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for leave of absence from the House,
because I see that one o f the Minis
ters never attends the House at all; it
i *3 only once in a way that he attends?
Mr. Speaker: Hon. Members are
aware that, so far as the House is
concerned, under the Constitution if
any Member is absent for consecutive
meetings of the House for 00 days or
more his name can be removed and a
motion can be made by any Member
in this House that his seat may be
declared vacant. So, when, hon. Mem
bers take leave, though hon. Members
may not lose their seats for the simple
reason that once in 60 days they may
attend and do not attend for another
59 days, the House loses the benefit of
their presence. Therefore, naturally
we expect that all hon. Members who
would not be here for more than a
week or so— one or two days does not
matter much—would intimate us, and
they are expected to do so. But the
Government work is carried on though
a particular Minister is absent.
Shri T. B. Vlttal Rao: I do not mind
if they are absent, there may be pretty
good reasons for that. But I have been
here for five years now and I have not
seen any Minister applying for leave
at any time though they are absent on
many days. They should set an
example.
Mr. Speaker; The hon. Member has
entirely misunderstood the position.
Absence from Delhi is one thing and
absence from the House is another
thing. So far as absence from the
House is concerned, many hon. Mem
bers sit in the hall there and do not
come here at all. I do not worry my
self about that. Therefore, I take it
that the House agrees with the recom
mendations of the Committee.
Several Hon. Members: Yes.
Mr. Speaker: The Members will be
informed accordingly.
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MOTION RE: INTERNATIONAL.
SITUATION
Mr. Speaker: The House will now
take up consideration o f the p otion
regarding international situation for
which 5J hours have been allotted.
The time-limit of speeches will a*
usual be 15 minutes for the Members
and 20 to 30 minutes, if necessary, lor
leaders of groups. We will just con
clude by 5.30 or 5.45. I shall call upon
the prime Minister to reply at 5.00
P .M .

The Prime Minister and Minister o f
External Affairs (Shri Jawaharlal
Nehru): Mr. Speaker, Sir, I beg to
move:
“That the present international
situation and the policy of the
Government of India in relation
thereto be taken into considera
tion.”
I am afraid, this has become rather
a stock motion which I move regularly
and periodically before the House.
The international situation naturally
changes somewhat from time to time.
The present one is not quite the same
as it was yesterday and yet, funda
mentally it is more or less the same.
In the same way, as regards the policy
of the Government of India, as this
House is aware, we have tried to
follow the same basic policy adapting
it to changing circumstances.
The two questions that directly
affect us in regard to international
policy are our relations with Pakistan
and with that, of course, is inevitably
included, more especially, the question
of Kashmir, and secondly, the question
of Goa, These two, I say, affect us
directly, because they affect the inte
grity and sovereignty of India; of
course, the other questions which are
really much bigger in their world
significance affect us very greatly, for
the simple reason that whatever hap
pens there affects us as it affects the
world. In fact, almost all our pro
blems are affected directly or in
directly by what happens elsewhere in
the world. If the Suez Canal is closed,
we are affected; our Five Year Plan la
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affected. If something else happens,
our defence budget is affected on
account of external factors. If military
aid is being given to Pakistan, well,
our defence, our position, is affected,
and a greater burden is cast upon us if
something happens which gives solace
and help to Portugal 'in its holding on
to Goa, and that affects us.
So, although the two immediate and
important points directly affecting us,
affecting the sovereignty and integrity
of India are Kashmir and Goa, the
real matter, which concerns this House
no doubt is this, the intenational situa
tion which seems to be balancing itself
on the edge of some sword for a long
time and without finding any solution
to its many problems. It is true that
there is no immediate crisis o f possi
ble war. That is a good thing. But, at
the same time, it is also true that no
basic problem has been solved. They
all remain where they ore and sud
denly new crisis erupt. In the recent
months, the biggest crisis perhaps has
been in what is called the Middle East,
and in fact since the last year.
Last year, when we discussed these
matters, the Suez Canal crisis was
dominant. Well, fortunately, the Suez
Canal is functioning now, working:
not that the problems of all have been
solved but they have gone a long way
towards a solution, and the declara
tion that the Egyptian Government has
made in regard to Suez Canal appears
to us to be a fair and good declara
tion, acknowledging the Suez Canal as
a waterway m which other nations
participate and it should function as
an international waterway in that
sense. And we hope that that declara
tion will be the basis for the final
settlement of this problem if any
matters still remain to be settled.
But, after that, we see this crisis
shifting a little from the Suez Canal,
from Egypt, to Syria and other parts
of the Middle Eastern countries. It
is not for me to discuss the position
in Syria or any other parts of the
Middle East, but, I do feel more
strongly than ever hefore that the
types of approaches which are made
to many o f these countries in the
Middle East or to other parts of Asia

are approaches which do not facilitate
a solution o f any problem and which
have progressively make conditions
worse there.
We have a record of a few y ea n
now, a few years of this policy of mili
tary pacts—well, these are attempts to
gain influence or power over various
parts of Asian or African territory,
one move -leading to a counter-move
with the result that instead of some
kind of security, insecurity prevails,
in Western Asia,—especially the Arab
nations which, are split up—eyid gene
rally Asian conditions much worse
doubt that conditions in Western Asia
than they were two or three y ea n
ago. I do not think anybody cun
doubt that conditions in Western Asia
are more insecure than they were two
or three or four years ago.
In these years, the chief develop
ment has been the development of
these military alliances, the Baghdad
Pact and the rest. NATO war a little
far off; the Baghdad Pact come* nearer
to us. The result was, this has been,
what we see; these pose in different
directions, and because one great
power attacks the other, another great
power tries to counter that step by
some other step that it takes. Un
fortunately, this policy continues and
these conflicts continue. Behind all
this, we see this development of terri
ble new weapons of warfare. The
Disarmament Conference and its com
mittee meet somewhere in London and
they work hard and I believe they axe
earnestly bent on having some way
out, but the fact remains that the
world really is conditioned today by
these rival power conflicts and there
are attempts—1 would not say balance
of power politics, because the old idea
of balance of power which existed in
the 19th century no longer exists,
when there were a number of coun
tries which tried to find some balances
with alliances— today, when these two
huge countries, very powerful ones,
each, if I may say so, with all respect
to them, trying to become stronger
than the other. There is a phrase
now—“negotiating
from
strength” .
Well, if one party tries to do >o, the
other party also tries to do so, and
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the result is strength, as measured by
the latest type of nuclear or supernuclear weapons and the pilling up
o f these weapons goes an.
We have just heard of a ballistic
weapon which the Soviet Union has
produced. A little before, the United
States were experimenting with some
such weapon. No doubt whatever one
country produces in the shape of horri
ble, weapon, the otfcer will produce a
few months later if not sooner. And
now, we have got at th^ stage of what
is called the ultimate weapon. Evi
dently, there
some stage, presum
ably, in the ultimate weapon but there
appears to be no stage about the ulti
mate folly of human beings!
So, we have to face this, and we
have to face this not in a spirit of
being wiser than others or in any
sense better than others. I would like
to make that clear. It is not that we
try to tell others what to do. We are
very conscious of our own failings and
all that, but we are absolutely con
scious of this, that in our own
interests,—if you like, call it oppor
tunist interests—peace is better than
war. We are convinced that for the
world, peace is better than war. We
are convinced that peace is not going
to be preserved by policies which
hover round war by these military
alliances and the like. And in our own
interests, we are naturally concerned
with the techniques when cold war
comes right up to our borders and
attacks us, which it has done as the
House knows. It is done because of
these alliances.
SEATO—NATO did not concern us—
did concerns us; it comes up to our
borders on the eastern side. The
Baghdad Pact concerns us infinitely
much more so, and added to that, when
the other bilateral agreements for
arming our neighbour country and
thus upsetting all the balances that
exist there, are made, well, they con
cern us very much. It is not a ques
tion of some kind of theoretical
opinion, but it is a practical proposi
tion before us which is concerning us
and which is casting great burdens

upon us in the sh ap e of defence and
other matters.
So, in this world situation as we see
it, all I can hope is that the experi
ence of the last two or three years
at least will convince everybody that
the approach that has been,- made
through military alliances and through
great powers pushing themselves into
the concerns of other nations is not
successful. In the Middle-East, we find
that—I have not a shadow of doubt
about it—conditions in the middleeastern countries would be much
better if they were left to themselves.
If those countries, either of these great
military blocs, whether it is the Soviet
Union or whether it is the western
nations, if they left matters to take
their own course, without military
interference or without any other type
of interference, things will gradually
settle down.
Certainly, they can be helped. But
when there is this cold war going on
and they declare that if any of these
blocs takes a step in the Middle-East
or anywhere else, then the other one
naturally thinks of taking a similar
step itself to counter the other one
and so it goes on. Either one party
should be powerful enough to crush
the other by military means; that
means a great war, a world war and
that is ruled out. Then, if you rule
out a war, if a war is not there, are
threats of war going to do it? Surely
not. If wars and threats of war have
to be ruled out too, why adopt an
attitude which just irritates and which
induces the other to do something
irritating to you, without producing
any other good result? So, that is,
broadly speaking, if I may say so, the
analysis of this continuing crisis, which
changes here and there, but basically
remains the same.
Last year there was the trouble in
Hungary. We understand that this
matter is going to be brought up soon
before the General Assembly of the
United Nations, which is being con
vened again. In regard to Hungary
and in regard to other matters, our
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general approach has been one—w e
have declared our general policy in
regard t o . it. For instance, we said
then and we have repeated it often
that in our view the rising in Hungary
was essentially a nationalist rising; in
our view foreign forces should not be
kept in a country; in our view, the
people of the country should be left
to fashion their own destiny. We said
it then and we said it repeatedly. At
the same time, all our efforts had been
bent during the past year to help and
not merely to condemn. We want to
help Hungary. We want to help the
Hungarian people. We want to follow
a policy which will help in removing
some of the tensions, some of the
burdens from which the Hungarian
people suffer and not merely to con
demn loudly the many things that we
do not like.
There are many things happening in
the world from year to year, and day
to day, which we have disliked
intensely; we have not condemned
them. Sometimes when circumstances
have compelled us, we have expres
sed our opinion in the United Nations
or here or elsewhere. But generally
speaking, we have avoided this busi
ness of condemnation, whether of
small powers or big powers, not
because we thought that we would
gain anything thereby ourselves, but
because when one is trying to solve a
problem, it does not help calling names
and condemning Our effort whether
in Asia or in Europe has been to the
extent we could to do something to
create an atmosphere for solution.
That has been our general approach
to these problems.
That is going to be our approach
now if this matter is discussed in the
United Nations. I have no idea what
form it will take, in what form the
discussions take place and in what
form the resolutions come up. But the
main approach is there. We are not
anxious merely to have a discussion
there. In fact, when this commission
was appointed, we were not clear in
our minds if in those circumstances
the commission would be very helpful.
The commission has now presented a

report, which is an able document, a
well-argued document, but which
inevitably is a document which la
based on a good deal of evidence of
one side. It is perfectly true that the
other side did not facilitate the
enquiry; that is perfectly true. But
the fact remains that from a purely
judicial point of view they looked at
this picture, from the point of the
number of refugees. That may, to
some extent, vitiate some of their con
clusions or not, but that is a small
matter. As I said, we ourselves believe
that this rising was essentially a
nationalist rising; that is the main
issue; the other things may follow.
But the problem has been before us
smce the last year.
How can we be of any help? We
cannot do much, of course, situated as
we are. But we did wish to help to
some extent and we have tried in our
own way through diplomatic ex
changes and in other ways to try to
lessen the tensions there and to bring
about a normal atmosphere as far as
possible. It is obvious that in the
circumstances that exist there, a coun
try may go on and condemn the
Hungarian Government or the Soviet
Government or others. But having
condemned, is one going to take armed
action? No. It is obvious that by
condemnation—it is just conceivable
and it depends on how it is done—
tensions still further increase and the
burdens on the poor Hungarian people
become worse, instead of relaxing and
lessening. There is that difficulty one
has to face in all these matters. So,
we shall approach this matter in the
United Nations, as we have done in
the past, by making our attempts to
find a way to help the Hungarian
people. We shall express again our
views, as we have expressed, that we
do not approve of foreign powers re
maining there and the people should
control their own destinies. I do here
also express the hope that the Hunga
rian Government will also work
towards normalising conditions there
and lessening the burdens which, to
some extent, should exist on many
people who are arrested or who are
imprisoned and the rest.
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Coming back to some of our own
problems, I referred to the two major
problems that affect us, that is,
Pakistan’s relations in Kashmir, and
Goa. Pakistan's relations means many
things, but essentially the question of
Kashmir. This question is coming up,
I suppose, soon before the Security
Council. So, I do not wish to say any
thing about it, except to repeat what
I have said very often and the House
knows that very well, that in spite of
the confusion about Kashmir that is
sought to be introduced, the issue is
an exceedingly simple one.
The issue is one of aggression, com
mitted, abetted and continuing aggres
sion by Pakistan. I did fail to under
stand—I hope I am not rigid in mind
not to see an argument against me,
to close my mind to an argument
against me—but I have yet failed to
see an atom of justification even put
forward, much less accepted, as to
why Pakistan is there except by inva
sion and aggression. Whatever justi
fications may be placed about matters,
Pakistan's position there is clearly by
aggression and invasion. That has
been stated repeatedly on previous
occasions, and in fact the- United
Nations Commissions proceeded on that
basis. And the resolution they passed
was clearly on that basis. The first
thing they said was that Pakistan
should vacate that aggression. There
it is. And all the subsequent argu
ments—no doubt due to the fact that
partly we ourselves were anxious to
explore every possible avenue of
settlement, and other countries were
also anxious to help us—cannot cloud
this basic issue. Therefore, there is
this basic issue, and I cannot imagine
the United Nations, or any country in
fact, calling upon us to do something
which no self-respecting country can
ever do, that is, tolerate aggression
and submit to aggression and invasion
Apart from th£ big arms race that
is going on in the wide world, of
atomic weapons end all that, we are
faced and we have been faced in the
last two years with this development

of Pakistan getting very large quanti
ties of military aid; maybe that they
get it because they are in the Baghdad,
Pact and other Pacts, but principally
they have got it by bilateral agree
ments with the United States. Accord
ing to our information—and our infor
mation is fairly accurate in this
matter— the aid that they have receiv
ed is very considerable. It is not a
small aid, as is sometimes said; it is.
very considerable. And we view that
with great concern.
Now, we are not going into an arms
race with Pakistan or with any other
country
Nevertheless, as the House
knows, we have been compelled, at a
moment of great difficulty, to spend
much more than we ever intended to
on defence, and the House has accept
ed it. Because, in some matters one
can never take a risk.
I should like in this connection, to
show how conditions have changed, to
read a sentence or two from the report
of Dr. Gunnar Jarring, the U.N. Re
presentative who came here some
months back. He wrote:
“In dealing with the problem
under discussion as extensively as
I have during the period just
ended, I could not fail to take note
of the concern expressed in con
nection with the changing politi
cal, economic and strategic factors
surrounding the whole of the
Kashmir question, together with
the changing pattern of power
relations in West and South
Asia"—
that is, these military pacts and this
military aid to Pakistan have changed
the whole position, the whole pattern
of power relations in this area, and
changed it in a manner which gives us
concern.
So, whatever reasons we had—and
we had adequate reasons—to talce up
a particular attitude in regard to
Kashmir, which is our basic attitude,
these new developments have streng
thened and solidified that attitude.
And it seems to me clear that any
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person or any organisation like the
United Nations considering it must
take this factor into consideration.
Now, in regard to Go* 1 confess that
I have not said much'-—I can say very
much—to my satisfaction or to the
satisfaction of the House. There can
be no doubt that the Indian Revolu
tion will not be complete till Goa is
part of India, and we can never accept
the fact that Goa or any other part
of India can remain or fall into some
other power’s dominion. Obviously
when we talk about Goa, our struggle
or our trouble is not with the people
of Goa, it is with the Portuguese Gov
ernment. The people of Goa according
to us are, well, our own people. Our
quarrel is with Portugal, Now, it
should be remembered that because
our approach to the question of Goa
is a peaceful one, that does not indi
cate a lack of determination; nor does
it indicate that this question is not
going to be solved in our favour. It
is possible that the Government of
Portugal, living in some past century,
does not understand modern develop
ments and may not quite understand
this; it functions in a peculiar way.
But so far as the Government of India
is concerned, and I am quite sure so
far as every Group and Party in this
House is concerned, there is this fixed
determination on our part to see that
this outpost of Portugal in India must
be freed, must be liberated, and that
no foreign power should ever be
allowed to have any kind o f outpost
in India
We have recently, in the last few
months, relaxed some of our rules,
because we felt that they were bear
ing down rather heavily on the people
of Goa, and we did not want them to
suffer, in so far as we could help. Of
course, we are not fighting those
people. Therefore, as a result of
experience, and on compassionate
ground, we have relaxed some o f those
rules. We are continually watching
the position and if we think that some
other rule has to be relaxed so as to
bring some comfort to the people of
Goa, we shall do so.

We believe, and Z should like to
repeat it, we believe in conducting this
affair in a peaceful way. We do not
want violence, sporadic or other. And
it is not merely a question o f some
high theory or moral approach to this
problem,
but the very practical
approach. Because, Goa may be a
very small part, a corner, of India;
and Portugal is not considered,
obviously, among the Great Powers o f
the world. But the fact is that all
these things get tied up with other
international questions. You cannot
separate it, and any approach o f
violence is not a violence limited to
that particular issue but is likely to
spread and likely to entangle us in all
kinds of difficulties. Therefore, even
from the point of view, if you like, o f
narrow practical reasons, we have to
do that.
Now, we have been greatly interest
ed in the disarmament, in the effort*
made for disarmament. And perhaps
this House will remember that it wa*
at our suggestion that the Disarma
ment Sub-Committee of the U.N. wa*
formed, that is as a result of India’s
initiative in the General Assembly in
1953. Last year we suggested in the
U.N. some initial steps for this pur
pose. These steps were, firstly, that
experimental explosions of nuclear
and thermo-nuclear bombs should be
.suspended pendjpg their abandonment;
secondly, there should be at least total
dismantling of some bombs— at least
of some bombs—and thus a reversal
of the process of piling them up;
thirdly, the parties concerned should
publicly declare to the United Nations
and to the world their willingness not
to manufacture any more o f these
dreadful weapons; and fourthly, mili
tary budgets should be published in
all countries, no further expansion of
military strength should be made and
any possible reduction should be im
mediately effected
These were our
suggestions

It is true that any real settlement
about disarmament will have to be a
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comprehensive one. You cannot have
it in one corner aud leave the other
free. But it is equally true that, I
think, it is better to have a compre
hensive agreement or none at all
instead of simply making it difficult to
have another agreement. The fact that
you have a partial agreement does not
rule the comprehensive agreement; it
is a step to that; it produces the atmos
phere and the confidence to go further.
Therefore, we have always suggested
that a partial agreement is better than
no agreement, provided that is a step
towards the larger agreement.
Another thing is that if any agree
ment on disarmament is tied up with
political issues, then we are likely to
solve neither the political issue, nor
the disarmament issue. Disarmament
must be considered separately. Now,
we find an extraordinary state of
affairs in regard to arms. All kinds of
new horrible weapons are coming out
one after the other and unless all
wisdom has left humanity, some way
out has to be found.
I should like, and I am sure the
House will agree with me, to welcome
the advent of the new independent
State of Malaya which came into being
day before yesterday. We welcome it
for a variety of reasons. We welcome
it because this is one more step, slowly
and laboriously taken, in freeing Asia,
or partly freeing Asia, from foreign
control. We welcome it because
Malaya is a country which has thou
sands of years of association with
India. Even now, if you go to Malaya
like the other places in South East
Asia, you will And evidence of India
or Indian culture all over the place.
And in the past few years also our
friendship and co-operation in some
matters have grown. Now, that is a
good thing, Malaya joining the ranks
of independent nations, just like Ghana
joining them some months previously.
But we have to remember that there
are many other countries still strug
gling for freedom and the one which
comes foremost in this connection is
that of Algeria, which has suffered

tremendously in the past two-three
years—everybody has suffered at
that—in that internecine war. I had
always a great deal of admiration for
the French nation and the French
people, for the past history, struggle
for freedom, for their tremendous
brilliance and I do earnestly hope that
the French people and the French
Government will get out of this coun
try, getting out of it by accepting the
full freedom of Algeria.
This matter came up last year in the
United Nations and will come up
again, I suppose. Naturally, we stand
for their freedom. What else can we
stand for? That does not mean that
we are against France or anybody. We
are not. But we are for the freedom
of Algeria, as we are for the freedom
of other countries.
One thing more before I end. I
referred to the political aspect o f the
Kashmir problem. At the present
moment, Kashmir is experiencing
something which is quite unprece
dented in its long history—the new
floods that have come there which are
tremendous and colossal. So I beg to
ask leave of absence for tomorrow
and day after from the House to go
to Kashmir and I hope— and I am
sure you will permit me— to convey
to them the feelings of this House, the
anxious concern of this House and the
assurance of this House that we shall
be most helpful. Sir, I move.
Mr. Speaker: The motion is before
the House: I have received two notices
of amendments from Shri Jaganatha
Rao and Shri Raghunath Singh. Shri
Raghunath Singh seems to have intro
duced a number of extraneous matters
there. They may now be moved.
Shri Jaganatha Rao (Koraput): I
beg to move:
That for the original motion, the
following be substituted, namely:—
“This House having considered
the present International situation
and the policy of the Government
of India in relation thereto, fully
agrees with and approves the said
policy.”
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8hrl RmghiouiUt Shtgh (Varanasi): I
beg to move:
That for the original motion, the
follow ing be substituted, namely:—
“This House having considered
the present International situation
and the policy of the Government
of India ip relation thereto, is of
the opinion that the encirclement
policy of Asia by the interested
powers of the world and the crea
tion of naval bases in Indian
Ocean and air bases in foreign
territory is leading the world
towards a third World War, suici
dal race of armament and dete
riorating peaceful atmosphere of
the World.”
Mr. Speaker: Now both the motion
as well as the amendments are before
the House. A number of hon. Mem
bers some 20 or 25 have sent their
names to me. I therefore, request
hon. Members to be brief and confine
their remarks to 15 minutes. The
leaders of groups, if necessary, will
get 10 minutes more.
Shrl H. N. Makerjee {Calcutta—
Central): Mr. Speaker, our debate
today is being held at a crucial
moment and it takes on an added im
portance on account of two special
circumstances to which the Prime
Minister has already made reference.
The first is that in a short while the
United Nations General Assembly is
going to meet and the-second is that
Malaya has just celebrated the achieve
ment of her Merdeka.
Dark clouds are looming today on
the world horizon, particularly with
reference to the Arab countries and
their freedom and I do wish that the
Prime Minister had given us a little
more material about the position in
that area of the world I say this Sir,
because I feel that today particularly
it is very urgent that at the United
Nations and elsewhere India pulls her
weight which, morally at any rate, is
formidable. But before I deal with it,
I should like to say a few words, about
Malaya.
We greet the people of Malaya on
their freedom and every party and
group In this House associates Itself
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with the sentiments given expression
to by the Prime Minister. We wish
the Malaya people every success. We
are happy that imperialism has been
compelled to lose another of its
• strongholds on Asian soil. And we
recall with pride, at the same time,
that such defeats of imperialism have
always been brought about by the
compulsive power of the peoples'
resurgence. I feel that we ought to
say in this House that it is a wrong
reading of history if one—thinks that
British imperialism,
for example,
which has just conceded some kind of
independence to Malaya, is of a
special brand, resilient and wise,
parting with power gracefully
and
willingly to subject peoples. But
British imperialism has no intrinsic
leaning to the broadening of freedom.
On the contrary, it withdraws only
when it must and it exacts a price as
heavy as it can make it and it keepa
to itself
whatever it can. When
power was transferred, for example,
to India and Pakistan, it was not a
voluntary and honourable abdication,
but an unwilling gesture extracted by
our peoples’ massive and multi-form
upsurge and heavily paid for by par
tition and its concomitant agonies, a
price certainly no less heavy than the
price paid by revolutions in many
another country.
Malaya today has come
into her
own principally because her people,
Malays, Chinese and Indians all toge
ther, have shown for nearly a decade
a spirit of relentless struggle. They
have shown that they would not
suffer imperialist rule any longer.
Such people have been branded as
bandits by scribes of reaction, and in
Malaya many of them continue now
to be outlawed.
Whoever cares for freedom and
progress in Malaya and elsewhere
cannot be blind to the fact that Singa
pore remains still a centre of British
bases in this part of the world. The
leaders of the Government in Malaya
have agreed that British troops,
reinforced by Gorkha recruits who
are transported across India, should
continue to be stationed. On the 30th
August, Mr. Duncan Sandys. one of
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Her Britannic Majesty's Ministers,
spoke in Australia of the role In
Malaya of British and Australian for
ces after Malaya's independence, and
he announced that numerical dimi
nution will be more than made up by
more potent tactical atomic weapon
units. The Reuter report uses these
words: more potent tactical atomic
weapon units.
It is this context of things which
our friends in Malaya, naturally
rejoicing in newly won freedom,
should not forget that, if Malaya with
her natural resources and her strate
gic position is not to be a limb of an
imperialist
apparatus intended to
dominate the Indian Ocean area.
Malaya must go ahead with popular
and progressive policies. The Mala
yan Communist Party, for example,
whose legalisation has been asked for
by the trade union movement there
and other forces, should be enabled
to function in the open and Malaya
will play her rightful role in the
Asian fraternity of freedom-living
peoples.
More than ever today Asia and
Africa cannot remain complacent.
Apart from the Middle East which
remains a power keg, which imperia
list greed and. folly may ignite at any
moment, there are disquieting reports
about the United States trying to
turn South Korea into a guided mis
sile base for another war, equipping
U.S. occupying troops in Taiwan with
atomic tactical bombs as
warheads
and violating the armistice terms in
Indo-China They all hang together
and are a .menace to freedom
and
peace in the Asian continent
The position is grave particularly
in regard to Syria and the Arab
countries, for a fantastic fib, a fairy
tale of Syria having gone Commu
nist—1 wish it had done so, but as a
matter o f fact, it has not— is made the
basis of NATO Council meetings and
open United States conspiracy to
overthrow the Syrian Government in

pursuance o f the notorious Eisen
hower doctrine. Mr. Loy Henderson
shuttles back and forth between Tur
key and the Lebanon, Iraq and
Jordan, the idea being to encircle and
strangulate Syria which, with Egypt,
has given voice and force to A rab
aspirations. This is not something
which I am kind of manufacturing.
Statements have been made by (he
Foreign Minister of Syria himself
which emphasize the point which I
am making.
Meanwhile Britain has been having
her little war in Muscat and Oman—
just completed it, but I do not know
how long its aftermath will continue.
And she has followed it up by aggres
sive air attacks on the territory o f
Yemen, the reason being that with
Aden as her base,
which Britain,
being such a very resilient and
honourable imperialism, can never,
never give up, she must sprawl more
firmly into the oil areas regions of
the Persian Gulf region.
AngloAmerican antagonism in this region
sometimes peeps through the squalor,
but the imperialists have their over
all agreements and plan. From this
segment of the Arab world, there
fore, right up to Algeria where
French atrocities continue,
there !s
a concerted drive to suppress freedom
and all struggle for it And so it is
that the United States has joined the
Military Committee of the Baghdad
Pact, and the whole pack of reaction
threatens peace and freedom in the
Arab world.
It is in this situation that India, as
the Afro-Asian
countries, should take some real ini
tiative. We have asked for a U.N.
debate on South African ill-treatment
of people of Indian origin and we
should, I emphasize this, together
with other Afro-Asian countries, urge
discussion of the British aggression in
Muscat and Oman and also in Yemen.
We should make it a point to focus
attention on the evil machinations
over Syria and the shooting war on
the people in Algeria.
a moral leader of
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Apart from India’s traditional con
cern for freedom in the former colo
nial and semi-colonial countries, it is
imperative for us to counteract the
ugly effort which is being made by
Pakistan to exploit the feeling of
Islamic brotherhood against India
over the issue, for example, of Kash
mir. On this issue the whole coun
try is united behind the Prime Minis
ter, but Pakistan is following certain
policies which have got to be coun
teracted, and this talk about the
freemasonry of Islamic countries has
already begun to be exploited con
cretely by the Government of Pakis
tan. It is disquieting, for example,
to learn from the Statesman, New
Delhi edition of the 27th August, that
early this year Morocco and Tunisia,
for whose freedom India had raised
her voice so stridently, had written
to us critically over our Kashmir
policy. This is the first fruit of
Pakistani propaganda which unhap
pily ib much more efficient than ours
abroad. But it is not only in India’s
interests, but in the interests of all
Afro-Asian countries, that we stress
heavily the principles of the Bandung
■conference, and in the United Nations
and elsewhere we struggle to safe
guard and develop the freedom of our
respective countries.
I am sorry to have to say that it
was mystifying and also to a certain
extent mortifying when we found our
Prime Minister rather soft-pedalling
on the question of Oman, as he has
done earlier on such questions as
Kenya and Cyprus May be, as the
Prime Minister said in the other
House, the Treaty of Sib dated 1920
is a particularly confusing and equi
vocal document, but surely
British
action in Muscat and Oman was by
no means equivocal and it deserVed
full-throated condemnation. I do not
agree to the point of view, if that is
expressed, that merely by a fullthroated condemnation we let off a lot
of steam but we produce no results.
I do not agree with that at all. On
the contrary, there come
occasions
particularly if these events happen in
an area so contiguous to ourselves.

The Persian Gulf area is much more
vital to us than it can conceivably be
to Britain. Something certainly ought
to have been done, and our condem
nation should have been much iktore
full-throated. It should
not
have
been somewhat tepid and vacillating.
The Prime Minister, of course, did
express disapproval, but there waa a
kind of tepidness about it, there waa
a kind of go-slow about it which, at
least on this occasion, was not called
for at all. Let us make up for it in
the United Nations by bringing up the
Oman issue and the Yemen issue also
before that body, and let us actively
consult our Afro-Asian friends fo r
convoking a second Bandung confer
ence It is about
time. We find
from this end of Asia to the other,
from Singapore, from Indo-China,
from Korea up to West Asia and
North Africa imperialism’s prepara
tions are very much going ahead.
At this point of time particularly we
should try to have another session of
the conference which was envisaged
at Bandung some time ago.
The coming session of the U.N.
Assembly requires of us the utmost
possible effort towards ending the
deadlock in the disarmament nego
tiations to which the Prime Minister
has already made reference. If the
Western Powers had agreed to India's
proposal for a stand-still in regard to
test explosions, a proposal which the
Soviet Union had unqualifiedly accep
ted. if this proposal which emanated
from India had been accepted, then
this inter-continental ballistic mis
sile, or whatever it is, could not have
been wanted, would not have been
perfected.
13 hrs.
Sir, I say it is a good thing for the
world that this missile has been per
fected first of all in a socialist coun
try, because that socialist country
does not proclaim to the world that
it is going to destroy other countries,
because of its military might. That
socialist country has every time pro
posed that it is willing here and now
to ban all test explosions and to
ban the use of all kinds of nuclear
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and thermo-nuclear weapons and all
things of that kind. That is why it is
a good thing that this missile hay been
perfected first of all not in a capitalist
socialist country. The Soviet Union has
repeatedly expressed its support to the
idea of banning all nuclear weapons
and unconditionally’ stopping test
explosions. Then, we really cannot
blame the Soviet Union for advanc
ing in nuclear research, because the
Western
imperialist
powers
talk
always in terms of global deterrents.
I was reading in the Parliament
Library only the other day reviews
of a book which is allegedly consi
dered in very high quarters in the
United States as of being very great
importance and that book says that
for the time being we need not fight
shy of a little war you can use tac
tical atomic weapons here and there
and later on we can see what hap
pens. This is the kind of thing which
is going on. They are talking about
a great deterrent; they are flaunting
the idea of nuclear superiority. They
do not hesitate to start a shooting
war, may be a little shooting war,
but they are bad enough for the
world.
In places like Algeria and else
where they do not hesitate to equip
their occupying forces in strategic
areas with tactical atomic weapons.
They generally do not hesitate to try
to intimidate socialist countries into
submission; they do not hesitate to
try to resume their former imperialist
position. It is against this menace
that willy-nilly the socialist countries
have to fortify themselves, but they
are willing all the time for a total
ban on nuclear warfare and a com
plete stoppage of test explosions.
Last month a World Conference
against Nuclear Warfare was held in
Tokyo and it does not need saying
that the peoples of the world, in
every country of every persuasion
political, religious, economic or any
other, want to be rid of this enormity
and this haunting fear. Now, there
fore, more than ever it is necessary
for us to raise our voice.

After all, last session in this B ouse
the Minister for Defence moved a
resolution which w£ passed unani
mously in regard to this subject and
though we may be charged as fatuousmoral crusaders we should not shirk,
what is clearly our duty and our res
ponsibility.
Nearer home, I am happy that the
situation in Nagaland shows quali
tative change for the better and I
wish Government pursues the ways
that will lead to peace in that part of
our country. In regard to Pondi
cherry, the French Government how
ever seems much too busy suppres
sing Algeria to conclude the de jure
transfer, but they should be asked to
hurry up. About the Portuguese
enclaves, whence comes news o f
regular violation of our territory and
beatings up and killings of Goan
patriots the less said the better. The
Prime Minister has referred to it, but,
Sir, it is a very queer thing that this
festering sore should persist and now
with Pakistan and NATO and Bagh
dad Pacts and all sorts of other enor
mities in the offing, this festering sore
is developing into .a gangrene.
The other day we saw in the papers
an interesting statement
purporting
to emanate from our friend, the hon.
the Minister for
Defence, who is
reported to have made a suggestion
that we should appeal to the United
Kingdom, the United States and
France in order that Portugal may
let go of her hold on Goa on our soil.
I cannot quite appreciate this state
ment in the bald form in which it has
come, because I cannot quite believe
that the Minister made an appeal to
the United Kingdom and the United
States for intervention on our behalf
in regard to Goa. It is clear that the
hint of a whishper of a suggestion
from the United Kingdom to Portugal
would do the trick. It could have
happened just like that, but it has not
come.
On the contrary, Britain sends her
queen on a friendly visit to Lisbon
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and when even our Congress Press
gets angry over it, the Prime Minister,
who is a stickler for protocol and tor
chivalry, snubs them like anything.
This perhaps is the price of our being
Members o f the British Common
wealth. As I say these two words
“British Commonwealth” I fear I shall
be told that the inevitable rabbit is
springing out of our metaphorical hat.
But there is reason for it. We have
so often spoken of it and I shall not
elaborate. But surely it is more than
time for us to examine carefully, not
in the sort of airy manner in which
we sometimes discuss things in this
House; we should examine carefully
whether we really gain by Common
wealth membership or not.

After all soon after the Common
wealth Prime Ministers’ Conference
concluded the Oman attack took place
without even a syllable about it hav
ing been confided to our Prime Minis
ter. It was not only an attack on
Asian freedom but at the same time
it was something like a slap in the
face for Commonwealth Countries
which have interests in the Persian
Gulf region. In 1949 some of our
friends here who were Members of
the Constituent Assembly seriously
discussed the pros and cons of Com
monwealth membership. The Prime
Minister on that occasion supported it
on the ground of its being a profitable
business and at the \same time good
on moral grounds. He said that at
any time we could break the Com
monwealth link, if we wanted to. I
do not ask Government to do any
thing in a huff. I do not say: leave
the Commonwealth tomorrow. If that
could be done, if the situation in the
country warranted that kind of action,
I would have been happy. But the
objective situation in the country
does not warrant it. I do not say,
therefore, to Government to leave the
Commonwealth tomorrow, or to do it
in a huff. I do not say that. But it
is time that real thought is given to
thia matter, and not in the airy way
of discussion across the table which
we are going to have now.

We have to ask ourselves whether
politically, economically, culturally
or in any other fashion, we are gain
ing by it, Britain is egging on Pakis
tan against us, Britain is egging on
Portugal against us. Britain is the
prime' mover, the chief culprit, the
head of the gang as far as Baghdad
Pact and SEATO is concerned. There
is no doubt about it. Britain is doing
all these things with impunity. Poli
tically we do not gain; Britain does
not lift her little finger to help us.
The Prime Minister knows it very
well; the Defence Minister who has
been our High Commissioner in the
United Kingdom knows it very welL
Britain has not ever cared voluntarily
to lift her little finger to help us
economically.
Today our foreign
exchange position is bad. But Bri
tain says that her sterling position Is
not
particularly
satisfactory. Has
any single suggestion yet emanated
from Britain in order to help improve
our economic condition?
The Prime Minister was in Britain
only the other day, and all the British
papers
almost
without exception
seemed to be gloating over the fact
that India was finding herself in hot
water according to their computation
in regard to the working of the Plan.
That is the attitude they adopt. In
regard to supply of capital goods to
our country it was only after coun
tries like the Soviet Union and West
Germany agreed to help us in regard
to the setting up of steel works that
Britain came forward with some kind
of tardy assistance.
Now our foreign exchange position
is bad. Does Britain ever make a
suggestion that she is ready for tt
moratorium on the export of foreign
profits from India to Britain? We
have not suggested it. The Finance
Minister was angry with me the other
day and said we observed all the
minute forms of international econo
mic ethics. It is all very good. But
have we got from Britain the slightest
gesture of friendship in regard to
helping us over our economic posi
tion?
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In regard to our cultural position,
we have been fighting for this India
Office Library
being returned. In
1956 a question was asked: what has
happened to our request
for the
return o f the India Office Library?
Government say: Britain does not say
anything. The other day there was a
question asked in the last session in
May: “ what has happened about the
India Office Library. Britain has not
chosen to give us a reply. What is
all this. There must be an end to
this kind of thing.
I know that some of us have a soft
corner for countries like Britain.
Personally speaking, I do have a soft
com er for countries like Britain and
France. But that is neither here nor
there. It is important for us to rea
lise that if our country is going to
progress, then surely it is necessary
for us to break away from this tie-up
which is inhibiting us.
[M

r.

D

e pu ty-S peaker

in the Chair j

13-10 hrs.
There are difficulties, but let us try
and find out what
those difficulties
are. Let us try to find out the pros
and cons of the situation. Let
us
weigh the difficulties on one side and
the advantages on the other.
The Prime Minister, long years ago
when he used to inspire the people
*11 over the country, said
that
we
wanted complete independence
not
merely as a political gesture, we
wanted complete
independence not
merely to show that we wanted our
freedom to be
absolutely whole, but
because we wanted a
break-away
from our own old moorings of thought
and action. Something
like that is
-wanted today when our Plan
is in
operation, when we are facing difficul
ties in regard to the Plan.
It is not by appeals to the U. K. or
ttte U.8.A. that we shall get them to
help us over Goa,
as
the Defence
Minister is reported to have said; it
Is not by
appeals
to
imperialist

powers that we are going to get assist*
•nee from them in regard
to
the
execution of our Plan projects; it is
by relying upon our own people,
it
is by remembering that the greatest
capital a country possesses is
its
people; it is by relying on the force
of our people; it is by lighting that
glow o f enthusiasm in
the hearts of
our people, of
which
the
Prime
Minister
spoke so wonderfully
in
early years, it is by that process alone
that we can solve the problems that
confront us, problems at home and
abroad.
It is in that perspective, therefore,
that I wish
the Prime Minister to
apply his mind to problems
in the
country and problems in relations to
the international situation.
Shri Ranga (Tenali):
Mr. Deputy
Speaker, Sir, I do confess to a feeling
of adrfiiration for my
hon. friend,
Shri H. N. Mukerjee’s elopuence.
Therefore, it is not a pleasant thing
for me to have to try
and
answer
some of his arguments. But that duty
compels me, and I find myself in dis
agreement with the onp and the only
strong point of criticism that he has
soupht to make of the foreign policy
that is being pursued by
our Prime
Minister—and that is m regard to our
membership of the Commonwealth.
I wish to assure him. his Party as
well as other Members of this House,
that so far as I am concerned, I have
no soft comer, as he seems to have—
I do not know whether he is making
any distinction between the British
Government and the British people; I
have no soft com er for
the British
Government. Certainly, we all have
soft corners for the British people, as
we have soft comers for the peoples
of all nations in this world. I tun cer
tainly not very enthusiastic about our
membership of this Commonwealth. I
am sure if the British people or any
one on their behalf were to go incog
nito in this country, to any part
of
this country, and interview any crosssection o f our people, they would find
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many people not in favour of continu
ing thin Commonwealth tie.
Never
theless, our Prime Minister, in whom
we have faith, in whom
the great
majority o f our people
have placed
their faith during the last elections,
who is expected to know more
than
any one of us, including
individual
Ministers in the Cabinet, in regard to
the international situation in relation
to India, wants us to continue this
bond with this Commonwealth
for
sometime longer, and I am prepared—
nnd I am sure the people
in
this
country are also prepared—to repose
our faith in his wisdom and his deci
sion. It is in that manner that I offer
my justification for my own support
to this Commonwealth link.
I am also of the opinion, along with
many other Members, that the Com
monwealth, especially England,
has
T i o t been very friendly towards us in
many things m
the
international
situation during the last ten years. In
deed, the very manner in which India
was accorded her independence could
not be speak of too much
goodwill
towards India. We would not
have
had this Kashmir trouble if it had not
been for that unwanted partition that
was inflicted upon us. We
accepted
this partition as a kind of price that
we had to pay for the freedom that we
were to enjoy at the time that we got
it. But we did not bargain for the
Kashmir trouble. When the Kashmir
aggression took place
and Pakistan
troops rushed into India and
w e of
our own accord made our appeal to
the United Nations to see that Pakis
tan was prevented from continuing to
give assistance to those
raiders
on
Kashmir, we knew—we know now—
how the United Kingdom Government
had behaved. And at that it was a
socialist Government that
was
in
power.
Therefore, we could not be expect
ed to be so very happy and so very
enthusiastic about this Commonwealth
link. Even today, in all the
things
that are happening in the
western
countries of Asia, in the recent aggresion that had taken place in
those
small areas o f Arabia, the role
that

England has been playing Is some
thing which is not to the taste
of
India, to say the least about it
My hon.
friend,
Shri
H_ N.
Mukerjee, wanted to take our Prime
Minister to task
for soft-pedalling.
The Prime Minister has certainly con
demned it. He has
expressed
the
opinion of this country against it. We
have to be more than satisfied with
that. The Prime Minister had
ex
pressed himself too strongly, as many
on the other side of this House had
fe lt On an earlier occasion,
when
worse things had happened in Hun
gary, nevertheless, at that time
the
Prime Minister thought that he was
voicing the
conscience
of
India.
Similarly, he voiced the conscience of
India when England
and
France
carried on their aggression on Egypt
Therefore, why find fault with
our
Prime Minister over this latest aggres
sion that had taken place?
As
th%
Prime Minister had stated, the posi
tion was confusing. There were all
sorts of treaties under which England
was supposed to have the right or the
duty to intervene there. Therefore, all
that could be said and all that could
be done had been said and done
by
our Prime Minister so far
as that
particular position was concerned.
We are not very enthusiastic about
the Commonwealth tie; nevertheless,
we would prefer to accept the wisdom
and advice, and also the policy of our
Prime Minister in regard to this.
I
trust that Great Britain, and all those
who are responsible for the framinig
of our policy, would take hint from
this expression of opinion of a private
Member belonging to this House;
it
does not matter to which
particular
political party he belongs. I think I
have voiced my reaction and that of
our own people in regard
to
this
matter.
■*
Secondly, I am extremely unhappy
about the role that the USA Das oeen
playing. So many friends
in
this
country have been finding fault with
the Defence Minister and also
th#
Prime Minister for having been ao
very soft towards the USSR and
all
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those other countrief
which
are
associated with them; similarly our
friends here from
the
Communist
Party are angry with
them because
they are supposed to be soft towards
the U.S.A. England and all those other
countries associated with them. X am
sure—and I think I speak for
large
numbers of people in
this country—
different sections— that
almost
the
same set of people go on making both
' these accusations against our Prime
Minister. One moment, they accuse
him of leaning too much towards the
U S S R .. . .
Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: We always
want to be soft with everybody.
Shri Kanga: Another moment, the
same people accuse
him
again of
leaning too much towards the U.K. and
U.S.A. Actually the position is this; if
they are leaning towards anybody at
all, 1 am convinced about one thing,
that they lean towards India,
that
they are loyal towards India, and it is
in the interest of India that I consider
they have been taking any particular
stand that they have taken during the
last ten years on any one
of those
issues that came up for discussion at
the UNO and also at other forums.
Having said that, I would like
to
warn the U.S.A. that although she has
been giving us a tremendous lot
of
economic assistance, she has, on the
other hand, contributed to
the un
settlement of things, to the upsetting
of political situation, to the unsettle
ment of political balance of power in
this part of the world and India has
been obliged to spend very much more
than what she has been able to get as
economic aid either from
the United
States or from the United Kingdom or
from all the other countries in
the
world on her Defence. Our Defence
Budget has been swelling.
I remember those days— I
recall
those days— and
those
discussions
which we used to have from
these
benches as against the British Gov
ernment that they were spending over
too much on our Defence Forces, as
much as 50 per cent and
sometimes

more. We are doing more or lass the
same today. A ll these 10 years,
as
independent India, we
have
been
anxious to reduce it and in spite
ot
that we have not been able to reduce
this proportion of the total
national
revenues that we have had
to spare
for our Defence Forces. Why, Sir?
It is not because we
are
war
mongers. We have no designs against
any other country. We have gone out
of our way to repeatedly
make an
offer to Pakistan our neighbour of a
no war proposal, that we would not
go to war against them and let them
also say that they are not prepared to
go to war against us.
It is Pakistan
who refused to give the proper res
ponse.
In spite of all these things, we have
been obliged to spend these
funds,
precious funds because we
are now
engaged in the implementation of our
Five Year Plan. We
want
every
rupee for that. We are prepared
to
tax ourselves to the teeth. More than
Rs. 100 crores of additional
taxation
has been imposed on our own people.
We have done it willingly but all the
same bleeding in our hearts because
we are unable to pay all this money.
We want to raise more money and all
this money we would like to utilise.
As Eisenhower at one time had said
in support of his own proposal for dis
armament and all the rest of it,
we
want to use it for peaceful purposes,
for more schools in our
towns and
villages, for hospitals in those distant
hills and valleys where masses
and
masses of people have not been reach
ed by modern medical assistance. We
want to introduce compulsory elemen
tary education. We want
to satisfy
the condition lai'd down in
our own
Constitution that we should introduce
compulsory
elementary
education
within 10 years after tHe coming into
force of the Constitution.
We have not been able to imple
ment it. We want this money and yet
we are obliged to spare all this money
for Defence. We started with Rs. 107
crores in 1M6 and we are prepared to
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«p a n this j r w Ba. 352 c r o w . Wherefront are we to get all this money?
We are getting i t Why? Because o f
the SEATO Pact and tbe Baghdad
Pact, because of the U iLA . and Pakiatan Pact, because of the Umettlement
that the United States, according
to
me in their unwisdom have created, in
their zeal, and not in
warmongering
but in their political foolishness they
have created.
Because of that Pakistan and
her
unwise leaders have begun to talk of
going to war with India.
They are
not ashamed to talk of jehad. In these
days of the United Nations
and the
talk o f disarmament and so on, one
would think that
the
responsible
leaders o f a great nation like Pakistan
would be unwilling
to mouth
this
word jehad, they would be ashamed
of using it especially
whrai
they
happen to be on a military pact with
U.S.A.
Sir, I am not prepared
to blame
Pakistan so much as 1 am prepared to
blame the United States of America.
They have been angry, many of their
newspapers as well as their statesmen
are angry that our Defence Minister
expressed himself rather
strongly.
They do not know how much
more
strongly our people are feeling here in
this country. I for one who feel so
very much for the speed with which
we should raise the economic
and
social developmental level or our own
masses feel so strongly and so bitterly
that because of
this
unsettlement
want only brought about by the
United States of America, in spite of
repeated protests made by this Parlia
ment and also by our Prime Minister,
all this money we are obliged to waste
on our Defence Forces.
There is disarmament and all
the
talk about it. We hope that
these
disarmament talks would succeed. As
our Prime Minister reminded us,
it
was at the init&tlve of
India
that
these disarmament talks had begun.
We want than to succeed.
But,
is
there much of a chance?
My friend is prepared not to be so
nluch dissatisfied with U.S.S.R. having

certainly discovered this new w w p ci.
Z am not prepared to trust any coun
try, any nation with such a dangerous
weapon, whether it is U.S.S.R. or
U.SA. The other day we were so
much against England going on with
these tests and indulging in
There is in this country universal feel
ing against these tests. Now, has
Soviet Russia given not notice that she
is going to make any test. She simply
does it; that is all. Now, are we to
accept this fait accompli?
As our Prime Minister reminded the
whole world today it does not take a
very long time
before
a weapon
equally strong or may be
stronger
than this to be discovered. The race
goes on. But people would not be so
foolish to go on with this race of pro
duction. World opinion would not be
so very foolish, undignified and bar
baric as to think o f the total annihila
tion of the whole human race. But yet
they are carrying on this race.
What is there behind it?
My fear
is, whatever may be behind it, in the
meanwhile during these five years of
cold war—I do not know how long it
is going to last—small nations Uk*
us—we may be big in population and
size and in our moral courage
and
moral stature, but from the point of
view of power we are small nations—
small nations go on suffering because
of their economic and social develop
ment being retarded. These people
suffer from this pall ot fear that any
day all these strenuous efforts that we
are putting out on these great multi
purpose projects which we are build
ing can come to nothing at all, can
come to be blown up. All our efforts
honestly and sincerely made in our
country at terrible sacrifice may all
be tom to pieces. That is the fear that
the United States and the U.S.S.R and
all these great nations and their satel
lites today are responsible for
I accuse them for this cold war; I
accuse them for this terrible sense of
frustration that they
are
creating.
They are responsible for
this fear
which is eating into the very vitals of
millions and millions o f
people all
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m oved u rapidly since India attained
o v et the world. Therefore, I sincerely
her independence that we are apt to
h op e' that they would heed the voice
forget that it was only ten yea n ags
of tour1Prime Minister.
that w e got the freedom to m ould our
My hon. friend, one of the leaders
own policies, internal or international.
of the communist party
was good
In these Intervening years many other
enough to say that India enjoys a very
countries
have also becom e tree and
higli moral stature today In the world.
today,
this
morning, the Prime MinisI attribute it very
largely
to our
ter
mentioned,
and this House sup
Prime Minister. I am proud
of
it
ported, the welcome to Malaya as the
because he happens to be our national
newest nation which has emerged into
leader chosen by the electorate. When
freedom.
would this moral stature be of much
use? It is, I agree,
used
in our
How has India moulded her foreign
country. Will it come to be used
in
policy in these years? There was a
the rest of the world? It will be only
time, I remember, in this very House
when the leaders of these
so-called
in earlier years, when many scoffed
powerful nations come to recognise it.
and railed against it and said things,
If they do not recognise it, they do so
particularly regarding this issue that
at their peril. That is the voice, as far
has been brought up by Shri H. N.
as I can see, of every self-respecting,
Mukerjee, about remaining in the
every freedom-loving Indian
and I
Commonwealth. They
said
and
sincerely hope (hat the peoples of the
thought that if we remain in the
U.S.S.R., the United Kingdom and the
Commonwealth,
an
independent
U.S.A. would heed this
voice and
foreign policy, our independence in
would listen to our Prime Minister.
the country itself would not really
be
a possibility. I think we have
He was hard put to it today to say to
shown
that this is not true. The
the whole world that is mere busi
foreign
policy of India has been so
ness, more opportunist politics to go
carried
out
that there is nobody who
for peace. It is simple truth.
We
can
say
that
India being a member
should be all peaceable; we should
of
the
Commonwealth
does not follow
live now-a-days
as
nation
with
the
objectives
for
which
she stands
nation, individual with individual
and
shape
her
own
policy.
and society with society peacefully.
Some years back, in 1949, when I
Such a simple truth has to be said
was going via England to the United
today. And how? In a
kind
of
Nations as a delegate I met my old
begging fashion.
Please, for God’s
Professor—Professor Harold LaskL
sake, listen to this voice of reason.
This is what he said only two years
It is only opportunism; even
if you
after India had attained independence:
want opportunism from an opportun
istic point of view, it is better than
“May be, you have many ills,
war. This is a slogan.
This slogan,
many things you have to do; but
I am sure, in a very
few
months
you are in one aspect the most
would begin to reverberate all over
fortunate country in the whole
the world, that peace is better than
world, for you are the only coun
war from an opportunistic point of
try in the world who has at the
view, from a human point ' of view,
helm of its affairs not only a man
from the point of view of the perpe
who is an outstanding statesman
tuation and the continuation of the
comparable to the best in the
development of civilization that has
world, but a man of rare vision,
come to us down the generations,
and imagination and, therefore,
down all these
generations from
it is from India that we expect
Buddha to Mahatma Gandhi.
Sir, I
the stand, an objective stand to
have done.
help weaker nations, to bring
Shrimat! Renuka Ray (Malda):
better understanding
in
the
world.”
Mr. Deputy-Speaker, Sir, events have
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If be were alive today, I am sure,
be
would acknowledge that wbat
be bad expected o f India was not
belied. I think that in these few
years, to the extent possible, an many
questions, in spite of the fact that
we have no arms and armaments and
nuclear weapons, India
has had a
soothing influence when tensions were
high and has helped those who have
straggled and have now won their
freedom.
It is true that ticklish problems
mainly remain and are charged with
dynamite. Such problems the Prime
Minister has referred to this morning.
I do not want to reiterate those things
except to say one thing, that it is
strange that my hon. friend Shri
Mukerjee when he spoke was able to
support
certain
actions whereas
similar actions on other sides he can
not support
In Western Asia at present it is the
vying between the power blocs that
has brought the situation to such a
pass. It is no use seeing merely one
side and not the other, and it is in
a humble way that India has been
trying to bring this before the world.
The Panch Sheela doctrine over which
she has taken a leading part has been
enunciated by many nations and when
it is implemented we shall be able
to get out of much that takes place
even today.
Sir, in
the
ultimate
analysis,
India’s policy must be judged by the
manner in which she deals with those
problems which affect her own vital
interests. First of all, as the Prime
Minister mentioned today,
there is
the subject of Goa and o t h e T foreign
settlements in India. How
did we
tackle the problem with France?
These were small areas which India
could have easily taken
over, but
through peaceful negotiations she has
come to an agreement with France.
What about Goa? That is a problem
which everyone is thinking about It
is natural that the passions of the
people are roused in this matter. It is
natural, and with the provocation that

lingering remnants of brutal imperia
lism bring in Goa, we should *11 feel
agitated. But, nevertheless, . what is
the policy that India has followed?
It is not a policy of appeasement) O f
course, there are some people who say
that it is a policy of appeasement.
It is not that It is that, believing
essentially in the doctrine of non
violence, believing essentially that''so
far as it is possible we must try to
come to agreement on a mutually
satisfactory way, for ten long years
she has waited. And, as the Pirinfife
Minister said today, Goa is really a
part of India. Although it may be
that we are still leaving the path of
negotiation optn, it does not mean
that our determination is weakened
in any manner.
Now I want to turn to Pakistan
where
India has shown the greatest
amount of forbearance. A great deal is
talked about Kashmir. As the Prime
Minister said, Kashmir where Pakistan
was the aggressor seems to be lost
sight of. That is the most important
part of the issue which is lost sight of.
Is it deliberate, I ask, because we do
not join the military pacts such as
SEATO or Baghdad, or is it for any
other reason that this Kashmir is
raised as a question again and again,
and truth is distorted in this way.
I should like to say that there is
another issue in the relationship bet
w e e n Pakistan and India which needs
to be raised. I do not understand
why the world outside, which is so
concerned
about
Kashmir where
Pakistan has been the aggressor, does
not ever think of concerning itself
about the treatment of minorities in
the two
countries, does
not ever
think of the fact that year after year,
month after month and day after day,
people have to flee from
Eastern
Pakistan to India for shelter and
succour. Is that not an issue which
the world outside should think about?
Some people say, and to some extent
it may be true, that, perhaps, our
propaganda machinery in this matter
has not been as vigilant as it should
have been. May be, to some extent
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that is true, but It is surprising that
this matter is never referred to by
even those countries who know much
about 11
In 1950-51 the Nehru-Liaquat Pact
was signed at a time when some dis
turbances had taken place. There
were some Muslims who left India at
that time. But each one oi them,
practically everyone of them, who left
India has come back and the Pact
has been honoured by
India. Has
any single Hindu been able to go back
to Pakistan, or, is it not that the
numbers are more than double and
treble of those who have come over
here? It is a very important issue,
because, today when India faces diffi
cult situations as Shri Ranga was
talking about,
when w e
have to
develop our country, we have to
make arrangements tor this fleeting
population who have come to India,
and give them succour, shelter, and
there is no finish to i t Is it not time
that Pakistan should be asked either
to make such arrangements in her
own country that the minorities can
live there in safety and honour or to
find from her own
resources, the
funds and that the land that are re
quired for the rehabilitation of those
who are sent out to India? It is not
an unknown fact and I think
the
people of East Pakistan know this—
that this exodus o f the minorities is
continuing because of the policy that
the Bengali-speaking population o f
Pakistan must be reduced. That is
one of the factors which has its play
today. Why is there no election as
yet in Pakistan? There will be
elections only when West Pakistan is
in a majority over East Pakistan.
These are the internal problems of
Pakistan itself. But, so far as India
is concerned, it is a fact that when
we are hard pressed fo r funds, when
we have to raise taxes even from
those elements of society who find
find it
difficult
to
pay,
when
we have to build a nation anew and
when we have teeming millions of
our own, we have to make provision
not only for those who have come
over here but we have got to make
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provision for future years tor thoae
who are yet to come. Surely, the
tfatm has come when this cannot be
tolerated. TTCie international world
must take it up. Many people are not
aware that today India pays for her
refugees out o f her own resources.
There are people who come and say
“Oh, you get your resources from the
UNO, don't you? —or from soma
other place” . They are not
aware
that nearly 300 crores have been spent
by India herself on the rehabilitation
of persons who have been deliberately
squeezed
out
of
Pakistan. This
matter, I think, needs much more
attention than the /ait accompli like
Kashmir where people have decided
for themselves through two Genera!
Elections and yet this is brought up
in the international world time and
again. The truth, as I said, is dis
torted and yet there has not been
concern over this problem of minori
ties’ treatment in Pakistan. I would
like this House, this country to realisa
this and I think that it is necessary
that this should be brought forcibly
before world opinion.
I know that dfflculties would face
a country that keeps to its objectives,
that practises what it p’ eaches. There
are great difficulties. Our position is
apt to be misrepresented. Sometimes,
it is misunderstood and sometimes
deliberately misunderstood by many
countries, because we have not joined
any power bloc, because we keep out
of military alliances, as 1 said before.
Is this the reason for this kind of
treatment of India? It is strange, and
I cannot help referring to i t The
history and traditions of the United
States—the earlier history—was an
inspiration to people in other lands,
people struggling for freedom at one
time. 1 cannot understand that this
nation which followed a complete iso
lationist policy through all the years,
till practically 1917-18, should not be
able to understand India.
First of all, India is free in the
modem world where isolation is not
possible. But surely if she announce!
and practises this—that each nation
should be left to develop according to
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its own desires, that no strings should
be attached, that should be under
stood by people who found their free
dom and established it for themselves
by keeping themselves entirely aloof.
Surely, whichever power bloc is con
cerned, these nations should under
stand the stand that India is taking
today.
Before I conclude,
there is one
matter
to which I would like +o
refer. It is rather • sad matter, I
think, in a way. Everybody in this
world of nations, says that they do not
want this experimentation in nuclear
weapons to go on, that is something
terrible and dreadful. That is true.
That is the feeling of the people of all
countries, and yet, what do we find?
A volume of literature, for instance,
from different women’s organisations
belonging to one power bloc or the
other is sent out. Scores o f pamphlets
are distributed telling us to join them
in the issue of supporting a stand
where peace can prevail. Yet each
one of these pamphlets depending on
which power bloc countries these or
ganisations belong accuse and place
the guilt on the other. Is this a stand
that can help to bring
about the
stoppage of nuclear experimentation?
Is that a stand that can stop warfare
in the world? I would appeal through
this House to the people of all coun
tries and
more
especially those
belonging to the countries who go in
for nuclear experimentation that they
should bring pressure on their own
countries to stop this. It is that way
only that it can be done. It is time
that national frontiers and power
block frontiers should be over-ridden
by men and
more
especially by
women who are the mothers of the
race and they should try to bring
pressure on every Government that
goes on with this experimentation, so
that they may stop that experimenta
tion and support the stand that India
has taken in this matter led by our
Prime Minister—the first lieutenant
o f Gandhiii. It is in all humility that
1 say this. I do not say that India
is better than other countries. It is
not, I am sure, its people are the same

as those o f other countries, but t i u n
is no doubt that the stand that w*
have taken in international affairs is
one which all right thinking people
will support and which is the only
that can prevent destruction o f man
kind and can bring
peace and
tranquility in the world.
With these words, I
motion.

support the

Shri Hem B a m (Gauhati): I begin
with the directive principle of State
policy. In article 51 o f the Constitu
tion, the chapter on Directive Princi
ples of State Policy—it iB Baid as fol
lows:
*
“The State shall endeavour to—
(a) p r o m o t e
international
peace and security;
(b) maintain just and honour
able relations between nations;
(c) foster respect for interna
tional law and treaty obligations
in the dealings of organised peo
ples with one another; and
(d) encourage
settlement of
international disputes by arbitra
tion."
These are abstract principles and
they constitute, in a sense, our foreign
policy. Now then, this policy of nonalignment is a most welcome thing
for a newly emerging nation. That
was the case in the United States of
America as well. But, at the same
time, our foreign policy, which start
ed with a bang, is now thinning into
a dim whimper, because we profess
too much and we profess almost
vaguely on the idealistic
plane.
Though, of course, professing on the
idealistic plane carries us to some
extent, it is not the end of the high
way. About this aim, namely, main
taining just and honourable relation*
between nations, which is one o f the
avowed aims of our foreign policy
and of our Constitution too, may I
know how far have we succeeded? I
do not say that we should play the
role of Messiahs of peace. Our Prime
Minister condemns this idea of going
about lecturing in other countries.
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But at the same time, since we are
adopting a policy of peace, freedom,
democracy and ail the valued posses
sions of mankind, have we been
able to rouse the conscience o f the
world in favour of all these valued
possessions of mankind? We have not.
I have come across dogmatic and
cocksure statements concerning inter
national life, but 1 am afraid these
cocksure and dogmatic statements
would not carry us very far.
Let us come to the Middle-East.
The Prime Minister has made only a
passing reference to the Middle-East,
but I want that the reference of the
Prime Minister to the Middle-East
should be fuller. What is happening
today in the Middle-East. We can
neglect the Middle-East only at our
peril. The Middle-East area, parti
cularly the area around the Suez
Canal and the Persian Gulf is like a
powder-magazine today
surcharged
with battery for some ingenious hand
to pull the wire; and, ingenious hands
are already at work. The petty
States in this area, some of them
feudalistic in structure, because of the
rich deposits of oil therein, have to
depend on this power block or that
power block. These petty States are
today tossed between these power
blocks like so many rubber balloons
and we have to take
note of
that. Only a passing reference to
the Middle-East question would not
solve our problems, because in the
Middle-East we find vestiges of coloni
alism and semi-oolonialism.
The Prime Minister made just a
passing reference to the Algerian
problem. , What is happening in
Algeria? The people of Algeria are
demanding freedom from the shackles
of French colonial rule, but France
has instituted the most savage tragedy
in Algeria. What is the total booty
that these French forces claimed in
human blood, do you know, Sir?
They have so far killed 35,000 men,
women and children, and they have
so far captured 20,000. So far as the
civilian casualty is concerned, 6,000
have been killed, 3,700 wounded and

2,800 missing.
When the frv o ch
security forces killed these patriots,
they have found a word for these
patriots. They call them 'bandits’.
That is the popular word used by the
imperialists.
What do we find ir^ Algeria today?
The Prime Minister has made only a
passing reference to Algeria and that
is my quarrel with him There should
have been a fuller reference. We find
that in Algeria there is political
gangsterism stalking the land, like the
giant shadow of death. I venture to
say that the rape of Algeria is com
plete
When the French Foreign
Minister M. Pineau visited India,
when he came to New Delhi, he
introduced a strange argument in
favour of France’s holding on to
Algeria He has said.
“ In Algeria there were over
1*2 million citizens of European
extraction who had no home other
than Algeria and who would, if
they were asked to leave, rise ui>
in revolt. . . .A bitter and terrible
civil war would be the result.”
This was the logic, the argument put
lorward by the French Foreign Minis
ter when he came down to New Delhi.
The illogical logic of this argument
reminds me of the wolf’s logic to th*
lamb. What about us? We. who
sympathise with the aspirations of the
submerged people of the world? We
let down Algeria very badly. W e
discouraged the Arab League from
putting the Algerian question before
the Security Council.
Instead ol
organising public opinion, or creating
a climate of public opinion in favour
of the Algerian people, we simply
dissuaded them.
Maybe our Prime Minister has great
admiration for French culture and the
French people than I can claim to
have, Dut that must not stand in the
way of a just cause. But, that is what
our Prime Minister did. Our Prime
Minister suggested ‘direct talks' in the
light o f the five-fold course for the
peaceful solution of the problem in
Algeria on the floor of the House an
the 20th May, 1956. But what about
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these proposal*?
These proposals
were enunciated on the floor of the
House, but when these proposals cros
sed our shores, crossed the seas, and
went to Paris, then the French
Prime Minister Guy Mollet refused to
'touch these proposals even with a
pair of tongs. That was what we got
for these proposals. Yet we pinned
our faith to these proposals and .sug
gested direct talks, direct talks bet
ween the lion and the lamb. Direct
talks between the wolf and the lamb
would be better, I suppose, then what
we have been suggesting.
Take the question of American
military aid to France. It is a fact
that American military aid to France
had greatly added to Algerian casu
alties. There is some interest in the
Middle-East and in the African coun
tries, in their economic exploitation,
so far as the United States is concern
ed. In spite of this fact, there is pub
lic opinion created in the United
States as a whole against French
tyranny and oppression in Algeria. I
may be permitted to quote Senator
Kennedy:
“The record of the United
States in this case is, as else
where, a retreat from the princi
ples of independence and anti
colonialism, regardless of what
diplomatic niceties are offered in
its defence."
We can substitute the word “India"
for “United States” and we can bring
the same charge against our Govern
ment and our Prime Minister for
neglecting the cause of the Algerian
people and for supporting directly this
colonial policy of the French Govern
ment. This has exposed us in respect
of our foreign policy.
This has
exposed our “ retreat” most crudely to
the world, at least to the world of the
submerged people. What about us?
We can only mumble words of
sympathy lor these African and
Algerian people;
but, when our
sympathy is put on the test, it always
fails. This is about Algeria.
What about Oman? The British are
there with a slaughtering mission

today. The British have brought down
their venom
jects,
fragme&tataOB
bombs and heavy artillery in to
Muscat and Oman, and that too fa r
the purpose of supporting the Sultan
of Muscat. The hot deserts of Muscat
and Oman are believed to contain
large reservoirs of oil. These pow ers
haunt these places for the reason o f
oil. The British military forces are
there. They are using Cyprus as base.
At the same time, they are importing
soldiers from Kenya Mr. Selwyn
Lloyd gives the following argument
to justify this invasion or military
intervention in Oman. I am quoting,
Mr. Selwyn Lloyd:
“We have had friendly treaty
relations with the Sultan and his
predecessors for the past 190
years. We are giving full support
which we think a staunch friend
requires.”
This is what Mr. Selwyn Lloyd has
observed. What about our Prime
Minister? Our Prime Minister tried
to just glide over it by saying in the
Rajya Sabha that the legal and consti
tutional position in Muscat and Oman
is
“somewhat complicated” .
An
accomplished skater as he is on ice,
he has very successfully glided over
the entire issue.
What about the legal and constitu
tional position in Muscat and Oman?
There are some treaty obligations,
very antiquated treaty obligations.
There is one treaty known as the
secret treaty of Sib, on the strength
of which, Mr. Selwyn Lloyd has sent
the British forces to Muscat and
Oman. But what about this secret
treaty of Sib? The secret treaty o f
Sib is so secret that even the British.
Foreign Office does not know any
thing about it.
14 hrs.
This treaty was drawn up in 191ft
and signed in 1920 by the Sultan o f
Muscat and eighteen Omani chieftains.
Happily or unhappily enough to this
treaty on which Mr. Selwyn Llyod
depends entirely for his military
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intervention, Britain is not a signatory
and that is why public opinion is
growing in Britain for the publication
of the text o f it The British Foreign
Office has refused to publish it; at the
game time the Sultan o f Muscat has
also refused to publish the text of it
on the plea that it is a secret docu
ment. It was invalidated by the Imam
o f Oman himself in 1955. This is the
treaty and Mr. Selwyn Lloyd takes
shelter under this treaty and our
Prime Minister also takes shelter
under this treaty, and glosses over the
^entire issue.
Now what is the trouble in Muscat
and Oman? It is the concession of
mineral possessions. The Irftq Petro
leum Company to which a concession
has been given is a great producer of
sterling o il It is the oil which is
responsible for the situation there and
we forget about it. Now there is
military intervention in Muscat and
Oman. I remember to have read an
article
written
by
Sir
Hartley
Shawcross on Hungary in the Times.
May I quote from that article, Sir? He
says:
“It is well-established in inter
national law that intervention by
i foreign power is inadmissible
even if it takes place at the
request of a Government engaged
Jta suppressing an armed insur
rection or in pursuance of a
treaty which is alleged to pro
vide some justification.”
My contention is this. If this is
true about Hungary why should it not
be true about Britain, Britain attacking Muscat and Oman? You cannot
have two sets of rule for the same
game of cricket. Let us play cricket
In politics. Let us not believe in
underhand bowling, or body line bowl*
Ing. Here in Muscat and Oman Bri
tain instead of playing cricket is play
ing, or is taking recourse to all kinds
o f underhand means and I am sorry
to say that our Prime Minister has
fallen a victim to it.
Now Mr. Harty who is the repre
sentative of the Imam of Oman pro
poses to place this matter o f Muscat

and Oman issue before the United
Nations General Assembly on the ITtfa
of September,
since it failed in
the Security Council.
We
want
to see what would be the atti- tude of our Government towards
this problem, towards
thin issue
that Mr. Harty proposes to place
before the United Nations General
Assembly. We have once failed the
people; let us not fail the people of
Oman this time.
Now we have been hearing that the
Imam of Oman has appealed to the
African and Asian nations for inter
vention against British operations in
Muscat and Oman. I do not know
whether an appeal has been received
by the Ministry of External Affairs.
At the same time we have to see what
the attitude of our Government is
going to be and how they are going to
respond to the appeal issued by the
Imam for help. I read Mr. Pierson’s
article about it. He says that it was
an interesting sight to see these peo
ple fleeing on the backs of donkeys
pursued by Venom jets. That is what
is happening in Oman.
There are some people, as the Prime
Minister
would
say,
with
a
diseased mind, who say that it is
because of our Prime Minister’s asso
ciation with Britain and his affection
for British culture that blurs his
sympathy for all these anti-British
agitations in areas where Britain has
her interests. I will be happy to know
that this is a wrong statement. But
statement is made by some respon
sible people.
What about this Middle-east? The
Middle-East is a veritable storm
centre today. It is because o f its oiL
What about this oil, Sir? Oil moves
the wheels of war as much as it does
the wheels of civilisation. The major
powers of the world know it. It is
said that the Middle-East oils fields,
stretching in a great arc from Iran
and Iraq around the Persian gulf,
comprise collectively the richest and
largest deposits of oil in the world,
particular area contains two-thirds of
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the oil poaacsilons of, what they a y
file, free world and that ia why every*
body haa hla eye on i t
The
Middle-East
represents
a
psychological problem, a
political
problem pnd also an emotional pro
blem; at the same time it has great
strategic importance. Through this
route our trade and commerce flows.
I say the Middle-East presents an
emotional problem because of the fact
that it is in this area that the shrines
o f three great religions o f the world
meet,— Judaism,
Christianity
and
Islam. That is why our foreign policy
has to be geared up to these objective
conditions.
During recent years, somehow or
other, we find that our foreign policy
has been a little bit halting. It has
become a little static; it is losing its
dynamism. That is what we feel.
There are two major factors in the
Middle East. One is the rising tide of
Arab nationalism and the other is
Arab-Israeli hostility. These are the
two factors which should be taken
into consideration. The past may be
allowed to bury its dead, but we must
see that the present or future does
not have any dead to bury.
What about this Israel? Israel is
surrounded on all sides by
six
sovereign independent Arab State*,
which collectively have a population
of 40 million. These Arab States have
never made a secret of their inten
tions. Their ultimate intention is to
destroy the State of Israel and con
vert Israel into a homeland of Arab
refugees. Israel might be a spring
board of war and if a horrible war Is
to be stopped and if peace is to be
permanently ensured, we must see
that that can only be done through
international action. I feel that India
must play a distinctive role in ensur
ing permanent peace in this area in
avoiding a third world war.
Mr. Depaty-Speaker:
Member’s time is up.
Start Bern Baraa:
■ay.

The

hon.

I have a lot to

Mr. Depoty-Spaakar: He may tuave
a lot to say.
Shri Hem Baraga: I am hat tin t
speaker from my party.
Mr. Depaty-Speaker: For the first
speaker also there is a time lim it
Shri Hem Baraga: I think I have not
crossed it
Mr. Depaty-Speaker:
This ia the
first notice.
Shri Hem Barua: I shall then try to
hurry up.
What about India’s attitude to
Israel? About Israel we have been
very unfair, I would say. Israel was
bom ; but we did not approve otf the
way Israel was bom. Gandhiji issued
in 1946 a statement about American
manipulation and the manipulation ot
England. Whatever that might be we
should see that Israel, since it is an
established fact, gets its recognition,
but it
was
an
unhappy fact
that for three years we did not
recognise
Israel.
Now,
in spite
of the fact that there has been repeat
ed requests from Israel to establish
diplomatic relations between Israel
and India we have not paid any atten
tion to this matter. At the same time
Col. Nasser, who happens to be «ur
friend, is fanning the flame o f ArabIsrael hostility. If Egypt and India are
friends, I would like to know why
we are not in a position to persuade
Egypt, to persuade Cot Nasser, to give
up his hostility to Israel; because,
Israel holds the key, the key to p eace
or disaster. And if there is a disaster,
the disaster wonld not be confined to
the Middle East alone, but the disas
ter will spread all over the world,
because o f the oil in the Middle East
ern area. The oil in the Middle East
ern countries is in possession of those
foreign companies who have their
interests in that area. At the same
time, these foreign companies are
having a monopoly of exploring oil
and storing oil in our country. I say
if the oil in the Persian Gulf or the
Middle East catches fire—because oO
is inflammable—, I am very much
confident that the fire would ijrim l
across the Persian Gulf to us as well
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and we will also be consigned into the
flames of that conflagration. Therefore,
my appeal is that we should see that
peace is restored in the Middle East
and that it is done in co-operation
with the United Nations organisation;
because we want our foreign policy
not to be negative, we want it to be
positive.
Coming to nearer home, we think
that our foreign policy has failed
miserably so far as Goa is concerned,
so far as Kashmir is concerned and so
far as Pakistan is concerned. In re
gard to Pakistan, the Pakistan Prime
Minister is issuing all sorts of statements against us. He is carrying on
all kind of propaganda against us. And
I feel inclined to agree with Mrs. Vera
Dean, Professor of History, School of
International Studies when she says
that Pakistan’s public relations work
is much better than ours. This is also
my feeling and my own experience
as well when I was touring in the
United States and Europe.
In the
States I came across a portrait of
General Thimayya in a journal called
at Atlantic. And that portrait was
taken against the background of a
railway poster on which was written,
“ Visit India and Kashmir” . They did
not do this to create a world opinion
that Kashmir belongs to India but be
cause of the good work done by
General Thimayya in Korea. But
when the journal came, there was a
utorm of protest from
Pakistan. I
knew it and I also faced the storm in
the States. That shorn how active
they are. But about us, our cause so
far as Pakistan is concerned, suffers
from lack on proper publicity and,
secondly, lack of proper advocacy. It
was badly advocated in the Security
Council, I would say. And I rather
feel suspicious about it.
I do not
that the draft that was prepared
was the draft of our Prime Minister
nr the draft of Mr. Krishna Men on
but possibly that of some junior in the
External Affairs Department accus
tomed to litigation. Because, it was
improperly drafted. Instead o f laying
emphasis 00 certain simple, signifi

cant and relevant points, some debat
ing points were there and that created
ccnfusion.
I remember
Winston
Churchill’s inimitable phrase “Jaw is
better than war” . Our Mr.
M>sion almost broke his jaw* by spin
ning words for hours which rather
damaged an otherwise good case.
1 think our Defence Minister should
devote more of his time here in re
organising the defence and strategy
of our country rather than romp
about across the seas and the conti
nents in search of the doves o f peace,
because the blue birds of peace are as
elusive as ever.
In this connection I want to thank
our Minister of Irrigation and Power,
Shri Patil, for giving a five year time
limit to Pakistan about the canal
water dispute. Mr. Patil looks to me
a man of granite—I only wish he has
a hr a^t of steel. In that case 1962 ia
bound to be a turning point in the
history of Indo-Pak relationship.
In regard to Kashmir Mr. Suhrawardy says that India is losing friends
and the U.N. has pronounced in fa
vour of Pakistan, and most countries
including the United States are in
favour of Pakistan. Are we really
losing friends? I posed that question
before me in my own mind. The argu
ment that would be adduced by our
Prime Minister will be that we are
not losing friends, for if that were so
how is it that so many State digni
taries come and pay regular visits to
New Delhi or India?—that is the pet
argument that he would offer. But I
think our Prime Minister admitted
that when Mr. Noon said that India
has become a Russian base it found
headlines in the foreign Press, where
as his contradictions did not find any
headlines in the foreign Press. This
shows that we are losing friends in
spite of the fact that foreign digni
taries pay regular visits and we offer
them dinners and parties. Because,
dinners and parties are given by way
of
international diplomacy. And
possibly it is true to say that the
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caciest way to th* heart ic through
the stomach. So many foreign dignitariaa com e. And Mr. Mahomed
AM when he was the Prime Minister
o f Pakistan also came here with his
pretty Middle Eastern wife, probably
Syrian. They came here, did a lot at
*Connaughting’, made purchases for
personal use, flashed a few "D id-youMaclean-your teeth” smiles and pro
vided an opportunity to our photo
graphers to shoot them into their
lenses. But what happened after that?
T he drama ended there. And the
trail of bitterness—the bitterness that
was born on the day Pakistan was
bom —still continues between Pakis
tan and India.
In conclusion I would say, Sir, that
the thunder clouds are looming large
on the Middle Eastern horizon and
across our borders in Goa, Kashmir
and Pakistan. I would say, in the
words of T. S. Eliot, “Listen, what the
thunder says” . We want our Prime
Minister to provide a silver lining to
these dark clouds collecting in the
Middle East frontier that threaten us
with the next World War.
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Shri Osman Ali Khan (Kurnool):
Mr. Deputy-Speaker, Sir, I consider
it an unique privilege that I should
speak on this important subject of
foreign affairs, in this my maiden
tflfort before the House.
I have ventured to speak on this
•ubject for two reasons. Firstly because
feel rather strongly on certain as
1
pects of our external affairs, and
secondly because I consider this sub
ject to be s» very important that I
feel even the internal progress of our

country does to a considerable extent
depend upon our relations with other
countries, and the prevailing condi
tions of the world.
We are now passing through a fcritical period in the history of mankind.
Invention, the Prime evidence of man’s
superior power, is being prostituted to
the service of competitive destruction.
Our technological advancement has
resulted in the production of the nu
clear and thermo-nuclear weapons o f
mass destruction. Even the present
stocks of these deadly weapons are
enough to completely annihilate and
destroy the entire mass ot humanity
with all its culture, its civilisation and
all the good that it has so far pro
duced.
The pulsating wave of cold war is
already on, alternating between hope
and despair; and is not showing, any
real signs of abatement.
The situa
tion is pregnant with danger and is
likely to bring forth shamefully in its
wake disease, death and destruction
for this family of mankind
Grim and grave as is the situation,
it is for us to put all our efforts
doggedly and determinedly to avert
the catastrophe that threatens to over
take mankind Man is a unique being.
Great are his powers; great are his
capacities and capabilities, in what
ever direction he may employ them.
He has achieved great success in the
building up of the mighty machinery
of war. He can achieve greater suc
cess in the building up of a mighty
machinery for peace. But man has to
strive in whatever direction he de
sires success.
So far his attempts
have mainly been to develop the
method of force as compared to the
method of reason for purposes o f
defence. As has been pointed out by
an eminent statesman of our times:
“Traditionally, protection from
attack has always been associated
in the minds of the people with
arms and
armaments.
Our
language and literature are full
of analogies drawn from war
and
warlike
preparations. A
thousand
and
one instances
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could be cited to prove h<rw the
idea of fighting and war has be
come part of the everyday outlook
o f the normal person. The imme
diate reaction to the danger of
aggression is the desire to build
up so-called defence forces” .
While our efforts in the direction of
force have culminated in nuclear
weapons, our efforts in the direction
of peace have crystalised in the form
of, the United Nations Organisation
But if we compare these two opposing
forces, we are sorry to find that the
machinery for peace is not able to
counteract the forces of destruction.
It is because the magnitude of our
effort' in the direction of force has been
times out of number far greater than
what has been our effort in the direc
tion of peace. We will have to so
intensify our efforts in the direc
tion of peace as to build up a mighty
machinery that can successfully coun
teract the forces of destruction and
always maintain an upper hand to be
able to solve all the problems of the
world in a peaceful manner without
resort to force.
Our country has demonstrated by her
own example in our struggle for free
dom against the imperialist rulers
that force need not and should not be
conquered by the method of force, if
it is to result in any real good. Our
unarmed people have achieved their
freedom against the then mighty
British under the leadership and gui
dance of Mahatma Gandhi without the
use of force, without resort to arms
and without violence—unique in the
history of the nations of the world.
Even after the attainment of our free
dom, our progress has been a peaceful
progress in our efforts to evolve an
ordered socialist society under the
leadership of the political heir to the
Mahatma, Shri Jawaharlal Nehru.
In our disputes with other countries,
we have always indicated our firm
resolve not to resort to force in the
settlement of our disputes. The case
of Goa is an instance on hand. For a
foreign country to hold a small bit of
this vast sub-continent under subju
gation against the will „of its people
in the present-day world of the 2 0 th

century, and for us to have tolerated
this ugly spot on the map of our
motherland these ten years of our
freedom against the popular demand
of our people to liberate our people
there by military action, is an indi
cation of our firm resolve not to resort
to force in our disputes with other
nations.
\
The case of Kashmir is yet another
instance. Even in the face of grave
provocation, we d'd not resort to war.
Communal passions were raised. In
fact, Pakistan based her case on the
medieval theory that since the State
is predominantly Muslim, it should be
given away to Pakistan. But the
3i
crores
of
Muslims
in
this
country along with their fellow coun
trymen are solidly behind the Gov
ernment of this country. And
I
have the least hesitation to say that
they are undoubtedly in support of
the policy of our Government in its
stand on Kashmir.
The State of
Kashmir having lawfully acceded to
India and in the face of naked ag
gression by Pakistan, when we with
our superior might could have thrown
out the aggressor from our soil, we
did not resort to war and we appealed
to the United Nations.
In fact, we
accepted the cease-fire line with the
aggressor on our soil. We did not
want to wage war.
Our Prime
Minister went to the extent even to
offer mutual no war declaration with
the Government of Pakistan in an
effort to rule out war as a means of
settlement of this dispute. He did not
stop at that.
Our Prime Minister
went to the farthest extent possible.
He could have gone no further with
dignity and self-respect than to have
offered to discuss with the Govern
ment of Pakistan the solution of this
dispute on the basis of the present
cease-fire line, not because they were
in the least entitled even to a bit of
this land of Kishmir but because of
our keen desire to settle this dispute
in a peaceful manner with our neigh
bouring country of Pakistan.
Thus
we have demonstrated our faith in the
United Nations Organisation which is
the only hope for future of mankind.
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Our policy of non-alignment
to
gether with our efforts to enlarge
the area of peace by adopting the
principles of Panch Shila has gone a
long way in checking the rising tide
of tension in the world. It is most
regrettable that our neighbouring
country of Pakistan instead of help
ing to enlarge the area of peace has
brought the cold war to our very doors.
It may be no imagination
to hope
that the people of Pakistan will rea
lise and will elect such a government
in the ensuing elections that will not
keep war off its shores but will
help the cause of world peace.
Our foreign policy, I have the least
hesitation to say, is the most correct
and best suited to the present
day
needs of mankind. However, I have
a few suggestions to make which the
Ministry of External Affairs may
devote its thought to while reviewing
its policy from time to time.
Firstly, I would like to say that in
keeping with our policy of promoting
World peace, it is essential that the
people in this country and elsewhere
should realise the importance of work
ing for peace. Of course, no reason
able human being believes in the
desirability of war, but millions there
are \vho believe m its inevitability. If
once you can make the world mind
appreciate that evolution
may
be
gained without resort to war, we have
accomplished the fust great step in
the direction of world peace. How
ever noble our goal or correct the
policy of our leadership, since the
real strength lies in the people, it is
very necessary that the Ministry of
External Affairs should educate our
people in this direction.
Secondly, I would like to point out
the great magnitude of effort that is
employed for the purposes of Defence.
The three commands, the Army, the
Novy and the Air Force are equipped
with the most modern of weapons.
The best human material is employ
ed; persons devote the best part oi
their lives for this task and the best
of training is given to these men for

•a number of years. Thus an enormous
effort is put in terms of men, money
and research. Comparatively what is
the effort of any country to develop
the alternate method of reason? Prac
tically negligible. So, how can
we
expect to rcplace this highly develop
ed method of war with the hardly
developed method of peace or reason.
It is not possible. We will have to
intensify our efforts and develop this
science of reason. .. Apart from the
efforts of the countries individually,
the United Nations
Organisation
should undertake this task. The
causes for dispute between nations
have to b.* investigated and solutions
found. Methods to eliminate suspicion
and fear between nations have to be
dt'vibed. Ways and means of promo
ting harmony between nations have
to b(' determined. Better methods of
conciliation, negotiation and arbitra
tion and world judiciary have to be
developed. Several such steps have to
be taken. The best of our men have
to be trained in the techniques of
peace The m ore we dig into it, the
more wt> gain and success is certain.
So. we have to develop our science of
reasons as an alternative to war.
Lastly, I would like to point out
that It is very necessary to view things
from the world angle. Even the inter
nal progress of our country does to
a considerable extent depend
upon
our relations with other countries and
the prevailing conditions in the world.
The world has shrunk small. Our
Prime Minister says: “We talk of the
East and the West, the Orient and the
Occident. Yet these divisions have no
reality. The world has become too
small for such divisions.” So, it is but
proper to view all our problems from
the world angle. The world, today, has
enough generals and men of the mili
tia but it is in dire need of the archi
tects for peace. Great as is the need,
few are these architects. Our country
can legitimately be proud that we
have in our Prime Minister the great
architect of peace, acknowledged all
over the world as such. The world,
humanity looks to our Prime Minister
for service in its cause. But, I am
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carry to find that so much of his time
and attention is being utilised by
problems at home. It is a great injus
tice to him and to humanity. In the
interests of humanity he should be
spared and his worthy colleagues
should undertake the task.
Our country has produced yet an
other genious, popular all over the
world as the right hand man of our
Prime Minister. He is Shri Menon.
A great diplomat, a bom negotiator
and man of peace as he is, his services
are indispensable for the good of man
kind, now more than ever before.
May the vision of man enlarge to
comprehend the picture of the world.
May the reason of man reign sup
reme. May the cause for peace tri
umph ever and ever over the forces
of destruction.
Shri V. Raja (Visakhapatnam):
Mr. Deputy-Speaker, Sir, it was with
attention that I listened to the Prime
Minister’s exposition of the foregin
policy of our country and also the
various proposals and policies which
the Government of India is pursuing.
I feel that the Prime Minister has not
been very definite or firm regarding
national policy on the Kashmir issue.
I know the delicacy and the difficulty
that we are going through in this con
text and I would like to have had a
firm formulation of policy by our pre
sent Government
The Jarring Beport has merely
stated that conditions have changed
because of the cold war. I therefore
take it that if conditions revert back
to normal, the plebiscite may be held.
This view, we are given to under
stand, is basically acceptable to the
Government of India. I would like to
ask the Prime Minister what he
understands by ‘normal’. Is it the
dropping of the foreign military aid to
Pakistan’ I agree, we must normalise
relations with Pakistan, if necessary
by a fresh approach, a direct ap
proach. We must, however, make it
clear that in the matter of Kashmir
the question of its special status shall
not be questioned. But, before you

can do this the internal stability at
Kashmir must be ensured and you
must categorically withdraw the com
mitment for a plebiscite, which causes
to maintain communal tension in
Jammu and Kashmir. Further, civil
liberty and normalcy must be ushered
into Kashmir.
I would like to ask what the Gov
ernment proposes to do regarding the
formulation that I have now placed
before this House. In our relationship
on the Kashmir issue, and in so far
as much water has flowed under the
bridge since the last ten years both
in international conferences and also
in the statements in our own Lok
Sabha by the Prime Minister and in
speeches made by the Prime Minister
outside this House, an impression has
been created that in all matters th«
handling of Kashmir has been to th*
best advantage of our country. When
I use the expression ’'best advantage"
I do not merely want it to be under
stood that we have been able to stop
aggression by the tribesmen in'Kash
mir. A private army, or an army of
hill-men or a sort of a rebel army
entered Kashmir and tried to disrupt
the peace of that area. We did right
in entering Kashmir and stopping the
advance of this disorganised force, and
reintroducing peace in Kashmir. But,
subsequent on that event a certain
definite policy has been developed in
Kashmir, which today must be clari
fied before the people of India.
What exactly is that policy? Is
Kashmir a part of India, or is it not?
That would be one of the questions
that needs answering. If it is part
of India, then the separate status and
position of Kashmir in terms of ad
ministration must be clarified here and
now, I feel, because we know that
foreign affairs, defence and comipunications are subjects which Kashmir
has surrendered to this Parliament.
But, what about other questions?
What about the question of civil
liberties in Kashmir’ What about the
question of internal administration in
Kashmir? Is it the right of this Parlia
ment to go into such issues or not?
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These must needs to be answered,
because, when we state that TCm»hTTvjr
is part of us, I for one would like it
to be understood that not merely do
we defend Kashmir
against any
aggressor, not merely do we pay the
very great price of arming our coun
try to defend Kashmir in a war of
aggression, but we must have the right
of feeling that the internal administra
tion of Kashmir is democratic, is being
run with the same ideals, with the
same motivations that run the Indian
democracy. And, here, I am afraid
that conditions in Kashmir internally
are not as happy as I would like them
to be.
Apart from the fact that we have
our own problem with Pakistan,
I
cannot understand why normalcy has
not been introduced into Kashmir
territory. Why is an individual still
—hef Mr. Sheikh Abdullah may have
been the Prime Minister of Kashmir,
whatever his antecedents may be—
kept in detention without trial? Ade
quate reason mu3t be given why he
is kept in prison without trial. Is this
civil liberty? If it,is embarrassing to
the Government of Kashmir to fina
lise the affairs I would ask, in view
of the fact that we are one people,
one nation and Kashmir is part of us,
let Mr. Sheikh Abdullah be brought,
if necessary, to any part in India and
given a fair public trial. What consti
tutes the essential disagreement bet
ween him and the present G overn
ment of Kashmir? Such an act by this
Government would not in any way
endanger the position of Kashmir,
would not in any way create a situa
tion wherein our enemies may take
advantage of such an act.
Shri B. S. Murthy (Kakinada-Reserved—Sch. Castes): Who is the
enemy?
Shri V. Rajn: Whoever it happens to
be. When I say ‘our enemies’ as far
as Kashmir is concerned, the hon.
Member knows that we have in the
Kashmir issue our differences with
our neighbouring country. If he does
not like m y using the word ‘enemies’
as far as Kashmir itself is concerned,

I would say ‘our neighbouring coun
try’, with which we have at the mo
ment a live disagreement, would not
in any way be able to take advantage
of this.
The first essence is that the people
of Kashmir must feel that not merely
do they feel happier to live with us,
but that in all matters they obtain the
freedom that we give to our own peo
ple Once normalcy is brought into
Kashmir, I feel that certain tensions
will no longer be there. I have under
stood that it is the policy of the Gov
ernment still to think in terms of
plebiscite. I do not support this view.
So long as we continue to accept
plebiscite, we have to accept the fact
that there are in this sub-continent
two separate racial entities, two sepa
rate people belonging to not merely
separate religions but of ethnic origin,
and as such neither one can live with
the other in permanent peace. There
fore, the first thing to remove this
illusion is to completely State catego
rically that the people of the sub
continent are one. We have to accept
that all doctrines or all concepts which
would allow for the two nation theory
to remain in operation must be forth
with given up by us and, to that ex
tent, if the Government of India cate
gorically states that we do not accept
the commitment of plebiscite, I do not
think we would be making a mistake.
On the other hand,' we* would be consolidating the position of a very large
and essential minority which continu
es within our own country and who
are part of our own countrymen, and
there is still—
IS hrs.
Shri B. S. Murthy: How can accept
ance of plebiscite be construed as giv
ing a fillip to ethnic and racial con
siderations?
Mr. Deputy-Speaker:
Member will tell us.

The

hon.

Shri B. S. Murthy: I am asking for
clarification.
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Shri V. Eaja: Therefore, I have
made the following formulation, name
ly, before you can do thiw, that is,
withdraw from plebiscite, the internal
stability of Kashmir must be ensured
and you must categorically withdraw
the commitment of plebiscite which
causes to maintain communal tension
in Jammu and Kashmir, and agree to
a new approach to Pakistan, so long
as the question of Kashmir and the
question of its special status is not
questioned. If the position of Kashmir
is not questioned alone, should I ex
pect that we could make a new ap
proach to Pakistan? This is the formu
lation I have made. I feel that that
normal approach can be made only if
we withdraw our terms of agreement
on the plebiscite.

So
far as the problems in the Middle
East and elsewhere in the world are
concerned, I find that the Government
of India has been expressing policies
which, on the face of them, are valid
and ideologically sovjnd. But if Panchsheel is to be effective, what I sug
gest is this. If the Government of
India uses the basis of Panchsheel, it
should be more effective. It has been
using the basis of Panchsheel with our
neighbour China, and in a mutual
agreement on the 22nd June, I think,
last year, when the Russian leaders
were here, a re-statement of Panch§heel was made. And these neighbours
have accepted the concomitance of the
five points in the programme and poli
cy, namely, mutual respect for each
other’s integrity and sovereignty, nonagfiression, non-interference in each
other's internal affairs, equality and
mutual benefit and peaceful co-existence. A further clarification was
made to point 3—non-interference in
each other’s internal affairs—when
interference was defined as “no coun
try should interfere in the economic
political or ideological character of
the
Governments
concerned” . We
have had this Panchsheel agreement
signed with our neighbour China and
also with the Russian leaders. How
ever, it is a matter of regret that the
western powers with special referenced

to—I do not like to use the won!
middle east; it is wastern Asia
or
only western neighbours—the west
ern neighbours do not seem to accept
the commitment of non-interference
in the internal, economic and politi
cal structure of the countries
of
western Asia. I believe that our pro
test has not been strong enough or
adequate on this score.
Here, some agreements which the
Prime Minister has arrived at, seem
to have negatived the position. On
the 19th July last year, at Brioni,
when the leaders of Egypt, Yugo
slavia and our Prime Minister met,
this is what article 1 1 of that agree
ment said:
“In the middle east, conflicting
interests of the big powers have
added to the difficulty ot the
situation. The problems should
be considered on their merits, safe
guarding the legitimate economic
interests, but basing solutions on
the freedoms of the people con
cerned” .
do not know how we are able to
reconcile these two positions, safe
guarding the legitimate
economic
interests of the big powers and, at
the same time, guaranteeing the solu
tion the people concerned. Because,
so far as the countries of Egypt*
Lebanon, Transjordan, Saudi Arabia,
Syria and the two little countries
which have come in the news of late
—Muscat and Oman—and all these
Sheikdoms are concerned, and as far
as guaranteeing their prosperity and
the future of those people are con
cerned, we have to be clear in our
mind as to what their historical origin
is and who represent the people in
those areas. I am sure hon. Members
are aware that most of these kingdoms
have been carved out after 1920 or
th e re a b o u ts,
when, after the first
World War, Turkey’s suzerainty in
this area came to an end. At that
time, it was expected thai this whole
area, the Arab peninsula, would con
stitute one nation, but, unfortunately,
the great imperialist of this age, the
United Kingdom, carved out a number
1
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of smaller territories in that area,
placed emperors and kings on the
thrones of those little kingdoms
whether they happened to be Trans
jordan or Iraq or even Iran—I think
the present Shah’s father was placed
on the throne of Iran then. The
subsequent history of these areas
during the last 25 to 30 years has been
one of conflict between these auto
cratic regimes, one against another,
especially in so far as the bartering
of legitimate mineral interests are
concerned—the oil interests— with the
foreign American and British com
panies. Therefore, when we use the
word ‘people’ in respect of these terri
tories, I do not know if we mean
individual kings or sheikhs in those
areas or we mean genuinely, the
people there who should have demo
cratic representation and expression.
In this direction, I would say that
India’s role in that aifea, if it is to
have historical validity, must support
not merely national demands but also
people’s demands. I want it to be
clearly understood that there is differ
ence between a national demand and
people’s demand, because a Shiekh or
King also represents national interests.
It is not my interpretation of genuine
interests. The distinction has to be
made between national demands and
people’s demands. India’s role as
peace-maker in the Near West—I use
the term Near West—must be positive
and not negative. It must not merely
maintain good relations with Egypt.
I repeat, it must not merely maintain
good relations with Egypt, but it must
help in the creation of democracy in
the. near western region and freedom
from foreign exploitation.
We must sympathetically view the
Syrian experiment. In the Near West,
the power vacuum must not be filled
either by America or by Russia,
either by capitalism or by socialism,
but by democratic and socialist forms
of Govefmfient evolving out of the
revolutionary potential that has been
created. Here I am very serious. I
think the House is aware that after

the overthrow of the feudal regime
in Egypt, after that event, the people
of the Near West are rising up. Under
Col. Nasser’s leadership, Egypt is now
for the first time, after a few hundreds,
of years, expressing the viewpoint o f
the common man. I know it is diffi
cult to estimate the repercussions o f
the Suez Canal crisis. We are closely
involved in that crisis in so far as the
Suez Canal happens to be our life
line. Our Five Year Plan is depend*
ent upon the free access of ships, so
that vital goods may be brought to.
our shores.
It must not be forgotten that the
imperialist powers attacked Egypt
and the effect of that action on the
whole of the Middle-East or Near
West has been in ferment. The people
there are aware of what is happening.
Here it is unfortunate that reactionary
forces to some extent and also
America and Great Britain have not
accepted the concomitant of non
interference in the internal affairs o f
nations.
The
whole
Eisenhower
doctrine to some extent is suspected.
Why should the power vacuum of that
area be filled by American dollars?
As I have pointed out, the choice for
the people there is not communism or
capitalism The choice of the people
must be democracy and socialism. It
must be the expression of the common
man. Here I believe that our policy
should be categorical. We should
state our displeasure" in no uncertain
terms that any doctrine which believes
that it should enter into an area and
dominate that area politically, ideolo
gically and
economically,
merely
because a rival theoretic concept today
exists in the world and tries to'catch
the imagination of the masses. This
would be very necessary, if we are
to be effective in this area.
The Prime Minister has raised many
other issues in this House. I would
like here to state that as far as dis
armament is concerned, this House,
speaking for myself, would appre
ciate any move or all moves that g »
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towards lessening the arms race. It
is meaningless for us to try to place
the guilt either on America or on
Russia or more so, at the foot of
science. All the same, I should like
the policy of the Government of India
to be categorical and should condemn
all pacts which allow for the station
ing of foreign troops in another coun
try. That condemnation should be
there both in reference to the NATO
pact and the Warsaw pact. It is only
when we are prepared to make such
a condemnation actively that I believe
that the tensions that are being built
up on our own borders would lessen.
Shri Jaganatha Rao (Koraput): Mr.
Mukerjee, while expressing his general
agreement with the foreign policy
followed by the Government, was
rather critical in respect of two
matters, namely, our continuance in
the Commonwealth and our relations
with Goa. Our continuance in the
Commonwealth is go our advantage.
According to him,/India should have
cut off its ties in the Commonwealth
because Britain invaded Egypt with
out previous intimation to India. India
did not keep quiet. India raised it in
the United Nations and we uphold
the sovereignty of Egypt, and ulti
mately, we were responsible for the
cessation of hostilities in the Suez
area. Ultimately Britain lost her
stand. The prestige of Britain went
down and the prestige of India shot
up. So, I see no reason why our con
tinuance in the Commonwealth is to
the detriment of the country. I think
the Government of India policy, the
policy followed by the Prime Minister,
in this rogard is certainly the light
one.
In respect of Goa, he means to say
that our Defence Minister,
Shri
Krishna Menon, should not have
appealed to the several powers—
America, Britain and France— to ask
Portugal to leave Goa. He means to
say that we should have occupied Goa
by militarism. How can we follow
a policy of aggression? Our policy
has been one of non-aggression. Our
policy has been embodied in article
51 of our Constitution. It is one of

mauiUim;.g “j u^t *md honouraoi*
relations between nations” and main
taining
international
peace
and.
security. We cannot view the Goa.
problem as an isolated problem.
Using force and taking Goa does n ot
take a long time. But what about
the repercussions? It will involve us*
in a world war. The policy follow ed
by the Government is certainly a right
policy and it is not correct fo r
Mr. Mukerjee to say that the Goa.
problem could have been resolved in.
another way.
Our foreign policy is one of non alignment with power blocs and oneof non-aggression. It has gained theappreciation of the whole world.
India today occupies a pride of place
in the comity of nations. We are a
member of the United Nations and
we are wedded to the principle o f
international law and peace. We have
been responsible for resolving worldconflicts in the last ten years. Allthese we could achieve by sheerreason and, persuasion. Our voice Is
h^ard all over the world and our
voice is one of reason, justice, human
freedom and human rights.
Regarding military pacts, the hon.
Prime Minister has been condemning
them in unequivocal terms. Article
51 of the United Nations Charter is
being availed of by these States.
NATO came into existence by virtue
of article 51. As an answer to that
came the Warsaw Pact; then came
the SEATO and Baghdad Pacts, so
much so there is mutual distrust and
suspicion The cold war has spread.
What is the remedy? As suggested
by our Prime Minister more often, it
is a policy of peaceful co-existence.
That is the only alternative remedy.
It is only when the States realise that
international security js a universal
problem that the United Nations will
succeed. Unless this realisation pene
trates most of the foreign offices of
the world, I am afraid the United
Nations will go the way of its prede
cessor, the League of Nations.
Sir, I find now the need for a revi
sion of the United Nations Charter.
Article 51 is the source of all the
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mischief. Unless
this Charter is
revised in a proper form, I am afraid
this state of affairs will continue.
Sir, our Prime Minister has been
criticising the Eisenhower Doctrine
o f a “vacuum” .
What right has
America to fill in this vacuum, as he
calls it, in the Middle~East? This
vacuum is occupied by millions o f
people. They have their own Govern
ment; they are fighting for their own
freedom from foreign aggression. What
right has America or for the matter
o f that any other country, to fill in
this so-called vacuum in another
country? The solution would be to
follow the policy of India, one o f non
interference and also of peaceful
co-existence
Our Prime Minister was the first
person to condemn the nuclear and
thermo-nuclear tests and explosion1!.
Today America and Russia are play
ing the game of chess with these
missiles as pawns America has pro
duced a long-range missile; Russia has
produced
inter-continental ballistic
missile Where is the end to this race?
If the two countries go on in this
way I am afraid the world will come
to an end.
Sir, on the whole, the policy that
has been followed by our Govern
ment right from the day of independ
ence m 1947 to this day has been the
correct
policy,
which
has
been
acclaimed as such by several coun
tries of the world It is no good for
our hon friends in the Opposition
saying that our Government should
follow a different policy One hon
Member, Mr Hem Barua, has criti
cised the part played by our Defence
Minister, Shri Krishna Menon in the
United Nations I would only request
him to go through the records of the
last ten years and see what part he
has played He is a brilliant states
man, with wisdom and farsight and I
am surprised the hon. Member has
got the temerity to question the
correctness and appropriateness of his
-policy.

I support the policy followed by
Government, to which effect I have
moved an amendment. I commend
my amendment to the House.
Shri Brajeshwar Prasad (Gaya):
Mr. Deputy-Speaker, Sir, I have got
two or three suggestions to make.
The Prune Ministers of India, China
- and Russia should m eet.. . .
An Hon. Member: And sign a mili
tary pact!
Shri Brajeshwar Prasad: Nobody
knows more than -the Prime Minister
the gravity o f the international situa
tion, and especially the danger which
confronts this country. He has said
this morning about the enormous
quantities of arms that America, our
friend, has given to Pakistan, which
is plotting day and night to loot and
devastate us I do not know how the
freedom, independence and territorial
integrity of this country can be
secured without our entering into an
alliance with China and Russia We
seem to have become allergic to mili
tary pacts m an age— in a world of
nation States We do not seem to
realise the concomitants of the age I
suggest to the Prime Minister that a
strict watch should be kept on the
activities of all foreigners in this
country
In view of what has successfully
been done m Jordan and what was
attempted to be done in Syria, I have
to mako these humble suggestions
Our political
thinking
regarding
Pakistan is based on three assump
tions- No. 1‘ Pakistan is a satellite
Slate of America; No 2. America does
not want Pakistan to invade this coun
try; and No 3: there is an imminent
danger of invasion of India by Paki
stan These three assumptions do not
go together If Pakistan is a satellite
State of America, then it cannot wage
war against her wishes. If there is
an imminent danger of invasion, then
something is wrong with our political
calculations.
If America does not want war and
still Pakistan wants to invade India,
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then Pakistan is not a satellite State
of America. 1 maintain, Sir, that I
draw
this
conclusion—Military
alliance does not lead to subservience.
"We will have to revise olir notions
about the Baghdad Pact.........
Mr. Depaty-Speaker: There will be
greater force in his argument, if the
hon. Member were to stand erect.
An Hon. Member: The hon. Mem
ber's notes are flying; let him pick
them.
Mr. Depaty-Speaker: It is not digni
fied that the hon. Member should be
speaking while he is walking.
Shri ftrajeshwar Prasad: .. . .But if
we maintain that Pakistan is a satel
lite State and Pakistan wants to
invade India the logic of the argument
drives one to the conclusion that.
Artleriea wants Pakistan to invade
India. Thirdly, there is no need for
wasting money over defence if both
the first and the second assumptions
are correct, for then there can never
be any war. Let us then sleep
eternally in peace
I suggest that the Government of
India should make an offer of a
federal union to both China and
Russia, and also an offer of a military
alliance to China and Russia, and
Egypt and Syria as well. When I
speak for a federal union or a military
alliance with China, my eye is on
South East Asia When I plead for a
federal unton or a military alliance
with Russia, my eye is on the Middle
East. A foreign policy of non-allignment docs not take into account South
East Asia and the Middle East. India
cannot survive as an independent unit
if South East Asia goes down under
Chinese or American rule, and if the
Middle East goes down under Russia
or America. We are not outside the
range of firing.
I suggest that the Government of
India should purchase arms from the
Soviet Union. But I have always
added a rider that before doing so we
should enter into a military alliance
with China and Russia. No danger

will accrue to this country if we pur
chase arms from the Soviet Union
after we have entered into a military
alliance. 1 venture to maintain. Sir,
that alliance or no alliance with
Russia, America cannot win in >
limited war in Western Asia. When
I suggest that we should enter into a
military alliance with China and
Russia, it is with a view to prevent
ing Pakistan from invading this coun
try. I want Pakistan to exist as a
sovereign State. But I am certain,
whether there is any alliance or not,
if Pakistan invades this country,
Russia will attack and liquidate Paki
stan in her own interest. Because,
the Baghdad Pact constitutes a threat
to the Soviet Union, and a conflict
between India and Pakistan will pro
vide a golden opportunity to the Soviet
Union to fihish this menace.
I want Pakistan to exist as a
sovereign independent State, because
I am afraid that with the liquidation
of Pakistan the whole of the Middle
East from Rawalpindi to Constanti
nople will pass under the Russian
orbit of influence Therefore I want
Pakistan to exist as a sovereign
independent unit. I do not want the
vacuum in the Middle East to be
filled by Russia or America. It can
not be filled by the countries of the
Middle East themselves. It can only
be filled on the basis of a federal
union, because Russia will never per
mit the countries of the Middle East
to be integrated. The power position
of Russia is such that it can prevent
any development from happening in
the Middle East which runs counter
to her'interests. We are also interest
ed likewise in the Middle East, and
our interest lies in the maintenance
of tbe freedom and territorial inte
grity of the countries of South East
Asia and the Middle East. Without
collaboration with Russia the vacuum
in the Middle East cannot be filled.
We cannot fight against Russia; and
no nation in Western Asia or Middle
East or Africa or Europe is in a posi
tion to fight and wage a successful
war against the Soviet Union. We
must be realistic. I am not enamoured
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of the Soviet Union or China, but- 1
am enamoured of freedom and peace.
Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Is that all?
Shri Brajeshwar Prasad: No.
Mr. Deputy-Speaker: There should
not be such long intervals.
Shri Brajeshwar Prasad: I am
opposed to the Baghdad Pact. I am
not opposed to the Baghdad Pact just
because it is a military alliance—for
I myself plead for a military alliance
with China and Russia. I am against
the Baghdad Pact because it consti
tutes a threat to this country. I am
against it because of the presence of
an interloper, that is America. The
presence of America prevents the
political integration of Asia, both in
South East Asia and the Middle East.
I am also opposed to the Baghdad
Pact on the ground that the presence
of America will lead to war. Firstly
I am opposed to it because the pre*
sence of America prevents the political
integration of Asia, and secondly
because there will be a war if the
Baghdad Pact is allowed to continue
for some time more.
There is one thing which strikes
me, and I think that Members of this
House must have also thought over
this aspect, namely, why is it that
there is always trouble in the Old
World, why the danger of war always
arises in the Old World and not in
the New World 9 Why is the New
World singularly free from all poli
tical unrest and turmoil of a nature
which may threaten the peace of that
Continent? Of course, minor* palace
revolutions and coups de etat always
happen there, but there is no danger
o f war. There are two reasons why
this is so. America succeeded in
establishing her hegemony over the
New World. That was called the
Monroe Doctrine. The success of this
venture was mainly due to two
factors. There was no power strong
enough in the New World to challenge
the position of the United States of
America. And secondly the powers of
the Old World were quarrelling among

themselves and did not pay sufficient
attention to what was happening in
the New World. The position in the
Old World is different. Since the last
fifty years America has been inter
vening m the affairs of the Old World.
Whenever any nation of Western
Europe tried Co integrate Europe, they
have intervened and prevented the
political integration of the Old World.
Both during the time of the First
World War and the Second World War
the Americans came and prevented
Germany from integrating Europe.
Unless the Old World is integrated
there will never be any peace. It is
not by resorting to any stock-exchange
diplomacy that peace can be main
tained in the Old World. The condi
tion precedent to the political integra
tion of the world is the political inte
gration of the old world, and the con
dition precedent to the integration o f
the Old World is the political integra
tion of Europe, and the condition,
precedent to the integration of Europe
is the integration of the Middle East,
and the condition precedent to the
integration of the* Middle East is the
integration of South East Asia.
I have said many a time on the floor
of the House that the depth of the
political vacuum in South East Asia
is greater than the depth of the poli
tical vacuum in the Middle East.
America and Rugsia face each other
in Europe. In Europe the power posi
tion of Russia is strong, but not strong
enough to liquidate America. I now
come to the Middle East Here agam»
America and Russia face each other,
and here again the power position of
Russia is superior and stronger, but
not
strong enough to
liquidate
America, Therefore, there is a dead
lock both in Europe and in the Middle
East. Now I come to South East Asia.
Here, China confronts America—China
which is no match to America. Here
the danger of American hegemony is
greater. This is the first sense in
which I say that the vacuum in South
East Asia is deeper.
Now I come to the second reason
why I say that the vacuum in S oufh
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East Asia is greater than in the Middle
JEast or Europe. There is a danger
of a political settlement between
Russia and America. If a political
settlemnet is arrived at over our heads,
over China and India, ignoring our
interests, jeopardising our interests,
the Russians will allow the Americans
to 'istablish their hegemony over Soutn
East Asia. The price that America
will pay will be to facilitate the
establishment of Russian hegemony
in the Middle East If India and
China ctimc together on the^basis of
a federal union or a military alliance,
no power on earth can fill the vacuum
in South East Asia. If India and
China fill the vacuum, no doors will
t>e left open to Russia to impose itself
on India.

t
There are two alternatives left to
the Hussians, either to join hands with
the Americans or with the Asian
people. We must liquidate the first
alternative, so that Russia can be
compelled to live in peacc with the
peoples of Asia. The solution to all
the problems of International politics
lies m the hands of India and China
If India and China come together,
India and Russia will have to come
together.
Russia is not in a position to inte
grate Europe because of the danger
o f attack from two sides, Asia as well
as Europe. The Americans are in a
position to attack Russia from two
sides, but if India, China and Russia
join together, they would not attack
The Americans cannot invade Russia.
We must stand solidly behind Russia,
and help Russia to integrate Europe.
TJnTess Europe is integrated, there
■will never be peace. The road to
Rome, Berlin, Paris and London Ties
fin Moscow, Peking and New Delhi.
Shri Tajnlk (Ahmedabad): As 2
listened to our Prime Minister I felt,
as .most Members in the House felt,
that the direction of the foreign
policy that he has been enunciating
and following is fundamentally sound,
"but great differences crop up as to the

tempo and the method by which the
policy is to be implemented.
I want first to take the question o f
our nearest neighbours, Pakistan and
Goa. In the matter of Goa there is
very serious discontent all over the
country, and particularly in Bombay
State, because Diu, Daman and Goa,
the so-called Portuguese possessions,
are on our borders. We have
skir
mishes, we have firings, and there are
casualties sometimes, and people feel
that after a lot of tempo was generat
ed by speeches from the High Com
mand, nothing more is being done in
the ,natteK, and we are still being
solaced and comforted with highsounding phrases and sentences while
we see no end to our troubles, no end
to the troubles of our brothers and
sisters in Goa, Diu and Daman,
In the matter of Kashmir I am sorry
to find a sort of hush-hush policy
being followed even in this House. As
a new comer I am rather surprised to
see that hardly any questions or hard
ly any resolutions, private or govern
mental, are beinfi brought before the
House in the matter of Kashmir when
today we have to discuss Kashmir in
relation to the questions and con
flicts with Pakistan.
We are four square with Govern
ment in feeling and asserting that
Kashmir is and shall remain a part
of India But at the same time, here
again, we have not only to look to the
I n te r n a tio n a ! aspect, but also to the
internal aspect. I was thankful to see
my friend Shri Raju opening the lid
a little bit and referring, however
lightly, to the internal administration
of Kashmir, because everything that
happens in Kashmir is related to our
conflict with Pakistan, and the mur
murs, the worries, the troubles, the
complaints, the oppression or suppres
sion of persons of individuals, incar
cerations and detentions not only
come here but go across the oceans
to the United Nations and they ara
the object of great propaganda against
us.
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We want normalcy all over. We
want that our relations with Pakistan
should be brought to normalcy let us
bring the conditions in Kashmir also
to normalcy. Let alone old past
events. Let us concentrate on the
present moment. We were all glad
that, though we were told that the
rumblings of the international storm
may affect the time-table for our elec
tions, our elections did go through. At
the same time, the Constituent Assem
bly in Kashmir also sealed its union
with India, It was a matter of rejoic
ing. But having done that, shall we
not proceed further 9 What is the
position constitutionally today? Artititle 370 of our Constitution says that
onlv article ! and article 370 shall
apply to Kashmir
What did Kashmir accede to? What
is the meaning of the accession of
Kashmir to India? Certainly it is
accession of a government to another
government; but it is also the acces
sion of the people of Kashmir to the
Constitution of India. And what does
the Constitution mean? The Constitu
tion means so many hundreds of arti
cles, out of which only two are applied
today. The Constitution envisages
the Government of India in three
agencies, the executive, the Central
Government, this Parliament and the
Supreme Court. What are their privi
leges and powers with regard to
Kashmir’ We have been told in arti
cle 370 that India shall concern itself
only with the subjects mentioned in
the Instrument of Accession, Com
munications, Defence and Foreign
Policy, and the rest may be laid down
by the President in his Orders. The
President has issued his Order of 1954,
and that Order while applying article
i9 and conferring all the seven free
doms that are conferred on the citi
zens of, India also on the citizens
o< Kashmir, has t y adding sub
section (7) to article 19 dealing with
the freedoms, drastically curtailed the
r*ght o£ the Supreme Court in dealing
with complaints regarding infringe
ment of civil liberties m the matter of

the citizens of Kashmir. That provi
sion says:
“The words ‘reasonable restric
tions’ occurring in clauses ( 2 ),
(3), (4’> and (5) shall be construed
as meaning such restrictions as the
appropriate
Legislature
deems
reasonable” .
The word ‘reasonable’ is justiciable in
tt-c. context of the citizens of India,
but this word ‘reasonable’ has only to
be con^rued in Kashmir exactly as
the Legislature has laid it down,
with the result that our Supreme
Court, which is the sentinel and the
custodian of our liberties, can do
nothing in the matter of the citizens
of Kashmir.
My submission, therefore, is that if
these civil liberties of the people of
Kashmir are to be guaranteed f and
conditions in that State brought to
normal, it is necessary that the whole
Constitution, subject to such provisos
or exceptions that might be necessary,
the whole Constitution, especially the
articles dealing with civil liberties,
should be applied to Kashmir so that
afterwards there may be no complaint
About the arrest of a person or sup
pression of a newspaper, because
whether it happens in India, m any
other State of India or in Kashmir,
everything can go up to the Supreme
Court and everybody has confidence
in the integrity of the Supreme Court,
and when the Supreme Court is seized
of any matter and can decide on these
issues, then the reasonble grounds in
respect of civil liberties in Kashmir,
as in the whole of the rest of India,
will remain inviolate.
Shri Shree Narayan Das (Parbhanga): On a point of order. The
hon. Member is discussing the question
of the citizenship of the people of
Kashmir. We are discussing foreign
allairs. I would like to know whether
»he internal question of the citizens o f
India is relevant to this discussion.
Shri Raghunath Singh
That is home affairs.

(Varanasi):

Shri Yajnik: We are proud of the
accession of Kashmir to India. What
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does this accession mean? The acces
sion o f the people and Government ol
Kashmir to the people, Government
and Constitution o f India. And if it
is to be made a reality and not mere
ly ending in a phrase, it is necessary
that the Supreme Court, like this
Parliament, like the Government of
India, should have undisputed sway
over the people and Government of
Kashmir and should also guarantee
the same freedom, the same liberty of
the citizen that is available to the
people of India to the people of Kash
mir.
Mr. Deputy-Speaker: That is correct,
but the only doubt that has
been
expressed is whether this internal
question has anything to do with ex
ternal affairs which we are discussing,
Shri Yajnik: As I said before, these
complaints about the curtailment of
civil liberties in Kashmir do not
remain merely the property of the
people of India. They have wings and
th.ey go to the U.N.O. and become the
subject of serious complaints and
propaganda against us. Therefore,
first and foremost everything that
happens in
relates to foreign
policy because it is taken over to
U N.O. and becomes an instrument of
mud-slinging against us.
Mr. Deputy-Speaker: That would be
far-fetched, and the hon. Member may
not find time to deal with external
affairs.
Shri Yajnik: Secondly, our Prime
Minister told us that we could not, and
we would not vie with Pakistan in
military equipment. We will not run
a military race with them Then we
must depend
on the unswerving
loyalty, regard, friendship and con
tentment of the people of Kashmir.
We should have real moral, political
and psychological rearmament of the
people of Kashmir if it is to serve as
a buttress of their own freedom and
also of the freedom of India. That is
with regard to this point, and I hope
that our Prime Minister, who is going
to Kashmir in the next few days, will
make thorough inquiries into the mat

ter and see for himself how he can
firing back normalcy to that distressed,
area.
There are two other problems whichhave also been discussed from a w ide
international angle. While agreeing,
with most of our friends about ban
ning or suspending the tests of A and
H bombs and while desiring to des
troy them altogether, my feeling is
that we would do best at the next
meeting of the General Assembly o f
the U.N.O. to be held this month to
follow the broad lead that we have
ourselves given and that has recently
been reinforced by the conference
that met at Tokyo against A and H
bombs. That conference cannot b e
said to have been the instrument o f
any particular bloc. We all
know
that that conference in Tokyo had the
backing of its own Government and
nobody out of bedlam will dream o f
Japnn being a satellite of the Soviet
or Chinese Government There were
American delegations there; there
were delegations from Asiatic, Euro
pean and African countries. That
conference was greeted and blessed by
messages from many Parliaments and
Governments. Our Vice-President, Dr.
Radhakrishnan, also sent a message o f
greetings. That conference has re
stated in the clearest terms thedemand of the millions and millions
of the world for an immediate and'
absolute cessation of all tests of all
nuclear and thermo-nuclear weapons._
I think that would also include all
tests of the bellicose ballistic weapons
which are called the ultimate wea
pons.
Now, we will be perfectly on safeground. The matter is coming up and”
I have no doubt that our Government,
with the Resolution that we havealready adopted in this very House,
will do its very best to see that this
Resolution is implemented in the
General Assembly of the U.N.O, What
I am most concerned with is that
these A and H bombs do not necessari
ly spell danger, disaster and death
merely for those who are directobjects of these A and H bombs. T o
day the world is getting smaller every-
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■day and if there is an experiment at
one end of the world, we are affected
-at the other end. Our Prime Minister
told us this morning that the propor
tion of radiO'active material has risen,
however slightly, but it has risen, even
on our shores, though it has not reach
e d the proportion of the danger point.
But who knows when it will rise to
that level and before it rises to that
danger level, it is quite possible that
some bad effects might be experienc-ed Therefore, I say, it is not merely
for purposes of the world, but also for
•our own health, for our own happi
ness, for our own salvation, we want
a complete nuclear ban, not only to
place a ban on the tests but ultimately
•on the production of all these A and
H bombi and I hop*1 o u r G o v e rn rn p rand its delegation will follow a vigor
ous po'icy in the matter.
46

hrs.

In the matter of the Middle £ast,
and West Asia and Eastern Asia, the
Far East as it is called, there is only
-one big point that I want to make. We
-do not want to dabble into other peo
ple’s affairs But, what is the reality
of the situation7 The fact is that for
many years past, especially after the
last peace or the last War, Russia and
China have been sought to be encircl
e d by the Western Powers. It is not
for me to speak about it. You see
lots of American magazines and you
see the whole chain of bases with
-which they want to ring round China
and Russia If the British and Ameri
can Governments and their propa
ganda machines are
attacking the
•foreign policy of India, it is largely
because we have not become their
yes-men. We have chosen and we
"have dared to follow an independent
policy
We are not a link in their
•chain anyhow and that is why they
are up in arms against us and want
to embarass us in many ways They
•oppose us in the U.N.O ; they oppose
us sometimes on the Kashmir issue.
"They do not want to make it easy ,for
-us and they want to make it as diffi*
<?ult as possible in many respects.

There was this old idea o f ringing
the Soviet Union and Russia with
their bases. Now, this is being taken
further. And whitever happens to
Russia and China today, we are being
encircled and who will say no to it?
Look at the map of the world; look at
what passes all round us from one end
to the other, from Japan to Africa;
almost everywhere, you see
these
bases. Japan remains a base in spite
of the Conference resolution protesting
against the American bases in that
country. So also Formosa, I think,
South
Indo-China,
South
Korea,
Philippines
Indonesia is not, but
then a part of Indonesia today is being
sought to be made a base and where
it is a base it is also a base for atomic
and strategic weapons. Then, you see
Honkong, and Singapore. Ceylon has,
probably, cscaped from its nets for the
moment. That is very good.
Remember that Diu, Daman and
Goa are not merely Diu, Daman and
Goa. They are not merely Portu
guese. They represent the bases of
these western powers who want to
create a ring of bases round the other
countries and round Asia now and
our own country, and then take it up
with other bases that are sought to be
created now m Iran, Oman and
Muscat
Last year there was trouble with
Jordan; last year Amman, now Oman.
There was trouble in Egypt and Egypt
has come out unscathed from this
trouble, not altogether
unscathed.
Then Turkey. Turkey is a big base.
You never know when they
have
strategic or atomic weapons. Remem
ber, therefore, that it is no question of
big theories. It is no question
of
fighting
imperialism
in
the
abstract. We have to fight a concrete
situation in which we are being encir
cled from all sides.
What are we today? Do we want to
give in? Do we want to adopt our
foreign policy in obedience to the dic
tates of the big powers or do we want
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to ntfae oar head u high as we have
done and remain independent in our
foreign policy? I f we want to main
tain our high stand, spiritually, moral
ly and culturally in this world, as we
have done up till now, it is necessary
to be exceedingly cautious about these
latest developments, in Oman and
Singapore. If we have to speak about
Oman, if we have to make a very
emphatic protest, it is not because
morally we want to be shouting aloud,
but we must have a long range view.
There is Aden; there are the old bases
in Iran, Persia. Iran is also having a
base and we draw our oil from that
place. In all this context, it must be
understood that if we have to fight
against the British seizure of Oman
or their aggression in Yemen, it is not
with a view to fight our old imperial
istic enemy, Britain. But it is largely
with a view to save ourselves and to
save the integrity and freedom of the
Asiatic and the African people.
In that sense, I think, it is very
necessary that our policy in this mat
ter of Oman or Syria should be posi
tive. I do not say it should be loud
all the time but it should be positive
and must be firmly and perseveringly
followed and here is an opportunity at
the U.N.O. At the U.N,0. meeting our
Delegation will go. The
Imam of
Oman has sent out an SOS to all the
Bandung Powers and we were in the
Bandung Conference. We are asso
ciated with the Bandung Resolution
and decisions and it is up to us, there
fore, to respond to that appeal, to join
with our friends of Asia and Africa,
join them in a very vigorous protests
against the further incursion of
Britain into this Arab land and
against the massacre of innocent peo
ple whose townships have been demor
lished.
Syria may be a small dot cm the
map but Syria is a link in their chain.
It can also be a link in the chain of
freedom as it can be in the chain of
slavery. And, therefore, I say that
even Oman today or Syria tomorrow,
are symbolic of the freed&m of our
Asiatic people. Though small coun

tries, they are symbols today o f the
freedom of the whole o f Asia and the
whole o f Africa, in fact, o f all the
peoples o f the world. I detire and I
submit that our Delegation should
immediately confer if we have not
already 'conferred with all the Asiatic
and African friends in the U.NO. and
carry out a vigorous policy which
would compel these western powers
to halt, to look and to retrace their
steps so that aggression may not be
attempted again and normalcy would
return with peace in Asia and Africa.
Shri Thlrumala Rao (Kakin&da):
Mr. Deputy-Speaker, Sir, I rise to sup
port the amended resolution, as
accepted by the Prime Minister, and
in doing so.........
An Hon. Member: Who has accept*ed?
Mr. Depnty-Speaker: Not accepted
so far. The motion and the amend
ments both are there for discussion;
probably, the hon. Member was not
here then.
Shri Thlrumala Rao: I mentioned
about it from what I heard in the
lobby, I would like to withdraw It. I
rise to support the motion made by
the Prime Minister asking this House
to take into consideration
Mr. Deputy-Speaker: But he
support the amendment.

can

Shri Thirumala Rao: I do not make
much difference between the motion
and the amendment.
Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The Prime
Minister has not so far accepted it.
Shri Thlrumala Rao: Sir, I am sup
porting the Prime Minister’s proposi
tion.
Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: There is no
proposition by me.
Shri Thirumala Rao: I know there
is no positive resolution before the
House except that we are taking a
particular situation into consideration
allowing the House to air its- yiews
on the matter.
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[Shri Thirumala Hao]
Sir, I now stand before you to say
■ few words about the foreign policy
of our country. After the advent of
independence our policy Is- being
directed with a blend o f realism apd
idealism. That has produced substan
tial results not only to our country
but to the Asiatic continent. Sir, my
mind goes back to the year 1 M 8 when
the Prime Minister addressed the
General Assembly of the United Na
tions in Paris, when he had to ex
pound the basic principles of the
foreign policy o f India before
the
great assembly of the world nations
Therein he has in so many words
expressly stated that our foreign
policy is based mainly on rooting out
colonialism in the world, establish
ment o f freedom in all freedom lack
ing countries and extermination of
racial superiority in this world
Now, after ten years of our exist
ence as a free nation, if you look back
we can very well assess how far we
are justified in our attitude of, what
is called, non-alignment in our foreign
relations.
With regard to the first item, root
ing out colonialism, India, with a size
able population that accounts for
something in international matters, has
stood firmly against colonialism of the
western nations. Though not entire
ly due to the efforts that India has
made, but on account of the moral
stand which this country has taken
the colonialism in the east has been
largely liquidated.
For instance,
whatever the reason may be, colonial
ism o f the western type is going to
disappear and will likely disappear
from the eastern waters.
Another thing is, there is too much
of interference by western nations.
'T he habitual traditional interference
of the western nations in the affairs
o f the Asiatic nations has became a
chronic habit with those nations. It
Is very difficult to make them get rid
o f this habit. Whatever happens in
Asia in China, in South-East-Asia, it
has been a matter of keen Interest
and always permanent intrigue for

the western nations. By our attitude
in these matters we have been able
to rectify circumstances to a certain
extent For instance, Indonesia get
ting out of the clutches of the Putch
and Indo-China getting out o f the
clutches of the French hay© helped in
this process and in that India had Its
own part to play.
Coming nearer home, we have been
able to evolve a new pattern of the
membership of the British Common
wealth. Our friends have been object
ing strongly that we should severe our
connections with the British Com
monwealth. O f course, there is an
amount of feeling in the country too,
of which our Prime Minister is aware,
that the recent happenings in England,
and the attitude o f the British public
and British newspapers about India,
have accelerated the feeling between
India and England But these are the
times when we have to show some
patience, some forbearance
In an
atmosphere of opposition, carping cri
ticism, when leading newspapers in
England were criticising our country
and our Prime Minister, our Prime
Minister took a decision to attend the
recent conference of the Prime Minis
ters of the Commonwealth. That
requires courage, that requires fore
sight, that enables us to stand firm
when there is emotional disturbance
from all sides Our going to the con
ference table has created an impres
sion, a position for India which can
not be easily or light-heartedly treat
ed even by the United Kingdom.
There is "a feeling that a time may
come when we will be dominating the
United Kingdom. There were pro
phets that were not wanting among
the British public saying that here
after the British nation has to turn
out to be the tall and the main dog
will be India, and the tail cannot
afford to wag the dog any more. But
we do not aspire to such a position.
As long as there is some purpose and
some ideal for which we are pursu
ing, which can be achieved by reliev
ing some of these smaller
nations
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tram the dutches o f British Imperial
ism. there is place for us in the Com
monwealth, and it cannot be lightly
treated. There are other\ties, com
mercial, military and cultural, with
England which may be severed at any
moment if you like, but a large
amount o f cultural and commercial
utility can be derived by continuing
for some time in the British Com
monwealth without aiiy violence to
our feelings or the sense of repub
licanism in the country.
With regard to the attitude taken
by our Prime Minister even in an
atmosphere ot complete hostility in
America, he has made bold to travel
all the way to the United States to
see President Eisenhower and explain
ed to him our real stand. President
Elsenhower may be helpless for the
time being, he may be outwitted or
intrigued against by his own Secretary
of State and his Vice President, but
still the President of the United States
carries a personal prestige for good
ness, for honesty of purpose which, I
think, must have been properly asses
sed by world forces Wherever there
is a necessity of clarifying our stand,
wherever there is an opportunity of
explaining our position and making It
clear that there are certain funda
mentals on which India stands, we
always stand to gain. On such occa
sions our Prime Minister has not stood
on mere personal prestige or pride,
but he has gone to the farthest comers
of the world to explain the stand of
India.
What is our stand? We have taken
a stand even before our independence
that India is opposed to imperialism,
to colonialism, to fascism, to commun
ism If we are opposed to all these
'isms', what is the ism by which we
are standing? Ours is a democratic
State with democratic way o f life. We,
the youngest democracy in this world,
have shown how democracy can work
smoothly and calmly. Without viol
ence, an electorate of 17 crores—a
voting strength equal to the popula
tion of Russia and slightly less than
the population of the United States—

went to the polls twice within ten
years. It has shown how without viol
ence, shootings or murders elections
could be carried on to fill thousands
of seats in the legislatures of
the country.
Our Constitution is
based on a democratic bed rock. Our
legislation is absolutely democratic.
Not only that, thfe** strength o f the
Opposition Party is a standing exam
ple of the democratic spirit of our
Constitution.
Opposition parties In
other countries where democracy does
not work are completely liquidated.
Now, it there is any misunderstand
ing about us in the United States or
United Kingdom our actions are elo
quent testimony of the basic faith in
democracy which this country has pro
claimed. With all that the country
has shown an amount o f independence
of conduct, independence of judg
ment and courage o f conviction. That
has not been cowed down by the atom
bomb or hydrogen bomb that Russia
and America are producing for mutual
destruction, not only o f themselves
but of the whole world.
Our policy has been wedded to one
thing that is peculiar and traditional
to this country, and that is the teach
ing of Mahatma Gandhi. That teach
ing has fashioned the political life of
this country, gave an ideology to this
country, that has shown the world
that a nation of 35 crores can be
emancipated without shedding blood.
That Is the sheet anchor, the bed rock
on which our policy of non-interfer
ence, non-alignment and, as far as
possible, non-violence in public mat
ters is built up We are pursuing that
policy. ' Te are friends of alt - Just
now in his opening speech the Prime
Minister has said that he wants com
plete friendship with everybody. He
does not want enmity with anybody
and so could we not afford to be
friends with the Communist China
and with Communist Russia and a
democratic
United Kingdom and
democratic America? People in the
West are not able to conceive that
once you differ from a man you need/
go the not whole hog in differing from
him in every respect That is the
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[Shri Thirumala Rao]
atmosphere in which apw the rival
powers in the East and in the Weat
and in Russia and the United States
are contending for world domination.
In this context, India has refused to
take sides. We have told them that
w e are friends to all because two
world wars have created such a con
sternation for a third world war. If
you see the pictures that are now
exhibited about the visit o f our Prime
Minister to Russia and China, if you
see the longing eyes and
bleeding
hearts of the young men who are
driven like cannon-fodder to satisfy
the war lust o f those leaders in those
countries, you will understand that
the younger generation in every coun
try does not want war -but wants
peace and they look to the Prime Min
ister of this country, our leader, who
has got the moral stature and cour
age to stand up and tell those people
that ‘you should not rake up a third
world war with these destructive
weapons’ . It is a contribution that we
have made to world peace. It is the
contribution which our policy of nonalignment has made to world peace.
Now, after ten years of freedom,
after the first Five Year Plan, we are
now thinking o f building up this
nation by a series of five year plans
and building economy in this country.
We are greatly interested in peace No
other nation that has won its freedom
recently can have greater interest in
seeing that a holocaust which will
envelop the country in flames should
not come, and we say, give us a little
respite, peace of mind and an oppor
tunity to pursue our peaceful occupa
tion of development m this country
That is the main interest that influ
ences our attitude of non-alignment
and prevention of war in this world
and we have to devote our attention
to that. In that, wc have to make
it clear about
our
friendships
There is no use of anyone mis
understanding
it,
namely,
the
geographical position in which we are
situate, with two large land masses
occupied by 65 crores of Chinese on
on* side and 17 crores o f Russians on

the other side, and ourselves compris
ing 35 crorps of people. This consti
tutes more than half of the world
population. This poses a very big
problem for us. We cannot afford to
quarrel. We cannot afford to align
ourselves thoughtlessly either with
the Baghdad Pact or SEATO or NATO
or any other military pact in this
world. We are as the Prime Minister
has put it nicely, walking on the edge
of a sword and India is doing that
with great care. You cannot afford to
incur the displeasure or the enmity at
one nation for the doubtful friendship
of another nation.
In these circumstances, we are able
to say that we are going to develop
the country and we are going to
stick to the fundamental tenets o f our
Constitution. If those policies
are
violated, if we are attacked, if those
tenets are sought to be watered down,
then the Government and the people
o f this nation are one in defending
it If there is any do;ubt about the part
India plays when the real test
comes, when the real critical situation
comes, we will show it. When such
a situation came previously, and when
a situation arose when others ex
pected that we would align ourselves
with one side or the other, we have
lived and shown that we stood by our
Constitution and we have shown that
that we are always by our de
mocratic
rights
and
protected
our individual rights and freedom
and democratic life and not the auto
cratic and the totalitarian way of life.
Therefore, this is the time when
our diplomacy has got a great and
delicate task to perform in telling
those people that India will be pur
suing the policy of peace and strive
towards her economic betterment.
There are people who are brave
and play their part in shaping
the
world. In India today, our
Prime
Minister occupies a high
position
among the tallest men in the world,
and our Shri Krishna Men on, with
a mind like a razor-edge has got a
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particular mission and purpose
to
serve in the world set-up today, and.
our great Vice-President, who ia a
philosopber-statesman, has to inter
pret this country to others and allay
the doUbts and fears about our atti
tude. These three gentlemen can
play a great role in creating world,
opinion in our favour and in Boeing
that all the best and good-intentioned
friends in the country come to the
rescue of this country and make the
country stand on its own legs in ful
filling its second Five Year Plan.
Shri Dfneah 'Singh (Banda): I
should like, first of all, to congratu
late the Prime Minister on his foreign
policy, a policy of peace friendship
and of non-involvement which has
won the respect of all the thinking
people all over the world. We might
consider our foreign policy in
two
aspects. One aspect of it may be
called the international aspect—our
contribution in solving world pro
blems, our aid and advice to
other
countries and our co-operation in the
maintenance o f peace and in the bet
terment of the world in general. If
1 may say so, we have done admir
ably well here. Ours is a newly freed
country, weak in terms o f material
wealth and armed forces. As soon
as we became free, we were caught
up in the cold war that was going on
and which continues to go on, a
reference to which was made by the
Prime Minister himself. We have
withstood the storm and we
have
taken an honoured place in the
councils of nations. Our policy, based
on the five principles of Panchsheel,
may yet offer an alternative to the
hydrogen bomb. This is no mean
achievement, and I would like once
again to pay a personal tribute to the
Prime Minister for achieving in such
a short time what many nations have
not done in their lifetime so far.
The other aspect of our policy is
what w e might call the national as
pect, that is, the understanding and
help that we are able to get from
other countries in solving our pro
blems. Hart alto, we have dona well.

We have the goodwill o f many coun
tries, even of those Countries which
do not wholly support us. But in
this respect, there is, I feel, room lo r
improvement. We have not received
much support from the democratic
countries whose friendship w e should
naturally expect. We have also not
received support from certain coun
tries for which we have gone out
wholeheartedly.
What
is
really
wrong, what we are not able to do,
is a problem which the Government
must consider very seriously. I d "
only say that in a very «m a ll mea
sure the responsibility lies on
our
representatives who are our spokes
men abroad. Our heads of mt—iitm
in our missions abroad, our Minis
ters, our ambassadors, I feel,
have
not been able to put in such effort
as we might expect from them. It
is their duty.........
Mr. Deputy-Speaker:
The
Member may speak a little
loudly. He is not audible to
reporters.

hon.
more
the

Shri Dlnesh Singh: As I was say
ing, I feel that our representatives
abroad should take a Uttle more care
about what they are doing. They
should try to meet all classes o f peo
ple, try to gather all shades of opinion
and try to reach the people who in
the democratic countries are the real
sovereigns. Even in other forms o f
Government,
totalitarian
Govern
ments, the awakening is growing,
and we should try to study their pro
blems. We should try to find out
how best we can help them. Then
only we shall be able to put through
our viewpoints once we are able to
understand them.
So far as the junior members of
our services are concerned, they live
in constant
discontentment. The
Prime Minister himself has mention-'
ed their difficulties and their eco
nomic hardships. I feel that if they
are made better, they will be able to
contribute more for the
cause.
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[Shri Dinesh Singh]
Another point which I would like
to make is that 'our foreign policy,
our defence policy and our economic
policy should be an integrated whole.
At present our foreign policy is an
independent policy baaed on
nonalignment, while our defence policy
and our economic policy are depen
dent on what one might call the
*westem bloc’. We have got to
procure our supplies from them. So
long as we continue to procure our
supplies from only one power bloc,
we shall always be dependent
on
them. They are also in a position to
know our weakness and our strength,
because they have supplied the goods
and they know what we need.
This is a very Important matter. I
do not mean to say that we should
join one power bloc or the other, or
that we should run in panic to the
other power bloc, if we do not get
our supplies
from one. But we
shcfuld try to buy them independent
ly from all countries which can sup
ply us. That is our weakness today.
We see that oar neighbour is being
dangerously
armed. The
Prime
Minister himself has mentioned that
a certain power bloc is arxntag our
neighbour
dangerously. We must
consider how our neighbour is being
armed. They do not need the guns;
all they need is food and clothing.
But they are getting military suplies. Why is it that they are getting
military supplies? They have
no
danger o f being attacked by either
power group. What for are they
receiving these huge quantities of
arms? Is it because that certain
people want to destroy our indepen
dent policy? Is it because they feel
jealous of us that we are following
an independent policy? This situa
tion will continue.
Therefore, it is essential that we
buy tvhat we need from all countries
Vhich can supply us. We should not
b e regimented to one pattern. JTbere
is the question o f strategy also. We
•re getting our supplies from a cer
tain power group and our personnel

are being trainea were. Everything
is known to ttt&n. If we bring in
an element o f surprise, if we
are
able to bring In new goods which are
unknown to the other side, we will
also be providing a deterrent to them
and they will consider twice before
they try to attack us. The country
which is supplying arms to our
neighbour might also think in
the
matter and might decide that this
arms race is futile. They might also
consider following, if I may say so,
a more reasonable attitude.
Similarly our economic policy is
also linked with certain power blocs
Our Finance
Minister himself has
said that we need a foreign loan for
the core of the Plan. I f we need
foreign loan even for the core of the
Plan, it is obvious that we depend
upon outside help. If we limit it to
one power group, we should be forc
ed to depend on it even for our
foreign policy. We cannot pursue
this policy of independence unless we
achieve
independence
from one
power group. It is with this in mind
that I beg to suggest to the Govern
ment that we should try to spread
our dependence all over the world,
so that we are not dependent on any
oae country or any one group. We
are today wanting a loan from the
United States of America. It is a
very odd thing, if I may say so, that
we should go for a loan to a capi
talist country, a country wedded to
free enterprise, to get loan to build
our socialist pattern
Naturally, we
should not get it from them. If we
want to follow a socialist pattern, we
must brace ourselves; we must try to
do things ourselves and not base our
Plan, especially the core of it,
on
foreign help.
There has been a reference to the
North-east Frontier Agency. That is
not strictly speaking part of
our
foreign policy. But since it has been
brought in, since it is under
the
Ministry of External Affairs, whose
policy we are discussing today, I
would make a small point in
tUs
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connection also, There is consider
able trouble there. I believe
the
trotible is not actually In the NEPA
regia*, but in the Haifa Hill districts
of Assam. Their basic demand is that
they should be taken out from the
Hill Districts of Assam and linked to
the
North-east
Frontier Agency.
This demand has already being con
sidered by the Government, as
we
see from newspaper reports and
I
hope the Government would give it
a favourable consideration, so that we
are able to stop blood-shed there and
free the 17 battalions or so of
our
Army and many more of our armed
police which are engaged there.
I do not wish to take more time
of the House. 1 am in full support of
the policy of the Government. I hope
that the Government would consider
my humble suggestions in the light
they are offered.
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Shri Mulcluind Dube (Farrukhabattt: May I draw the attention
of
the Prime Minister to a point? I find
there it an article , in the United
Rations Charter, probably article 5,
which says that any member of the
United Nations Organisation or
of
the Security Council shall not render
any kind o f military aid to a party
whose dispute is pending before the
Council. May 1 know why no action
is taken under that article before the
United Nations Organisation?
Shri Ragftnnath
whom?

Singh:

Against

Shri
Jawaharlal
Nehru:
Mr.
Deputy-Speaker, Sir, the * point that
the hon. Member has raised is, I think,
due to some misunderstanding.
17 hz*.
[M b. S m x m in the Chair]
I have not got the United Nations
Charter in front of me. 1 think it
must probably
apply to a country
against which the United Nations has
acted, not in regard to a country
about which a dispute is pending.
Now, Mr. Speaker, I have had the
advantage of listening to various
viewpoints and comments in regard
to our foreign policy. I have been
told on the one hand that we should
cease to be crusaders
or messiahs
of peace, and the same hon. Member
two or three minutes later said that
India should play her role in bring*
ittg about peace in the Middle East.
Now, it seems to me that there is
some slight contradiction between
th—e 'tw o statements. Another hen.

Member went a little further
and
said India's role should not only be
to support national interests but to
support peoples’ demands in
either
countries.
Now these statements require little
consideration. So far as we are con
cerned, it is entirely wrong; if I
may say so with all respect, to say
that we go out anywhere as crusaders
of peace or with any idea. It is true
that when we go out or when.
we
remain in our country, we talk about
peace, because that is dear to
us,
because we consider that o f vital im
portance in the world and to our
country.
Now, it so happens that in many
parts of the world, indeed I would
say, in every part of the World, the
idea of peace appeals to people
and, therefore, there is talk of it. It
is not that we go out to convert peo
ple or to carry on any kind of a
campaign in regard to it. Because I
do not think that that is the right
approach to this question, for a Gov
ernment—I am not talking about peo
ple— to adopt, if I may use the word,
an agitational role in other countries.
If that is so, even in regard to what
I might call the propaganda for peace,
to which we are so intimately attach
ed, the second idea that we should
support peoples’ demands in
other
countries simply means that we
should support, encourage and help
agitational demands. I am not using
the word ‘agitational* in a bad sense
at all. Of course, obviously it has a
good sense, too, but such demands in
other countries are presumably made
against their governments; obviously,
people’s demands are made against
their governments. Now we are. ask
ed by at least one Member here to
support people’s demands in other
countries. How would that
*****
Member like some other government
supporting somebody's demands
in
India? If that kind o f policy is adopt
ed by governments, that is a policy
of continuous and persistent inter
ference, to which we certainly, our
Government, would take the rfi nngest
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gf c q t e a ; and I im quite sure this
S om e would object. And if that la
*>, sorely we cannot play that part
in other countries, apart
from the
fact that we are not made that way.
We have not the resources which
ether countries may have, hut it is
not a question o f resources; it is a
question of doing something which
we do not want others to do. It is
a bed example to set.
W e talk about Panchsheel. In Panchsheel, there is a very definite clause
to the effect that there should be no
interference—apart from
external
interference—in the internal affairs
of a country. I forget the exact
language, but even ideological interferehce is mentioned there—any kind
o f interference, including ideological
interference.
So that I just do not understand
how we are asked to go and support
peoples' demands. Let us admit that
we in our hearts and minds sympa
thise with those demands; they fit in
with our policy and ideals. I can
understand that. And, it is not for
me to say what individuals may do
or private groups may do but for
Government to go about supporting
peoples* demands against their Gov
ernments in other countries
would
be really an extraordinary proposi
tion which would land us into great
difficulties and land other countries
too in difficulties if they do so.
I know and I regret that
some
countries do this kind of thing, some
times overtly and sometimes
other
wise, and our voice is raised here
and elsewhere against this kind
of
thing and we say that it is far better
for the peace of the world that every
question of interference is put an end
to, interference of one country in
another.
*
There are world forces at play and
today they cannot be kept away- by
any kind of barriers even if Govern
ments want to put up barriers.
Thoughts flow. Ideals flow and all
kinds o f things flow; and there are
economic form at play and political

forces at play, and all kinds d farrm ,
Well and good. If we agree
w itt
some force we encourage it in
own way but not, I submit, by inter
fering in the slightest degree in th*
country’s affairs.
If we look at the countriea of the
world, there are 70 or 80 countriea—
I forget how many there are—which
are supposed to be independent, ctt
all kinds. Some are more powerful,
others are, well, more or less strong
but middling; many are weak
and
they have all kinds of Governments.
Many or some are communist gov
ernments which are supposed to be
authoritarian. Others are what are
called Parliamentary democracies, a
very few of them. Some are called
democracies which, on closer ana
lysis, have not much of democracy
about them in their country;
yet
they are called democracies. Some,
I need not mention names, call them
selves democracies with no elections
and nothing. They simply carry on.
Now, we do not go about criticis
ing them.
There are monarchies
which may be called free monarchies
so far as the people are concerned.
There are authoritarian monarchies;
all kinds of countries and States in
the world. Are we to set about tell
ing them which of them is good and
which are bad and criticising every
body? That would be extraordinary
presuirjption, apart from its
being
extraordinary1folly. So, we really do
not try to criticise other countries.
As a Government I am talking about
it. If I am Prime Minister, unfortu
nately I cannot wholly disentangle
myself from my position in Govern
ment. Even in private I cannot go
about criticising other countries
be
cause immediately it will be difficult
for me to say, "I did so in my private
capacity and not as Prime Minister.**
So that point should be borne
In
mind.
Our policy has been, as I stated in
the morning, to express our view
point When we have to do ao,
whether in the United Nations or
here in Parliament or elsewhere, we
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are trying u U r u possible not to
criticise other countries. It is true
that sometimes we have to do it,
inferentially, indirectly, or sometimes
even directly. But, broadly speak
ing, we do not want to do ao because
there is today far too much not of
criticism only but something much
worse as between countries, and that
has spoiled the atmosphere of any
problem being considered objectively

Tfee first thing, therefore, is to re
move this tension, this new type of
diplomatic and public language which
is coming into play and we try to
avoid it I do not say that we are
virtuous or that we always succeed
or that we are better than others. I
certainly do not say this. But, we
have had a certain, first of all a cer
tain kind of training in restraint of
expression under our leader Mahatmaji. We tried to avoid it in the
days of our struggle tried it against
our opponents
the British, against
whom we felt so strongly.
So, now, as a Government surely it
is not merely Gandhi’s teachings but
the normal practice of
Government
which, I am afraid, is not normally
followed now, but still it has
been
the practice
of Government. But,
apart from that, looking at It purely
from a narrow, personal, our own
country’s point o f view, there is no
reason why we should allow our
selves to get entangled in the conflicts
ind troubles o f the world To some
extent we cannot help it, because the
world Is becoming more and
more
inter-related, and we have to deal
with problems in the United Nations
or elsewhere—our chanceries have to
ileal with them. Nevertheless, we do
not wish to get entangled in these
problems as far as we can help it
Sometimes it is not possible to keep
*way from them. We express an
opinion. Even then we express an
opinion in a. more or less restrained
language.

The hon. Member w ho spoke just
before me referred to what X same
times said about me personally—I
am sorry to refer to a personal mat*
ter—that I am so involved in world
issues that I forget m y own country.
Well, it is not for me to talk about
myself or to judge myself. But, my
own feeling about this is that X
rather not have anything to do with
world issues; we have enough pro
blems in our country to solve. And,
also, I know very well, and this House
knows that, if we want to play any
part in world affairs that pert is com
pletely dependent not on our loud
voices but on the internal strength,
unity and conditions in the country.
By purely just criticising others we
may tor a moment create
gome
impression here and there but, ulti
mately, the country
finds its own
level and other people know exactly
in what depth of water it is and what
strength it has, and only attach that
much importance to its voice. There
fore, both from the point of view of
our primary needs and primary con
cern being our country and, second
ly, from the point of view that if
we wish to play any part in world
affairs it can only be by developing
the strength and unity o f our own
country, we have to pay the first at
tention to our own country’s affairs.
Having said that, I should also like
to say that apart from our general
inheritance, in the past it is our in
heritance, let us say, against colonial
ism, in favour of freedom—that is
there—we feel that still; we have not
forgotten that,vand our sympathies go
out. Apart from that, it has become
obvious that if certain things hap
pen in the world, more especially, of
course, if the war occurs, then
It
doefe not matter what our internal
problems may be; everything is sub
ordinated to this great disaster. AH
our problems, all our planning etc. go
to pieces because the whole world
goes to pieces, and we are part of
that world. Therefore, it has become
necessary and incumbent on us to
see what is happening in the world.
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The world end world affairs are im
pinged upon us all the time. It has
become impossible lor ns to
taka,
if I may use the word, a parochial
outlook. We cannot understand our
own problems if we look at them
that way. Therefore, we are interest
ed.
Now, take< for instance, the situa
tion in, what is called, the Middle
East, and which really is lor
us the
west, western Asia—thoee countries.
At the present moment, probably,
that is the most difficult and explosive
part of1 the world surface. Now, it
will be untrue if 1 said that I am
not very much interested in
what
happens there. I am not only inte
rested as I was interested, as this
House was interested, in what hap
pened last year in those very middleeastern regions, in Egypt etc., in con
nection with Suez Canal or interven
tion of other powers, in which we
were interested, if you like, emo
tionally
interested, psychologically
interested but, ultimately, politically
interested, but it affected us—what
happened there. Whatever conse
quences they had, they had farreaching consequences. So, we tried
to help there insofar as we could;
there too. Although we took up a
fqirly clear and unequivocal line we
tried to avoid just condemnation of
any kind even though we felt strong
ly about matters. I believe we were
of some little help in finding some
solution, whether it was subsequent-,
ly about the Suez Canal or other mat
ters. What happened then affected
us. It affected our Five Year Plan
and our economy and all that. Some
thing happens, let us say, in
the
Middle East, in Syria. Even if they
are small beginnings of a conflict, it
will affect us. But there is hardly
such a thing now that we can think
of, that is, a small conflict. How
ever, a small confliot has the shadow
of a big conflict behind it and the
big conflict has a shadow of ri world
war behind it, and if there is
that
danger there, we are interested, every
Member of this House is interested,
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this country is interested, because it
w ill affect us and affect the world.
Therefore, we are conoerned about
it, and therefore we venture to say,
and in this matter it is no good my
criticising any country or condemn
ing any country’s action. 1 may have
some views but even so, although
perhaps I have more information at
my disposal than most Members of
this House, obviously 1 do not know
what is happening there behind the
scene, what has happened or that la
happening. Some bits come to
us
and we have to pick and choose what
is true and what is not true, and we
form some kind of notion which is
checked as we have further know
ledge.
But the main thing is that here is
a dangerous and explosive situation
in Syria. We have seen previously
how things happen in the middleeastern countries and we should be
warned by what has happened and
what has been happening in the past
and other countries should also be
warned and should net make any
country in the Middle East a play
thing of their policy. It is a dan
gerous
thing, dangerous from the
larger viewpoint of even major wars
developing.
I said this morning there is
no
immediate crisis in the sense at war.
That is true, but, nevertheless, there
is plenty of crises brewing all round
which may suddenly burst out. And
therefore I should like to repeat m y
appeal which I said in the morning
about conditions in the Middle East,
that it is unsafe, it is dangerous, for
policies to be pursued in which those
particular countries become
merely
playthings, chequer-boards, for other
major conflicts to be played out. It
is a dangerous policy as things
are
today. The major power groups a n
each too powerful to be^ sat upon by
the other. That is a practical tact
which you may like or dislike.
If that is so, if something is done
by one, the other respond* to It by
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doing something to counter that; and
so, step by step, one may be drawn
into the conflict. Therefore, we have
Men in the past how one led to
another; it is quite extraordinary. If
you look back at the history o f these
middle-eastern countries including
Egypt and western Asia and the
roundabout countries, if you look at
their history for the last three or
four years,—not very long,—you will
find how one step has led to another
and how one step which was meant
to protect, presumably, the interests
of one group of power, has actually
led to an Injury of that interest, be
cause somebody else is taking some
other step and then they are worried
and then they take a third step and
so it has gone on, step by step,
whether it ifr> Baghdad Pact or some
thing else. It has not brought peace
or security or any measure of free
dom
from
conflict
there.
Conditions in the Middle-East coun-.
tries since three or fours ago may
not have been what might be called
ideal. They were not ideal. They
were not ideal anywhere. But will
not everybody admit that conditions
today and the last year or two have
been worse than before? They have
been. So, there has been progressive
deterioration.
So, all these things, the Baghdad
Pact and various other pacts, intru
sions, etc. have worsened the affairs.
That is obvious. One might say,
"Oh ? Yes, it is true, but other facts
have occurred too.” I admit it. One
fact has led to another. One inter
ference has led to another. Here we
are, therefore, instead of learning
from this and keeping out, leaving
those countries to work out their own
destiny, with our goodwill, with our
help, if you like, but not this military
help, not this military intervention,
not military threats, not all kinds of
pressure tactics being exercised. I
do earnestly hope that these words,
which I say with all humility and
respect, will have some effect
on
those who may hear them.

We do not wish to interfere In
international affairs, except where we
feel that we might be able to be of
some help, or except where w e can*
not help it. But where something
affects us directly, then naturally, w e
have to say something. For instance,
what has happened in regard to
Pakistan, the military help given to
it, is not an international matter
about which we may have some
views. We have views, of
course,
but that is a matter that has an
immediate direct effect, an adverse
effect, on us. Then we have to express
our views clearly, strongly
and
unequivocally. Or, when something
is said about Goa—Goa affects us.
Goa may be a small thing in the
world context, but Goa affects us and
if something is said in regard to Goa
which we think is not only wrong,
but offensive to us, well, we have to
reply to it.
So, you have to test our policy
from that point o f view, not a crusad
ing policy or a seer-like policy; we
are too humble for that. We know
our limitations
We do believe in
something stoutly and we express our
opinions in a friendly way, but
I
hope, clearly when occasions arises
Where world peace is concerned
naturally we want to have our say,
as a member of the world community.
Where India’s interests are directly
threatened, whether in Goa or in
Pakistan, we must have our say, a
loud say, a positive say. There we
cannot remain quiet. So, you have to
balance all these things
Somebody said about Kashmir. One
hon Member said, it has been sug
gested, ‘'Withdraw your complaint
from the U.N.” I do not understand
this. 1 should like hon. Members to
realise that there is no such thing
done. It cannot be done simplyAlso, somebody said, “withdraw your
plebiscite offer”
I do not know
where the question of withdrawal
comes in, continuing the offer or
withdrawing it. Originally the plebis
cite offer was made to the people of
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Kashmir by us, if I may say so; I do
not call tkmm a plebiscite. 1 am not
trying to juggle with words; but In
the course at the last few years, we
have had two general elections In
Jammu and Kashmir State, exoept
that part which is under the illegal
and unlawful occupation of Pakistan.
I do not call them a plebiscite. But
anyhow, the people of those territories
have been given a chance to elect
their representatives. Some people
say that these elections were bogus.
Well, 1 think that charge is wrong. 1
do not say, and 1 cannot say naturally,
that all those elections were perfect
elections; there were no mistakes or
no errors committed. I cannot say
that. But I do say that by and large
thoae elections were good elections in
the circumstances and even now an
Election Commission, consisting of
some Judge, I believe, is there. I
speak from memory—a retired Judge
from India has been asked to look
into this matter; a High Court Judge.,
I think. Now election petitions go
before them and they will be decided.
There can be no doubt at all—barring
some irregularities or mistakes—that
in the main those elections represent
the viewpoint of the people of Jammu
and Kashmir. There is not even a
shadow of doubt about it. If many
of them were un contested elections,
well, I would submit, Sir, feat the
persons ’ who did not wish to contest
had no chance and therefore they did
not contest them.
Maybe, some
people had a chance, but they did
not. Whatever the reasons they are
there.
What I wish to point out here is
that in the course, of the last five
years or so, there have been two
elections, general elections. On the
other side, there have been no elec
tions, no attempt at elections. In
fact, conditions in the Pakistanoccupied part of Kashmir have been
very extraordinary. News does not
oome very frequently; sometimes it
does come and in today's papers there
is something about that.
Then again it was said by an hon.
Member that the accession of Kashmir

was not only sic— ion at tb t n k r
of the State; but accession at the
people. Well, 1 agree. Further It was
said that it was accession to the Constitution of India. That is a wide
statement, which is not fuite clear to
me.
When the accessions took place, not
of Kashmir only, but of the other
States of India in those days in 1M7,
the accessions were on three subjects
only at that time: defence, foreign
affairs and communications.
The
accession documents of all the major
States o f India contained only these
three subjects. It was then thought
certain States, at any rate the big
ones, will have their own Constituent
Assemblies to frame their Constitu
tion, naturally in line with our Con
stitution, but not necessarily adopting
it completely. That was the original
idea. Some months later Sardar
Patel discussed this matter and, in
fact, some Constituent Assemblies
were formed in some of the States.
Some Hon. Members: Mysore.
Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: I am told
that seven Constituent Assemblies
were formed in the other States.
Meanwhile, of course, our Constituent
Assembly for the whole of India was
functioning here. Later Sardar Patti
and many of us discussed this matter
witfc the then representatives of the
States as they were and it was felt
unnecessary, and perhaps, if you like,
undesirable, for all these Constituent
Assemblies to function, because their
representatives had been imported to
our Constituent Assembly; they were
there. So, the idea of these separate
Constituent Assemblies was given up.
Their representatives functioned in
our Constituent Assembly and helped
us in making our. Constitution.
While all this was happening,
something else had happened in
Kashmir. First of all Knghmir did
not come in before independence or
even at the tiihe of independence.
Then came the Pakistan invasion and
aggression and war was being carried
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on. It was a completely new situa
tion. Kashmir acceded to us and
acceded to us on those three subjects.
And in fact, it was made clear even
then—I forget now, I am speaking
from memory, I hope I do not make
a wrong statement—certain provi
sional matters were even then incor
porated in the Constitution in regard
to Kashmir.
From the very beginning it was
clear that the accession of Kashmir,
complete as it was, as the other
States’ accession was, did not mean
that everything in our Constitution
automatically applied to it. In the
course of the next year or two further
amendments and changes were made
in consultation with the then Kashmir
Government and their representatives.
So, that, to say that Kashmir acceded
to the Constitution of India is an
incorrect statement. The House may
remember that subsequently there was
a Constituent Assembly in the Jammu
and Kashmir State. It really would
have functioned long before it did,
but because of military operations and
other difficulties it was postponed.
Ultimately, when nothing came of
these talks in the United Nations, we
could not leave Kashmir in mid-air
and, therefore, with our willing
approval, they elected their Consti
tuent Assembly.
The first thing that that Constituent
Assembly did was to change the
nature of the Head of the State there.
The ruling family there of the State
was removed—although the son of
the Maharaja was elected, was chosen
as the Head of the State, the Sadr-iRiyasat. That is the very first thing
they did. And this was reported to
the Parliament and to the President,
because the President came into the
picture; and we made nfecessary
amendments to fit in with that in our
own Constitution, Later, other changes
came in.
As their
Constituent
Assembly went on making changes,
they were reported to us, and we
accepted those changes after discus
sion etc., and they were engrafted on
to our Constitution.

Their Constituent Assembly finished
their Constitution-making in October
last year, I believe—about a year
ago, maybe October or November.
Meanwhile, of course, that Consti
tuent Assembly had also functioned
as a Legislative Assembly and carried
out very far-reaching land reforms
and other reforms. So that, thi*.
Constitution-making has legitimately
gone on there in conformity with our
Constitution, and we have frequently
adopted, made some changes, to fit in'
with that, m our own Constitution.
At the present moment it has come
very near to our Constitution in many
matters Only in a few matters they
have kept apart. One matter to which
they attach great importance and
which has come up in the shape of
questions here is about their ownersnip of land. It is an odd thing
against our Constitution. I cannot go
and buy land or possess land in
Kashmir. It is restricted to, well, if
I may use
the word,
genuine
Kashmiris.
Shri Hem Barua:
Sir?

What* about you

Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: They have
got, I believe, certain definitions—
people, that is generations, who have
been there, who have been bom there,
and all kinds of things. There are
two or three groups or classifications
of them. I can very well understand
this. It is an old rule, not a new rule,
from the old Maharajas' time—not
this Maharaja, but from his father’s or
grand-father’s time. And the rule
was framed, I am told, firstly because
of their fear that, Kashmir being such
an agreeable place for foreigners, for
English people
specially,
English
people will come and practically
physically take possession of it, start
living there and take property. No
Englishman, not even the biggest
Englishman—they could go there of
course as tourists—could get any
property there. A great favour was
shown to them about thirty, forty or
fifty years ago when they ware
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allowed at Gulmarg, which was a very
favourite place, to build a cottage
there for ten years after which it
lapsed to the State. Because, I
remember one of the Maharajas thirty
or forty years ago telling us that he
had failed in many ways but at least
he had kept out the British people
/rom settling down in Kashmir,
because it was such an attractive place
climatically. The rule applied, of
course, apart from the British, to
people from other parts of India,
monied people who could go and buy
up property there, because Kashmir
is a poor place with poor people, and
they were afraid these moneyed
people would buy all the delec
table
spots
in
Kashmir.
So,
they made this rule, and when this
matter was put to us about their
desire to continue it, we agreed. We
said: "No, we do not wish to come In
your way, certainly continue it”—as
indeed in quite another place we
ourselves in our Constitution have
made a rule, if you remember it. In
some of the hill districts of Assam
there is a definite rule that land
cannot be transferred to outsiders etc.,
because we wanted to protect that
land so that it may remain with the
tribal people there.
Therefore, in regard to Kashmir I
would beg of this House to remember
always that all these nine, ten years
there have been two armies facing
each other on the cease-fire line.
There have been frequent attempts
by Pakistan to create trouble inside
Kashmir. Recently there have been
almost deliberately organised attempts
to do so. As the House knows, in
answer to some questions I have said
so. Because of all this you cannot
treat Kashmir as a place which can
be completely normal. As a matter
of fact, as far as the common man is
concerned, normalcy has returned. He
does business; he has much more
business than he has ever had; he
has more food and all; but neverthe
less, there is this danger hovering
over it of spies, espionage, sabotage
and all that, and if the Kashmir
Government takes
some
special
measures to meet the situation, I do

not quite see how we can blama
them or ask them to remove some o f
the special powers that they have
taken.
There was a reference to Sheikh
Abdullah. I have often said in thl*
House that few things have disturbed
and pained me so much as the arrest
and detention of Sheikh Abdullah. I
would not go into the past history.
Sometimes we have to take steps
which are exceedingly distasteful
This is one of them. I did not take
the step, but certainly indirectly—not
directly, but
Indirectly—we were
approving or consenting parties. I
shall be very happy indeed when this
state of affairs ia ended.
I was referring to Pakistan. Now,
there are two or three matters which
I should like to mention. It is really
quite extraordinary, the kind of false
statements that are made now with
greater frequency than before from
Pakistan. The other day a statement
was made with a great air of secrecy
by the Foreign Minister of Pakistan
that Russian planes were landing in
Kashmir, and that Kashmir or India,
I forget which—India, I think—had
become a Russian base. Now. one
would expect of a Foreign Minister
some slight adherence to truth. It is
really quite extraordinary. India is
not a closed land, nor is Kashmir. It
is not particularly easy for people to
go to Leh. It is physically difficult,
and otherwise we do not encourage
people going there either, but there
are thousands and thousands
of
tourists in Kashmir and in India, of
course. I gave a very specific denial
to each single fact. I invite Pakistan,
and I am prepared to do the same, to
give the names of every foreign
person employed directly or indirectly
in our defence services or in the con
struction of anything connected with
defence ’ like air fields, like barracks,
like anything. I am prepared to give
every name, to publish them. Let
them publish the names of all the
foreigners they are employing there
in their defence services, not only
actively in the defence services, but—
of course, what happens is they do

1X445

M otim r r

2 SEPTEMBER, 1907 International Situation 1 x446

rShri Jawaberlal Hthru]
not have an exact position In the
defence—of the advisers, the builders,
the trainees, the vast crowds of them
that function there.
One thing we can never forget, and
that is the exodus from East Pakistan
into iwAia, th is tremendous exodus
which shows the state of affairs in
East Pakistan, and In Pakistan gene
rally, a fact which we know very
well, but which few foreign countries
realise; that mere fact brings out the
picture of our relations with Pakistan
and the conditions in Pakistan much
more vividly than almost any argu
ment that w e could put forward.
Some hon. Members said something
to the effect'that our Defence Minis
ter had said something. What did h®
say? It is about Goa. The Defence
Minister had made some kind of an
appeal to the United Kingdom and
the United State^ of America about
Goa. 1 understand from him that he
made no appeal. What he had said
was— I speak subject to correction—
that the case of Goa was such that
countries like the UK and US should
txpress themselves clearly as to
where they stood Am I right?
The Minister e f Defence (Shri
Krishna Menon): Did they support
colonialism or oppose it?
Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: Yes. Did
they support colonialism there or not?
It was a kind of an enquiry. I have
said previously in this House that the
case of Goa is incontestably a colonial
domain o f Portugal; it does not matter
how long they have been there. It is
colonialism functioning, and function
ing very badly.
Now, when people in other countries
talk about colonialism vanishing and
their being oppeoed to colonialism, we
are Justified in asking them, in all
politeness: how does this fit in with
your anti-colonial declarations, this
continuation of Portugal in Goa? We
are e&titled to ask them this question.
Apart from the major questions with
regard to Goa, one continuing pain

and torment for all o f us is the con
tinuation of hundreds and hundreds
ef Goans in prison there. There are
a few Indian nationals too still there,
whose nationality is challenged by
the Portuguese. I think there are
about 5 or 6. But there are hundreds
of Goans suffering tremendous, long
terms of imprisonment, quite apart
from those who have been put to
death or who have had to submit to all
kinds of torture in the past It ts a
horrible thing and it surprises me that
tlm is ignored by these great powers
and small powers.
It does not surprise me that in the
eontext o f world events Pakistan and
Portugal in Goa are closely knit to
gether and are close friends. And
yet, it is rather extraordinary. There
was the Bandung Conference which
talked about colonialism and all that
And partly Pakistan had actually
supported it. We did not expect
Pakistan to stand out as "a crusader
of anti-colonialism. They could well
have remained silent over the issue.
But no, they have gone out of their
way to support Portuguese dominion
in Goa. Their newspapers supported it.
The present Prime Minister, before
he became Prime Minister, was the
advocate for Portugal—I believe the
legal adviser
and
advocate
for
Portugal. It is an extraordinary
thing that simply because of their
hatred of India they should descend
to such levels.
An hon. Member referred to Indians
abroad, Burma, East Africa and
Mauritius. In some places Indians
have to suffer some disabilities, I
think, in Burma, except the one com
mon factor in many places about
facilities for sending money which
are not easily granted. Now, we do
not grant them easily to others. So
we cannot very well complain. Most
of these countries are in difficulties
about foreign exchange and we can
hardly call upon them to adopt a
policy in regard to Indians which
they are not adopting for their own
people.
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But the major fact is that Indians
spread out in the past because tkey
were to some extent more adven
turous people, whether they were
business people or others or they
went in search of employment. And,
wherever large numbers of people go
to another country, a certain problem
arises there subsequently.
Every
where there is this question o f un
employment and the tendency of that
countiy is to reserve its employment
for its own nationals. It is difficult
to criticise that tendency.
And,
Indians get into some difficulties. The
way we look upon it is this. Where
the country has slightly to face diffi
culties we advise our countrymen to
put up with those difficulties, the
other country's difficulties. We can
not ask for special privileges. But
where any unfair treatment is fiven
to our countrymen, then, of course,
we protest. But even there we have
to protest in a friendly way; we can
not issue any threats. We refuse to
do that. That is not the way to deal
with such matters because there is a
case. And again where there are
Indians abroad, we have left it to
them entirely whether to continue to
remain Indian nationals or to adopt
the nationality of that country. It is
entirely for them to choose.
If they remain Indian nationals,
then all that they can claim there is
favoured alien treatment. They are
aliens and they should get as good
treatment as any other alien gets.
They cannot vote there. Obviously,
the aliens have no right of vote. But
they have all the civic privileges;
they have the privileges as friendly
aliens. If they adopted the nationality
of that country, then, they should be
treated as citizens with all the rights
of citizenship. But, then, we have no
concern with them. Sentimental con
cern, of course, there is; but politi
cally, they cease to be Indian nationals
and we have no concern. The prob
lem is of people who are not Indian
M tiends.
There are two clearly. There is the
problem of Indian nationals. Admit
tedly, Indian nationals who have gone

there with visas, many o t them h m
come back. Now, if Indian national!
who went there for a period are
asked to go back we cannot object
We can say, well, do this in a phased
way. Do not push too many people
back. But they are people with visas
and the Government concerned has
the right not to renew the visa. But
we ask them to exercise that right
in a way so as to cause the least
inconvenience and injury to the people
concerned.
Then, there are the other people;
that is, those whom we do not consider
cur nationals, who have been there
50, 60, 30 or 40'years, whatever the
period may be, and they have settled
down and many of them have been
born there. Their problem is there.
So far as we are concerned, strictly,
legally and constitutionally, it is none
of our problem. They are not oar
nationals. It is a problem of Ceylon.
But we do not take up that particular
attitude although it Is the correct
attitude because we are interested in
their welfare and we are interested
in finding a solution because there is
a history behind this.
For the last 30 or 40 years, before
we became independent and before
Ceylon Deeame independent, all kinds
of agreements and other things were
being made. We are independent.
But fundamentally it is a problem ot
Ceylon deplin# with its own people.
Finally, Sir, Shri Mukerjee again
appealed to us to break the old
moorings of thought and action which
tie us to the Commonwealth. I do
not think it is necessary for me to
repeat what I have previously said.
It is perfectly true that there are
certain okl moorings of thought which
necessarily affect our action some
times, net in regard to England only
but in regard to so many things.
Those old moorings have carried us
to this Parliament, whtrh is largely
modelled after the British parlia
mentary system. There are so many
other things. That is true, but so far
as the Commonwealth is concerned, I
think that it should be considered
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entirely apart from any sentimental
point of view—that is, our associa
tion—but purely from the point of
view of whether it is good for us and
for world peace or not, whether we
can balance the advantages or not. I
feel I have been convinced, and I am
still convinced that our association
with that serves some useful purpose
for ourselves and for the larger
causes that we support in the world.
That has grown. The fact of new
countries coming in like Ghana, like
Malaya, possibly a little later Nigeria
—I do not know—brings about conti
nuous changes in the complexion of
the Commonwealth and makes it, I
think, even more desirable and neces
sary for us to remain associated with
it.
One of my young colleagues, I
believe, in the course of his maiden
speech here, said something about the
Nagas. Of course, this is not a prob
lem of international affairs at all. It
is entirely a domestic problem for us
and, therefore, the question does not
arise. But, since he mentioned this
I should like to say to this House what
I have said previously, that our
approach to this Naga question is, has
always been, one of friendship and of
dealing with our own countrymen,
some of who may have gone astray
but whom we have to win over and
make friends. Even if they are not
our friends today we propose to con
tinue that approach.
Recently some kind of a convention
was held at Kohima. It was held
with the permission of the govern
mental authority, otherwise it could
not be held, and large number of
representatives or delegates of the
Naga Tribes came to it. They, ulti
mately, after two or three days passed
a number of resolutions. I have
received some brief telegraphic infor
mation about them, and I was asked
If I would accept a delegation from
those Naga representatives. I replied
feat I would be glad to receive them,

talk to them, discuss matters with
them. Presumably, in the course c f
the next few days, I do not yet know
when, such a delegation w ill come
here, we shall discuss matters in a
friendly manner and I have every
hope that these discussions will leadto satisfactory results for us, for them
and for India.
Sir, we discuss
these
various
matters, internal and external, espe
cially external matters, and I have no
doubt that every Member of the
House feels their importance. It is not
merely a question of our discussion
or of our indulging in debate and
answering each other's points, but
the basic realisation that for us and,
perhaps, for other countries also it is
a question of survival of what happens
in the world, what happens in our
country. It is from that point of view
that we have to look at it and bend
our energies so that we might survive
and nothing may happen in the world
which affects our survival and other
people’s survival.
May I say that I gladly accept the
amendment moved by Shri Jaganatha
Rao?
Mr. Speaker: 1 will now put the
amendment to the vote of the House
The question is:
“This House having considered
the present International situa
tion and the policy of the Gov*
emment of India in relation there
to, fully agrees with and approver
the said policy.1’
The motion was adopted.

Mr. Speaker: So, for the original
motion this motion is substituted and
the amendment by Shri Raghunath
Singh is barred.
17-56 hrs.
The Lok Sabha then adjourned tin
Eleven of the Clock on Tuesday, the
Srd September, 1957.

