gone on for such a 
long time, although they are exceed
ingly important and one might say 
that the future of not only the Far 
East but of the world depends on what 
turn those negotiations take; and it 
seems an amazing tragedy that we 
should get stuck up there month after 
month and year after year. So far 
at: we are concerned we have not been 
completely out of the picture in the 
sense that we have tried to keep in 
touch with the major parties concern
ed. We had special opportunities of 
doing so and we had played some part 
in this in the hope that perhaps some 
way of bringing about peace might be 
found. But I should like to say that 
I have been deep îy concerned at cer
tain internal developments in South 
Korea. We have nothing to do with 
South Korea. We have never recog
nised the Government of South Korea. 
So it is not our concern. Nevertheless, 
indirectly, because we are members of 
the United Nations and the United 
Nations is functioning in South Korea, 
it is a matter of concern to us what 
happens there. And the recent de
velopments connected with the activi
ties of President Syngman Rhee are 
not only very remarkable, but, I think, 
should make the United Nations and 
every country connected with it think 
of the undesirability of any associa
tion with a person like President Rhee 
who functions in that way. Any sup
port of the regime of President Rhee 
means the support of the very things 
which the United Nations is supposed 
to stand against.

Shri Nambiar: Withdraw tbe me<U« 
cal xnissioa,
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Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: The Medi
cal mission has not gone to President 
Rhee.

I am sorry that I cannot deal with 
the large number of matters referred 
to, but I hope, either in this House 
or elsewhere, to deai with the other 
matters which hon. Members have 
mentioned here. I am grateful for the 
ihdulgence of the House.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Order, order. 
The House is not rising immediately. 
There are these cut motions. Hon. 
Members ought not to rise when I am
00 my legs. I am really surprised that 
lA Ipite of my repeated warnings and 
Wd warnings of the hon. the Speaker, 
hon. Members do not observe this de
corum. What is the great hurry? The 
business of the House is not over im
mediately. It is not as if scorpions

were menacing them. tlon. Members 
must remain here. When they take 
interest in such important and serious 
matters as these, they must have the 
patience to remain in the House.

Dr. Lanka Sundaram: Some hon.
Members went away Jjecause they ap
parently do not want to vote.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker:
show greater courage.

Let them

Now, I shall put Cut Motion No. 420 
by Shri Tridib Kumar Chaudhuri to 
the House. The question \is :

“That the demand under the 
head ‘External Att'airs’ be reduced 
by Rs. 100.” .
The House 

Noes, 296.
divided: Ayes, .72;

Division No. 4]

Achalu, Shri 
JLJit Singh. Bhrl 
B ahadur Slosh, Shri 

B anerjee , Shri 
Basti, Shri K . K . 
B ooraraghasam y, Shri 
Buohhllcotaiah. Shri 
C halcravartty, Shrim atl B en a  
C hatterjee , Shri K . C. 
G hatterjea , Shri Tushar 
O hattopadhyaya, Shri 
C haudhuri, Shri T. K . 
Ohowdary, Slirl 0 . E . 
Chow dhury, Shrt N. B. 
D am odaran, Shri N. P .
D as, Shri B. 0 .
B as, Shri Saraogadhar 
D eo, Bhrl B . N.
Beshpando, Shri V. G. 
Doraawam y, Shri 
O am M alludora. Shri 

O irdhari f itu i,  Shri 
OurttpadaBWamy, Bhrl 
H n k am  Singh, Shri

AbduB S a tta r , Shri 
Aohal Blngh, Both 
A chlnt R am , Lala 
Aohuthan, Shri 
Agarwal, Prof. 
Agarawal, Shri H.L. 
Agrawal, Shri M.L. 
A jlt Sbighli, Oonend 
A karpurl, Bardat 
A lag eu n , Shri 
AU«kar, Shri

AYES [1-9 p.m.
Jayaram an , Shri B am narayan Slnfzh, Babu
K achiroyar, Bhrl Kand<iman Singh, Sliri
K andasam y, Shri Bao, Shri Gopala
K ripalan i, Shrim atl Suohcta Bao, Shri K. S.
M ahata, Shri B. Bao, Shri P. Subba
M ajhl, Sliri Chaiten -Bao, Shri Vlttul
M angalagiri. Shri B eddl, Sliri Madliao
Menon, Shri D am odara B eddi, Shri Ram aohatidra
MiBhra, P an d it S. C. ^Boddy, Slirl Eswara
Miaalr, Sliri V. Blahang Kolshing, Shri
M ookerjec, Dr. B. P . Baiia, Shri Meghnad
Mukerjco, Shri H . N. Shakuntaia, Shrim atl
More, Shri S. 8. Sliarraa, Slirl Nand Lai
M uniswamy, Shri Shastrl, Shri U. D.
M urthy, Shri B. B. Singh, Shri R. N.
M ushar, Biirl Subrahm anyum , Sliri K.
N aldu, Shri N. B. Suudaram , Dr. Luiika
N am biar. Shri Swamy, Shri N. tt.
N arasim ham , Shri S. Y. L. ,T,rlvedJ, Shri U. M.
N athani, Shri H . B. Vallatliaraa, Sliri
Pandey, Dr. X atabar VooraswamI, Shri

PaQQOJio, Shri Veiayudhftn, Sliri
Verm a, Shri Bum ji

B aghavaiah , Shri W agiimaro, Sliri

NOES

Alva, Bhrl Joachim  
A m rlt K aur, Rajlcumari 
Astim na, Shri 
Bodan Singh, Ch. 
Balicrishnan, Bhrl 
Bahnllcl. Bhrl 
B anial, Bhrl 
B arm an, Bhrl 
B anipai, Shri 
B atappa, Shri 
B hagat. Shri B. B . 
B h ak U  ]>anban. Shri

B handarl, Shri 
Uliartlyft, Shri S. B .
B hargava, P and it M. B. 
B hargava, P aud lt Tlialcur Das 
Bhutitar, Shri 
B h a tt, Shri C. S.
DhttWttUi Singh, Slul 
Bhaw anji, Shri 
Bhcoklia JJhai, Shri 
B idari, Shri 
Birbal Singh, Sliri
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Borooah, Shrl 
Brujeshwar Prusatl, Shrl 
Brohmo-Choudh m rv -S h rl 
Buragohalu, Shri 
Chacko, Shrl P . T.
Chanda, Shri Anil K. 
Chandak, Shri .
Chxndrasekhar, Mirim 
Charak, Shrl
Chattorjoe, Dr. Siif<iiranjan 
Chaturvodi. Shrl 
Chaudhary, Shri G. L. 
Chaudhury, Shrl K. 
Chavda, Shrl 
^ h e ttla r , Shrl T. S. A. 
Cinarla, Shrl 
cabh l. Shrl
D am odaran, Shri G. U. 
Dob, Dr. M. M.
Das, Shrl B.
Das, Shrl Bell Ram 
l>aa, Shrl K. K.
Daa, Shrl Bam  Dhaiii 
Das, Shrl EaniHniiuaii 
Das, Shrl S. N,
Das, Shrl N. T.
Deb, Shrl S. 0 .
Doeal, Shrl K . N. 
Doshtnukh, Shri C. D. 
Deshm ukh, Shrl K. G. 
Deshpande, Shrl 0 . II 
Dholakla, Shrl 
Dhulekar, Shrl 
Dhusiya, Sliri  ̂
Digam bar Slnph, shrl 
Dubo, Shrl Multiliand 
D ube, Shrl U. S.
D u tta , Shrl 8. K.
Dwlvodl, Shri D. P. 
Dwlvedl, Shrl M. L. 
Kbanozor, Dr. 
Elayaporum al, Siiri 
Fotodar, P andit 
Oadgil, Shrl 
GaodhI, Shri For »xo 
Gandhi, Sliri M. M.
Gandhi, Shrl V. h.
Ganga Dovl, Shrii i . ti 
G anpatl Baiu , Siiri 
Gttutam, Shrl 0 . D.
Ghulam Qader. Hi.ri 
Girl, Shrl V. V.
Go^ain, Shri 
Gounder, Shri K. S,
Govlnd Das, Seth 
Guha, Shrl A. C.
Gupta, Shrl Bad/<li ih 
H arl Mohan, Dr.
H azarlka, Shrl J.N .
Hcda, Shrl 
Horn R aj, Shri 
Hcm brom , Shri 
Dtrahhn, Bhrl

Islam uddin, Shrl H . 
lyyan l, Slirl K. 
lyyunni, Shri C. E . 
Jag jivan  Ram , Shrl 
Jah i, Slirl A. P.
Ja in , Shrl N. S.
Jajw are, Shri 
Jaugde, Shri 
Jasan l, Shrl 
J a ta v v lr ,  Shrl 
Jayashrl, Shrlm atl 
Jena. Shrl K . 0.
Jena, Shri Nlranjan 
Je th an , Shrl 
•^ha, Shri Bhagw at 
Jhunjhunw ala, Shrl 
JoHhl. Shrl Je tha lal 
JoHlU, Shri Lliadhar 
Joshl, Shrl M. D.
Joahi, Shrl N. L.
Joshl. Shrlm atl S u h b a d n  
Jw ala Frashad, Shrl 
Kajrolkar, Shrl 
E akkan , Shrl 
K ale, Shrlm atl A.
£a m b le , Shri 
Kanungo, Shrl 
EasUwal, Shri 
K atham , Shrl 
K atju , Dr.
Keshavalcngar, Shrl 
Keskar, Dr.
Khedicar, Slirl G. B. 
K huda Baksh, Shrl M. 
K lrolikar, Shrl 
K rishna .Chandra, Shrl 
K rishnam acharl, Shrl T. T. 
K rlshnappa, Sliri M. V. 
K ureel, Shrl B. N.
Lallanjl, Shrl 
Lakshm ayya, Shrl 
Laskar, Prof.
Lotan Ram , Shrl 
M adiah Gowda, Shrl 
M ahodaya, Shri 
M ahtab, Shri 
M altra, P and it L. E . 
HaJlU. Shrl R . C.
M ajlthia, Sardar 
Malliah, Shri U. S.
Malvla, Shri B. N.
Malviya, P and it 0 . N. 
M andal, Dr. P.
M asuriya Din, Shri 
M athew, Prof.
M atthen, Shri 
Maydeo, Shrlm atl 
M ehta, Shri Balw ant Sinlui 
M ohta, Shrl B. G.
Mishra, Shri B ibhutl 
Mlnhra, Shri L. N.
Mishra, Shri Lokenath 
Mishra, Shrl M. P .

Mishra, Shrl S. V ,
Misra, Pandit Lingan) 
Mlara, Shrl B. V.
Miare, Shri R. D.
Misra. Sbrt S. P.
Mohd. Akbar, Soft 
Mohluddin. Shri 
Morarka, Shri 
More, Shri E. L. 
Muohakl Kow,8hri 
MuBaflr, Glani Q , 8. 
Muthukriahnan, Bkri 
Nalr, Shri C. E. 
Naraslmhan, Sbri 0. k . 
Natawadkar, Shri 
Nathwanl, Shri N. P. 
Nehru, Shrl JawahMlal 
Nehru, Shrimati Uiia 
Nesamony, Shri 
Nevatla, Shri 
Pannalal, Shri 
Pant, Shri D. D.
Patlkh, Shri 8. Q. 
Parmar, Shri B. D.
Patel, Shri B. K.
Patel, Shrl Rajeshwar 
Patel, Shrimati BCanlben 
Pawar, Shri V. P.
PUlal, Shri Thanu 
Pocker Saheb, 8hri 
frabhakar, ShriN.

faead, Shri H. 8. 
Raohlah, Shri N.
I âdha Raman, 8M  
Raghubir Sahal, Bhri 
Baghublr Stngh, Ch. 
Baghunath Singh, Shri 
Baghuramalah, Shri 
RaJ Bahadur, Shri 
Ram Daa, Shrl 
Ram Saran, Prof. 

am Subhag Singh, Dr. 
anand 8haatri» dwaal 

Ramaswamy, Shrl P. 
Ramaswamy, Shri 8. V, 
Ranblr Singh, Ch.
Rao, Dlwan RagfaaTeodiB 
Rao, Shri B. Shiva 
Rao, Bhri RaJagopaU 
Raut, Shri BboU 
Raxml, Shri S. E«
Reddy, Shrl R. 8.
Reddy, Shri Vlswaaatha 
Richardson, Bishop 
Roy, Shri B. N.
Rup JIanla. Shri 
Salgal, Sardar A. 8.

Shri Mohanlal
8am anU , Shri 8 .0 .  
Sanganna, Shri 
Bankarapandlan, Shrl 
Barmah, Sliri
S»tiibCbMdn,Sllli
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Satyaw adl, D r.
Bon, Shrl P , a .
Sen, Bhrlmatl SuBhama 
Sowttl, Shrl A. l i .
Bhah, Bhrl E . B.
Bhahoawaz E lian,. Shrl 

S h a rm a , P an d it Oalkrisbna 
Sharm a, Pan<Ul K . C.
B barm a, Prof. D. 0 .
Bharm a, Bhrl K . B .
Bharm a, Bhri R. C.
Shobha Earn. Bltfi 
Bhnkla, P an d it B.
Bidhananjappa, Bhri 
Blngh, Bhrl D. N.
Blngh, Bhrl B ah u n ath  
S ingh, Bhri a .  S .
Singh, Shrl U . P . •
Blngh, Bhzl L. J .
Bingh, Shrl M. N.
Blngh, Shrl T . N.
Blnghal, Shrl S. 0 .
Blnha, D r. S. N .
Blnha, Shri A. P .
Blnha. Shrl Anlrudha
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Slnha, Bhrl B. P . T lvari, Shri V. N.
Rlnha, Shrl C. N. P . Tlworl, P u n d it B. L.
Slnha, Bhrl Jh u lan Tlworl, Shrl 11. S.
Slnha, Shrl K . P . T lvary, P an d it D. N.
Slnha, Shrl N. P . Tandon, Bhri 1*. D.
Slnha, Slirl S. TripatlU , Siiri H . V.
Binha, Shrl Sutya N arayan T rlpa th l, Sltfi V. D
Slnha, Shrl Satyendra N arayan Tudu, Slirl B. L.
» lnha, Shrlm atl 'JUarkeBhwari U lkoy.Shrl
^Inhasan Blngh, Shrl Upadliyay, Shri M. D
Blva, Dr. Qangadhara Upudhyay, Shri Shiva D aya
S natak , Shrl U padhyaya, Shri S. D.
Bodhla, Shrl K. 0, Valshnav, Shri H . G.
gom ana, Shrl N. Valahya, Shri M. B.
B ubrahm anyam , Shrl T . V anna , Shri B. B.
Burosh C handra, Dr. V arm a, Shri B. U.
Swaml, Shrl S lvam urthl V artak , Bhri

Y enkatarum an, Shrl
Byed Ahmed, Shri y idyaiankar. Shrl
Byod M ahmud, Dr. Vijaya Lukflhtal, Shrlm atl
Tek Chand, Shrl V ishw anath Prasad , Bhri
Telklkar, Shri Wllflon, Sliri J .  N.
Tewarl, Sardar £ .  B. S. W odcyar, Shrl
Thom af, Shri A. M. Zaidl, Col.

The motion was negatived.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: I shall now
place all the other cut motions belore 
the House. The question is:

(1) “That the demand under the 
head ‘External Affairs’ be reduced 
by Rs. 100,”

(ii) “That the demand under the 
head 'External Affairs’ be reduced 
by Rs. 100.”

(iii) “That the demand under the 
head ‘External Affairs’ be re4uced 
by Rs. 100/’

(iv) “That the demand under the 
head ‘External Affairs’ be reduced 
by Rs. 100.”

(v) “That the demand under the
head ‘External Affairs’ be reduced 
by Rs. 100.” .

(vi) “That the demand under the 
head ‘External Affairs’ be reduced 
by Rs. 100.”

The motions were negatived.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The question
if:

“That the respective sums not 
exceeding the amounts shown in 
the third column of the order paper 
In respect of Demands Nos. 22, 23 
and 24 be granted to the President 
out oX the Consolidated Fut)^ of

India to complete the sums neces
sary to defray the charges that 
will come in course of payment 
during the year ending the 31st 
day of March, 1953, in respect of 
the corresponding heads of De
mands entered in the second 
column thereof.”

The motion was adopted.
[^fi directed by Mr. Deputy-Speaker 

the motions ior Demands for grants 
which were adopted by the House are 
reproduced below—Ed. of P.P.]

D e m a n d  N o . 2 2 — T r ib a l  A r e a s .

“That a sum not exceeding Rs.
1,96,95,000 be granted to the Presi
dent, out of the Consolidated Fund 
of India to complete the sum 
necessary to defray the charges 
that will come in course of pay
ment during the year ending the 
31st day of March, 1953, in respect 
of ‘Tribal Areas’.”

D e m a n d  No. 23—E x t e r n a l  A f f a i r s .

“That a sum not exceeding Rs.
3,55,94,000 be granted to the Presi
dent, out of the Consolidated Fund 
of India to complete the sum 
necessary to defray the charges 
that will come in course of pay
ment during the year ending the 
31st day of March, 1953, in respect 
oX ‘External Affairs’/ ’
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D e m a n d  N o. 24— M is c e l l a n e o u s  E x 
p e n d i t u r e  UNDER THE M IN IS T R Y  OF 
E x t e r n a l  A f f a i r s .

“That a sum exceeding 
Rs. 3,35,000 be granted to the presir 
dent, out of the Consolidated Fund 
of India to complete the sum 
necessary to defray the charges

that will come in course of pay
ment during the year ending the 
31st day of March, 1953, in respect 
of ‘Miscellaneous Expenditure 
under the Ministry of External 
Affairs’.”
The House then adjourned till a Quar

ter Past Eight of the Clock on Friday, 
the 13th June, 1952.




