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D emand N o . 25—M iscellaneous Ex
pen diture  under the M unsTRY OF 

E xternal A ffa ir s

Mr. Deputy-Speaker. The House will 
now proceed with the further discus
sion of the Demands for Grants in 
respect of the External Affairs 
Ministry.

The Deputy Minister of External 
Affairs (ShH Anil K. Chanda): For
full four hours we have already had 
a discussion on the Budget Demands 
of the External Affairs Ministry and, 
as could have been anticipated, the 

I discussion has been more or less on 
I the expected hnes. For instance the 

hon. the Deputy Leader of the Com
munist Party has presented us with 
a lovely string of vituperative and 
violent adjectives. In his faultless 
English, in his pleasant Oxford diction, 
he has proclaimed his freedom of the 
British hegemony prevalent over 
India. His gentle fioul recoils at the 
sight of books like I KiUed Stalin being 
sold in the streets of India, but hi  ̂
Communist heart feels elated when an 
efllgy of President Eisenhower is burnt 
in the streets of Calcutta.
587 P.S.D.

My distinguished countryman Dr. 
Syama Prasad Mookerjee has, as usual, 
thundered, though to my ears it seemed 
the rumblings were a little less intense^ 
on the present occasion.

And then our venerable Member, the 
self-constituted protector of Hindu 
interests in this country, Dr. Khare has 
regaled the House with his observa
tions. He has advised us that should 
we not be able to use the big Stick we 
should use the lip stick. We are of 
course grateful to the Doctor for this 
very pleasant prescription, but I feel 
a little apprehensive about the Doctor 
himself—that he is so much interested 
in the lip stick at his age.

Through eighteen cut motions Mem
bers of this House from various sides 
have sought to censure the foreign 
policy of this country and also, in 
varying degrees, to try to condemn 
the Ministry which I have the honour 
to represent here. Some of these cut 
motions refer to important measures of 
policy and some of them refer to 
matters which are not so important. 
The Prime Minister in his role as the 
FJoreign Minister will wind up the 
debate and I daresay he will deal 
fully and effectively with our foreign 
policy and reply to all the major ques
tions that have been raised in this 
House. But he may not have time lo 
deal with all the matters and there
fore I, in my own humble way, will 
deal with a few of them, necessarily 
of lesser importance, ana leave the 
major issues to be dealt with by the 
PHme Minister himself.

An Hon. Member: Like lip stick.
Sfari Anil K. Chanda: I could not 

quite catch the interruption.
I shall deal with Chandemagore 

first. The administration of this former 
French possession has come in for a 
good deal of criticism from some of 
our friends opposite. My hon. friend 
Mr Tushar Chatterjea has almost a 
feeling that we have some sinister



[Shri Anil K. Chanda]; 
designs on the freedom-loving people 
of Chandernagore. But let us go into 
the facts of the case.
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It was only nine months ago, or to 
be quite precise, it was on the 9th 
June, 1952 that we had de jure control 
of Chandernagore, For the time being, 
as an interim arrangement—I repeat, 
as an interim arrangement—it was 
decided that the President will take 
over the administration of that city, 
carrjdng on his work through an 
Administrator assisted by an Advisory 
Council of five members. In the selec
tion of those five members all the 
major political parties were consulted, 
and today there are in the Advisory 
Council two members from the Con
gress Party, one from the Praja Party, 
one an Independent, and the other 
from the United Progressive Front.

Shrl K, K. Basu (Diamond Harbour'): 
The Congress lost all the seats there 
in the elections.

Shri Anil K. Chaoda: But the
methods of that election will not bear 
an ethical examination.

As I said, at present the administra
tion of ihe city is being carried on by 
the Administrator with the help of 
the Advisory Council, but it is purely 
an interim arrangement.

The administration of the city has 
considerably improved during the time 
of this Administrator. Out of a total 
budget of Rs. 23 lakhs no less than 
Rs. 16 lakhs are being spent for educa
tion, health, sanitation, works, etc. 
This alone will show the benevolent 
character of the present administration 
of Chandernagore. But even though, 
technically speaking, the administra
tion has been a great success we do 
not want to carry on with this tem
porary arrangement for long. We have 
given an assurance to the people that 
they would be consulted with regard 
to the future administration of 
Chandernagore, and steps are being 
taken—as soon as possible they will 
be announced—to have an election in 
the city of Chandernagore on an adult 
suffrage basis.

During this short period of the 
Administrator’s rule in Chandernagore 
there has been considerable in\prove- 
ment in the conditions of the city. 
The food situation has improved. 
There has been greater security in the 
public services and at present there 
are no complaints from the members 
of the public services and from 
ttachers about arbitrary dismissals.

suspensions and so on. There has been 
a careful husbanding of the financial 
resources and long-term plans have 
been prepared with regard to sewerage, 
etc Only recently a fifty bedded 
hospital has been opened in the city. 
We are now examining the possibility 
of extending the operation of the West 
Bengal Municipal Act of 1932 to 
Chandernagore and we hope we will 
be able to make an announcement in 
this connection before long.

I will now come to the question of 
emigration, especially of emigration 
from South India about which Mr. 
Sreekantan Nair referred yesterday. 
For some time past there has been a 
tremendous rush of people desiring to 
emigrate from South India to Malaya. 
It may be due to the prevalence of 
scarcity conditions in certain areas of 
South India. It may also be due to 
the fact that there is ah impression 
that the Malayan Govermnent are soon 
going to issue an Ordinance requiring 
an entry permit from people who want 
to go into Malaya. Up till now a mere 
passport and a proof that the man has 
sufficient means to fall back upon in 
the county entitles a man to get into 
Malaya. But it is understood that 
before long the entry permit system 
would be instituted in Malaya, and 

. therefore there has been a tremendous 
rush of people desiring to go to 
Malaya. But we do not want indis
criminate mass emigration of unskilled 
labour out of India. And under the 
Indian Emigration Act we have our 
Protector of Emigrants who has, to see 
and satisfy himself about certain con
ditions before he gives a No objec
tion* permit to anybody who wants to 
emigrate from this country. -

As I said, there has been a tremendous 
rush of people from South India to go 
to Malaya. And there are only two 
boats which ply between Madras and 
Malaya. Between these two sailings 
only three thousand deck passengers 
can be carried, in these two boats. 
Therefore there has been a tremendous 
congestion in the Office of the Protector 
of Emigrants. With great diflflrulty 
our Protector of Emigrants has been 
able to persuade the shipping company 
to allow even advance booking for the 
deck passengers. But in spite of that 
a new class of black-marketeers in 
steamer tickets has arisen, and poor 
simple people are being deluded. They 
are told that if a certain fee is paid to 
them they would be able to get the 
certificates and tickets out of turn from 
the Protector of Emigrants. In order 
to safeguard against all these we have
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developed a system of “flrst-come flrst- 
served” principle; whosoever sends his 
application is given a definite date by 
reply, or if he appears in the office he 
is given a token specifying a certain 
date on which he is to appear before 
the Protector of Emigrants for his 
examination* In November we sent a 
senior officer of our Ministry down to 
Madras to see that the conditions are 
such as to make it possible for the 
people to have their certificates and 
scrutiny and examination in fairly 
reasonable comfort. Everything is not 
possible to be done in the midst of this 
mad rush but all that could be done 
has certainly been done.

Mr. Nair yesterday referred to a case 
which could not be discussed as the 
subject was sub judice. The next 
hearing of the case is, I understand, 
being taken up today. Pending the 
final decision of the case it is but proper 
that we should not discuss it here; 
but for the Information of the House, 
I might say that we have asked the 
officer concerned to go on leave till the 
case is finally decided in the law 
courts.

No specific and concrete cases of cor
ruption on the part of our officers or 
members of the staff anjrwhere have 
been made though sometime ago, in a 
general manner, our Member, Mr. V. P. 
Nayar wrote, I believe, to the Prime 
Minister alleging that there was great 
corruption in the passport offices of 
Madras and Travancore-*C)ochin. Our 
Government wrote to the two States 
concerned and asked them to make 
enquiries and take steps in the matter. 
At the same time Mr. Nayar was 
requested to let us have specific cases 
of corruption which could then be in
vestigated with positive results but 
nothing further was heard from him.

Yesterday, there was a good deal of 
criticism about our Publicity Organisa
tion, , Older Members at least will no 
doubt remember that till very recently 
this Section of our Ministry has been 
starving for want of adequat,e funds. 
In 1950-51, the actual expenditure was 
only Rs. 30 lakhs, in 1951-52, the ex
penditure was Rs. 37 lakhs, it is only 
from last year that there has been con
siderable expansion in the grants made 
to this Section and I am happy to say 
considerable improvement in our 
Publicity Organisation has been noticed 
during this period. This year, we have 
provided for Rs. 65 lakhs for external 
publicity of i^ ich  for the Central head
quarters, we are going to spend Rs. 29 
lakhs and in our Embassies Rs. 28*85 
lakhs, in the Legations Rs. 1*27 lakhs

and in the High Commissions Rs 8 65 
lakhs. Through the Public Service 
Commission, we have also recruited 
more or less a full complement of the 
staff necessary and I am certain. Mem
bers will have no complaints to make 
about our Publicity Organisation from 
now on.

With regard to the criticism made 
by Mrs. Kripalani that our publicity 
literature in foreign countries deals 
only with ancient India and has nothing 
to say about modern India, it truly 
seems surprising because she has 
recently been abroad. I am giving you 
below a list of publications we have. 
Up till no*v, 72 pamphlet? have been 
published of which 71 deal with pre
sent India and modern developments 
in the country, economic and social. 
Only one deals with ancient Indian 
culture. Therefore the percentage of 
pamphlets of ancient Indian culture is 
]'3. We distributed during the year 
86 feature articles of which 83 dealt 
with present-day India and modern 
developments in the country and only 
three articles dealt with our ancient 
Indian civilisation. We supplied on 
demand 16 background notes and all 
those 16 notes dealt with modem India 
and present problems and none with 
ancient India. At the moment we are 
having five daily short bulletins issued 
by the External Publicity Division 
through its foreign post which deal 
wholly with day-to-day news and back
ground views and news and facts about 
India of today.

Now, I would like to come to the 
question of economy in the Ministry 
and in our Embassies. Thiu:  ̂ is I 
know a popular belief that our Missions 
abroad play ducks and drakes w i^  
our money. Nothing could be farther 
from the truth. Qtmost control is 
exercised from the headquarters on any 
disbursement in our Embassies abroad. 
I have myself since Joining office often 
been bewildered at the very imall, in
significant items of expenditure which 
have to be referred to the Ministry for 
previous sanction and scrutiny. I do 
not know whether it is a very rational 
method but certainly this should 
satisfy the economy faddists; nor is 
there any reason for the popular belief 
that we had been going on increasing 
our Missions in a spirit of megalo
mania I am glad to note that Mrs. 
Kripalani eTmressed the desirability of 
having an Embassy in Yugoslavia. I 
may mention that our Ambassador in 
Rome is accredited to Yugoslavia also 
though we have not got a separate 
establishment there. Of course, we 
would like to have a fuU-mdged
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Embassy but for want of finance, that 
has not yet been possible. There are 
other countries where we would like 
to open our Missions but for reasons 
of finance, we cannot do it. In fact we 
have developed rather a bad habit of 
having our Ambassadors to cover more 
than one country. For instance, our 
Minister in. Sweden is in charge of 
Finland and Denmark both. Each of 
the two latter countries maintains a 
Mission in Delhi. Our Ambassador in 
Paris is in dual charge of France and 
Norway and our Ambassador in Rome, 
of Italy and Yugoslavia. Our Ambas
sador in Cairo, in addition to his direct 
charge in Cairo, has also the charges 
of Syria, ftbanon and Jordan. I could 
give you a pretty long list of these but 
it is a fact that it is impossible for us 
to go on pluralising our Missions like 
this.

I will come to certain figures. Out 
of the expected expenditure of Rs. 968 
lakhs in 1953-54 in the entire field of 
Exrternal Affairs, we shall be spending 
only Rs. 34-35 lakhs on pay and
Rs. 38-85 lakhs on foreign and other 
allowances of the Heads and Officers of 
the 66 Missions and Consulates. These 
figures do not include the figures for 
London. That is, in sa la^  and allow
ances, we pay less than eight per cent, 
of the total amount. This works out 
on an average to Rs. M l lakhs for 
each Mission. Out of the total provi
sion of Rs. 968 lakhs for this Ministry, 
we have all sorts of miscellaneous 
obligations to meet; for instance, this 
amount includes an amount of
Rs, 378-53 lakhs for the Tribal Areas; 
contribution to U.N. and other Inter
national bodies and Delegations
amounts to Rs. 69*9 lakhs and sub
sidies to certain neighbouring States, 
.etc., amount to Rs. 30 lakhs. If these 
and similar other expenditure are ex
cluded, the actual expenditure to be 
incurred by the Ministry comes to 
Rs. 418 lakhs. Of this total, the cost 
of our Missions abroad including the 
High Commissioner’s establishment in 
London comes to Rs. 292-95 lakhs. 
Thus, the total cost of our diplomatic 
representation abroad comes to less 
than one per cent, of the total amount 
oi the Union Budget. If you take, 
therefore, a dispassionate view, you 
will no doubt agree that we have done 
indeed a good job with the compara
tively little money and we have good 
reasons to be proud of our achieve
ments in that field.

Sbriniati Tarkeshwari Sinha (Patna 
East) : Since last afternoon, discussions 
are going on cn our foreign policy, and

today, it is going to end. During this 
period, I have sat with perfect compo
sure and have, unfortunately, heard the 
most disorderly speeches that could 
ever have been delivered in this great 
House by Members opposite. My 
experience of parliamentary life is still 
in it^ infancy; but, even I felt that 
the (chiet and only pretended merits of 
the speeches were that they contain 
no extraordinary matter. With every 
respect to the speeches and the speakers 
concerned, I must say that they have 
become too flat and stale to bear repeti
tion. Especially at this time when 
antiquity has lost all its effects on the 
minds of men and when novelty alone 
retains the p6wer to capture their 
fancy, these speeches have become an 
idle parade of words without meaning. 
Any one who has cared to go through 
the proceedings of the last year’s 
debate is shocked to find that these 
speeches which were expected to create 
havoc and thunder are only repetitions 
of memorised quotations and hysterical 
paraphrases. When my hon. friend the 
Deputy Leader of the Communist 
Party, with his drawling voice got up 
yesterday, I was suddenly reminded of 
a sentence of Burke by which he 
characterised a speech of Mr. Fox in 
the House of Commons, and that is, 
that an over-blown bladder has burst 
and nobody has been hurt by its 
crack. His lamentations have been 
loud, if not louder than before and as 
usual hundreds of accusations have 
been made against our foreign policy: 
that it is senseless, lifeless, that we 
are stooges of the Anglo-American 
bloc, that our Government is pursuing 
a policy not of peace, but a policy of 
complete involvement. One gentle
man, I do not remember his name, went 
to the extent of saying that our cry has 
become a cry in the wilderness. This 
remark reminds me of a story—thanks 
to Dr. Jaisoorya—and if you will 
permit me, Sir, I would like to repeat 
it here. I read a little story when I 
was a little child, reading at school 
and the story is this. A father and son 
went to a fair and bought a pony. On 
the return journey, the father asked 
the son to sit on the pony and he hi;n- 
self started walking. When they 
reached a small village the villagers 
of that village said, that it was re a l ly  
disgraceful on the part of the son to 
ride on the pony forcing his old father 
to go on foot. Feeling a little ashamed 
by this remark, the son requested the 
father to ride on the pony and he 
started walking. Tliey reached another 
village. There also some persons 
remarked, how disgraceful it was on 
the part of the father, the old and 
selfish haggard fellow, to ride on the



Asia. She could therefore be a
powerful steward of the Lieague of 
Nations by maintaining peace in 
the world."
This is our foreign policy. These are 

the principles on which we have stood, 
and we have never shifted from  ̂ these 
principles, I am very proud to say this, 
that our most important principle has 
been the principle of maintaining peace 
as far as it is possible for us to do. I 
know that we are really in a very 
peculiar position and you also, Sir,
will, I am sure, sympathise with us. in 
the position in which we have been 
placed. I say that this new-born 
sympathy on the part of the Opposition 
is poisonous; their newborn sympathy 
is simply m3rsterious. I believe in an 
old Hindi proverb which says:

^
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pony, compelling the poor young boy 
to drag along on his legs.. (An Hon. 
Member: A donkey.) No; pony. Hear
ing this, they both jumped on the same 
pony and started for the third village. 
There also some persons remarked, how 
dare they treat this poor animal in 
such an inhuman way, the poor thing 
is going to die on the way. So at last, 
they both got down from the pony and 
reached their own village. But there 
their own relatives began to taunt the 
father .saying: '‘why did you take the 
trouble to go to the fair and buy this 
pony when you do not use it? Have 
you brought this pony to keep in the 
show case?” This is actually the 
mentality of the Members opposite.

Shrl V. G. Deshpande (Guna): An
accurate description of our foreign 
policy.

Shrimati Tarkeafawarl Sinha: I know 
this irritation shows how it pinches 
them and 1 am sure it is going to 
pinch them.

In 1950, the persons who vehemently 
accused us of being sympathetic to 
Russia, are here again accusing us that 
we have walked into the Atlantic bloc.
I am really surprised to note how the 
Members who were the greatest 
obstacles in the struggle for our 
freedom and whose ^history of recent 
past is full of examples of showing 
constant divergence between the spoken 
words, ideals proclaimed and the real 
motives and objectives., can dare to 
criticise our Prime Minister who has 
spent the whole of his life fighting the 
imperialists not only in India, but in 
the whole of the world. (Some Hon. 
Members: He is going out.) I do not 
suppose the Prime Minister will walk 
out; he has got the patience to hear 
me; if he can listen to the speeches of 
the Opposition Members, he can cer
tainly have the patience to hear me 
also when I am speaking something in 
his support. And he was the only 
person who really advocated the study 
of Indian problems against a wider 
international background. It was be
cause of him that the Congress Party, 
of all other parties in the country, had 
formulated a foreign policy of its own.
In this connection, I want to read a 
letter which Lokamanya Tilak wrote 
to Mr. Clemencean who was then the 
President of the Peace Conference at 
Versailles. He wrote:

“India is self-contained and har
bours po design upon the integrity 
of other States and has no ambi
tions outside. With her vast areas, 
enormous population and prodi- 
^ u s  resourees. she may well 

r xx\ wMOd jjujpijai ? aq  ̂o; aj|<fse

I can translate it into English, so 
that my hon. friends who are listen
ing so patiently now, may understand 
the meaning, it means, if some woman 
starts loving a child more than its own 
mother, then, you should regard her as 
a witch. The same is the case here. 
Here is our hon. Prime Minister, who 
has spent the whole of his life for the 
country and here are our new-born 
mothers and fathers who have deve
loped a love that is so much overflow
ing that they have lost all sense of 
restraint when they start to discuss 
foreign policy. So when I came to the 
House to speak on foreign policy, I 
waxed my ears so Ujat I may not hear 
all the accusations that they were 
making towards me, I am sorry to 
inform them that they are not going 
to pinch me any more.

Now, 1 come to discuss the foreign 
policy. The first accusation is that our 
foreign policy is vague, confusing and 
inconsistent. I must say that we 
have never for once shifted from the 
principles for which we have stood. As 
regards the charge that our foreign 
policy is confusing, I say that there ia 
no confusion in reality in our foreign 
policy, but the only confusion was with 
the hon. Members opposite who had 
utter confusion in its interpretation. 
What actually determines the foreign 
policy of a country, I ask them? What 
is it that actually determines the line 
that a country takes in relation to 
foreign aflfairs? I do understand that 
foreign policy is, to some extent, a 
reflection at a country’s domestic policy, 
but do they forget that, the funda
mental difference betwMn toreigo
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policy, and domestic policy is that 
while in the domestic sphere every 
move is taken by us, in the foreign 
sphere, it is predetermined to a large 
extent. My friend Dr. Lanka Sundaram 
has said that our foreign policy is 
vacillating. How can the foreign policy 
of a country be static? How can it 
offer permanent solutions when every 
solution becomes outmoded in a chang
ing world situation? Foreign policy 
must be adapted to the changing situa
tions and the changing circumstances 
of the world. A Foreign Minister can 
only do this, that he can keep a very 
vigilant watch on foreign affairs, and 
he can try to save the country when 
there is danger, when he feels that 
danger is coming to the country, and 
he can avoid the danger as far as 
possible. This is the foreign policy 
that our Prime* Minister is following, 
and judging by this criterion, I can say 
that our Prime Minister is one of the 
best experts of foreign affairs today. 
His policy may sometimes appear to be 
steeped in disinterested casualness, but 
in reality this disinterested casualness, 
this superficial covering, is the product 
of a peculiar alertness of mind and 
singleness of purpose. But if my hon. 
friends opposite do not understand 
this, I really feel sorry for them, and 
I want to say tha t:

'Tft T fo f  I
Shri Frank Anthony (Nominated— 

Anglo-Indians): What does it mean?

Shrimati Tarkeshwari Sinha; When 
you really play flule before the buffalo, 
the buffalo does not undersTand what 
the meaning of the flute’ is. That is 
•exactly the meaning of this proverb.

But the most unfortunate thing is 
that once they start a discussion of the 
loreign policy, they lose all sense of 
restraint and they become' dangerously 
vociferous. What fantastic proposals 
have come from them—that we should 
cut ourselves away from the U.N.O., 
that we should come out of the Com
monwealth—when we have put faith 
in the U-N.O., when we understand 
that U is the only body that can really 
solve the world’s problems. There is 
no other international body. It is only 
the U.N.O. that provides scope for 
further improvement. It is the only 
international body that we have got, 

, How can we leave it and come out? 
Can India cook in its own broth leaving 
the other countries of the world? India 
c«in have no guts of that kind, because 
India is a very poor country, which is 
v^r j  nearly choked to death and so it

cannot go on breaking relationship with 
other countries in haphazard way, just 
to please some whimsical people.

I want to say another things and 
th a t ' is, those Members opposite are 
really preaching something that they 
cannot do. Have they any other alter
native except the U.N.O. that they can 
offer? And we hope—and it is a bright 
hope—that only the U.N.O. can solve 
these big world problems, and it is in 
this realization that we are going to 
join and co-operate with the U.N.O., 
and in fact, we are co-operating with 
the U.N.O. It is very easy to be 
cynical about that unwieldy body 
whose proceedings have so far borne 
all the appearance of an international 
theatrical bpera, but still we have 
every hope that this body alone offers 
further room for encouragement and 
further solutions, though the record of 
the U.N.O. has really not been very 
bright. In spite of all our efforts, the 
House will remember, that we did not 
succeed sometimes in the United 
Nations. When the question of the 
declaration of war in Korea was 
brought in the Security Council, the 
Indian delegation at that time had 
brought the cease-fire resolution, but 
North Korea did not agree to it, and 
that is why war was declared. You 
also know how our Prime Minister 
wrote letters to late Marshal Stalin, 
Acheson and 3evin, trying to find out 
ways and means—modus operandi—to 
solve these world problems and to halt 
the war, but that also did not succeed. 
Then also, he carried on negotiations 
with the Chinese delegation, but there 
also we failed. But that is not our 
fault. We are always trying to find 
some new solution and give some new 
ideas, and these ideas are respected. 
The latest proof of the acceptance of 
our idea was the 17-point resolution 
that was accepted by the General 
Assembly of the U.N.O. Only Russia 
and China rejected it. Their rejection 
was painful indeed, but not very sur
prising because it is now a well-known 
fact that, 25 years of suspicious exist
ence has made Russia completely 
neurotic. As for China, one can say 
she is the case of a new religious con
vert—fan^ic, blind and highly spirited 
—and so this stand on the part of 
China was also natural, and it was 
expected. But we are still trying, and 
in the future, we are going to bring 
more and more proposals and more 
and more solutions in the U.N.O. and 
we are bound to solve the world pro
blems, because the world has become 
too tired of wars. After the aecond 
Great War, the forces of the world have
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become too exhausted. Moral and 
physical exhaustion has taken its deep 
root in the world, and the world is not 
l^oing to indulge more in this cold and 
hot war. I have every hope that we 
can solve the world problems through 
the United Nations, and I feel that the 
Prime Minister is very right in co
operating with the U.N.O. in spite of 
the fact that the U.N.O. has not co
operated with us on the Kashmir issue.

And lastly, before I sit down, I will 
make some remarks on our attitude 
towards Pakistan and Ceylon. With 
all respect for the Prime Minister I 
feel that I must disagree with him on 
this point. As regards the attitude of 
Ceylon towards India, it is well known 
how she is illtreating Indians without 
giving them even full citizenship rights. 
Even then, last year, we sent rice—we 
presented rice—to Ceylon £o Teed her 
people, the rice which we imported 

' from Burma, though it was needed here 
to feed our own people. Why this 
shower of generosity to those countries 
who do not deserve it?

The same is the case with Pakistan. 
We know how Pakistan is behaving. 
Pakistan’s behaviour has really become 
intolerable and still we are being quite 
nice towards Pakistan. ♦ • India cannot 
really go on having comprom^ing atti
tude towards Pakistan. If you* will per
mit me, Sir, I will rpad a passage which 
really preaches the slogan of war and 
which really shows how Pakistan is 
preparing for war. This is the passage, 
from Dawn that came< out on 12th 
December, 1952:

“What next if India rejects the 
Pakistan offer to solve the Kashmir 
problem?”—

asks the Dawn. It adds:

**With full knowledge of the 
importance and implications of 
what we are saying, we do say in 
the name of Pakistan’s millions, 
that Bharat will have to be offered 
something which she cannot refuse.

. Throughout the history of man
kind, nations have gone to war for 
less complaining reasons, and the 
bigger country has not necessarily 
won. Pakistan must now inform 
the world of the inevitaBility of 
armed conflict over Kashmir in 
unambiguous terms.”

This shows clearly that Pakistan is 
preparing for war, is ready for war, 
and so we cannot be generous. We 
cannot very well go on behaving like 
this when Pakistan takes this attitude.

I admit that we are not in a position 
to declare war just now on Pakistan, 
but at least we should immediately 
cut off diplomatic relations with
Pakistan. Pakistan is not a fit coun
try with whom diplomatic relations 
can be maintained. And we definitely 
know that when we are stiff to 
Pakistan, Pakistan is bound to come 
down on her bended knees to our feet. 
We know that Pakistan has taken our 
money. Pakistan cannot very well 
exist without the help of India. These 
are all bare facts. Why can we not 
be so firm with Pakistan? Why can 
,we not change our attitude towards 
Pakistan? I know that the hon. Prime
Minister is very kind, and also our
country is very kind towards J>akistan. 
We have this tradition of kindness, and 
so we go on being kind to everybody 
and also considerate to every coun
try. But the time has come when we 
must change our tactics. We must be 
more firm in our attitude towards 
Pakistan.

I would not like to take up the time 
of the House, but I would conclude by 
congratulating the hon. Prime Minister 
on the glorious foreign policy which 
he has fallowed for so many years, and 
is still pursuing, because I assure him 
that this is the only right line that we 
can take, and that is the only right 
policy which can increase our prestige 
and honour in the international world.
I feel that the stand that India has 
taken will certainly increase our 
prestige and honour in the comity of 
nations in the world and the world 
will come to realise that whatever 
India has to offer is really correct, and 
is really something to be talked about.

Dr. Laaka Stmdaram (Visakha-
patnam): I quite agree with my hon. 
friend Shrimati Tarkeshwari Sinha, 
who in her charming speech said that 
this is not the place for an idle parade 
of words, and I say that I shall try to 
avoid the temptation of running off 
into ideological discussions when 
approaching the routine and almost 
remorsely humdrum Demands for 
Grants under the Ministry of External 
Affairs.

It is quite understandable that my 
hon. friend the Deputy Minister, mak
ing his first formal speech on behalf of 
the Ministry of External Affairs, 
should commit the mistake that every 
one of the cut motions given notice or, 
from various sides of the House, is 
intended to censure the Government 
You know, Sir, that there are ci*t 
motions and cut motions. Some cut 
motions are intended really to cut,

* Expunged as ordered by the Chair.
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[Dr. Lanka Sundaram] 
whereas others—I am sure you will 
agree with me—are not so harmful, and 
are intended only to spotlight certain 
points which emerge from a dis<;ussion 
of the administration of the Ministry 
of External Affairs. One such cut 
motion stands in my name where 1 
intended to draw the attention of the 
Prime Minister to the policy of drift 
in our foreign policy.

Yesterday, my hon. friend Mr. Shiva 
Rao in his peroration, made a reference 
to this cut motion standing in my name.
I shall quote him with your permis
sion. He said:

“We may succeed, in a limited 
fashion here and there, but what
ever hon. Members opposite may 
say—Dr. Lanka Sundaram accused 
the Prime Minister’s foreign policy 
of being a policy of drift— t̂he 
enormous respect in which the 
Prime Minister is held through
out the world, and the greatly 
enhanced prestige that India, enjoys 
today and has built up for herself 
year after year in the United 
Nations— t̂hat fact, Sir—indicates 
far more conclusively than any 
speeches made from the benches 
opposite that the policy of the 
Prime Minister is the right one.”
You would recall that last year while 

opening this debate on foreign affairs,
I myself said words which are not far 
dissimilar to those used by my hon. 
friend Mr. Shiva Rao. This is what I 
said on the 11th of June last year:

“For the Prime Minister there 
is a tremendous amount of good
will in this land, and to my per
sonal knowledge there is an equal 
amount or goodwill all over the 
world.”
The point at issue is not the debate 

as to whether or not the Prime 
Minister of India is held in the great
est possible esteem not only in this 
country but also in various parts of 
the world. I feel, personally speaking, 
very strongly, that every time this 
smokescreen of popularity of the 
Prime Minister is brought in, in justi
fication of policies. I am here to say 
very seriously that every policy in the 
realm of foreign affairs, which is 
pursued in the name of this country, 
must be examined structurally and 
basically, in order to assess whether 
each foreign policy has succeeded or 
not.

Without wasting any more time over 
this matter, I would like to read oiit 
three particular passages in the report

of the Ministry of External Affairs, 
which has been circulated to u6.

In regard to France, on page 8, the 
report says:

“..A...the Government of India 
have formally proposed to the 
French Government that negotia
tions may be started on the basis 
of a direct transfer of these 
Settlements to India, without a 
referendum.”
In regard to Portugal, the report 

says:
“The Government of India have 

sent a Note to the Portuguese 
Government requesting that nego
tiations may be started for the 
transfer of Goa, Daman and Diu 
to India/'
In regard to Ceylon, there is a very 

illuminating passage in the reports 
which says;

“2,37,034 applications for citizen
ship, involving nearly 8 lakhs of 
persons of Indian origin, were 
made to the Commissioner for 
Registration till the 5th August
1951— t̂he last date fixed for the 
submission of these applications.

• Till the 31st December 1951, 4,498 
applications, covering 15,569 
persons, were granted. At the 
close of the year, an amendment 
was made in the Indian and 
Pakistani Residents (Citizenship) 
Act, which in effect, denies citizen
ship rights to several thousand 
persons In Ceylon.”

I have quoted these three passages^ 
in order to emphasise only one point, 
viz., that every time we pursue a 
certain foreign policy with respect to 
a particular country, we must assess 
the results thereof, and as I have 
said, the manner in which the Prime 
Minister is held in esteem not only in 
this land but also abroad, does not in 
the least justify the results obtained* 
or not obtained, in respect of the 
foreign policy we are piu^uing regard
ing individual countries in the world.

1 would not labour this point any 
further, beyond making a reference to 
what happened last week in this 
House. The Prime Minister, as Leader 
of the House, paid a magnificent tribute 
to Marshal Stalin, on his passing away, 
which to my mind, heralds a new 
«poch in our lorteign policy. As a 
historian, it occurs to me that this one 
single statement is capable of making 

this country achieve undiluted esteem
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all over the world, for the reason that 
the lofty^haracter of the words used 
by the Pnme Minister in extolling the 
policy of peace and the contributions 
to peace which Marshal Stalin 
throughout his lifetime had made, will 
yield remarkable dividends. 1 am 
sure, when the history of contemporary 
India and India’s foreign policy comes 
to be written, this one single factor 
will obtain pride of place.

Having said this, I would like to 
make one comparison—I am sure my 
hon. friend Mr. Shiva Rao would not 
object to this comparison—and say 
that while the whole world is rever
berating aboiit the statement made by 
the hon. Leader of the House regard
ing Marshal Stalin on his passing away, 
our Ambassador in Washington was 
discussing the arrangements for a visit 
to this country, by Mr. John Foster 
Dulles. I do not think that there 
would be any breach of protocol if our 
Ambassador does not come into the 
picture, or is prevented from coming 
into the picture to make arrangements 
for a visit to this country by Mr, John 
Foster Dulles. This country has 
received quite a number of foreign 
diplomats, and is bound to receive 
these diplomats from every part of the 
world. It occurs to me that all this 
plethora of publicity for arrangements 
sought to be made by our Ambassador 
in Washington need 'not have been 
there, unless it be that some sort of 
hypochondriacal fear..........

The Prime Minister and Minister of 
External Affairs (Shri Jawaharlal
Nehru); I beg your pardon. May I 
know what arrangements the hon. 
Member is referring to? I am not 
aware of any arrangements.

Dr. Lanka Sundaram: Press reports 
have appeared that Mr. G. L. Mehta, 
our Ambassador in Washington, was 
making arrangements......  -

Shrl Jawaharlal Nehru: I can assure 
him that I know nothing about it. He 
is making no arrangements.

Dr. Lanka Sundaram: I am satisfied 
with the statement of the Prime 
Minister. But these reports did appear 
in the papers only a few days ago.

But I have no quarrel with him on 
this point. The point that I am trying 
to make is that..........

Babu Ramnarayan Siagh (Hazari- 
bagh West): He does not know. He 
says that.

Dr. Laaica Sondaram: The point
that I am making is that we are still

oscillating between one end and the 
other. Beyond that I would not like 
to say much on this point, because I 
am satisfied with the assurance given 
by the* hon. Prime Minister.

With your permission, Sir, I would 
like briefly to refer to our position with 
regard to the Commonwealth, the 
Coronation and the Queen, questions 
on which the Prime Minister holds very 
definite views. I have before me the 
text of a speech delivered in the House- 
of Lords on the 11th of this month by 
Lord Swinton, the Secretary of State 
for Commonwealth Relations, while 
introducing the Royal Style and Titles 
Bill. Here is a discussion of the 
manner in which the British Common
wealth is proceeding and so oh and 
so forth, and with your permission, I 
want to put on record two important 
statements, which to my mind are of 
vital importance to this country. I 
would like my hon. friend, the Leader 
of the House, to correct me if by any 
chance I have misunderstood these 
statements of Lord Swinton made so- 
late as the 11th of March. Here he 
says:

. “There were other considera
tions besides those relating to the 
Irish Republic and India which 
made further alteration in the title 
desirable. There was a feeling in 
other member countries of the 
Commonwealth, which we in the 
United Kingdom fully shared, that 
the title should rcfiect clearly 
what is now the established con
stitutional position—that the 
Sovereign stands in exactly the 
same relation to each of those- 
countries as to the United Kingdom, 
and that for this purpose the 
names of the other countries 
should be included in the title no 
less than the name of this coun
try*'.

Then, Lord Swinton proceeds and.? 
says as follows:

**The title as used in all the 
countries concerned will include 
the phrase ‘Head of the Common
wealth’ and a reference to Her 
Majesty’s other realms and terri
tories**.

Further, he proceeds:

“The adoption by each Common
wealth country of the royal style 
and title it chooses will emphasise 
and enhance the relationship of 
the Queen to all her peoples, as it 
afflrma the love and loyalty felt 
for Her Majesty throughout her 
realms*'.
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[Dr. Lanka Sundaram]
01 course, there are two categories 

—one calling Her Majesty the Queen 
In the case of, Ceylon, for example, and 
the other which does not. *

Finally, Lord Swinton said:
“So I move today this Bill, 

which has its counterpart in the 
other countries of the Common
wealth. And when each of us has 
taken action appropriate to 
Constitutions, there will be 
further demonstration of the ynity 
of the Commonwealth: the seven 
proclamations proclaiming the 
Queen's tttles 1 will be made 
throughout the Commonwealth on 
the same day. God save the 
Queen.*'

I am not importing into this dis
cussion any theatrical considerations. 
But I am trying to ask the hon. the 
Leader of the House whether this 
statement commits our country, 
whether he is bringing before this 
House a Bill in order to expound the 
titles of the Queen in relation to 
India.

Shri Jawahamal Nehru: No, Sir. It 
has nothing to do with us. It has 
nothing to do with India.

Dr. Lanka Sondaram: Well, here is 
the document and, if necessary, I shall 
place it on the Table of the House.

Mr. Depnty-Speaker: The hon. the
Prime Minister is here and what he 
has said is valuable, whatever be Lord 
Swinton’s speech. He is himself here.

Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: What he
read is perfectly correct, but it has 
nothing to do with India. It has to do 
with the other countries who regard 
the Queen as their Sovereign. But it 
has nothing to do with India where 
she is not so recognised.

Pandit Thakur Das Bhargava
(Gurgaon): Even the word ‘British*
was omiitted #rom ^British Common
wealth*. We did not want it to be 
there; so that word was omitted.

An Hon, Member: That is true.

Dr. Lanka Sundaram: I would not
like to labour this point. If you 
permit me, I will read the crucial 
sentence again: *The adoption by each
Commonwealth country......etc.......... ”
But I am glad of the Prime Minister’s 
.assurance that we arc not going to 
have a Bill for the Royal titles, and 

.so on and so forth.

Having said that, I would come 
back to a point which was raised last 
year. You will remember that last
year during the debate on the
Demands for Grants of the External! 
Affairs Ministry I requested the Prime 
Minister to agree to the appointment 
of some sort of a consultative machi
nery, whereby spokesmen of the
Opposition could sit with him on 
these questions relating to the realm 
of fbreign polity. In reply to the
debate on the 12th June the Prime 
Minister made three points—I am 
quoting:

“(1) that it is a matter for the 
House to decide,

(2) I gladly welcome frequent 
Consultations,

(3) We can think about it and 
devise some methods not only 
to discuss the general interna
tional position, but also to discuss 
specific problems as they arise**.

It so happened that on the 2nd of 
July last year some sort of a prelimi
nary discussion took place on the basis 
of the assurance given by the hon. 
the Prime Minister. Since the 2nd 
of July, Sir nothing has happened. So I 
put myself in correspondence with 
the Prime Minister^ and wrote to him 
on the 28th January this year as to 
whether in the light of the under^ 
taking given by him to this House— 
I am not putting anything out of 
context—he proposed to continue the 
precedure. I recieved a letter from 
him on the 2nd of February this 
year, in which he said there was some 
embarrassment caused because of cer
tain references made in newspapers 
to what happened in the discussions 
on the 2nd July, and, as such, sub
sequently^, the Prime Minister said, 
he is hesitating to have further meet
ings. I am here to say that if any 
Member or MemJ)ers are guilty of 
indiscretion, or even of bad faith, 
theor must be discharged from the 
ser^ce of Committees of the House, 
or even <from informal oonsuiLtatlon 
with members of this House to discuss 
this question. Instead, the Prime 
Minister said that he was unable to 
call a meeting. He also said that it 
was not his intention to have a 
formal Committee, and it was not 
possible to circulate the agenda and 
papers, because they cdme in the way 
of secrecy, ahd so on and so forth. 1
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request the Rrime Minister once again 
today that in the light of the under
taking he gave last year, he should 
devise ways and means for continuous 
consultation with all shades of political 
opinion in this House and also outside 
in the country, so that he will have 
the public of India behind him in the 
lormulation of his foreign policy. I am 
here to say that even today the External 
Affairs Ministry has not been able to 
build up a sizable ‘Brains Trust’ to dis
cuss each Individual question technically 
and rertiorselessly all the year round. I 
am sure the Prime Minister would not 
object to this description, because, as I 
have said on the last occasion in this 
\House, ‘foreign affairs’ is a very 
remorseless and technical matter and 
there must be continuous study of pro
blems. Because the goodwill for the 
Ptime Minister must be cashed in with 
a view to arousing public opinion in 
his favour. I have got the greatest 
possible misgivings that the Prime 
Minister’s foreign policy is misunder
stood, at times, misinterpreted. These 
two things would not happen if the 
plea which I put forward, and which I 
repeat, is accepted by the Prime 
Minister, and some sort of machinery 
created for continuous consultation 
between him and the spokesmen of 
other political parties in this country.

Shri Joachim Alva (Kanara): I did 
not want to Interrupt the hon. Member, 
when he referred to the visit of Mr. 
IDulles. But may J ask him. Sir, is it 
not open to the Ambassador of our 
country to arrange the visit of any 
foreign Minister—however unwelcome 
the visit of Mr. Dulles may be, or 
however repugnant may be his views?

Dr. Lanka Siindaram: May I explain, 
5ir?

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: I cannot allow 
an argument on this matter.

Dr. Lanka Siindaram: On a point of 
personal explanation, Sir. My hon. 
friend has misunderstood what I said. 
I said, the fanfare of publicity for the 
arrangements sought to be made by our 
Ambassador in 'Washington was not 
necessary at all. The American 
Embassy is here; the Protocol is here; 
anybody can be looked after by them.
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“What about foreign pockets in 
India? What about South Africa, 
what about Pakistan?’*

^  L>n^

'‘And what about Indonesia, 
what about Libya, what about Su
dan, what about that tremendous 
effect which was created in all the 
Asiatic countries in favour of India 
because of our straightforward, 
honest and sympathetic foreign 
policy? What about the tremend
ous antagonism which created— 
pra'ctically raised a revolt— 
against the colonialism in all the 
Asiatic countries?”

^  1̂  ^

«_Q| uJU £ (colonialism) ,,’fVflS 
/  2  ^  fj,a h J

^  ^  (favour)„4i L
^>5)^

(honest and straightforward 
iJ^f i. foreign policy ) 
(public iShi
,̂ 15 l*A<l L̂.3 opinion) 

lS U  i,Lj - ^

))l tJjJe ^

*>**}

^  JS)

J j

IJY o«-*

i  I** Kjl« X  ~ A

UJj <»l|t

i  t r f  u>*

),l (jjCy- 4  ̂ J<UU £

|5U «_X̂f K JU*J ^
cXif ^  iS ^  ^  t i  -yiyisl . ft>

»} *•>»)'> “ 1.^*^ ^
jU 3  If tS ^

«jL  ^  ,jf J  ^

H ( j i ^
<»W fjlr* • )W )U

j J  1  V * * ^  u>*
2. ^  ^

1*3 

»3 *i ^  ^
^  y^JloM )A* Ultcf J+j.!

ŷ Xdiu* tS -

u>“> »*

yi) ^  ^  Ci-jj (_>kf

)X-

^  U)[i 1  ^  ^-

^lU ^  yi

^  y ,tju ,au  ,w >w »)

L>**

^  C*^ \ J  »>^
^  c>f^ cJJ- - r ^ U ^

V~*^‘ ^

*H ^  o A  s  1*-*̂ )>t'
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J  J  UU ^

(^ ))* ^  vyj*

- ^  Jb " 4*

WW -  i  fJ> _̂,A5l )3

- »**«*»><} 1  f*>

H  Ui^i^ i  w  i

^  ^  ^  ^  l«3 i j

-  ^  {J yf L>**
^,jU ijjL * iS (J»* I V  »3

•U<l ^  ^  j3l J.

i - t i  i*A*Jjii| ̂  i j^ ^ r*  y*^i*

i  • i> *  -*> ^

-J** ^  i  u ^ )  •  lJH*
^ ^ • ( f  ^  ^  .  j^jS ^

^  lT^ -  ^  «s

i ,  yjl H* ^  UA< yt!Sifi lj<

j , U *  », „ f  <-4+5 X  u>J<i

«?** O*^ ut'** ■ L )*<^
UJ>^ I—t 3 l * A i f  ( _ ^ l  * S  J , » )

'(Asiatic foreign diplomat)
. i S  l«5 ^  4 ^  i .

ty>W-
■^yO ij  iS ^  ^jS

Jl) X

- ,_>**' t*> yi*^ ^  a)1-a

-  ^  (•'^ >3( fji

^ jU *  u)** vT ^  >«i

^ , U t  - .j-HkJVe o>^

Jtf A  C»^

>il -  ^  V^qew - ^  e - < ^ f  tj

y> A  *jA{ 441T

'-^1  '“ »r* u>*^

L>*  ̂ L>*'* r ^
e>A*aa- ^>S~;(^ (-Jiil i-iy< i

c j 'V  )*—  ») »l

L>*«̂  )** -i- un^'^ - 1 > -

LT*" ^ L>*  ̂ C>^

O tf’’- u5)-)'^ - Ut*
fUfi ^)tj>  i i  ^  i .

J?-5»'» L  u y ^  v ^ u  >s-«x* 

»5 u;f ))l

•-t*- »} «S^) -

^j|aJLh»I ^  <̂<A

1 - i^  ^ ,U .  ^  ^

l_iil ^  ^1 v f  - U>** -i»* 

^  lyW (.(̂  U5| - ^  U^a f f i  ^  

fUyXMX \i jS  ^Jf» Is*^—

tr^  ^  <s i* - l  )jf l«J

- i^5Uj{ J l

(English translation of the above speech)

Dr. Syed Mahmud (Chaijyjaran 
East): While one may understand Dr. 
Syama Prasad Mookerjee’s criticism 
somewhat, the opposition of Prof.
Mukerjee to our foreign policy is not 
intelligible at all. Perhaps he remem
bers—and I think he does—that India 
has been the first country to recognise 
China. Not only that, probably it was 
due to India’s recognition—and for
myself I feel certain that It was so— 
that England and other countries of 
the British Commonwealth have also 
recognised the present Chinese Gov
ernment. This is the fundamental fact. 
India has done so not because China 
happened to be now a Communist
country, rather she has recognised
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what was China’s due. . It was neces
sary to recognise China. That India 
has done and has persuaded others to 
do the same. I do not know what more 
our foreign policy could do to please 
a communist. Apart from that India's 
economy has had much to do %vith tne 
sea-borne trade, in particular, with 
Englsnd. Any other Foreign Minister 
was very lilcely to be carried away ^y 
these copsiderations because we needed 
help from the countries which pdssess 
sea-power. Notwithstanding this need 
and our close link with England's 
economy, we have been bold enough to 
adopt a straight line in regard to our 
foreign policy. In doing so we have 
not cared even for our industry. It is, 
indeed, a b i^^ep  that we have taken. 
Foreign pohcy plays a vital role in a 
country’s economy and her military 
needs. From the very beginning we 
have proclaimed the establishment of 
a Labour Welfare State as aur aim. 
To . lhat end it was necessary to pre
serve peace and tranquility within the 
country It was also proper ihat we 
should frame our foreign policy con
sistent with our economic interests. 
Yet the interests of our economy were 
not the sole consideration, herein the 
interests of all western Aslan coun
tries were involved and that led us to 
adopt a foreign policy which should 
keep us aloof from all power blocs.

Further, we have to be' vigilant with 
regard to our military interests. The 
need to safeguard a cquntry’s frontiers 
determines its foreign policy. It was 
not m our interests to fight with China 
and Russia, particularly at a time when 
they had set up bases in the,Himalayas; 
we could not afford to offend them by 
alignment with one or the other power- 
bloc.

There is also a South Asian Organi
sation called MEDO in the making or 
has perhaps already been an establish
ed fact. II holds out a threat to us as 
also to other Asian countries. In the 
circumstances, we could not preserve 
our independence by taking sides with 
Russia or China. Dr. Mookerjee has 
declared that our foreign policy is not 
an independent policy. I cannot visua
lize what policy could have been more 
independent. Anyway. considering 
both the economic and military exigen
cies facing the country, our foreign 
policy should have been what it is. A 
more scientific approach would be 
that ^ve devote all our energy to set 
up a Welfare State in our country. 
We should try to have peace in the 
world so that we may set ourselves to 
that task; viz., the establishment of a 
Welfare State. Military danger is 
looming large today. We have to de
cide about a very big step. Today a 
very disconcerting news has come in.
A ’ ?ry large army is proposed to be
58' R aD .

organised in Asia. It perhaps indi
cates a resurgence of imperialism. 
Asiatic armies will be organised in very 
large numbers that will fight agaiDst 
the Asians. We have, therefore, to de
cide upon a definite step with regard 
to the happenings in the Western and 
Eastern A<51 a That cfpn ’c no Hifferent 
than the one defined by our Prime 
Minister as one particular area. He 
has held that idea for long. But the 
time has come now when we have to 
go ahead. You are aware that Pakis
tan too has made much progress in 
this matter. Both Pakistan Ministers 
and Pakistan Press have extended their 
hand towards us. So far Pakistan has 
been on the wrong path, still it is 
better late than never. If Pakistan has 
realized even now that her intc rests 
are interlinked with India’s and not 
with the participation with others in 
organisations like the MEDO, we too 
have to take a definite step. We have 
to carve out an area in the creation 
of which all Eastern and Western 
countries may join hands. It is true 
that by creating a third area we sh.ill 
not be able to oppose any particular 
bloc. Still we can prevent war. 
Should we so decide—as I thi/ik we 
shall—we may achieve notable success.

Prof. Mookerjee has referred to t‘ie 
situation in Nepal. He has spoken of 
a resolution passed by the Nepalese 
Congress in which we have been asked 
to recall our technicians and militnty 
mission from that country. Thereby 
he has sought to establish that vie 
have been pursuing a useless policy 
with regard to Nepal and that the 
country hag suffered thereby. But he 
has forgotten that whatever has hap
pened, is the outcome of the internal 
strife of the Nepalese. Unfortunately 
two rival groups cxi.ŝ  there. The pre- 
sf»nt situation there is the result of 
their mutual disputes. The military 
mission was sent to Nepal at the re
quest of these very persons when they 
were running the administration there. 
The civil administration as also the 
military mission were sent there at 
their own request. One of these groups 
now has objections to their presence 
l:>ecause of their mutual strife. That, 
however, is no proof of our failure.

Again our policy with regard to 
Malaya has been criticized. I wish to 
say this much that it is not necessarily 
the result of our foreign policy a: i  J k  
doubt whether the situation th^rj h™  
really something to do with our fo»*.̂ ign 
policy. It Is. however, an established 
fact that a majority of the local 
habitants are against the Indians. Th« 
reason for that is to be found In th^ 
use of the Gurkhas against the Mala
yans. They are under the impression 
that the entire Gurkha troops are



ai95 Demands for Grants 17 MARCH 1953 Demands for Grants 219^

[Dr. Syed Mahmud]
Indians. That explains their nn.s '̂iv- 
ings about us. They are not aware 
that we are not in any way concerned 
with it. If despite that the bad im
pression is gaining ground, then it only 
calls for some measures on our part 
to combat the same.

Dr. Mookerjee has said that he wants 
no war. He dislikes that there should 
be any war. StilLhe thinll ŝ we shoulci 
show ‘a little strength’. Had he ex
pressed a desire to have war, one 
could have understood it. Once we 
want war, we need not then care for 
the result. War may be an evil but 
once it is considered to be neceisary, 
then it is all right. I have failed to 
understand what he meant by this 
phrase ‘a little strength*, which he has 
used repeatedly in his speech. Does 
he mean that we should get ready and 
warn them in writing that any further 
action will result in an attack on them. 
He should know that our teacher 
Gandhiji has not taught us like that. 
We must have some sanction in any 
decision of war that we may take. 
Once we take a decision or write to 
them in stern words or hold out any. 
other threat, it means we have io get 
ready for war in the event of the 
failure of that threat.

So, on one hand he does not want 
war, on the other, he favours the idea 
of showing ‘a little strength*. Accord
ingly, if we write in stern terms, they 
should yield results and failing these 
results we have to get ready for war. 
But then he wants no war. That is 
the position.

Next he has posed a question to the 
Prime Minister “What about foreign 
pockets in India? What about South 
Africa, what about Pakistan?”

Before I say anything with regard 
to this question I would like to know.

“And what about Indonesia, what 
about Libya, what about Sudan, what 
about that tremendous effect which 
was created in all the Asiatic countries 
in favour of India because of our 
straightforward, honest and sympathe
tic foreign policy? What about the 
tremendous antagonism which we 
created—practically raised a revolt— 
against the colonialism in all the 
Asiatic countries”.

All these facts are, by no means, in- 
signiflcant. It is nothing but a succes.  ̂
of our foreign policy that we have oeen 
able to unleash a wave of opposition 
against colonialism throughout Asia. 
We have created a strong public 
opinion In favour of India and her 
honest and straightforward foreign 
policy. All countries of Western Asia

on one hand and Eastern Asia on the 
other are looking to us for guidance. 
It is so because they consider our 
foreign policy to be a correct one. We 
have sympathy for all nations. We 
do not want any one to be opposed to 
us. Now what has been our achieve
ments with regard to Sudan? I may 
remind the House that before General 
Naguib took over, the line of policy 
followed by Egypt was that both the 
Sudan and Suez Canal issues should be 
settled together. The British express
ed inability to do it. Next they held 
that Sudan was linked witii Egypt only 
and should remain with Egypt alone. 
Many conferences were held -‘n these 
two issues only a few days before 
General Naguib took over. India in a 
communication to Egypt, had suggest
ed the foreign policy that, in her 
opinion, should be followed by Egypt.
I do not know the actual words. It 
may, however, be stated that the idea 
was that India should be completely 
independent and should be allowed to 
have the type of the Government that 
a popular vote may decide. The Gov
ernment of that time took no notice 
of that suggestion. But with General 
Naguib in power, he acted most pro
bably—rather certainly—on India’s ad
vice. Time and again he has souybt 
guidance from India and no wonder 
that he must have done it in consulta
tion with her. People have even be
gun to style him as the ‘Second Nehru 
of Asia.’ That shows he must have 
accepted India’s advice—he has achiev
ed success. At least the Sudan issue 
has been settled. The other problem 
is still unsolved. We have to wait and 
see. These are the things we have 
done. We have taken strong action. 
The Libyan Delegation came nere the 
other day to thank us for all that v/e 
had done for that country. They have 
felt the Impact of all that we are doing 
here. Our foreign policy has, at least, 
this result that we are extendinii ( ur 
frontiers from Morocco to Indonesia— 
not by the help of armies but by leav
ing the impress of our goodwill on the 
peoples of those countries. It is what 
we have learnt from Gandhiji. To win 
people’s hearts which may make them 
look to us, helps in creating much 
broader frontiers. Several years back, 
an Asiatic foreign diplomat told me In 
Delhi that our foreign policy, based as 
it was on honesty, has made Pandit 
Nehru not only India’s leader, but their 
leader as well. That is the magnitude 
of the effect our foreign policy is hav-ng 
in Asia. Still you hold that our foreign 
policy has been a failure—that it is 
neither straight nor Independent. It is 
simply surprising.

One word more and I liave done. In 
all the speeches made by hon. Mem
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bers on the Opposition, I have found 
only one constructive, suggestion and 
that is from Shrimati Sachet a 
Kripalani. She has said two things. I 
have already referred to one of them. 
The other thing she said was that our 
Prime Minister should give his atten
tion more to small countries rather to 
the big powers. He should try to win 
these small countries. Speaking other
wise because of our honest foreign 
policy, these countries are looking to
wards os. Ail that remains to be done 
is to bring about unity amongst them. 
I regard it as her constructive sugges
tion and 1 hope we shall make pro
gress in that direction.

Jaipal Singh (Ranchi West— 
Reserved—̂Sch. Tribes): I see no
reason why I should not once again, 
looking at the overall picture of our 
foreign policy, congratulate the Gov
ernment in pursuing the policy it has 
enunciated. After all, foreign policy 
is new to us not only as a people but 
as a Government. But I do ttrmly be
lieve that we are treading the right 
path. That does not mean to say that 
in traversing the course which we have 
set for ourselves, we are making no 
mistakes or are making no blunders. 
Far from it. /

If I had my way and if I could break 
the conventions of this House, I would 
have made an attempt whereby I would 
have pleaded with Parliament to in
crease the Demand under this parti- 
'cular Ministry. Unfortunately, there 
is no such procedure whereby I can 
increase the amount that is demanded 
by Government, and my only recourse 
is to reduce the Demarxd by a cut 
motion. As you know, I have sub
mitted no cut motion.

I do feel that a great many of us 
make a mistake in debating matters 
of foreign policy by forgettmg that 
foreign pohcy is above party politics. 
Whenever we are talking of our foreign 
policy—the policy of our External 
Affairs Ministry—we must one and 
all—Congressmen, non-Congressmen, 
Members of the Treasury Benches and 
Members of the Opposition—should for
get ourselves as Members belonging to 
any particular party. If any country 
has a foreign policy, that foreign policy 
must be pursued as a national 
policy—whether my hon. friend sits op
posite or sits here. There must be a 
certain consistency. We should have 
what one may call a certain integrity 
in our policy in the matter of national 
and international affairs.

While I say all this. I have some 
•criticisms to offer. Maybe, they <̂ re 
very small things, but they go to prove 
that my friends on the other side are 
themselves guilty of dealing with this 
xnatter of our foreign policy as a party

affair. Take the question of these 
delegations and these deputations that 
we send abroad. Examine their per
sonnel, What has happened? Has my 
hon. friend ever thought it desirable 
or necessary in the interests of har
mony in our foreign policy to take into 
confidence Members who are not at 
one with him from a party point of 
view? Again and again, I see that 
there are certain types of people who 
are sent abroad and others are com
pletely neglected. There I maintain 
that we must be very, very careful in 
choosing our personnel—whether they 
are official or non-official; whether they 
are directly sent abroad at the instance 
pf Government or otherwise. We must 
see to it that every deputation is of 
the right type when it is sent abroad.

For instance, I have nothing against 
my hon. friend, the voluminous giant, 
Sardar Atma Singh Namdhari. If you 
put him in a delegation, for instance, 
we can explode this idea of India 
being an under-developed area. If he 
is sent abroad, nobody will believe that 
India is under-developed. , But what is 
the good of that? Similarly, if a de
putation consists only of vegetarians— 
and one recent deputation was over
whelmingly vegetarian in its charac
ter—I do maintain that it is not quite 
fair to this country, I do not know 
whether anybody has gone to America 
to spread or propagate Hindi or not. 
What I am certainly concerned about 
is that the purpose for which we send 
our delegation should be material to 
the task that is set before us.

As I said earlier. I certainly would 
like this particular Ministry to have 
more money. On the floor of this 
House, we are much too fond of doing 
things cheaply. All the time, we are 
shouting about economy. We forget 
that when we are abroad, we have tr» 
meet on level terms, and this is where 
I come to the question of the Indian 
Foreign Service. According to tie  
information that has been given to us,
I regret that the Indian Foreign Ser
vice is still diminutive. There are 42 
Legations of this country. We want 
to play our full part In shaping world 
opinion, but what are we doing *o
build a body of career diplomats? Are
you going to rely on party politicians 
to be Ambassadors here or there? We 
And that when they make a mess here, 
they get a promotion elsewhere. Is
that the way how we are going to
tackle this big problem? I know that 
it is a difficult problem. We cannot 
overnight have a diplomatic service.
I appreciate the difficulty of the Ex
ternal Affairs Ministry, but when I am 
told in this booklet that only four new 
members have been recruited to the 
Indian Foreign Service. I cannot but
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IShri Jaipal Singh] 
suspect that my hon. friend over there 
wants to recruit only from his party 
men to man all these various foreign 
Legations that are being multiplied 
day by day. I am not against their 
multiplication. I think we should be 
represented in every country. We 
have a part to play in this world and 
I am very glad that my hon. friend 
over there has not deflected from rhe 
path which he has chalked out for 
himself.

Take, for example, the question of 
the West AAican territories. From 
this booklet, I find that as a result of 
the visit of our representative to East 
Africa, we are going to open a Legation 
in Accra in the Gold Coast Colony. 
But we are told that the Legation is 
going to be in Gold Coast Colony and 
Nigeria only. I want to ask my hon. 
friend: has he taken the trouble to 
see the map of West Africa? How is 
it that he has completely forgotten the 
Indians in Sierra Leone, Liberia, Bel
gian Congo, etc. Does it mean that our 
interests, the interests of our connec
tions with West Africa are limited 
only to the Gold Coast Colcyny and 
Nigeria? 1 do maintain as the late 
Rev. Andrews when he visited that 
part of the world said very clearly to 
the Congress on his return to this coun
try that this is a territory which has 
much in common with Indian condi
tions, a territory where, if ever such 
a problem arose. Indians could go and 
.settle—it is ideal particularly for my 
Bengali friends, exactly the same type 
of climate and so forth, and the people 
very friendly to us.

One can go on like that. There is 
plenty of room for improvement as far 
as the External Affairs Ministry is con
cerned and the only way it can be done 

.is by appreciating the fact that if it 
is to be a national foreign policy, the 
Ministry of External Affairs must shed 
the parochial outlook. In other words 
he must take everybody into confidence 
so that, as I have said earlier, we have 
a consisient policy, a policy which will 
adhere to its path and continue to go— 
Governments may come and Govern
ments may go.

I would like to remind hon. Members 
here that we live in a world, a modern 
world of heightened economic inter
dependence. I do not think that there 
is a single person who can get away 
from that. We use loose words like nn 
‘independent attitude’ towards a parti 
cular subject. Do we seriously believe 
that t^ere can be such a thing as in 
independent outlook, divorced from the 
interdependence of the modern world? 
I8 such a thing possible? If It is !ic- 
cepted that the World is intei'-depen- 
dent, the world is one, then there is

no country, no territory so great, there 
is no dogma so powerful that can 
make any particular State sell-enclos
ed. Therefore, I think it is quite right 
that we have chosen a path of uni
versality, that is to say, however un
popular we might become with certain, 
powerful groups, on whom we may be 
economically dependent, or of whom 
we may be independent, we say: we
shall get to know everyone. That is 
exactly where in a limited way, the 
question of independent outlook comes 
in. But otherwise there is no such 
thing as neutrality. My friends may  ̂
talk about neutrality: I do not think 
it has really ar^y meaning. But let us 
be quite frank with ourselves.

Again, if we have any foreign policy 
it must be reflected in our trade and 
commerce and supplies that come to 
this country and the supplies that gO’ 
out. That is the test of an effective 
foreign policy. I would like to know, 
while we have been talking about a 
national policy, have we really bene
fited to the extent to which we make 
claim for th-e success of our forei;^ 
policy? It is vpry important. I will 
give only one instance for example. 
Look next door. There is our neigh
bour, a very friendly neighbour. Burma. 
Now Burma has taken a loan from- 
us. I need not mention the figures; 
but it is an astronomical figure, as far 

‘ as my information goes. We lent 
money to Burma. But our tea industry 
Is in a very serious crisis. What hap
pens? Although we lent money to 
Burma, Burma prefers to drink Ceylon 
tea. It may be a s*mall matter. So,
I say the wisdom, the soundness of 
our national foreign policy should be 
reflected in our trade, commerce, sup
plies that come and supplies that gô  
and above all in the treatment that 
Indian nationals and people of Indian 
origin receive tbaroughout the world. 
If it is not reflected, then there is some
thing wrong.

There is the question of Ceylon 
Indians. I do not mean to say that we 
should resort to police action, or with
draw Indian labour from Ceylon 
plantations. But there are instances 
where I do think we are weak, or at 
any rate we have not been firm enough.

Take the case that was referred to 
the International Civil Aviation Organi
sation. One of our internal airlines 
was given an external right to fly fo 
Afghanistan. What happens? Immediate
ly Pakistan says: you may fly to
Karachi but you cannot fly direct to 
Kabul, The result is you have to take 
to a very exjjpnsive route. Was it 
necessary for us to go all the way (o 
rCAO, because wc say we want to 

resort to peaceful methods? There are
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other peaceful methods. Do not allow 
the Pakistan airways to fly through 
India and you will see that within 
twenty-four hours they will see sense, 
which has taken them two years now.

I have given only a few instances. 
Overall I have the fullest support for 
the general foreign policy of the pre
sent Government. 1 have said that 
But let not the present Government 
run away with the idea that their re
cord is perfect: It has been far from 
perlect and the sooner they realise it 
ihe better. There are many instances 
where if this House as a whole and 
the parlies together could be taken into 
confidence; I have no doubt whatsoever 
that our forei/ajn policy would be more 
and more effective and bring honour 
to this country.

. Shri Ras:hitramatah (Tenali): I quite 
welcome the new approach to foreign 
pohcy which has been made by the 
previous speaker. One thing parti
cularly struck me and that is the neces
sity for consistency. Well, consistency 
is a very rare dose with certain groups 
to be very sparingly used. I am very 
.sorry Prof. Hiren Mukerjee, the Deputy 
Leader of the Communist Party is not 
here this morning. But I was pleasant
ly surprised to hear him yesterday 
.starting his speech with a glorious 
tribute to Netaji. WeU, Netaji was 
certainly one of ttie greatest Indians. 
Normally it should not have suiprised 
any one, but the language in ^vhich he 
clothed it, I thought was very interest
ing. He said: ,

“He is surely one of the most
outstanding and never-to-be-for
gotten figures in the history of our
freedom movement.”

I was thinking what the party to 
■which he belongs said about Netaji in 
1945—the fifth columnist of Japan! 
Well, opinions do change. But when 
they follow a certain pattern it be- 
•comes rather interesting.

Next Prof. Hiren Mukerjee referred 
to Ceylon in such pathetic, sympathetic 
and generous terms that I was for a 
moment again reminded of what their 
attitude to Ceylon was only a little 
while ago. When the question of Cey
lon’s admission to the United Nations 
came up, Soviet Russia objected to it. 
and not one of my friends on the 
other side ever thought it fit to say 
one little word in favour of Ceylon. 
Now that Ceylon supplied rubber to 
China, of course, all their sympathies 
are for Ceylon—most curious thing!

We often hear the Members of the 
Communist Party denounce the Point

Four Programme and Indo-American 
Technical Agreement. But yesterday 
Prof. Mukerjee was referring in such 
suppliant terms and saying: what a
pity, now that Ceylon has supplied 
rubber to China they have deprived 
her of the Point Four help. I do not 
know whether he was thinking he was 
speaking iii the United Nations, voicing 
somebody cLse*s leellngs. From t)ie 
^ay he referred to NATO, MEDO and all 
that, anybody would think that we are 
the sponi'.ors of NATO and MEDO. Wg 
have made it clear more than once 
that neither the NATO nor the MEDO 
is our cousin. Yesterday my friend 
Mr. Shiva Rao from these Benches 
explained the implications of NATO. 
Our policy has always been to dis
courage these ‘Locarno Pacts’ of the 
mid 20th Century. We have said so. 
As for MEDO one has only to read 
this morning’s papers to find out what 
the real intention behind this MEDO is. 
It is supposed to be the Middle 
Eastern fDet'ence Organisation. But 
what P'resident Eisenhower proposes to 
do wlih regard to the Free Asians 
versus the Red Asians as announced in 
today’s papers shows what the 
nature of the organisation ME.D.O. 
is going to be. It is not going to be 
the Middle Eastern Defence Organi
sation; if I may say so, it is going to 
be the Middle Eastern Fodder Organi
sation for the American and the 
Russian guns. Naturally we protested 
and said that it would create a grave 
situation in Asia and that we would 
not look upon it with composure.

The acting Leader of the Communist 
Party referred to our bad record in 
colonialism. I do not know whether 
he forgets so quickly that 600 milUon 
people have achieved independence 
after the Second World War and that 
the spark that) generated jthe light 
of that freedom emanated from this 
country. I do not know whether he 
has so easily forgotten the way we 
helped Indonesia to get her freedom, 
and the way we urged for the liberty 
and freedom of Libya. Of course, the 
Communist Party is always thinking 
of three things: Malaya, Indo-China 
and Korea. Well, for us they happen 
to be parts of the global strategy of 
both the Anglo-American and the Com
munist powers. While on the one hand 
the United States is interested in 
keeping up and propping up the totter- 
in|( Imperialist and capitalist ?urho- 
riti66 in those countries, the Commu
nist countries are interested in creat
ing their own satellites. Naturally it 
is not for us to Interfere in a situation 
like that. But just because we stand 
aloof from this fight, of Communism 
on the one hand and of capitaHst im
perialism on the other, it does not
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mean that our love of liberty is any 
less. In fact it is well known that it 
is one of the dictums of Lenin—and 
Stalin has said so—that Conununists 
will support the fight against colonial
ism only so far as it is consistent with 
the flght of the proletarian masses. 
Therefore, the love of freedom is x)ot 
an abstract or absolute thing even with 
the Communist powers.

Mr. Punnoose, I think, asked yester
day how we are going to reconcile our 
Korean resolution with the Geneva 
Convention. Well, it is only a question 
of interpretation. It is well known 
that at the meeting in Korea, when the 
draft armistice agreement was ore- 
pared, there was agreement on all the 
vital issues and the combatants could 
not agree only on one issue. And that 
related to the treatment of prisoners 
of war. In the first place the United 
Nations suggested that these prisoners 
should be interrogated in a de-mili- 
tarized zone by a neutral Commission 
consisting ot Poland, Czechoslovakia, 
Sweden and Switzerland. I would like 
you to mark the emphasis on Poland 
and Czechoslovakia, neutral powers. 
The United Nations agreed for that. 
But China and Korea Insisted that 
these prisoners of war should first be 
transferred to their own custody and 
then, they said, they could be inter
rogated by those powers. Naturally 
there was no agreement on that, and 
it was on that issue that the negotia
tions broke: so that when we took up 
the thread in the General Assembly 
we knew full well that a cease ftre 
would follow if only this little hitch 
was hammered out. Therefore, the 
Indian resolution concentrated on that 
and suggested that first of all there 
shall be no use‘ <rf force either for re
taining the prisoners or for repatriat
ing them to their respective homes and 
that the ascertainment of their wishes 
should be left to the four power Com- 
niission. The Russians moved ati 
amendment that there shall be a Coni- 
mi.ssion of eleven powers consisting of 
Russia, New China. Czechoslovakia, 
North Korea—four—U.S.A., U.K., France 
South Korea—four—India, Burma and 
Switzerland—three—altogether eleven 
—and that not only the question of 
prisoners of war but the entire Korean 
i.ssue and the entire Far Eastern ques
tion .should be settled by this eleven 
power Commission. And remember 
that the decision has to be by a two- 
thirds majority. Four Communist 
powers, four Anglo-American powers. 
I wojuld venture to call them; and 
three neutral powers. And a two- 
thirds majority in that contest would 
definitely mean a Russian veto, and the 
world would be where it was before.

Of course it is said that the Indian 
resolution did not emphasise cease fire 
as the Russian amendment did. I do 
not know what the Russians really be-* 
lieve the Indian resolution was meant 
for: Is it to prolong the war or to stop
it? There is bound to be a cease Are,
and in fact a word was added at the
end of the Indian resolution to the
efTect that the entire arrangement was. 
being made in order to facilitate cease 
fire. And the whole basis of the ne
gotiations at Pan Mun Jon was intend
ed to efTect cease fire on the basis of 
an honourable understanding between 
the two powers.

Well, it is easy to run down this 
country time in and time out. A few 
Members yesterday were asking: why 
was there so less propaganda about 
this country? How could there be? 
Prof. Hiren Mukerjee himself referred 
in such disparaging terms to the dams, 
in this country. And his Leader has 
been writing numerous articles from 
Moscow in the form of letters to his 
wife. It would be interesting to know 
what he has to say about the dams 
and the canals in the Soviet Union. In 
one article he writes: “Having come 
to the U.S.S.R. naturally the first place 
I visited was Stalingrad and the Volga- 
Don Canal”. And after eulogizing and 
praising the great construction and 
engineering feats involved in that 
Canal with which I have no quarrel, he 
comes down and says: “As our ship 
sailed on and on along this Canal, I 
was thinking about our villages in India 
where when the rains come the village 
is flooded and the mud-houses col
lapse*’. I am glad that the Volga-Don 
Canal did not remind him of our muni
cipal drains. Is it proper to think of 
4he work done in this country and com
pare it in such fashion with the Soviet 
Union or any other country? Has my 
friend so conveniently, and so dis
paragingly to the credit of this country, 
forgotten the dams which we are con
structing which are our pride and the 
envy of the whole world—Bhakra- 
Nangal, Hirakud, Damodar Valley? If 
I may point out another very interest
ing passage, he says “As our ship sailed 
on and on along this canal I was think
ing of Rayalaseema, the dry land which 
is in the grip of famine today in spite 
of the big rivers Krishna and Grodavari; 
each of us in the ship was seeing and 
thinking deeply...”. I am sorry he 
did not think deep enough, for had he 
thought enough he would have remem
bered our Tungabhadra project which 
was built on the river Krishna just to 
give water to the dry land of Rayala- 
seema. You cannot expect great ap
preciation of this country outside if our 
own people go and run down this coun
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try. Of course, it was denied that Mr. 
Gopaian ever brought down this coun
try in Russia. 1 am glad that when I 
heard that denial 1 took it with a pinch 
of salt. For there is no doubt whether 
he actually ran down this country in 
Russia or not. he has been running it 
down from Russia. And it is really 
shameful.

Something has been said about our 
trade with Russia. We are not a totali
tarian country. Our trade follows a 
certaip pattern of demand and supply 
at competitive prices. If Russia can 
supply at these rates I do not think we 
would mind buying from Soviet Russia 
or any other country. That is doubtful 
and there are some practical difficul
ties too. .When in 1950 or 1951 Russia 
sold us wheat she made us pay for it 
on the nail. When we get ^ods from 
the United States or Great Britain we 
have a facility because of our sterling 
resources, and also the American Wheat 
Loan. There are certain other advan
tages also and besides we have British 
machinery here and we have to get 
spare parts from Britain. You cannot 
persuade people accustomed to drink 
coffee with cream to drink the Russian 
tea without milk. It does not fit in.

[ P a n d it  T h a k u r  D a s  B h a r g a v a  i n  the 
Chair-i

Then, I will say something about the 
Coronation. Dr. Lltnka Sundaram nnd 
a few others attacked our association 
with the Commonwealth in the context 
of the Prime Minister, attending, the 
Coronation. Well, Coronation happens 
to be one of the great occasions for the 
British people to enjoy themselves and 
tomorrow, I am sure if the great 
Malenkov decides on having a Corona
tion, we will have a regalia. There is 
nothing extraordinary in that as the 
great Napoleon did once.

As for the visit of Mr. Dulles, I may 
say that we are not a totalitarian coun
try where the ingress and outgress of 
foreigners is at a diminishing rate. We 
welcome visitors from whatever coun
try they come and we will be failing 
in our hospitality if we do not extend 
our warm hospitality to them.

I would only add one more thing. 
Every time we hear so much about 
China and Russia and so much run
ning down of this country in every 
debate. I would respectfully tell those 
that do so—ventriloquism is no doubt 
a great art but it is found to be 
suicidal in politics and if any crmrades 
have any doubt about it, I wonM advise 
them to correspond with Comrade Tito 
who is now temporarily sojourning in 
the ‘Coronation Islands*.

Shri N. P. Damodaran (Tellichcrry); 
The problems created by the existence 
of foreign pockets in India are not 
properly understood by the people who 
live far away from those areas. The 
first one is that it renders the inde
pendence of our country incomplete. 
So lon£ as there remains in free India 
Pondicherry, Karikal, Mahe, Yanam, 
Goa, Daman and Diu, they are question 
marks to our freedom. Their conti
nuance is a sore wound to our Indian 
body politic. The mighty upsurge of 
the people of India against imperialism 
was not against the British alone but 
against imperialisms of all kinds. Im
mediately on attaining independence, 
our Prime Minister was all threat 
against these lingering imperialist pos
sessions and swore their early eflace- 
ment. But with the march of time, he 
seems to have forgotten his words and 
seems to have compromised with them. 
In his speech at Madras on the flth 
of October, 1952, he reiterated his in
vectives against the prevailing oppres
sive conditions in the French posses
sions, particularly in Pondicherry. 
Speeches made by statesmen of his 
stature are usually backed with positive 
action. But in this case, nothing has 
been done so far.

No independent country has got 
within its territory possessions of an
other country. If there is any, it will 
only make the independence of that 
country incomplete. That will natural
ly lead to wars; but in free India, we 
have got seven places belonging to 
two imperialist powers. Apart from 
internal tyranny that these powers per
petrate, they are potential danger 
spots. France and Portugal are parties 
to the North Atlantic Treaty Organisa
tion along with America, Britain and 
some other countries. This matter was 
brought before the House yesterday by 
the hon. Member, Mr. Shiva Rao and 
he gave us an idea of the danger lurk
ing behind this Treaty Organisation. 
This Treaty Organisation is intended 
for miHual assistance in case of war. 
Even if India were to remain neutral 
during a probable world conflagration, 
the imperialist powers could find fer
tile soil both for operations and intri
gues in these dissipated settlements. 
Even if our policy at a crucial stage is 
based on strict neutrality, these pockets 
would provide vulnerable points for 
the opponents of the aforesaid im
perialist powers. These parts of India 
thereby turn into battlefields. The 
smallness of these territories would in
vite the direct impact of extremely des
tructive and piercing arms on us r̂ nd 
we will be constrained to take up arms 
for the ejection of these powers con- 
frontin*? each other. Our weakness in 
being kind to the French and PortugtKjse 
imperialists at this stage would emb »i]
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us in the unpleasant task of fighting 
against iwo lues lo preserve peace aau 
tranquillity in aur land. 1 mean lo 
say wai' would oe tae inevitable con
sequence ol this irrational and vaciUai- 
ing policy.

rhe struggle ior independence that 
was launcned against the british has 
generated in its turn struggles against 
the French and the Portuguese. All 
these lorm the integral part of a total 
struggle lor the complete independence 
ol me land, inai a lew ol our 
brethren in scattered areas shoula 
continue under loreign yoke is beyoiid 
reasonable understaiiding. They are 
entitled to the same extent and quan
tum ol Ireedom tnat we enjoy. Politi
cal considerations apart, sucn slavery 
in India can only be a belting the cause 
ol imperialism. Our anxiety for Indo
nesian Ireedom and colonial emancipa
tion having found bountilui expressions 
of our Prime Minister Irom time to 
time looKs unreal in the face of en- 
irenciied imperialism in his own coun
try. While movements were forging 
ahead in these localities for their libera
tion, our Government' adopted the 
most weak-kneed policy of leaving them 
in tne lurch and to greater humiliation, 
ihey were not treed. We did not help 
them to get themselves tree, we made 
them still more slaves and many of 
these patriots who participated in the 
struggles were pulled out of their homes 
in Pondicherry, Goa and Mahe and 
r nr own In prison cells in Mauritius and 
other far away islands. Some of them 
are wandering for the last four years 
in the wilderness of tree India yearn
ing lor the freedom of their home. One 
ol these places, namely Mahe« is close 
to me and is geographically within my 
cunbtituency. .1 was very proud of my 
association with the participants of the 
uctober revolt ot I94ij in iviahe. Now 
I am ashamed of it and I feel that my 
pride and sname are shared by all 
right thinking citizens of India. It was 
against numberless, petty and cruel 
oppressions of the French thdl these 
honest men of Mahe rose in revolt and 
raised the banner of free India at Mahe 
in 1948. It was in the earnest hope 
of our brotherly succour and aid in 
their emancipation that they carried on 
the fight. Not only did we not aid 
them, but we left them to be hunted 
and persecuted by their French 
masters. The more sorrowful part of 
it is that consciously or unconsciously 
all that we did was to aid the French. 
Still, they are not free on the Indian 
soil. Still it is our duty to make them 
free.

Looking at the administrative worries 
that these pin points raise before

political expendiency will tell us 
straight that they should be forthwith 
abolisiied. Complaints of enormous loss 
of customs revenue around all these 
possessions are recurring with speed 
and frequency. We have to maintain 
at heavy cost a preventive staff lo 
guaixi against smuggling, and not the 
least important, they provide absorbing 
soil for corrupt officers. Thus Indian 
officers around Mahe. and for that 
matter, Pondicherry or any other placc, 
make it their evening rendezvous for 
refreshing liquor which they may not 
get as easily and cheaply in Madras or 
Bombay. The population of Mahe has 
risen by 20 ot 25 per cent, during the 
last four years. Persons who lost their 
jobs on account of prohibition here, 
have crossed over to Mahe where toddy 
became one of the principal commodi
ties of business for usual visitors from 
our areas. It was good that we intro
duced prohibition. But. 'we are con
strained to see that little Mahe pro
vides an asylum to maintain the drun
kards of the neighbouring areas. Our 
prohibition policy has foundered at- 
least in the two taluks of Kottayam 
and Kurumbranad, in Malabar district 
because of the existence of a few 
square miles of French territory there. 
Our officers are made corrupt there 
with all the French temptations. Mahe 
has a developing trade in petrol as 
petrol is sold at 0-4-6 less per gallon. 
This, again, because they do not pay 
the sales tax. To Mahe come various 
articles from far and distant French 
and other foreign possessions, which 
a re ' smuggled into Indian territory. 
This apparent affluence of Mahe owing 
to their free sale of liquors and low 
price of foreign articles has set afoot 
a great propaganda that Mahe is a 
paradise and all the surrounding places 
a pandemonium.. This gradually con
verts militant nationalists to the pro- 
French camp. Even citizens of Free 
India are lured by it. Many do believe 
it. All these are increasing the 
stranglehold of the French on Mahe 
and at a later date, it might be even 
difficult for us to awake them from the 
effects of docile attachment.

Mr. Chairman: I have rung the hell 
second time. The hon. Member has 
already taken ten minutes.

Shri N. P. Damodaraii: I think I am 
entitled to 15 minutes. I am the only 
speaker of my party.

Mr. Chaiiman: There are so many 
other speakers who are anxious to 
speak. The hon. Member may finish 
in one minute. He has already taken 
about ten minutes.
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Shri N. P. Damodaraii: 1 thought I 
wwas allowed 15 minutes.

Mr. Chairmaii: Nobody is entitled to 
;any specific number at minutes. The 
hon. Member is reading from a'manus- 
.cript. All the same 1 did not object 
becau3g ^  wanted him to have his full 

,say. 1®th so many hon. Members 
anxioi^l^o speak, I must request the 
hon. IWpnber to finish in a minute. 
He hag^already taken sufficient time.

Shri N. P Damodaran: I shall finish 
in two minutes. The two other im
portant things that 1 wanted to bring 
to the notice of the House regarding 
Mahe are that Mahe should be isolated: 
not only Mahe, but all the French pos- 

^sessig^s and pockets in India should be 
isolated, I would suggest that the 
economic relations witn these French 
possessions should be cut off. The 
railway facilities afforded to these 
foreign possessions should be stopped 
and our trains should not run into 
these French possessions. The post 
offices run by our own Government in 
these French possessions should be 
closed down. In the Question Hour, 
my hon. friend Mr. Chacko brought 
belore the House the fact that rice is 
being supplied by. us to the French 
-authorities in Mahe and Pondicherry 
and to the Portuguese in Goa and our 
<jovernment is licking the boots that 
kick us. I would* suggest that no 
commodity should be exported to the 
-French possessions and stern action 
should be'taken against the French 
-and Portuguese settlements in India.

Shri N. C. Chatterjec (HooghJy)* I 
have tried to approach' this Foreign 
Affairs discussion not from a partisan 
point of view; but I regret I do not ap
preciate this chorus of adulation or 
congratulations which has been offered 
to the Prime Minister of India. Of 

<*ourse, he needs no patting on the 
back from his lieutenants or political 
-supporters.

What I want to point out is this. 
What is the policy that you are pursu
ing and how far has it benefited India 
or raised India in the estimation of 
the world? We wanted independence 
because we have something to give to 
the world, that is, India’s «reat heri
tage. The greatest fighters for free
dom fought not lor any pcriitical hege
mony, but for imparting some message 
whic^ India had cherished throughout 
the ages.

We have been solenrmly furnished 
with a report of the Ministry of Ex
ternal Affairs for the year 1952-5 .̂ It 
is a very disappointing report. I do 
mot know whether hon. Members iiad

the time to go through this report. 
But, it looks like a head clerk’s report 
giving very scanty information about 
the working of this Department. It is 
something manufactured by the bureau
crats really for the consumption of 
bureaucrats. There is very little in it. 
1 wish We had more consultation, md 
more intimate discussion with the 
Minister in charge of Foreign Affairs and 
I share the regret of one of the previous 
speakers that although we had a 
chance of discussing some matters re
lating to Foreign Affairs with the Prime 
Minister, he has not thought fit to take 
the Opposition Members into his con
fidence or to give them a chance of 
discus'sing matters in a free atmosphere 
in a more or less informal conference.

What is this “dynamic neutrality”? 
What is neutrality in the modem 
world? A great writer on interna
tional relationships says that a neutral 
is he who shirks his share of the bur
dens of humanity. I think this is 
v/hat Disraeli said, that an Indepen
dent Member of Parliament is one on 
whom nobody can depend. So also a 
neutral member in a modern world is 
one on whom nobody can rely. That 
is the result of trying to be the friend 
of everybody. It has happened that 
we have not a single friend to-day 0,1 
any of these vital issues which matter. 
Take, for instance, Kashmir. We had 
not one friend; not one to support us. 
We went to the UNO. That was a 
tragic mistake. I said so before, and 
still I repeat it. We went on one issue. 
That issue has been side-lrarked arid 
instead of being the complainant, we 
have been put in the category of (he 
accused. Sir Owen Dixon, the great 
Australian Judge reported—I am quot
ing his words:

“I am prepared to adopt the 
view that when the frontier of the 
State of Jammu and Kashmir was 
crossed on 20th October, 1947 by 
hostile elements, it was contrary 
to International law. When in 
May, 1948, units of regular Pakis
tan forces moved into the territory 
of the State, that too was inconsis 
tent with International law. 1 
therefore propose that the first step 
in demilitarisation should consist 
in the withdrawal of Pakistan re 
gular forces commencing on a 
named day.**

Even that has not been done. We 
went on one issue. That issue has 
been side-tracked and the relevant 
issues have been blacked out. Ouz 
publicity and propaganda machine has 
been a dismal failure and I think, u> 
my very great regret, Membam of 
Parliament should be told and flha 
Prime Minister should acknowleds# H,
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lhat India has been beaten badly by 
Pakistan in this Kashmir issue. It *s 
no good saying that we have been doing 
very fine work. Test the whole thing 
from a realistic point of view. What has 
happened? Indians are being driven 
out, mal-treated and illtreated and 
disfranchised, not only in South Africa, 
not only in East Africa, but also in 
Ceylon and Burma, and everywhere. 
How is our foreign policy successful? 
I honestly do not find signs of a suc
cessful foreign policy. You are trying 
to please everybody, ending with pleas
ing none. We have been told that Indo- 
Pakistan relations have improved. I 
do not know where it has improved, 
how it has improved. Hindu-squeezing 
and Hindu-baiting is still going on. I 
am sorry to say, in East Bengal, the 
situation regarding evacuee property is 
going worse. With regard to movable 
property, you ought to know that the 
Nehru-Liaquat Agreement has com
pletely been made abortive in the 
course of the past few months. They 
have decided—my information is that 
our Deputy High Commissioner at 
Lahore has been told that no further 
will that agreement be operative, and 
no one has been allowed to bring out 
any of his movable property during the 
last few months.

5 P.M.

I am now pleading for the unfortu
nate refugees who have come from 
East Pakistan. We are thinking of 
paying some compensation to the un
fortunate people who have come over 
from Western Pakistan. The same 
thirtg should be done with regard to 
those unfortunate brothers and sisters 
of ours who have come over from East 
Bengal. There should be really no dis
tinction made between the two cate
gories of refugees from West Pakistan 
and from East Pakistan. Really they 
had to come because the sense of 
security has disappeared, and rule of 
law has proved abortive. Muslim eva
cuees are still able to dispose of their 
property at fair market value in India, 
and the Hindu refugees from East 
Pakistan cannot do so because there 
is nn organized boy cott of those who 
buy Hindu property Hindu litigants, 
I know in some cases, deposited large 
sums of money in courts as security fo  ̂
stay of execution of decrees, but after 
iht: decrees were set aside they cannot 
get back their money even from the 
High Court 9f Lahore. An eminent 
lawyer like Mr. P. R. Das was not 
allowed tn anpear in the Dacca High 
Cwurt when he wanted to appear for 
some of the Hindu landlords who h^ ’̂

some just grievances. And in spite of 
the little remarks which we get in this 
report—this very fragmentary report of 
the Ministry of External Affairs—the- 
truth has not come out. The passport 
and visa system has been an instru
ment of torture. Men who have «ot 
business relationship, when they want 
to go to Pakistan, are not allowed to 
go there and there is a lot of difficulty. 
The diplomatic representatives of 
Pakistan are creating all sorts of 
trouble. Even men who have still got 
business firms, and who are serving in 
important and responsible positions in 
business firms or commercial houses: 
cannot go there, and all sorts of diffi
culties are still being created.

You know what we have often said. 
It is no good simply saying that rela
tions have improved, but the people 
are still there, and although they can
not come out—the exodus has stopped— 
it gives us no satisfaction because a 
good deal of persecution is going on^ 
Every little trouble that is created, 
even trouble that is created by mem- 
ber.<s of the majority community, is be- 
ini; placed to the disadvantage of the  ̂
minority community. Shri & tin Sen 
is still in jail. Other important Hindu 
leaders of East Bengal are still in jail. 
In spite of talks and pacts and every
thing. nothing has been done even to- 
get them out of jail, and even more 
people have been incarcerated there. 
They are merrily carrjdng on with 
their modus operandi. They are now 
doing this in East Bengal to prevent 
the Hindus from coming over to East 
Pakistan and taking away their pro
perty, taking advantage of the situa
tion which they have themselves manu
factured to treat them as evacuees, 
and therefore to squeeze them. I i>  
not know how the relations have- 
improved.

This policy has got to be changed— 
this policy of “dynamic neutrality’’. 
What you are doing is that you are 
resorting to aggressive belligerency in 
India towards your political opponents. 
Even a Member of Parliament is in
formed by a Provincial satrap solemn
ly in the year 1953, functioning under 
{he Constitution of the Republic of 
India, that he cannot utter a word 
about Jammu and Kashmir. You nay 
you are talking of democracy and try
ing to educate the world on democracy. 
That kind of thing will not do. I plead* 
for a rational approach. Really, vrith 
regard to Pakistan, the policy should 
be reciprocal. With regard to foreign 
affairs, it should be dictated by the 
principle of ‘'enlightened self-respect**, 
and not by sentimentalism and ideal
ism. The result of our present policy*
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is we get knocks from both the blocs 
and really have no sincere friend. We 
send goodwill missions, we entertain 
distinguished visitors from abroad and 
we keep up our tradition of hospitality 
and so on. We are sending monkeys, 
we are sending elephants and other 
specimens of animals to different coun
tries, but really you do not get any 
reciprocity. My friend, Mr. Jaipal 
Singhs was quite right. Burma has 
not treated us fairly. Apart from the 
non-payment of loans, we have got to 
pay three pr four times the price for 
which we could get rice from Indian 
merchants who were handling the rice 
there, but we have now got to pay to 
the Burma Government a large sum 
of money. Throughout, we have been 
losing.

I press the hon. Prime Minister to 
realise that our propaganda machine 
requires overhauling; especially on 
Kashmir we have lost, and I am still 
pleading for that. That should be the 
objective approach. It is no use simply 
congratulating ourselves and congratu
lating the Prime Minister on his 
wonderful achievement. That shows 
really an inferiority complex. So much 
adulation and fulsome flattery bespeaks 
that you are really not satisfied with 
what is happening.

We spent in 1951-52 Rs. 397 lakhs. 
This year’s Budget 'is Rs. 532 lakhs— 
that means Rs. 135 lakhs more. The 
question is: is the poor oppressed
Indian taxpayer getting his money's 
worth? I submit he does tiot The facts 
show that he does not. The U.N.O. is 
still dilly-dallying with the Kashmir 
issue. The Security Council is still 
shilly-shallying. I have read article 
34, and I have read article 35 of the 
United Nations Charter. With a full 
sense of responsibility I say that the 
Government are perfectly justified, 
after the scandalous way in which the 
United Nations has treated us, to 
withdraw the Kashmir case. We have 
lost faith in them. They have not 
decided the issue. They are bringing 
in irrelevant issues to befog world 
opinion. The case should ^  with
drawn. I am pleading for the with
drawal of the Kashmir issue from the 
United Nations. Take a firm step and 
see that our prestige is no longer put 
in jeopardy. We should no longer 
allow India to be made a laughmg 
stock by the way she is being treated 
in the world today.

)

% irwmf # srfT 1
a f t r

*fH?T % Jrfir anf t  ^
^  'A' *T tnnfHT

I  I A' jf air>r

an ssw  t  ^  ^  It
ITT (fMiO

aflffsr Ko ?>■ »Tr arnr
inw % ftsw SVTT ^ I
f tf#  Tifr ^  fft ^
5frt?r ’IT P t t t  f  aftr w  ^  ^  

m  >PT

^  *T?lf f  f r  airar

% ant #  an# jftfev 
fiawRT 71? «? I fit STK
^  ^
«TT aftr fyTRff apm ijsi
#  w r f  I ?TT #  a n rjT

% in’? % ftpT ^  #
T W  <IT, ftra K T t ^  ippWfc
^  anf ^
#  3 fw  A 5sif 1 5Tnre,
^  ^  «ITC ^  f r  Pfw JWR inr 
ftnift ifr ^  jtt

^  vf6y # aftr arrr ^  ^  ip n t
^  ^  I.
WTT ^TT ^  'dfi
^  ?r 1*1 g’pRT ^  ^
Vtftror TTTTT fsTTT I

arrr ^  ?»,v? %
^ i an^ ^  4^ftrv

sftfir Kft <n:? % m m
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[5To ’Hr]
V f t  ?  ^

XT? « p ^  ^ ^
^  ^  f w  % ap5T
5Trf^ 3ftT ^  ?nf%

•frriniT^iTTmrTTftr 
5i^T  ?<#T?r ^  ?.*1TTT fjHrcPC
JT^ Tî r f% ?»T ^  ^  % 31’T?:
^  Tt in rf?  ^  ^  ^

. gTTT ^  ^  an^wr^ %

^ I H ’I  T * R f T  I %

‘fgfî n> ?*T̂  *̂?r ^  i
5^r% 3Tw r«rr5pm €^^i^

% 5TT̂ v t ^ftrax t  >

f?rft ?m  ^  arn^  ^
^f|rir i  f% ^  5ff% ^

?RT 'IT t  Pf 'i^T'l
3 T T ^  3 R T ? fr % T  ^  t  I 

HWSTcfT f% 3ITjr r?!'^WM ^  t^fSTT 
f̂tfir ^  f t t  anrrhrr

^  t^?rsF 11 arnr
r^^M FT ^  ^  JT̂If
fft ?r>fKft 3tt ^  11 a m

Jftfe % ^  ^  ^
^irrft jfrt^ ^  w ^rrr irr aTfrî crT 
^  fH^rrft ft»ft I ?*rrft t%ftrT
^  ^  ?n!?5rtT ^  5ft JTf
I  fv ^  ?>TR ?5T ^  % r
^  t  ’H !T^ 13(\^ 4  ?m 5n 
li f r  ^  % (^•^«JR' an ^?  farr 
aftr ^  f ! p ^ H  # aftr 

arTJft aTTJK 5^75 ^ 3rTfT>
4tf^ 5T?ff, «R5T ^  ?»T# ?fs t^
?r an^ I w  t !^  % ’jenfifv 

a m  vt arr^

?rnT^ aTT’fr #^^RT 5ft%
^  t  artr >rt ^  ^  Htftr
^  % 3T̂ ?5t % f f  ^  TSTT v r

t  ark aofr
3TPT% ? r m  sfi?T arT# ^  t« tt  
VX̂T % <j(l«iwTial IW  ^
?t?ft f ’j ^ 5 i r f % ^  a f t r ^
^ r w r r  i  %  5t«i f t  i H t  #

% ^  arpft t  ^ 3 ^
^  ? m  5ft s p tfw  apt t  
^  ^ f |  ^  Mif r ^ H
% m  % ftr?yftr% #  ^
a fk  = ^ ^  3»<i0+r, ipt^ T  ^  anfe
% f*TT̂
fiR ft ^  % 5>rr^

^  7<T# 5rrf% v t  arnt stsht t ,  
«A<. w 5TTf% % ?rnT ^

^  5?5T̂  ^  m«T
v r  arnrr ^ m r f  f r  ^  f
f% Rj'^rdM ^  'ft^  i-i^ l̂ '̂i^c.

TTf^fft 'TT am^y t  afV?: a m
^  ^  a(w<i T*ror ^  I

afrc a n ^  ^  %  3nr ^ fttf ct> ^  
^  jarr ?ft (^'^«ti»i ^  ĝ snPT ^ t r  

f¥d*r f w i  ^ W %  ?TT«r ^ 
f f S  trftpiT sp ^
^  ^  f t  aik r̂̂ irt i m 'i t
n  3<H(t» 'i Hsr # f « T H ^  vt%5T
^  Pp ^  ^  < tfZ¥ %
ar<T m filH  ![t 5TR I %fp5T

n  ¥ t r
% >ift 3^k Prfr«T arpft
a im ?  gsnfr aftr nft
5Tlft^ %■ Ŝ VTK ^  fipIT I 

J T t ^  if T? r ftr p r r t
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^  a m f l v T  a n fir f a r  

% ^  I ^  7 ^

^tPrb i(t A ^  >50^  ^n?5rr 
f  ^  ^  ?FT l%\'s % ^  ^
f t i ^  ?r !T^ WT ^
F̂VTT VT ^  WRT

W  Ĵ̂ RRTT JTT̂T «̂V f .  ^  
WH % V4  ^  ^

t v ’ftfsTiRr % ^  ^  m ft
%  ^  ^  ^  a nfir

I r y ^ P R i T ^ t i  a m f » T 3 r n r a j T ! f r t J T  

^tfPRTT ^  t '  ?Tt W T ^  
s m t t v T  %  ^  ^  t  3 t ^  1 5 f t  3 i r M  

a n r f t r ^  i T t v A  %  I T T  5 f t  a rre ift #  aft 

^  ^  a n w t  « i< i»m i 

^1 f r  'Stni'l ^5(sit> *fl(n
^  ?nff t  a rtr  a rrr wt>r

^  ^  ^  5ITT?5 5i T̂PT
^  11 ftr 3nr ^
a n #  V n ^ f i R m n V T f  ^  * t p j  itt 

q v  a m f W  f t i M  f ^ n n n ,%  « r f w  wft 
3ft ?  ft r  3 T T ^  4 ^ r? i+  s ftf^  ^  

a ft r  ^  ?  I w f P F  p ’

f W  JT5TT^ ^  ^  % p  #
a r m 'ir  t ?%  f  s f t r  arsr ^ > f t

?>T 5n f%  %
arnr w r  ^  'tst ^
^  3 IT ^  ^3SI  ̂ f  I

^  a jw ^ T  v t f w  %  ^  ^

5 * n ^  T t w  « f t  7 5 ^  #  4  a m ^
3 R F 5 R T  ' t r ^  if V t f ^  %

H 3 m  3>TT «iHiw« % fl%?Rr
V t  3 n ^ ? W  V T ^ f il^ R T

«ft 3tTT < n ^  f*P #  a rc T

irftm f % 9TO ^  SR?n  ̂ ^  fiR,

afV?:g’T^% ^wwffl(T^^ »i^,3ftanf«0 
spRrnr «rr ^a^ivt ^f<!rT ^  nwi<  ̂

| ! r f ^  i|^  ftr 11̂  ^
T tfW  ?fmfft?JT T71# % ^
sra^ ^  ftmT, ’T ^  f  I *̂5̂ 1 
<Jnisc« ^  Srrf% WH ^  fwi
an>fr an̂ TT? ^ s rf  aftr ^
»̂t ?«nif  ̂ ^  TSPPT

ajm ^  33 it ^ I

^  T̂ STo ■^e'4T %■
^  fip ?»n^ i ^ t w ^ r  an# t

?*T ^  % ’TTV3IV ifft ^nrw 
^  ^w<H aftt 5lf?TOT
#  s r ff  I  I #  «sft ^TJ3ff 'Tgsrr 

=?n?flT f  Pf f»TT «r? T>fr ?T9r ^
»R  t  8<^ f«TT g ? t ‘ »nW»T !T ^  t .  3lT3r

#  ar? »rtt t  1 « T ^  #
»ft >P!rr f r  arm ^

31^ «wjt: ^  # T t
JTfTT % ?ftT q r ^  fip arrsr Jfrftrsr 
i  1^ ^  fn»r ?rratr
^fsm  #  sps w  ^  f?ifRTpr 
«TT ^fisrsr ^  5(^ t  I anftiT ^irr 
5TT^ sn^ ^  sp ^  ^  I a m  arrir 

TT frm ffjTJrr #'
^ ^  ^  f'^'^wi'O ^ j
?TT*T 5m 11 a n r  airsi anir^75^w 
*ift < n f ^  a i ^  t  ?ft •f(5'5«nsft
3ft >ft t  3mTT t  Ji? JTI 
VTcTT I  f% ?[*nt 57t*ff
^  #  ^¥?T ^  1 3 T T s r  Jif
3’rt>t *ftfir ^  ^  Pmnft
% ft; % Tn*rr t t  
“f t  f5wl«i anr^ ^
^ffT 3TT?iT t  I artr a n #

?T ^ % «P? j  ftr t  ^  aftr
^  ?rnr ^%>ni jj ft> an^r
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3ftr jfrt^ aftt
5*rrft a#K fvsTii <ft% %

•f*TTTr JTHT % 3Tf?T S i p  aiT*  ̂ t
aftr fJTrJTJTftr sftr s r r ^
anrr i r f  wr«ft «ft f at?  f m r r
^rnr ^  f i r^  %
P̂TrTf I  f% Sf ??r^' firrrr

^  I

iTT̂  3ftr 3rrr^
f  I

^  3T5OT ^  ^  I
^  ^T̂ Nt f  I ^  3fiW t

j  ftp ^  f r  ^
a  ^  t ,  a  m  t ,  ^  ^  t»
flfisr ^  ip^ f  #  iTf^ «FT ^  

fv  ^  ^  ^  ^  Ŵ TTJ
' ?T 8TWT 5 ^rtr *FT

^  ^  r r  ^
• % ?rn*T 3T^ 5 ^

?nTrTf?r ^  ^  ^
^ T T ^ ft  iT R T  ^  ^  J  I

^  ^  9TTT  ̂ ^  ^  3TT̂
w r ^  ^  ^VTJ ^ r ^ r  |  i 
<rf^ftn?t % ^  ^  ^

T̂|?T I  3ftr 5 ftf?
^ r t  srTr-f)^ 3r̂ B̂

f̂*T>̂  ^  d
^  ^FT?T t  J ^  ^  qf s ^ ^
3Tr% ^ 5 vfe^nr^rt 5 1

ITT 3̂R ^  +fiH iC  T̂5 5 PP ^  H<Hinc 

^  SHFTT ^  3ITT TTH
^  îT  ̂vr ^ ^  I ’ ^ r r^
^  3PT# ?fft filvflT ^  afftr

2T? 3rTfTT TO «TR ar 
W  ^  ^  ^  I T E r f W

^  3frr 5^ W5T
fsPET̂  ftp 3T̂  tiTfT ?TT? afft* 

*TT*rnr»’?ft H>fco 3ftr f^Ri%
3T^ 3T# apq- q̂ lVPC aflr 
3 n f ir^ ^ P T T ^ T T 3 rr# % f^  ^ftr^-
l ^ 5 f  I

3f̂ rniT T̂r i n r w  ftr?
^  §Hi <y ^  f t r ? ^
^rmirrttqi€fVT^nm 
^  iTRT t  I i r f ^  ^m ft ftmnoTcT

^ ^ ^ “
¥ t f ^  ^  t  ^  m m
WK Sfrfo ^ o

5 I ftf> ^
3 F ^  ^ f% ft’R  ^  
v t vn?T
’̂ r f ^  PsRT aT? ^  ^  t  5ft

^  ^  ftfiT s p ^  fip ^ 7 7 T
^  ^  r̂ 3TT5r ^ P m  ^

f̂i=?T5r w  »pft t  I aftr 3 T ^  ^  ^
^  a  ^w ^  ^  A w m ^  f  f%

5npr f*(PTfd'< ^

“Never fearful, but ever watchful.”

Shri Chaltopidhyaya (Vijayavacia): 
I rise to speak on the foreign i.K>licy 
which. I hold, is very foreign to us. 
to our country and our country’s free
dom. The foreign policy of a country 
is the logical reflection and function 
of the totality of its own social, econo
mic and political policy. The Com
monwealth. at best, is a respectable, 
high-sounding and very consoling 
name, indeed, given to the old British
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JEmpire, in which, due to altered con- 
•ditions, a few apparent changes have 
been effected to suit local conditions.

The Commonwealth today may be # 
roughly divided into types of coun
tries: (1) the highly developed, and
(2) the under developed. But the fact 
remains that the economic basis of tl\e 
Commonwealth remains just the same 
.as it was during the time when the 
old Enuylre existed, namely, to use 
under-dav^loped countries as a source 
rof raw materials and the turning of 
them ir>to manufactured gooas to be 
-sent back to those very under-developed 
<rountries to be dumped there. So tne 
-basis is the same, fundamentally.

One of the major disadvantages of 
■belonging to the Commonwealth is 
that we have to bear the repercussion 
•of all the fluctuations tha^ oceur in 
Great Brit§in with their consequent 
influepce weighing us down. Take, for 
instance, the three crises which took 
place in Great Britain—in the years 
1947, 1949 and 1951. What did we find? 
We found an inevitable corresponding 
balance of payment crisis in our own 
country. According to the inexorable 

Jogic of the Commonwealth, we were 
forced to follow» the methods aciopted 
by Great Britain to solve those crises.

In 1947, the first cnsis took place. 
•Great Britain suspended cne converti
bility of sterling, secClrmg very heavy 
loans from America and other coun- 
itries such as South Africa, Csnada and 
Australia. What v/as the repercussion 
in our c'ountry? We consequently 

-experienced a very neas^y deficit which 
we had to meet by a vary heavy drain 
on our sterling balances; unwillingly 
but nevertj^eless we had to swallow 
the bitter pill and aiong with the 
bitter pill we had lo swallow our own 
parsimony!

Crisis No. 2 came in 1949. This was 
jnet in Great Qritain by devaluation 
and, parrot-like, we had to repeat the 
invaluable mantra of devaluation!

In 1951 came the third and the 
worst crisis of all. Even the Chancellor 
of the Exchequer said it was the most 
critical time, it was the most perilous 
crisis England had ever had to face 
in her economic history! This crisis is 
by no means finished. It is deepening 
and still continues and threatens to 
swallow up whatever is left of the 
Exchequer.

Now, in 1951 identical with that 
crisis, what was our position? We had 
the biggest deficit in the balance of 

payment.—240 crores of rupees !-

member, Sir! This, incidentally, should 
make our great, very great, smug, 
planning planners sit up and begin to 
think—if they are not tired of thought 
already! This might and, probably, 
wiill become the basis of an excuse to 
revise their much^advertised Five Year 
Plan. We are at sea. Sir! The Com
monwealth is a sinking ship. It is 
losii\g its economic basis. The hull of 
that ship which is the sterling area 
reserye is already much below water 
level!

Again, politically it is a sinking 
phenomenon, since it has to depend 
more and more on the U.S.A. This is 
quite obvious from the glaring fact 
which stares Great Britain in the 
face—that she is wholly unable to 
meet the rearmament expenditure. As 
a consequence, much to the irritation, 
disgust and chagrin of the British 
people, America has already secured 
about 12 naval and air bases in Great 
Britain!

Yes, we are clinging on to a sink
ing ship, a crashing aeroplane! Is it 
not insanity to do so? I ask the Prime 
Minister—Is It not a betrayal of our 
country?

Babtt Ramnarayaa Singh: Yes.

Shri Chatlopadhyaya: Politically it
neutralises all talk of neutrality. It 
binds us more and more to the U.S.A.— 
since Great Britain herself Is Involved!

I have no particular preference or 
bias for any particular country. 
Humanity is one. Humanity is one and 
I want friendship with the world. But 
remaining in the Commonwealth, it is 
rank absurdity—almost idiocy—to 
think that we can be friends with all 
countries alike. It is impossible—it is 
a ' kind of humiliating of logic. Being 
a member of the Commonwealth, we 
have to hold the uncommon wealth of 
British capital—with respect. It is 
sacrosanct! It dominates the economy 
of our country. It is upheld even by 
the Prime Minister who is also the 
Foreign Minister. On the 6th April 
1949, he said in the Constituent 
Assembly:

“I should like to add a few words 
about the British interests in India 
which naturally form the largest 
part of the foreign investment in 
India. Although it is the policy of 
the Government of India to en
courage the growth of Indian in
dustry and commerce to the best 
of their ability, there is. and will 
be, considerable scope for invest
ment of the British capital in 
India.- .
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LShri ChattQpadhyaya]
Depending on foreign assistance, 

India's plans and policies have to be 
acceptable, not only within the country, 
but 3IS0 to those countries which are 
most able to help. This, of course, is 
inevitable. In fact, it boils dowtt to 
this: that the ideology behind the plan 
and the policy measures to be adopted 
should be acceptable to the U.S.A., 
members of the British Commonwealth 
and international agencies like the 
World Bank! Well< I shall not speak 
more on that policy.

I now come to the prestige question 
which has been loudly talked of so 
much in this House. The Prime Minis
ter said that our foreign policy had 
brought us a great deal of prestige in 
the world. I would now like to refer 
to Mr. Shiva Rao’s speech yesterday. 
In 1950, you remember, he spoke and 
this is what Dr. Matthai said of his 
speech:

‘̂I will now turn to Mr.
Rao. Now, Mr. Shiva Rao when
ever he speaks in this House, 
speaks with the air of an elder 
statesman”—I might say elder
ly statesman—“The modulated 
accents, the upward gaze which he 
wears, all that has greatly impres
sed me. The newspapers the morn
ing after he made his speech, said 
that he made a notable contribu
tion-to-^he debate”.

Well, history repeats itself! This 
morning when we got up, we found 
that Mr. Shiva Rao had made a very 
great contribution to yesterday’s 
debate! Mr. Shiva Rao said that “no 
other country had such a magnificent 
and unblemished record”—magnificent 
and unblemished adjectives! This re
minds of Hans Anderson's Kin̂ g who 
was made to imagine by Ĵis flatterers 
that he walked about in̂  magniilcent 
and unblemished clothê ĵ, specially 
made for him by cunning-and crafty 
tailors—but it was later proved that 
the King was really walking jn  magni
ficent and unblemished nakedness! 
Our prestige, Sir, is a parrot in a cage 
of gold!

While boasting, on the one hand of 
India’s influence, the Prime Minister’s, 
boast is accompanied by the sorry 
contradictory admission that India is 
weak and is un̂ MI& to do very much to 
influence world politics. Is it n o ijw st 
illogical to say  that we are very in
fluential an̂ lw ih the same breath to 
say we are wpak? It seems to me 
something is rotten—somethlnE, is 
rotten in thlJ'^^tate of DenmSn^^

On September 26, 1946, Pandit Nehru- 
said at a Press Conference:

• “India will uphold the principle 
of freedom for dependent peoples.”

On 19th December 1948, he told the: 
plenary session of the A.I.C.C.:

“Our foreign policy is 
foreign pQwer should rule 
Asian country.”

no
any

How has Pandit Nehru fulfilled that; 
policy? Malaya is still under British 
domination. France is waging a bloody 
dirty war in Indo-China. Similar things 
are happening' everywhere in Asia.. 
What has the Prime Minister done to 
show unequivocally that he wants to 
stop all this. Has he ever moved a 
flnger, does he ever move a finger?

Babu Ramnarayan Singh: No, no.

Sliri Chattopadhyaya: He does not.
There are reasons for it. There are 
reasons into which I cannot go within 
the ten minutes allowed to me. I come 
as an artist to the question of tenden
tious literature. I hav^ to do it because 
culture is part of my very being, as it 
is part of the being of most of us here. 
Foreigners come here to teach us what 
moral rearmament is. We are such an 
immoral people! Naturally! Or else we 

' would not need moral rearmament! In 
season and out of season, we talk o f 
the American way of life. As far as 
we are concerned, it is the American 
way of deajth! All this wretched litera
ture that is prg?agated here, there and 
everjrwhere! Here is a book that was 
referred to yesterday; it is a most dis
gusting, squalid and putrid book by a 
pettifogger—stinking shoals of whiclr 
are being sold in Railway and other 
stalls. Here is a picture of the great 
man to whom our Prime Minister paid’ 
such a great compliment the other day. 
This book was selling by the thousand 
during his life-time. I would like this 
book to be read by the Prime Minister, 
at least this picture to be ^een, this 
great patch of blood. This is a non
violent country and this is not tenden
tious literature!

One other thing I would like to point 
out is this. Here is a paper. This is 
published by the Prachin Prakasan 
Publishing House, sponsored and financ
ed by the U.S.A. The Government of 
India have permitted the use of a post 
mark incorporating the words “Com
munism has nothing to oflfer but 
chains”. I do not want any kind of 
prejudicial preference in this country. 
I do not think that we have a right to 
allow a prejudicial view. If you allow 
such a thing, Certainly you cease to be



able to call your country a <^ocracy.
It is nothing but “moctamcy .

I am afraid I have to sit do ;^. I
would have spoken '" o "  ^  do“w1sh lot of things to say. I really do wtsn 
that Pandit Nehru of 11 years ago, that 
m cL Pandit Nehru who inspired us 
all. who made us hate 
Imperialism, who was a 
light of our country, I 
Nehru would just get into tkis 
»the Prime Minister once ap m  and m- 
^pir« him with all the noble and b u ^  
ing Ideas of the past and apply th m  
wiVli a consistency that never wavers 
.and never faUers.

The Minister of Information and 
Broadoasting (Dr. Kestor): I am inter
vening in this debate in order trf 
correct a statement made yesterday on 
the floor of this House by my hon.

’ friend opposite, Mr. Hiren Mukherjee 
He reibrred to a film which was not 
allowed by the customs, a film wmcn 
was devoted to peace. I undersUnd, 
on enquiry, that no film has 
stopped by customs. There is a film 

called Road to Peace which was refer
red to the Central Board of Film 
Censors for a certificate in the ordinary 
way and though it is a film which 
purports to be a film of the Peace 
Conference in Berlin, the bulk of it 
related to germ warfare, Koje Island
grisoners* bombing including Atom

lomb explosions "and Nazi German 
Army and its similarity to the present 
combined European Army that is b ^ g  
built up and some other Issues. The 
Central Board of Film' Censors have 
directed that a film which is deroga
tory or tries to run down a power or 
^  group of powers against another 
should not be certified. And, under the 
general directive, they were entitled to 
refuse to grant a certificate.
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Shri Chattopadhyaya: I should like 
n^ery much to inform the hon. Minister 
fthat there are several films that are 
-allowed in this country, which are 
oitterly poisonous and derogatory to 
other countries and these films are 
passed and if the hon. Minister would 
iike to have a list of those films, I 
shall be extremely happy to give it to 
him. ,

Dr. Keskar: That depends on his
»own standards of what is good and 
what is bad. (Interruption), The sub
mission which my friend Mr. Mukher- 
jee made here that a film which was 
sent to Shrimati Renu Chakravarliy 
•was not allowed to be taken out l>y 
the customs authorities is inporrecl t 
do not know whether the customs 
atifhorities told her Mr. Mukhcrjec 
alleges that they did nnl alk.w her to 
take it because it was opposed to the
^37 P.S.D.

Hollywood variety. I do not find it 
anywhere. I would be very much 
ol^ged it she could quote c h a p t e r ^  
verseto show that it was not allov^d 
because of that. The filnn which my 
friend Mr. Mukherjee referred to, the 
film about which I just now s^d, was 
sent to the Central Board of Censors. 
They are certainly entitled to allcw 
or disaUpw a film according to t^e 
general directives which have been 
issu^4 to them.

Shrimati Renu Ckak«avartty (Baiir-
. kat): On a point of personal explana

tion. It was stopped by the Board ol 
Censors and not by the customs. But, 
I would like to point out to the ho*. 
Minister that one of the reasoas why 
it was not allowed was that it s h o ^  
the horrors of war. 1 have got the 
original refusal certificate here. It says 
that it is tendentious and causes dis
affection against certain powers, but 
not one single word is said about any 
particular power in that. If the por- 
ernment of India takes it vipon itself 
to think that it Is derogatory of and 
tendentious against America, it is for 
them to do so.

Dr. Keskar: 1 may inform the hon. 
Member that if any person who 
applies for a certificate is dissatisfied 
with the decision given by the Central 
Board of Censors, he has every right 
to appeai to the Government that the 
certificate had been refused wrongly. 
Every day the Government is getting 
appeals and is looking into those 
appeals and many times we have over
ruled the Central Board of Film Cen
sors. I invite the hon. Member oppo
site even now to apply. I am quite 
ready to consider it.
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Shri VelayudhanCQuilon cum Mave- 
likkara—Reserved—Sch. Castes): I
was trying to benefit from the speeches 
that were already made here, not only 
from that side of the House but also 
from this side, I mean from the main 
political parties who are sitting in this 
part of thiP House. I must submit to 
you first of all that I expected—of 
course, I naturally expect—from the 
critics of the foreign policy of the 
Foreign Minister, an Intelligent criti
cism, an intelligent appraisal of the 
policy which the Government is follow
ing for the last four years. I was a 
keen student of the foreign policy of 
the PcUne Minister, and I may humbly 
submit to you, Sir, whenever I had an 
occasion to speak on the foreign policy 
in this House—I may add that it is 
only on rare occasions that I get a 
chance—I have always upheld the 
r.olirv of the Prime Minister

Let n>e teli you, Sir. when hon. 
Mr, Hiren Makkerjee was speaking.
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[Shri Velayudhan] 
rather criticising the Prime Minister, 
I was thinking of one point which he 
said here. When he wanted that India 
shall be aligned with any particular 
bloc, I was thinking of some of the 
literature which I was reading some 
months ago—I mean the Cominform 
literature—regarding the foreign policy 
of some foreign countries. Ever since 
this new Parliament, wJienever foreign 
policy matters are discussed in this 
House, I as an, intelligent Member of 
this House should naturally expect 
something new and intelligent from 
the Opposition Benches. The speeches 
were utterly barren of political ideo
logies. They expressed a kind of steri
lity in politics. I can pardon anything, 
but I can hardly excuse sterility in 
politics. Not only today, but on so 
many occasions Members of the Oppo
sition have opposed foreign aid and 
made all kinds of criticisms about the 
Government. Only the other day I 
came across a book written by the 
Vice-Chairman of the State Planning 
Commission of the U.S.S.R. I do not 
Know if my Comrades on the other 
side have read it. Here is a very 
interesting, intelligent and important 
passage:

“There are great perspectives 
for the development of foreign 
technical fissistance during the prer 
sent five year period. The work of 
Colonel Cooper in the capacity of 
a consultant in the construction of 
the Dnieprostroy, the technical 
assistance of the Ford Company in 
the erection of the automobile 
plant, the engineering work of 
numerous foreign specialists in the 
various planning organizations of 
the Soviet Union, etc., bear wit
ness to the growing participation 
of foreign engineers and expens In 
the industrial development of the 
U.S.S.R. Suffice it to say, to show 
the great proportions assumed by 
foreign technical assistance and 
the great perspectives it opens for 
the best engineers and technical 
experts of the leading capitalist 
cnuntries, that in 1929—1930 the 
payments for foreign technical 
aid reached ipto tens of millions 
in rubles. The Soviet Union is pre
pared to appropriate great sums 
to pay for the scientific and techni
cal consultation of first class 
world-wide engineering firms, as 
well as of individual scientists 
and experts. It may be expected* 
however, that the perspectives of 
the great construction taking place 
m the U.S.S.R. will prove to be 
sufficiently attractive for the 
most enlightened and advanced 
minds in the ranks of the technlr 
cai intelligentsia of the capitalist

world to enlist them not merely as
temporary consultants, but as
permanent co-workers.*’

The book is written by G. T. GriAko. 
When I read this passage, I was con
vinced that the Government of India 
was following a correct policy in 
iftviting foreign experts to this coun
try. It is quite natural that we do not 
have enough contracts with the blocs 
which come under the Communist 
ideology, but I do not think at any 
time we refused to talje any help’ 
from them jf they willingly offered it.

Apart from this, I want to refer to- 
the general ideology of our foreign 
policy, the political content of' 
it. I spoke on this subject during my 
speech on the Presidential address. I 
do not want to repeat all that I said. 
I wish only to say that the foreign 
policy of the Prime Minister is a 
realistic policy; it is a policy which 
has never run down our prestige and 
our Independence. Two weeks after I 
spoke on the President’s address, I 
was surprised to read in the editorial 
of the New Statesman and Nation five 
or six sentences which I had spoken.

[Mr. D e p u t y - S p e a k e r  in the Chair]

Look at the map of the world from 
the Middle  ̂ East to Hong Kong and 
then think of the position of Asia as 

im whole. Then only you can see 
whether the Prime Minister’s foreign 
policy is good or bad. In my humble 
opinion, what we have to see is whether 
our foreign policy is good for our 
enlightened self-interest as a nation. 
Has it served our enlightened self
interest? Has it served the interests 
of Asia as a whole? What is our posi
tion in Asia today? As a nation we 
must admit our military and other 
weaknesses. When we ask that the 
Chinese people should take a realistic 
view of the situation, and when we 
say tjiat China must get a seat in the 
U.N.O., Soviet Russia need not suspect 
it. Our Communist friends also need 
have no worry about it. Our Prime 
Minister has been following a realistic 
policy as far as Asia is concerned, and 
in Asia I include China also. We 4o 
not want white domination of Asia. We 
want to continue independently. We 
want to build up our own Asian 
nationhood as a whole. How is it possi
ble? If China follows a kind of extreme 
policy, China will again become the 
mainland of battle and I have every 
fear that the independence of China 
will once again be lost. [Bahu Rarr> 
narayan Singh: No]. I have every fear. 
You may not have the same fear. But
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If white dominatioh takes place in any
fiart of Asia, through another war 
ndia’s independence also will be jeo

pardised. ™ e independence of the 
Middle East will be jeopardised. It is 
from this angle that I look at the 
Prime Minister’s policy and say that 
It has adopted a realistic angle. I 
agree with it completely from this 
angle.

Another point I wish to mention is 
about our policy towards the colonies. 
Take the foreign pockets in India as 
we l̂ as Ceylon and South Africa. I 
humbly submit that we made a mis
take in withdrawing our agent from 
South Africa and irj imposing an 
embargo on trade with that country. 
Today, what is the position of Indians 
there? They are helpless. We do not 
have even our agent there to look tfter 
tlJeir interests. We have done mis
takes there and it is very diffi
cult to correct them now. The 
situation has gone to the advant
age of the Government there. Then 
about Ceylon, always the people were 
criticising the Ceylon Government’s 
policy. I have studied this Ceylon pro
blem thoroughly. Nobody has come 
forward with the plea as to why the 
Indians who have gone there should 
have their families in India and should 
remit huge turns of money home and 
not settle down in Ceylon. This Indo- 
Ceylon problem would have been solved 
if only the Indian leaders had given 
correct advice to 'the people there to 
settle down permanently and if possi
ble inter-marry and inter-dine with 
the Ceylonese. , ^

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: He must now 
resume his scat.

Shri Velayudhan: This Indo-Ceylon 
question is of vital interest to my 
State also. Therefore, I suggest that 
the Government of India should openly 
say that what we want is that our 
people should settle down there per
manently.

Shri Jawaharlal Nehro: Barely a
month ago this House debated this 
question of foreign affairs in connec
tion with the President’s address. At 
that t'me too, I think, we gave a good 
deal of time to foreign affairs. I 
imagine .that there are few Parl-aments 
in the world which concern themselves 
as much as this House has done in so 
far as debate^ are concerned, at least 
with fore §n affairs. Personally, I am 
glad of that, because in considering 
forei^in afXairs we get some right per
spective to see our own affairs. It 
helps us to see the entire picture. At 
the same lime, these frequent debates 
necessarily lead to a great deal of re
petition on either side. I would not 
like again and again to repeat what

I have said in this House only a ^ r t  
while ago or before. But to some 
extent one is compelled to repeat when 
the same problem comes up.

May I, to begin with, say a word 
about our general approach. The hon. 
Member opposite Prof. Hiren Mukher- 
jee, quoted the words of Oliver Crom
well: “I beseech thee, in the bowels 
of Clfist, think for a moment that you 
might be wrong”. Well, I can assure 
him and the House that whether it is 
a question of foreign afTairs, or any 
othex question, speaking for myself,

' and I think for my Government, we 
have no feeling of unfailing rectitude. 
We have no feeling of having a mono
poly of virtue and we frankly confess 
that we try to see the light to the best 
of our ability and where we see it and 
where it shows that what we have 
done has not been the right thing we 
have the courage to change it. So, 
there is no question of our imagining 
that in foreign policy or in domestic 
policy w? are unfailingly and un
doubtedly right and no more can be 
said about it.

But frequently as we debate this 
question of foreign policjr I have found 
almost always that it takes a certain 
direction in regard to some hon. Mem
bers, in Avhose opinion foreign policy 
is confined to that particular outlook 
in that part'cular sphere. Hon. Mem
bers who are Members of the Com
munist Party view it in one light and 
with unfailing regularity and com
mendable endurance they go on re
peating that. The hon. Member oppo-> 
site, Dr. Syama Prasad Mookerjee 
thinks that foreign policy is essentially 
the policy dealing with Pakistan, and 
lately essentially the policy dealing 
with Jammu: so, foreign policy ulti
mately revolves round Jammu. And 
so, the conception of foreign policy 
changes very much with the Member 
who spen’̂ s about it. I am reminded 
of a certain definition of a politician 
when I think of the speeches of some 
hon. Members opposite. The definition 
was that they were prepared to con
sider every new idea with an open 
mouth. Or, to put it differently, we 
find first-rate minds, absolutely first- 
rate till thev are made ud: but when 
they are made ud nothing enters them 
and nothing can enter them any 
further. They are mad« up long pi,o 
and there they remain. I have that 
feeling.

I am accused of a certain. ^>erhaps, 
shall I say. pride in the foreign policy. 
There Is nQ question of pride in chang
ing it. Ariy person who thinks of 
foreign policy or any policy in terms 
of •^changeability is likely to be wrong 
at any time, more especially in a dyna-
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IShri JawaharljJ Nehru] 
mic and changing period like the pre
sent. B u t I do feel that many of our 
critic s— nol all— look at it in those very 
terms of an unchangeable viewrpoint 
and outlook. I subm it that whether 
th a t v iew -po iiii occasionally  rmxy be  
righ t or m ay be w rong, it  g iv es a 
w rong perspective and therefore the  
resu lts that flow from  that approach  
are lik ely  to be w rong.

N ow , I have to choose whether I 
should enter into a large number of 
details which have been referred to in 
the course of the debate or rather con
centrate, on certain major facts. One 
thing I might say. The hon. Member 
Mr. Jaipal Singh said something about 
appointments or delegations, and some
thing about our foreign policy not 
being a party policy. Well, I entirely 
agree with him. A foreign policy can 
hardly ever be, if it is at all fully 
thought out, a party policy. It may be 
right or wrong: that is another matter. 
But it can hardly be a policy which is 
a purely party policy. Otherwise, no 
country can h a v e  any consistency in 
its policy. There has to be a certain 
continuity, at the sam e tim e a certain  
flexibility, in th at p o lic j . I would sub
mit that the kind w ords that many 
hon. M em bers have said about me in 
regard Uj this matter of foreign policy  
are rather Ijesido the point. I am  
gratefi.il to thc'Mi, of coursG, for their 
sentiments,

I am convinced that w hoever m ight 
ha v e  ’;aen in chnrge of th e  foreig.i 
p olicy  of India during these years  
could not have but fo llow ed m ore or 
less the broad policy  that w e have  
pursued, because it did not com e out 
of m y head or anyone e lse ’s head; it 
cam e out of the circum stances in w hich  
w e live  and the background of our 
h isto ry  and the present context of 
event^. It is the inevitable policy, 
barriyig variations here and there, bar
ring cer^aip emphasis here and there. 
There could be no other foreign policy 
and I am quite convinced that if by 
some remote and unlikely chance, bon. 
Members opposite have the sharing of 
this policy, or the conduct of it, they 
would inevitably have to follow 
something like this foreign policjr— 
the emphasis might vary. I am rather 
doubtful if that statement would apply 
t<5 the hon. Members of the Communist 
Party opposite. It is possib le that they 
may vary.

So that, let us consider this question 
of foreign policy not in a party sense* 
DUt really in a national sense and to a 
certain extent in an international sense. 
After all we live in a rather difficult 
and trying period of history, and see
ing the changes from day to day, it

is not an easy matter even to keep  u p  
w ith  those changes. It is an ex tra 
ordinary th ing  that w h ile  ajm ost ev ery 
th ing that w e see around us m th is  
w orld is u ltim ately  the product of 
hum an m inds, n ev eriiie less  hun>an 
m inds lag behind their own products. 
E vents take place; changes take place; 
anfi the average hum an m ind rem ains  
behind  it, cannot catch up w ith  th e  
very thing that it itself has created. 
Whether it is the developments due to 
the pace of technological progress; 
which are tremendous today, or 
whether it is other things, we lag be^ 
hind: even the so-called advanced
countries lag behind, mentally speak
ing: much ijiore, othftr countries who 
technologically speaking are not 
advanced.

Now that app lies very  m uch to th e  
p olitica l sphere at present. It is a good  
th ing to Judge of a sta tem en t or a 
speech and find out if that speech  
w ould  ha v e  been in keep ing w ith  
even ts, say, ten  years ago, or five years  
«go. I th ink one w ill find that m any a 
speech delivered  m igh l w ell have been  
the sam e five years ago, or ten  y ea rs  
ago. T he passage of tim e or circum 
stance has m ade no difl'erence. N ow , 
that itse lf m eans that there is a certain  
static  character about the th inking  
behind it. It is not in kcepin^» or in 
tune or parallel w ith  reality . T here
fore, let our foreign policy  be con- 
siderjid as a nat onal policy, as a con
tinu in g  po licy  except for the inev itab le  
variations and changes that m ay com e  
into it from  tim e to tim e.

There is one minor matter to which 
Mr. Jaipal Singh referred, that is 
about our deputations and the like. 
Well, a large number of deputations 
go from In^iia, from various Ministries, 
on various subjects. So far as the 
External AflPaTs Ministpr is concerned 
the principal delegation is the one to 
the United Nations, and one or two of 
its immedUate organs— n̂ot even the 
U.N.t:.S.C.O. which is somewhat diffe
rent. If yoM try to find out the type 
of work that is done there and the 
kind of delegations that are sent by 
various countries, whether they belong 
to the Eastern group of powers or 
Western or any one else, you will find 
that year after year the same people 
are sent—-practically the same, some
times some newcomer might come in— 
because there is a continuity about 
that work and they think that that 
continuity can only be maintained by 
the persons who have done that work, 
and not treating these delegations and 
that work merely as a training ground 
for future work. We have been tor?.- 
pelled, therefore, in a large measure*
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to adopt that practice and to send, of 
the four or five persons we send, more 
or less the same persons who have 
gone before. The” United Nations, what
ever its political conflicts might be, 
ultimately becomes a large club where 
the same persons foregather and meet 
together and, apart from delivering 
spee(.iies, (̂ ome to U^.isions—or not— 
in private. There is therefore that 
factor to impel us to send more or less 
the same persons who have some back- 
grourid experience with them, *

One other thing I might mention 
right at the beginning, which Dr, Lanka 
Suridaram and some other Members 
mentioned, tliat is about my consulting 
Members from time to time about 
foreign affairs. Last year I did that on 
one occasion, and I must express my 
regret that that occasion was not re
peated more often. I should like to 
repeat that, and I hope to do so.

Now, if I may take up one or two
relatively small ^ratters and dispose 
of them before golni? on to the wider 
issues. Prof. Hiren Muker^ee referred 
to the controversy about the death of 
Shri Subhas Chandra Bose. I was glad 
to S‘?e his interest in this matter. He 
also referred to something appearing 
in the papers about some funds which 
Shri Subhas Chandra Bose apparently 
posspssod and which have disappoared.

So far as the question of bis death 
IS co-u-ernod. durinf^ the last five years 
we liave made ev^ry elTort to enquire 
mto this matter, which efforts inc luded 
sending men from here to Tokvo to 
enqinre. We hove had long reports of 
all kinds of persons, some first-hand, 
some second-hand witnesses; and if the 
Hou >0 will remember, a year or a little 
more ago we issued one or two of 
those reports. Now. we hnve enquired 
Into It from every possible angle that 
was open to us. And so far as we are 
^ncerned we are convinced about it. 
There is no doubt about It in our 

indulglnfr in wishful ta k in g , if I may say so, go on 
repeating that they get messages from
te thatIS n o t  true. Sometimes also.

5®'Te»Pondent or other gives 
out some j to ry  which 1b, I  think, very 

*" t*** ®«“ « that i ^ s  
cannot go

a b o u t ,  from our personal knowWM 
demrjng «u kinds of stories that'appeC’

It * matter of this UnH,
•P*el*Uy in a raat- 

belovedpersonality of India, we should not be 
so irresponsible in our statements.

About these funds, some time before 
I became a part of this Government, 
that is to say early in 1946 I happened

to go to Singapore; and from that day 
I was interested in these funds which 
were supposed to belong to the India 
Independence League or like organisa
tions, I saw some people in Singapore 
who knew something about them. In 
fact, with great effort I managed to 
get some of the money. It is not very 
much. I forget the amount, it is under 
a lakh, 70 or 80 thousand in Singapore- 
dollars, in gold, in fact. It was rather 
difficult to get it. and I happened to 
get it. Well, I could not have got it by 
myself, but T got it wfth the help of 
the then British authorltiei there, or, 
to mention the name, Lord MountbatteUi 
who happened to be at the time there.
I did not take the money myself; I 
could not. My suggestion was that that 
money should be kept there as a trust 
to help the old I.N.A. people; and a 
trust was created. I was one of the 
trustees, and the others were old I.N.A, 
people In Singapore, I also got a ^ursfr 
in Singapore at the time, possibly 
amounting to a lakh of rupees, which 
I added on to that trust. And we left 
it there. That was the beginning of 
my interest in these fund:=;. Since then 
I pursued it. I left a per'on there to 
pursue it still further. \Vc Inive tried 
to enquire in Singapore, in Rangoon, 
in Bangkok, in Tokyo, and we have 
been unabJe to trace much. We have 
got some b t̂s of gold, some bits of 
. I G w e l l e r y ; o d d  thinrs lii-e that 
we have got. But tot.-\:iy failed. 1 
cannot say of course there
wxre or whnt has happp»’;.'d to them. 
But I am iivM-ely informi?j>r the House 
that we have made every efforf to 
trace them and get them. And this is 
ail that We have got. I rn-'y s a v  about 
the trust that was crealed ‘ in" Singa
pore that a part of the money was 
utilised in helpinK the I.N.A. people. 
Later, after several years, my co
trustees there suggested that this might 
be used for another puroo.se and I 
agreed, that purpose being to give 
scholarships to Indians studying in the 
University of Singapore which was 

established. And it is being 
used tor that purpose. For the rest we 

bits of gold and 
a little money—not very much—which 

from Tokyo. It is locked 
up so^w here in the bank. We do not

Now I should like, if the House will 
permit me Just to refer to a matter 
which was adequately discussed a 
month ago, although my hon. friend 
Dr. Syama Prasad Mookerjee has dealt 
with it again, about this Jammu matter. 
I will say this that Dr. Syama Prasad 
has been good enough to assure us 
that if the situation worsens in the 
country he will stand shoulder ta  
shoulder with all of u.s. Now. that is a
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[Shri Jawtoharlal Nehru] 
very comforting assurance for which 
we are grateful. Meanwhile it would 
be worth thinking whether it is desir
able before the situation worsens very 
much» to do everything in one’s power 
to worsen it. Because, I say so with 
all respect, I cannot conceive—speakr 
ing nationally or internationally, speak
ing more " particularly in regard to 
Kashmir, speaking, if you like, more 
especially in regard to Jammu—of 
anything that worsens that situation 
more, makes it more difficult to solve 
it, makes our international position 
more difficult, than the activities in
dulged in by those who bring up this 
subject of Jammu so often.

Now, the hon. Member, Mr. Ch^tter- 
jee spoke feelingly and strongly about 
the failure of our propaganda abroad, 
more especially in regard to Kashmir. 
Has it ever struck him that what the 
hon. Member does is also propaganda 
abroad—to our disadvantage? Very 
much so. It is very easy to find out; 
one need not search for it, one need 
not spend much time in searching for 
It as if it was hidden somewhere. It is 
a patent and obvious fact. Let the hon. 
Member try to find out the effects of 
the agitation with which he is himself 
concerned, whether it in the world 
or whether it is in India, on the 
Kashmir problem. How does it affect, 
whether it is in the .valley of Kashmir 
or in any other part. Therefore, it has 
surprised me enormously that such a 
patent fact should not be obvious to 
the highly gifted minds and brains of 
the hon. Members, and so I came to 
the conclusion that this must be a case 
of those first rate minds till they are 
made up, and after that, apparently, 
they do not function.

Dr. S. P. Mookerjee; Why do you 
refuse to discuss? You are only des
cribing yourself. We are wilhng to 
discuss but you are not.

Shrl Jawaharlal Nehru: Hon. Mem
bers have referred to this little report 
issued by the Ministry of External 
Affairs and criticised it for its bald
ness and for its lark of content. Well, 
the criticism would have been justified, 
of course, if It nretonded to be anything 
other than it is. Some two years back 
it was—I forget whose idea it was— 
but we accepted it, that very brief 
reports from each Ministry should be 
circulated at the time of the Budget 
debate just to give a broad outline and 
figures. In fact, many Members did not 
like to be encumbered with heavy 
tomes. So, this was precisely meant 
to be not a discussion of our foreign

policy. How can a report do that? But 
it gives certain salient factk partly m 
regard to the expenditure, partly m 
regard to offices—-where they exist, 
where they were closed and that kind 
of a thing—it is not meant to be any
thing else. Of course, if it is required 
that the External Affairs Ministry 
should issue a bigger book on the sub
ject Which might perhaps help hon. 
Members to consider the various as
pects of foreign policy, it might be 
considered. I myself am rather doubt
ful about that venture because, one 
does not, officially at least, deal with 
foreign policy in this way. One gives 
out broad outlines. One cannot deal 
with foreign policy as frankly in public 
a? perh^s it might be done in a Com
mittee or lii books. Other people write 
about it no doubt, but I am not at all 
sure that it is the practice of Foreign 
Office to  issue or publish works giving 
in some detail their problems and I 
am at a disadvantage myself in this 
matter. Hon. Members opposite or even 
Members this side can speak with a 
certain lack of inhibition about 
countries and matters a£[ectii^ foreign 
policy. T h ^  have the righFto do so, 
within lin^tations, I hope. Naturally, 
as the Foreign Minister, I cannot do 
that or refer to other countries in that 
way. I may differ with a country’s 
policy very much. Even so, I would 
indicate that difference in a rather 
moderate langu^e. In any event, it is 
not customary either in publications nr 
in speeches—although there are more 
and more exceptions to this in the 
modern so-called diplomacy—to run 
down other oountries. In fact in the 
old days, the strongest word used 
against a country’s policy was that 
that is “unfriendly to us”. That was 
the height. Let the House think what 
we have arrived at now, the' words that 
we use now. In fact, to say that the 
policy, or some activity, was unfriendly 
was almost a prelude to the declara
tion of war: the next step was war. 
Now we bandy words and very strong 
language. And may I express my 
extreme regret that a Member of this 
House, in regard to Pakistan, used 
words which I consider exceedingly 
objectionable. That is not the word to 
be used but it can be exp\mged. I am 
surprised that a Member of this House 
should entertain that idea; and what 
that lady Member stated before in 
praise about our policy had no value 
left after we saw what she thought of 
that policy when she uttered that word. 
So, I think, naturally whether in this 
report or elsewhere, the language used 
has to be moderate, restrained. You 
can see behind the restraine<l language 
the policy. A polir‘y is not to be? judged 
by the language which perhaps some 
of us may use at a public meeting.
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Hon. Member/5 referred to Ceylon or 
other places. Mr. Jaipal Smgh referred 
to Burma. I confess I could not quite 
follow that. I may be mistaken but he 
talked about loans to Burma. There 
have been no recent loans to my know
ledge. Of course, a large sum is owed 
to us by Burma after the partition and 
there were some loans some years ago, 
I believe but nothing recently. But I 
should like to say that if Mr. Jaipal 
Singh or any Member of this House 
thinks that Burma is treating us in 
any hostile manner, I think he is not 
right. With Burma our relations are 
very friendly. The House knows that 
Burma has had to face great difficul
ties, and.has still to face those difficul
ties. There is disorder in parts of 
Burma. In North-East of Burma, a 
tremendous problem has existed for 
sometime because of some of the so- 
called Kuomintang troops having come 
in, unwelcome as they were, and squat

' ting there and creating mischief there. 
So, Burma has had to face all these 
grave difficulties and throughout this 
period, I should say that our relations 
have hardly ever been quite so cô  
operative and friendly with Burma as 
they are now. It is true that we have 
had to pay heavily in the past for our 
rice pyrchases from Burma. We hope 
that we shall be able to arrive at a 
suitable understanding with them 
whether it is in regard to barter of 
goods or in other ways.

Then, again, hon. Members seem to 
have suggested in regard to Ceylon 
that we should show strength. Well, 
this reference to strength is frequently 
made. Exactly how we can exercise that 
strength in regard to Ceylon is not quite 
clear to me. The difficulty of a place 
like Ceylon, more so than others, is the 
fear that Ceylon has of India. The use 
of strength means more fear on the 
other side: not less. Here is a great big 
continent lying astride north of Ceylon 
and they are, I am sorry, I think un
reasonably, just afraid of being s^^amp- 
ed or swallowed by India or by the 
Indian people. So far as I am con
cerned. and I am quite sure, so far as 
this House is concerned, there is 
absolutely no reason for the Govern
ment or the people of Ceylon to have 
any such apprehension, We have 
absolutely no kind of wish or desire 
to interfere in Ceylon in the slightest. 
We certainly are interested and deeply 
interested in the fate of large numbers 
of people of Indian descent who have 
gone there in thei past, who have worked 
there, and if I may say so, who have 
helped in building up the prosperity of 
Ceylon in the past.

I remember the first time that I went 
to Ceylon more or less officially, 
although I was not an official; it was 
in 1938. I went there to discuss these

Indo-Ceylonese problems with the 
Government there. I went there really 
in my capacity as the Congress Presi
dent, I think. The Government of 
Ceylon were good enough to meet me 
and fully discuss these matters. At 
that time, I delivered a speech where 
all the notabilities of Celyon were 
present. I said that a time will come, I 
hope, when the people of Ceylon will 
put up a statue in Ceylon to the Indian 
labourer who came here and built up 
Ceylon. So, I have been interested ih 
this matter and 4)ersonally involved in 
it, and for 15 vears at least, I have 
closely followed it. I have seen that the 
real difficulty one has to face is the 
psychological difficulty of the people of 
Ceylon—who have, otherwise, very 
friendly feelings towards India, which 
is. to large numbers of them, a sacred 
land, from which their religion and 
culture sprung—a fear that this great 
and big continent of a  country might 
overwhelm them, and that fear and that 
apprehension comes in their way. So  ̂
my effort has been to try, in so far as 
I can, to remove that fear and appre
hension from their minds. Any attempt 
to adopt what are called strong 
measures increases the disease, and 
does not remove it. What is war? 
Strong economic measures you may 
say. If they Injure them, they injure us 
too. We drive them to other hands to 
carry on their trade, etc. Therefore, we 
have pursued this policy of firmly in
sisting on certain things, but at the 
same time, always doing so in a friendly 
manner and remaining friendly. Re
member this also, that it is a curious 
situation. Because, in the ultimate 
analysis, each country decides for itself 
who its citizens should be. SuppD^e 
somebody here in India insisted, or 
some other country insisted, that so- 
and-so must be an Indian citizen, you 
will not like it; I will not like it. That 
Is for us to decide who will be a citizen 
of India: not for anybody else to tell 
us as to who should be. But, it is also 
true that there is a history behind 
this settlement of Indians in Ceylon; it 
goes far back. It is not a new matter. 
Because of that history, the Govern
ment of Ceylon cannot dispose of it 
merely by saying that it is just theiir 
lookout and nobody else’s. or by throw
ing out 100,000 or 200,000 persons, and 
making them Stateless.

Then, again, an hon. MenSber, getting 
angry with Pakistan for what it jias 
done, said that we should cut off diplo
matic relations. How exactly that helps 
us is not clear to me. It may result in 
the exact opposite of what that Mem
ber possibly thouieht. Now, this ques 
tion of Pakistaji has been dlsousserl 
here on many occasions. I should ':;ot 
like to take up the time of the House 
much with it. But, I should like tc say
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a few words about the general approach 
to this question, because we are 
accused of appeasement and not being 
«tern and strong enough. Whenever 
we have asked as to l>ow we can show 
strength, some suggestions have been 
made, which • appeared to me then, 
and which appear to me now, as 
totally impracticable and undesirable, 
as this suggestion about breaking ofl‘ 
•diplomatic relations.

Look at the picture of Pakistan 
today. What is happening there, in 
West Pwinjab especially and to some 
extent elsewhere? It is not a itleesant 
picture. I am not concerned with their 
-arguments there as lo who is right as 
it is none of my concern to interfere 
there. But, that picture i« interesting 
from two points of view to me. One is 
that if We in India fall a prey to that 
narrow bigoted outlook which prevails 
in Pakistan, we shall also equally 
suffer. It is well to remember that. 
Because, it is the same type of mind, 
-^Ifhoi^h it may use different words, 
•and different slogans, the same narrow 
bigoted type of mind which has 
brought Pakistan to this difficult pass 
in which it is today, politically, econo- 
•mically, in every way.

I have ventured to suggest to this 
House in the past that we must not 
mix up the Government or the govern
mental policy of Pakistan with the 

pie of Pakistan. The people of
>akistan only a few years ago were 
the people of India. There is not much 
difference between them and us, and 
their failings or their virtues. And if, 
after the partition, horror overtook 
us, it overtook us in both places, and 
both places had plenty of misbehaviour, 
to use a very mild word. Now, geo- 
^ap h y  has thrown us together even 
though—^whether it is due to our mis
takes or folly, if you like; whatever 
it may be due to, or to circumstance— 
we parted. Nevertheless, they are there 
as our ^eighbjpiurs, and there they 
are goiag to remain. And there
fore we have to think of any policy 
that we may have to pursue, 
not in terms of the anger and passion 
of today, but looking a little further 
ahead, just as, if I may refer to some
thing entirely different, if we have to 
think of any policy that we may have 
to pursue in regard to the Chinese 
State, we have to remember that we 
have, a frontier of roughly 2,000 miles 
with them, and we are neighbours 
today, tomorrow and in the future. 
Therefore, whatever other countries 
do, whatever policies they may have— 
and I am not going Into that (Question— 
we liavG to consider our policy in 
regard lo China remembering not owly 
whatever past we may have hid, b«t

the present and the l^ture, that we 
have to live together in peace and 
friendship, and I hope, co-operation.

So, coming back to Pakistan, we 
have to look a little ahead and not be 
swept away by the passion of the 
'moment or by some ill-deed that we 
hear about Irom there, and thereby 
adopt polioies which may bedevil us 
in the future. We have to solve this 
problem of IndHa and Pakistan. It is 
better to solve it at leisure, than to 
break it in haa(te. It is a difficult pro
blem. Almost every problem is a 
difficult problem in tke world of today.

Hon. Members ask me what have 
we done in South Africa or in some 
other places. Well, it is perfectly true 
that we have been unable to do any
thing in South Africa except to express 
ourselves in the United Nations or 
otherwise. But what am I to do in 
South Africa? Let us think of that 
calmly. It is not a matter of my or 
hon. Members opposite beating argu
ment by argument. We have, a ll of 
us, got to face these questions, and 
these questions are not of high 
policy—we agree—but of the method 
of reaohing a certain result. I confess 
I do not see any solution of the pro
blem in South Africa in the near 
future—certainly, I cannot bring it 
about—except a gradual development 
of situations in the world which bring 
enormous pressure. That situation has 
been developing. I regret that the 
Government of the Union of South 
Africa is so constituted that it seems 
to be impervious to any such reasoned 
approach. Well, as it is that Govern
ment h^s to face a difficult situation. 
I have no doubt that it will have to 
faĉ ** a much riiore difficult situation, 
and the time may come when other 
countries of the world will have to 
choose definitely as to what policy 
they are to adopt in regard to a 
country like South Africa where this 
policy of racial inequality, discrimi
nation and suppression is applied in 
the way it is done. I confess at the 
present mpment to a feeling of dis
illusion at the way a number of 
important and great countries quibble 
about these matters. They cannot 
openly support this kind of policy, of 
course, because practically no reason
able person In the world can support 
it. All that they can say is, rai«^ 
some legal argument; “Oh, this is a 
domestic issue. Let us not interfere 
Let us not make mattMt worse. It 
wdll be settled gradually  They may 
say that as an excuse. They cannot 
support it But that is* n ot good  
onoui^h. b e c a u se  it is a v ita l m a tter  
not a thing to d a y  for the  few h\\ id rea
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thouseufids of Indians who live in 
South Africa, but for the millions of 
Africans v^ho have a much greater 
right to that country than any Indian. 
Fortunately, I am happy that the 
Indians in South Africa and the 
Africans there have co-operated in 
this matter together.

So. I think that this kind of half
hearted attitude of some of the impor
tant countries does not do credit to 
them in this matter. It is all very well 
for some countries to divide up the 
world into the so-called Western bloc 
and the Eastern bloc, and the Com
munist world and the non-Communist 
world, and try to label everybody by 
these labels. We have refused to be 
labelled, and what is more, we refuse 
to consider these questions in terms 
of those labels, whether it is a racial 
Issue in Africa or whether it is a 
national issue, a question of national 
freedom anywhere. It is no good tel
ling us that we have to support some 
colonial power because, if we do not, 
Communism will win there. The 
answer to that, the obvious answer to 
that, is this, that whatever may 
happen if nationalism comes in there, 
one thing is certain, that if you go 
on supporting colonial authorities 
there, something very much to your 
disadvantage will happen. That is dead 
certain. And it amazes me that intellfr- 
gent persons and Governments cannot 
see this simple lesson of history and 
do not understand the minds of people 
in Asia or Africa today. It just does 
not matter what country you may 
take. This simple lesion holds: if you 
support colonial authority, if you sup
port colonial domination and colonia
lism, apart from doing the wrong 
thing, you encourage and strengthen 
the very forces you apparently think 
you are contending against.

Now, hon. Members say to me, why 
do you not go out in the market place, 
if I may say so, and condemn this and 
that country? Well. I do not and I 
cannot, because I happen to be a 
responsible Member of a responsible 
Government. I cannot behave in a 
manner of raising slogans against 
countries, but I can state policies as 
I have done now, and as I have done 
previously. These policies can be 
interpreted easily by those who take 
the trouble to interpret them.

Now, again, my colleague, Mr. Shiva 
Rao. referred to NATO and how this 
NATO which started as a defence 
organization for the defence, it is said, 
of the Atlantic community, has 
gradually developed into something 
much more. First of all, it has gone 
beyonfd the Atlantic community, and

others are cominjf within its scope 
which have nothing to do with th» 
Atlantic. Secondly—I do not know— 
but sometimes one gets the impression 
that some of the smaller countries* 
smaller or bigger, attached to NATO 
think that this organisation of the 
Atlantic community will cover up and 
shelter and defend their colonial 
domains. Now again, if that is a a  
implication of NATO, then obviously^ 
everybody who is interested in putting 
an end to colonialism naturally wfll 
react strongly against it. If NATO is 
the defender and protector of colonia
lism, then it has put its wron#: ftooft 
forward. At first, it talked about 
defence of a certain Atlantic cona- 
munity. They have every right to 
defend themselves. They have every 
right to fight any aggression that may 
come to them. But if in this businesa; 
they think that in order to do this, 
they have to participate and to heft^ 
in keeping down and suppressing frmtr 
dom of colonial territories, then no 
only have they misunderstood th 
temper of the people of Asia an 
Africa today, but they are goin 
against the obvious lessons of histor; 
Todqy the person or the group or tti 
country which is going to be welcome 
anywhere must go there as a liberate 
ing force, not as a repressing force.

And in this connection, may I say 
that in relation to what are called the 
foreign pockets in India, much has 
been said? I would only say this 
again, that I am not aware—I shall be 
glad, if hon. Members would enlighten 
me sometime or other—what exactly 
they expect me to do, short of declar
ing war against those who own those 
foreign pockets. We have declared 
our policy quite clearly and firmly. It 
is unthinkable for us, for any foreign 
pocket to continue in India, for a 
variety of reasons. It is manifestly 
absurd that when the great British 
Empire of India should cease to be, a 
little bit of some other Empire shoulcl 
remain in bits of India. That is mani
festly wrong and absurd. And thift 
new theory, to which Mr. Shiva Rao 
referred yesterday, of calling these 
bits of territories as metropolitan 
areas—not as colonial areas, but as 
metropolitan areas—is not going to 
help in this matter. By changing a 
label, they do not change either 
geography or the essence of colonia
lism. Now it should be clearly under
stood—our policy is clearly under
stood, but I wish to add something 
to it, and that is this—that if any 
parts of any of these foreign pockctu 
in India are. treated as any kind of a 
base for operations elsewhere, which 
are against our policy  ̂ we shall have
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to consider that act as an unfriendly 
act to this country.

But again, how do we solve these 
broblems? How do we solve any pro
blem in this world? Hon. Menibers 
say, ‘You protest and protest and do 
nothing*. What do other countries do? 
The other <iay, the newspapers reported 
that an aircraft belonging to the 
United Kingdom was shot down by 
Soviet bombers or whatever they were.

Kow ■ I am not going into the merits 
of it. J do not know who is ngU  or 
who is wrong, but here wais a very, 
very serious incident. In pcace time 
many people die. What do Goveim- 
nionts do? Protest. Do you expect the 
U K Government to declare war 
auainst the Soviet Union because ol 
that? What of the numerous protests 
that have been made in the Far East 
both by the Chhiese Government or 
the Russian Government or the 
American Government against each 
other? In spite of the fact that tiiey 
are carrying on a war in Korea, they 
jnake protests for infringement ol 

erritory. But nobody increases the 
‘ Dhere of war. Hon. Members think 
iather lightly of this business of war 

of sanctions etc. It Is not a matter 
I0 be thought of in that way.

Prof, Hiren Mukerjee harped back 
to the question of our resolution on 
Korea before the United Nations. 
That is rather past history, and much 
has been said here, but I would again 
say one thing about it. First of all— 
ti^  hon. Member talked about the 
dEneva Convention—that whole 
resolution was based on an acceptance 
of the Geneva Convention. You may 
say: ‘If so, well, you did not do very 
cleverly'. You may say that. You may 
say: ‘It might have been done better. 
But to argue that the Geneva Con
vention was set aside is wrong, be
cause our attempt was to follow it. 
Secondly, our whole attempt in that 
resolution was to make it clear that 
there should be no voluntary repatria
tion. Now, again, there may be two 
views. In fact, I will be very happy, 
and if that is the only point that 
comes in the way, I would have been 
prepared—the question is out of date, 
of course—to let this particular point, 
whether it is in conformity with the 
Geneva Convention or not, to be con
sidered by any high judicial authorit;jr 
or court. I should abide by their deci
sion—the interpretation of it. But of 
course these are not matters of judicial 
*r>«rpretatlon: these are high political 
matters. But I do submit that to bring 
that resolution forward and to describe 
it as something done in breach of our 
policy of not lining up with ♦hJs gTDW 
or that is not Justified.

I should like to say a few words 
about this question of w r  member
ship of the Commonwealth. I am sui^ 
prised continually—hon. Members will 
forgive me for saying so—by the lack 
of understanding shown by some 
Members of what this business is of 
oui being in the Commonwealtlv 
Dr. Lanka Sundaram read out some 
speech of, I believe, Lord Swinton, 
relating to countries in the Common
wealth. Now, so far as we are con
cerned, ever since—and even before— 
we became a Republic, our relation
ship with the Commonwealth has been 
completely different from the reiatioiv- 
ship of any other country in the 
Commonwealth. Legally and constitu
tionally there is no relationship; leave 
out the question of • allegiance to the 
British Crown—but there is none, of 
course—but legally and constitu
tionally, there is no relationship in the 
sense that our own Constitution makes 
no reference to it. There is nothing In 
it. It is a relationship by understand
ing—by agreement if you like—which 
we can discontinue or put an end to 
when we choose or they choose— 
either party. It is a little difficult to 
understand that relationship because 
there is no precedent for It. We 
react—many of us, if I may say so— 
on grounds of sentiment as to why 
should we have anything to do with 
the Commonwealth, first of all, which 
used to be or which is the British 
Empire, secondly, a Commonwealth in 
which thpre is South Africa or some 
other country which is misbehaving. 
Now, I can understand that reaction. 
But, that reaction applies or should 
apply to our being in the United 
Nations. There are plenty of countries 
there, the same countries we dislike 
here are there too. And, in being with 
the United Nations, we undertake upon 
ourselves certain obligations and 
certain burdens, by subscribing to the 
Charter. Every country does.

Now, in being associated with the 
Commonwealth what burdens or 
obligations do we take up? I should 
like the House to consider that. I will 
submit to the House that our associa
tion with the Commonwealth, novel 
as it is—for this is a novel way of 
countries associating with each other— 
shows the way for th^ future associa
tion of nations with each other with
out any obligation, without coming in 
the slightest in the way of each other’s 
independence—yet some kind of 
friendly association which leayes you 
free to do what you like.

What are the different types of 
alliances, agreements with other 
countries? Every alliance between 
indep^udent countries Is normally a
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*ive and take affair. You give some
thing. If it is a military alliance, of 
course, you are bound hand and loot. 
Otherwise you give soraetjiing and 
take something. There are obligations 
Attached to those alliances. It is no 
obligation on us, because we are in 
the Commonwealth, of the slightest 
kind—leave out military or economic 
or any type of alliances. Please do not 
get mixed up between two things. Our 
poet Member in the middle of his 
rhetorical attitudes read out some
thing about what happened In 1949 to 
our'economics, what happened in 1951 
and lOM because we are tied up with 
England. Do not get mixed up these 
two things. We may not be in the 
Commonwealth at all and yet we may 
or may not have economic relations 
with them. On the other hand we 
may not have those economic relations 
and be in the Commonwealth. 
The two are separate. They have noth
ing to do with each other. We have 
certain economic relations with Eng
land because we think they are to our 
advantage. That is the long and short 
of it. If at any moment we think they 
are not to our advantage, it is open 
to us to put an end to them or vo 
vary them. It has nothing to do with 
our being in the Commonwealth or 
not being in the Commonwealth. It is 
a separate thing. Whether they are to 
our advantage or not is a matter I 
am not going into now. I am merely 
putting it to you that this has nothing 
to do with our being in the Common
wealth.

Suppose we are in the s^prling area. 
We can emerge out of. it the moment 
we decide that it is not to our advant
age to be in that area. If we were in 
the past, we have thought it is to our 
advantage. Next, we may develop 
some other relations with some other 
countries. Therefore, please separate 
these tjvo ideas. Certain things we 
have inherited—naturally not poli
cies—but certain economic ties and 
things from the past. It is open to us 
to break them when we liked. But, if 
we think they are at all to our advant
age, we continue them, but the power 
is with us and with nobody else 
whether to continue them or to break 
them. All that economic business 
apart, this has nothing to do with our 
being in' the Commonwealth. Our 
association with the Commonwealth 
stands apart. I do submit to this House 
that our being associated with the 
Commonw^lth does not, first of all, 
in the slightest degree come in the 
way of our independent action any
where. You may say, if you like, that 
an economic tie may occasionally 
come. Let me say that you may put 
an end to the economic tie. But our 
being in the Commonwealth by itself

does not affect us in any sense, except 
if you like that it means a certain 
friendly approach. We meet each 
other. We discuss. We have an equally, 
and if I may say so, even a stronger 
friendly approach to our neighbouring 
countries like Burma. Burma is not 
in the Commonwealth. There is no 
other tie. But we are much more intir 
mately connected with Burma—not 
formally; I mean informally—’-hen 
with the Commonwealth oountries. 
We may be intimately connected with 
any other country in Asia, but nothing 
comes in our way. Nobody binds us. 
This is more or less, what I would 
say, the negative side of it.

I think we have gained positively 
by being in the Commonwealth. 
Definitely so. During the past five 
years specially, many avenues have 
opened out to us which may not have 
been open if we had not been there. 
An avenu^ opening out does not mean 
that we are Ttorc^d to go that way or 
do a particular thintf. Secondly, I 
think that we have somewhat affected 
world policies, not only directly in so 
far as we can, but to some extent 
indirectly also, through the Common
wealth, and I think that that is to our 
and the world’s advantage. Anyhow, 
I cannot see how any valid reason can 
be advanced for our cutting away 
from a relationship which is the best 
form of relationship in the sense that 
there is no obligation on us or on the 
other party, except the obligation of 
occasional friendly approach and 
friendly talk. It is, as 1 said, a new 
relationship. You have precedents, of 
course, in history, but it is a new type 
of association which we should like 
to develop, at any rate, I should like 
to develop—leave out the Common
wealth. I should like that approach 
between several Commonwealth nation? 
and ourselves, and between us and 
the Asian nations. Nobody prevents us 
from doing that,

I have not referred, and I do not 
now refer, to the big quQ^tions that 
face us in the world, which can only 
be viewed, I think, not only in the 
world tfbntext but in the context of 
history—of history being made. It is a 
tremendous picture—changing, confus
ing. I confess to hon. Members oppo
site that I have no surety of vision 
about it, or assurances as to what v/ill 
happen or what will not happen. It 
happens very often that one does not 
quite know what is the right step to 
take. The only test there Is, is to try 
not to take the wrong step. That is 
something. Qf course, I find that 
wrong steps are frequently taken by 
others. They are in a hurry to ^ake a 
step and they repent at leisure. When 
we feel that a step has to be ta ^ n — 
and it is a right step-^we taife i t
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Otherwise, we do not take St. Jt is not 
perhaps a very brave or dramatic 
attitude to adopt, but in this matter 
we want to show no courage. We want 
to show as much wisdom and toler
ance as possible, because we feel that 
in a world which is so overburdened 
with fear and apprehension, anger and 
hatred, perhaps a little quiet wisdom 
and tolerance may do some tgood.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: I will put cut 
motion No. 110 regarding withdrawal 
from the Commonwealth.

The question is:

“That the demand under the 
head ‘External Affairs^ be reduced 
by Rs. 100.*’

Those who are for the motion will 
say ‘Aye*.

Same Hon. Membm: Aye.

Mr. Depnty-Speaker: Those who are- 
against the motion will say ‘No*.

Several Hon. Members: No.
TheMr. Deputy-S]>eaker:

have it.
Some Hon. Members:

have< it.

‘Noes* 

The ‘Ayes*

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Division.

Dr. Lanka Sundaram: I want to
raise a point......

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: No hon. Mem
ber need be in a hurry. Hon. Members 
should not go' into the Lobby where 
the counting will be taken, before I 
order division once again. Hon. Mem
bers who are in the Lobby will come 
back, if they intend commg back at

House divided: Ayes, 55; Noes^
278.

Division No. 5.

A<^aul, Shrl 
Amjaa All, Shrl 
Banerjee, Shrl 
Basu, Shrl K. K.
Biran Dutt, Slirl 
Boovaragba'^amy, shrl 
Chakravartty, Shrlumti R enu 
Chatterjee, Shrl N. C. 
Chatterjea, Shrl Tuihar 
Chaudhurl, Blirl T. K. 
Damodarao, Shrl N. P.
Da«. Bhrl B. 0.
Das. Bhrl Baraneadhar 
DaMratha Deb, Shrl 
Deo» Bhrl N. S.
Dethpaude Bhrl V. 0 . 
Ourupadaswamy, Bhrl

AbduB SHttar, Shrl 
Aohal Blngh. Seth 
Achiut liam, Lola 
AohuthuD, 8hri 
Agarwal, Prof. 
Agarawal, Shri H. L. 
Agrawal, Shrl M. L. 
Akarpurl, Sardar 
Alaswau, Slw-i 
lltckar, Shrl 
Mvft, Shri Joachim 
Aftthaua, Bhrl 
AEad, MaulaaA 
Badaa Siogh, Oh. 
Balasubramanlam, Shrf 
Banidl, Bbrl 
oinuuuj Bhrl

Jayaraman, Bhrl 
Kelappan, Shrl 
Erlpalani, Bhrlmatl Suoheta 
Maaoarone, Kumarl Annie 
Menon, Bhrl Damodarfk 
Mookerjoe, Dr. S. P. 
Mukerjee, Shrl H. N. 
liuulawamy, Shrl 
Murthy, Shrl B. B.
Nalr, Bhrl N. Sroekantan 
Namblar, Shri 
Kanadas, Shrl 
Pandey, Dr. Natabar 
l^noose, Shri 
Kaghavachari, Shri 
Baghavalah, Shrl

NOES

Barupal, Bhrl 
Batj^ppa, Shri 
Bliaktft, Shrl B. R.
Blmkta Danhan, Shrl 
Bhan^ti, Bliri G. B.
Bhacgavu, Pandit M. B. 
Bhargava, Pandit Thakur Das 
Bhatt, Bhrl 0. S.
Bheekha Bhal, Bhrl 
Bhonsle, Major-Oeneral 
Birbal Biiigh. Bhrl 
Bagawat, Shri 
Barooah, Shri 
Boee, Shri P. 0.
Brajeshwar Prasad, Shri 
linragohaln, Shri 
Chacko, Shrl P. T.

17 P.M.
Ramaaaral. Shri M. D. 
Eandaman Singh, Shrl 
Rao, Dr. Rama 
Rao, Shri Gopala 
Rao, Shrl P. Subba 
Rao, Bhrl Vlttal 
Reddi. Shri Madhao 
Reddl, Shrl Ramachandra 
Rishang Eolshing. Shri 
BhakuntaJa, Shrimatl 
ihigh, Shri R. N. 
Subrahmanyam, Shrl K. 
Sundaram, Dr. Lanka 
Swamy, Shri N. R. M. 
Trivedl, Shri U. M. 
Veeraswaml, Bhrl

Chanda, Shrl Anil K, 
Ohaudak, Shri 
Chandrasekliar, Sliriina'.t 
Charak, Shri
Chaterjeo, Dr. SasUranJan 
Cliaturvedl, Sliri 
Cl^avda, Bhrl 
ChinarU, Shri 
Ciiouudhri, Shri M. SbaSb) 
Dabbl, Shrl 
Damar, Shri 
Damodaran, Shri 0. tl. 
Das. Shri B.
Das, Shri B.K.
D«9, Shrl K. \S..
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p M . Shrl lUun Dbi^nl 
Dm , 6hri Eamana&da 
OM. Shrl S. K.
OaB, Shri N. T.
Oatar, Shrj 
0«b. Shri 8. C. 
Deogam, Shri 
Desai, Shri K. N, 
Deial, Shri E. K. 
Deshmokh, Shri G. D. 
Deahmukh, Shri K. G. 
Deshmukh, Dr. P. 8. 
Doshpande, Shri Q. H. 
DholakJa, Shji 
Dhulckar, Shri 
^huaiya, Shri 
iMgarabtor Singh, Sbri 
Dube, Shri Mulohand 
Dube, Shri U. S. 

.Oubey. Shri E. O.
Dutt, ShrlA. K. 
Dwivedl, Shri D. P. 
Div' odl, Shri M. L. 
iblayaperumai, Shri 
Potedar, Pandit 
OadgU. Shri 
<kuidhl, Shri Feroi© 
ajmdhi, Shri M. M. 
.^andhi, Shri V. B. 
ilanpati Kam, Shri 
Oautam, Stiri C. D. 
Ghose, Shri S. M. 
Ohulam Qader. Stiri 
Glri, Shri V. V.
Gohain, Shri 
Gopl Earn, Shri 
Oounder, Shri K. P. 
Gounder, Shri K. S. 
Govind Dm , Beth 
Gupta. Shri Badflhah 
Hari Motian, Dr. 
Basarika, Shri J, K  
Reda, Shri 
Hembrom, Shri 
Ryder Huiein, Ch. 
Ibrahim, Sbri 
lyyanl, Shri B. 
lyyunni, Shri C. B. 
Jaiu, Shri A. P.
Jain, Shri N. S.
Jaipal Singh, Shri 
Jajware, Shri 
Jangde, Sitri 
Jaeani, Shri 
Jenfi, Slirl K. O.,
Jena, Shri Nlraujan 
Jethan, Shri 
Jha, Shri Dhagwat 
Jhiinjbunwuia, Shri 
Jo»l»i, Shri Jettialal 
J Mhl, Shri Liladhar 
Joahl, Shri M. D.

Joehi, Shri N. L.
' Joshl, Shrimati Sabhadr* 

JwaU PrMhad. Shri 
Eajrolkar, Shri 
£akkaa, Shri 
Kale, Shrimati A.
Kambic, Siiri 
Karmarkar, Shri 
Kasilwai, Shri 
Ktttham, Shri 
Katju, Dr.
Keeliavalengar, Shri 
Keskar, Dr.
Elian, Shri Sadath All 
Ehedkar, Shri G. B. 
Eliongmcn, Sluimati ' 
Ehtida Bukah, Sh î Sf. 
Eldwai, Shri E. A. 
Eirollkar, Shri 
EriAhna Chandra, Shri 
Erifllwamaohari, Shri T. T. 
Erlflhnappa, Shri M. V. 
Eureel, Shri B. K.
Eureol, Sliri P. L.
Lai, Shri E. S.
Lallanjl, Shri 
LMkar, Prof.
Lotan Eam, Shri 
Mahodaya, Shri 
Maltra. Pandit L. E.
Ifajhl, Shri E. 0.
MaJithU, Saidar 
MaUviya, Shri E. D. 
Malvia, Shri B. N.
Malviya, Pandit C. N. 
Mandal, Dr, P.
Mamiodi, Maulana 

.Mathew, Prof.
Matthen, Shri 
Maydoo, Shrimati 
Mehta, Shri Balwant Slnha 
Mehta. Shri B. G.
Mehta, Shri JMwantraj 
Mlahra, Sliri L. 5.
Mljihra, Shri Lokenath 
Mlahra. Shri S. X.
Miara, Pandit LlngaraJ 
Miara. Shri E. D.
MUra, Shri S. P.
Mohd. Akbar, Soli 
Mohiuddin, Shri 
More, Shri E. L.
Mudaiiar, Shri 0, E.
Muk.ie, Shri Y. M. 
Mutljukrishnan, flhrl 
Nair, .Hhrl C. E.
Nanda, .Skrl 
Nttraalmluui, Shri O.-R, 
Naakar, Shri P. S.
Vebni, Shri Jawaharlal 
Nehru, Shrliiutl Uma 
Neswi, Shri

Keyatla,.Shri
• KUallngappa, ShH 

Pande, Shri C. D. 
PannalAl, Shri 
Pant, Shri D.D. 
PatMkar, Shri 
Patel, Shri B. E.
Patel, Shri Eajeahwar 
Patel, Shrimati Manlben 
Pat 11, Shri Eanavade 
Pawar, Shri V. P. 
Prabhakar, Shri N. 
Praaad, Shri IT. S. 
Eachlah. Shri N,
EadhA Eaman, Shri 
Eaghublr Sahal, Shri 
Eaghunath Shigh. Slcbl 
Eaghuramaiah, Sliri 
EaJ Bahadur, Shri 
Baih Dasa, Sliri 
Earn Saran, Prof.
Eam Subhag Singh, Dr. 
Eamaaoahaiah, Shri 
Eamaawamy, Shri P. 
Eamaawamy, Shri S. V. 
Bane,^hri 
Eao, Shri B. Shiva 
Eaut, Shri Bhola 
Eoy, Shri B. N.
Eoy, Shri Patiram 
Enp Narain, Shri 
Sahu, Shri Bhagabat 
Sahu, Shri Eameahwar 
Salgal. Sardar A. S. 
Sakacna, Shri Mohanlal 
Samanta, Shri S. C. 
Sankampandlan, Shri 
Sarmah, Shri 
Satlah Chandra, Shri 
Satyowadl. Dr.
Sen, Shri P. G.
Sen, Shrimati Suabama 
Sewal, Sliri A. E.
Shah, Siirl E. B.
Sharma, Pandit E. C. 
Shanna, Prof. D. C. 
Sharma, Shri E. E. 
Sharma. Shri E. C.
ShMtri, Shri H. K. 
Shlvananjappii, Shri 
ShobUa Eam, Shri 
Shtikia, Pandit B. 
SIdhanauJappa, Shri 
Slngli, Shri D.
Singh, Bbri ir. P.
Singh, SlifI L. J.
Singh, Slirl M. X.
SinKh. Shri T. N.
Sln«btti. Slirl S. C.
Sinlw, Dr. S. N.
Slnha, Shri A. P.
Sinha, Shri Anlnidlm 
Slnha. Slirl «.P.



l̂ata*, Shrl JhalAD 
Blnha, Shri K. P.
SlDha, Shri N. P.
Blnha, Shrl Satya Narayan 
Blnha, Shrl SAtyondra Narayan 
Slnha, Shrlmatl Tarkeriiwarl 
Blnhasan Singh, Shrl 
Bnatak Shri 
Sodhla, Shri K. C.
Somalia, ShrJ N.
Soren. Shrl \
BabrahmanyaTn, Shri T.
Sureah Clmadra, Dr.
•  arlya Priwhad, Shrl

Swamlnadban, Shrtmatl Amm« 
Syed Ahmed, Shri 
Syod Mahmud, Dr.
Tandon, Shrl 
Tolklkar, Shrl 
Thlmmaiah, Shrl 
Thomas, Shrl A. M.
Tlvari, Shrl V. N.
Tiwari, Pandit B. L.
Tiwarl, Sliri K. S.
Tlwary, Pandit D. N.  ̂
Trlpathl, Shrl V. D. '
Tudu, Shrl B, L.
TulRidafl, Shrl

Tyagl, Shrl \
TTpadhayay, Pandit Munlshwar D*ti |
Upadhyay, Slirl Shiva Dayal 
Upadhyaya, Shrl 8. D.
Valshnav, Shri H, O. i
ValBhya, Shri M. B.
Varma, Shrl B, B.
Varma, Shrl B. R.
Vclayiidhan, Shrl 
Vidyalttiikar, Shri 
VyuH. Shri lladhelal 
Wiiwn, Shri J. N.
Wodeynr, Shri 
Zildl, Col.

The motion was negatived.
Mr. Deputy-Speaker: I will now put 

all the other cut motions together and 
then come to the Demands.

The cut motions were negatived.
Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The question

is:
“That the respective sums not 

exceeding the amounts shown in 
the third column ol the Order 
Paper in respect of Demands 
Nos. 22, 23, 24 and 25 be granted 
to the President, out of the Con
solidated Fund of India, to com
plete the sums necessary to defray 
the charges which will come in 
course of payment during the 
year enjding the 31st day ol 
March, 1954, in respect of the 
corresponding heads of demands 
entered in the second column
thereof.”

The motion was adopted.
[The motions for Demands for Grants 

which were adopted by the House 
are reproduced below:—Ed. of 
P. P.]

D emand N o . 22— T ribal A r ia s

“That a sum not exceeding 
Rs. 3,46,99,000 be granted to the 
President, out of the Consolidated 
Fund of India, to complete the 
sum necessary to defray the 
charges which will come in course 
of payment during the year end
ing the 31st day of March 1954, 
in respect of ‘Tribal Areas*.**

D emand N o . 23—E xternal  A f f a ir s

“That a sum not exceeding 
Rs. 6,16,26,000 be granted to the 
President, out of the Consolidated 
Fund of India, to complete the 
sum necessary to defray the 
charges which will pome in course 
of payment during the year end
ing the 31st day of March, 1954, 
in respect of ‘External Affairs*.’"
D emand  N o . 24—Chandernagore

“That a sum not exceeding 
Rs. 21,33,000 be granted to the 
President, out of the Consolidated 
Fund of India, to complete the 
sum necessary to defray the 
charges which will come in course 
of payment during the year end
ing the 31st day of March, 1954, 
in respect of ‘Chandernagore’.'*

D emand No. 25—M iscellaneous E x
pen d itu re  UNDER the M in is t r y  o f 

E xternal A f f a ir s .

“That a sum not exceeding 
Rs. 3,46,000 be granted to the 
President, out of the Consolidated 
Fund of India, to complete the 
sum necessary to defray the 
charges which will come in course 
of payment during the year end
ing the 31st day of March, 1954, 
in respect of ‘Miscellaneous Ex
penditure under the Ministry of 
External Affairs*.”

The House then adjourned till Two 
of the Clock on Wednesday, the ISth 
March, 1953.




