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ENQUIRY RE CALLING   ATTENTION 
NOTICE 

SHRI D. THENGARI (Uttar Pradesh) : I had 
given a Calling Attention Notice. Today two 
million goldsmiths of India are launching on a 
countrywide agitation. For the last 43 months 
the Government has been telling us that their 
question is under active consideration. This 
procrastination of the Government has 
aggravated the situation. May I request the 
Government through you that they should 
make a final statement on the matter stating 
that the demands of the goldsmiths would be 
considered ? 

MR. CHAIRMAN: I have passed on the 
Notice to the Government. 

MOTION RE INTERNATIONAL 
SITUATION—eontcl. 

MR. CHAIRMAN : Mr. Mani. You had 
spoken for four minutes and you have another 
11 minutes. 

SHRI A. D. MANI (Madhya Pradesh) : Mr. 
Chairman, yesterday wTTen the House 
adjourned, I dealt with the implications of the 
Tashkent Agreement and the need for India 
informing the Soviet Union that if Pakistan 
continued to violate the terms of that 
Declaration in spirit, we would be compelled 
to take the initiative to see that our interests 
are safeguarded,. I would like to go to another 
point that figures in the debate and that is the 
question of Vietnam. I have an amendment on 
the subject. I en-(ire)y agree with the 
Government of India's policy that the solution 
of the Vietnam question should be sought 
within the general framework of the Geneva 
Agreement. I am not suggesting that the same 
conference should be convened but if there is 
to be a settlement, both the parties must meet 
across the table—the Viet Cong on the one 
side and the U.S. on the other with the other 
representatives who would be concerned in the 
matter. I find that in the communique issued in 
Moscow, there was a reference to imperalists 
and reactionary forces. I have referred to this 
matter in my amendment. Whatever might be 

the fault of the U.S., it must be conceded that 
the U.S. does not want to annex Indochina or 
Vietnam. 

SHRI ARIUN ARORA (Uttar Pradesh) : 
How do you know ? 

SHRI A. D. MANI: The history of   the 
U.S.A. shows that they are not an imperialist 
Power like Britain was, or like Portugal. It has 
never been suggested that the U.S. Is going to 
annex Vietnam and make it an American 
colony. I think it will be very unfair to call the 
U.S. an imperialist nation  Since    some    
suspicion has    been aroused that this was a 
reference to    the U.S., I hope    the    Minister 
for    Foreign Affairs    would    make the 
position of the Government    of India   clear 
that we did not have the U.S. in mind at all 
when we made that reference. Yesterday my 
friend. Mr. Niren Ghosh, referring to what   
was happening in Vietnam,  said that the U.S. 
was the worst enemy of mankind.   These 
phrases  travel from  one   chamber to another 
and   they  go to the  U.S.    If some obscure 
Congressman in the U.S. House of 
Representatives says something derogatory 
about India, we  get  highly sensitive and we 
resent    whatever    is    said    about our 
country. Such  extreme expressions should not 
be used  about any country and least of all, 
about the U.S.A. which has demonstrated its 
friendly intentions towards India I feel that    
the U.S. is certainly a much better friend of 
mankind than the present rulers of China, with 
whom my friend Shri Ghosh  wanted India    to  
reopen negotiations on the question of the 
border. I have suggested in my amendment that 
the atrocities committed by the Viet Cong 
should also be condemned.  Recently in the 
press of the East  European    countries, 
particularly in Czechoslovakia, a detailed 
account appeared  about   the   atrocities   
committed by the Viet Cong on the Vietnam 
population.   If such atrocities have been    
committed, India being the Chairman of    the 
International Control    Commission,     such 
information would have come to our pos-
session and we should, as Chairman of the 
Commission, try to   be  impartial    to    the 
two    sides and  also convey the atrocities 
committed by the Viet Cong probably on the 
Vietnam population. We are trying to seek  a 
solution    and  not sit in judgment over any 
particular country. 
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1 would like to go on to the question of the 
need for the recognition of the German 
Democratic Republic. I have had the privilege 
of visiting both East Germany and West 
Germany as a guest of both the Governments. 
I have received the hospitality of both the 
West German Government and the East 
German Government and so I can be presumed 
to be a little neutral in the matter since I had 
been very well treated by both the 
Governments. The position is that East 
Germany has come to stay. They have put up 
eleven steel plants in East Germany. I was 
greatly struck by the advance they have made 
in metallurgy. If at this stage after the war has 
concluded, we take up the position that East 
Germany does not exist, we would not be 
accepting the realities of the situation. The 
Government of India is under constant 
pressure by the West German Government not 
to recognise the German Democratic Republic. 
I quite agree that it may not be politic for us to 
recognise the German Democratic Republic 
tomorrow but a stage will come when we have 
to recognise that Government and the Govern-
ment of India has been following a consistent 
policy in reepatedly stating that there are two 
Germanies. The West German Government 
have taken serious exception to the 
communique which was issued in Moscow 
after the visit of the Prime Minister but what 
the Prime Minister said had been said by Mr. 
Shastri also and by Mr. Nehru in 1961 when a 
joint communique was issued by him with Mr. 
Khruschev but the point that has to be borne in 
mind is that we have very strong trade contacts 
with East Germany. There is a proposal to 
open an office of the S.T.C. in East Berlin. We 
want such trade contacts to be strengthened. It 
has become necessary to appoint a Trade 
Commis-sionw because the East Germans are 
purchasing a lot of articles from us and we 
require valuable foreign exchange at the 
present time and we also require their 
machinery but I would not go to the extent to 
which the Government has gone and said in 
the communique in Moscow that the fact of 
the existence of the two Germanics has got to 
be recognised as a reality and a solution should 
be sought only on that basis because in both 
the Germanics there is a strong sense of re-
unification and a feeling that one of these days 
both West Germany and  East Ger- 

many have to be united and we do not want to 
stand in the way of these two Germanies 
being united if that is the real desire on both 
the sides. So we should keep the question of 
the recognition of the Government open till it 
is clear that there is no chance of reunification 
of the two Germanies. I thought that it is 
necessary for the Minister for External Affairs 
to make a statement on the subject because 
there were reports that Dr. Erhard was about 
to postpone his visit to India, which happily 
he has not done, on account of the 
communique which was issued in Moscow. 

My third amendment refers to the question 
of non-alignment as a concept. I have no 
objection to the Government of India 
attending as many of the so-called non-
aligned summit meetings at it likes but we 
have reached a certain level of maturity in 
international affairs. Words like 'imperialism', 
'reactionary forces' etc. remind us of the 
musty roofs of the Fabian society of old 
London of thirty years ago. It is not only 
imperialism that is a menace to the peace of 
the world. It is the imperialism of China, it is' 
the imperialism of a totalitarian regime which 
is   .   ,   . 

AN HON. MEMBER :  Like Russia ? 

SHRI A. D. MANI: Not Russia. I have been 
to the Soviet Union. I am more or less 
satisfied that there are democratic and liberal 
trends working in the Soviet Union but I am 
not satisfied that China is a factor which can 
be considered as working for international 
peace. We should avoid these extreme 
expressions of imperialists and reactionary 
forces. The Government of India need not be 
led by the African nations in using such 
expressions in the communique. Whatever jhe 
policy that the Government of India might be 
following in regard to non-alignment, the 
position remains that when China attacked us, 
we did not have a single friend in the African 
world. 

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL (Gujarat) : 
In the whole world. 

SHRI A. D. MANI : We had the U.S. as our 
friend, we had Great Britain as our friend. We 
did not have much sympathy from these 
nations when Pakistan attacked us in 1965. So 
let us not get too 
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[Shri A. D. Mani.] 
much mixed up with these concepts. You 
should attend such non-aligned summit 
meetings but I would like the Government of 
India to take a purposeful initiative of 
participating in the Asian and Pacific Co-
operation plan which has been drawn up by 
the Government of Australia, the Government 
of New Zealand, the Government of the 
Philippines, the Government of Taiwan and 
the Government of Japan. These people have 
drawn up a plan. They have got a Pacific 
Council which meets at Seoul. We have much 
more in common with these countries. We 
have much more in common with Malaysia 
than with some remote African country which 
talks of imperialism and reactionary forces. 
We should try to develop therefore a sense of 
co-operation with these nations and not -be 
frightened by these catch slogans and phrases 
like imperialism and reactionary forces. 

Sir, the fourth point I would like to refer to 
is the question of the judgment of the 
International Court of Justice, to which a 
reference has been made in my amendments. 
Sir, I was present at the meeting of the United 
Nations General Assembly when Sir Benegal 
Narasing Rao, as he then was, was elected a 
Judge of the International Court of Justice. I 
do not accept the procedure of election of the 
Judges of the International Court by the 
Security Council or the General Assembly as a 
proper procedure. 

There is something wrong with the 
International Court of Justice. Fortunately 
there is no contempt of court with reference to 
the International Court of Justice and so we 
can say what we like. I think this Court has 
discredited itself by giving this judgment on 
South-West Africa. In 1962 it accepted the 
position that the provisions of the Mandate of 
the League of Nations applied to South-West 
Africa. By taking the present stand they have 
gone back on the original decision. Yesterday 
somebody raised the question about China 
about the role played by China's representative 
there. Fortunately the Chinese representative 
was one of those who dissented from the 
majority judgment of the International    Court 
of Justice.  Whatever 

stand the Government of India may take on 
the question of the International Court of 
Justice, I think they should move for an 
amendment of the Charter. The Judges of the 
International Court of Justice should not be 
elected, but they should be nominated by the 
Chief Justices of the countries concerned of 
which they are the representatives. We 
disfavour election because we want 
dispassionate judgments to be given by the 
International Court of Justice. 

Thank you, Sir. 
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SHRI M. N. KAUL (Nominated) : Sir, the 

statement made by the Defence Minister 
yesterday which was supplemented by the 
Foreign Minister this morning is the most 
disquieting news' that we have received during 
the last few months. It is time that we look 
back and view the whole thing in its proper 
perspective. My mind goes back to 1947, 
namely, the division of India. That I think was 
the first blow administered to this sub-
continent by the British before they withdrew 
and I think we are still reeling under the forces 
released by that blow. In one of his con-
versations which was reported somewhere Mr. 
Nehru told Mr. Attlee some time in 1949 : 
"You have divided India but I feel that the 
forces that this division has released will have 
their effect for a long time to come not only in 
the east but they will shape the course of 
world history to a very large degree." I think 
Mr. Nehru was in one of his prophetic moods 
when he made that statement. I recall another 
statement of his in 1959 when the Chinese 
hostilities began in a small way. He said in 
one of his reflective moods when he put aside 
his papers : "These are perhaps the first phases 
of a chapter which is opening and may last for 
the rest of the century." So We must envisage 
that we are today moving in the midst of 
forces which are not going to last for a short 
time but which will have their repercussions 
throughout the century and may be later too. 

The second blow that was administered to 
the sub-continent of India was by the United 
States in 1954 when Mr. John Foster Dulles 
took the decision to enter into a military pact 
with Pakistan. Mr. Nehru gave warnings of 
the future course of events that would flow 
from this but Mr. Dulles was adamant and 
went ahead with it. We said at that very time 
that the arming of Pakistan was one of the 
most dangerous ventures which they were 
undertaking and that these forces will 
ultimately be used against India but the United 
States paid no heed to our words and the Press 
reported at that time that the consideration for 
this was the bases that the United States got in 
Chitral and other areas from which ultimately 
we found that the U-2 flew and a general 
reconnaissance of tha whole of Russia was 
undertaken by the planes that flew from this 
region. Whatever may be the truth of the real 
consideration that flowed from Pakistan, 
history has shown conclusively in 1966 that 
the forecast which Mr. Nehru made proved 
completely true. So I say that before the bar of 
history both Britain and the United States will 
stand on trial as it were for these two deeds, 
namely, first the partition of India and second 
the arming of Pakistan. 

Speaking only a few weeks before his 
death—and I think it was his last speech in the 
Lok Sabha—Mr. Nehru said that "with the 
coming of China, as more or less an ally of 
Pakistan, Pakistan has become even more 
aggressive. I do not know what understanding 
they may have come to with each other but 
such understanding cannot be of advantage to 
India. It is extraordinary that even in these cir-
cumstances some of the Western Powers 
incline towards Pakistan and help her in 
regard to Kashmir. The Kashmir issue would 
have been solved long ago but for this 
Western help to Pakistan." I think the situation 
which Mr. Nehru summed up at that time still 
remains true. On a cool analysis one is unable 
to comprehend the policy of the United States. 
They tell us that they are fighting the war in 
Vietnam to save freedom and that River 
Mekong is the real frontier. Whatever may be 
the truth in those observations the fact remains 
that they have taken in the past, and are likely 
to take in the future, steps to arm Pakistan 
which weaken not only India 
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but Pakistan also because my approach is that 
these actions of the United States weaken the 
hole of the sub-continent. If there is any 
bulwark against the expansion of China, it is 
the Indian sub-continent which has the largest 
armies in the east and any steps that the 
United States take to weaken India and 
consequently Pakistan also—because that will 
be the result of a war between the two 
countries—will ultimately weaken the forces 
of peace in the east. 

Now that a war between India and Pakistan 
has taken place and the United States is also 
fully aware of the expansionist tendencies of 
China it passes our comprehension how they 
can still imagine that aid to Pakistan is for the 
good of the world and for the good of the 
American policies. It is now patent that China 
will operate under the cover of Pakistan and it 
may well be that the next invasion may not be 
in Kashmir but may be somewhere in the East. 
Pakistan has always felt the military weakness 
of her eastern region. I well remember how 
Mr. Liaquat AH Khan came here to negotiate 
because Mr. Patel had threatened that in order 
to save the minorities we would march into 
East Pakistan. Fortunately that step never be-
came necessary but that has been one of the 
biggest factors in the mind of Pakistan that 
before they take any large-scale operations in 
the west it is necessary for them to safeguard 
their military position in the east and I think in 
this China is their ally. Such is the position to 
which we have come now and which the 
United States is unable to comprehend. I do 
not for one moment forget the good side of the 
United States' activities for instance, the 
support both moral and material they gave us 
in 1962, the food aid and the economic aid 
that has flowed from the United States. I am 
well aware of the generous impulses and the 
democratic instincts of the American people 
and I am therefore unable to comprehend this 
divergence in their approach to the problems 
of the Indian sub-continent. 

While I was in the United States in 1963 
with a parliamentary delegation I had very 
good opportunities of talking to a large 
number of officials in the State Department 
and we found that however much we 
explained to them the collusion 

between China and Pakistan it left no im-
pression on their minds. This is something 
which we found that in 1963 in any case their 
mind was completely closed. They seemed to 
believe that Pakistan is with them and that this 
alliance with China is merely to equip 
themselves in various ways to launch their 
offensive against India and that it is not 
directed against the United States or their 
policies. I feel that this is a very short-sighted 
view in which American diplomacy is at the 
present moment enmeshed. It was a refreshing 
contrast from these officials to go to President 
Kennedy and sit in his presence. It was a 
meeting that we had with him a few months 
before his assassination. We found the 
President a remarkable person. He analysed 
the whole position and the Kashmir problem 
for us with great skill and understanding and 
explained to us that he himself felt that these 
problems were very difficult; he was not 
prepared to offer any advice and stated that the 
problems could only be solved by mutual 
understanding which could not be built up in a 
day. He cited to us the example of Monsieur 
Monnet of France who in his private capacity 
undertook the task of building up a united 
Europe and a rapprochement between 
Germany and France. He suggested that the 
best way to deal with these problems would be 
that at unofficial levels there should be various 
meetings between Pakistan and India and 
some leading personalities in both the 
countries should not only talk from time to 
time but should exchange their ideas and 
evolve proposals at various levels which 
should then be propagated and inculcated in 
the public mind. We found the President very 
farsighted. As we left him I reflected : what is 
this disharmony between the President ex-
plaining the whole thing in a manner which 
carried conviction and the Administration 
acting in a different manner ? 

1   P.M. 

At that time I recalled an observation of 
President Roosevelt to Mr. Churchill. At one 
of their meetings Mr. Churchill was very 
much disturbed at a certain proposal which 
President Roosevelt was determined to 
enforce. When he found that Mr. Churchill 
was very unhappy, he soothed him with this 
observation: "Remember, my dear friend, the 
President 
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[Shri M. N. Kaul.] 
of the United States issues orders, but the 
administration is so vast, so complicated, that 
I do not know what ultimate shape and form 
my orders would take." It is a curious 
phenomenon of American politics that you get 
now and then Presidents like Woodrow 
Wilson, Roosevelt and Kennedy, who were 
far-sighted, but in the short tenure of their 
regimes they were not able to inject into the 
slow-moving American administration their 
ideas, so that they may last a long time. I 
narrate the story in order to show that I know 
both sides of the picture. I feel very disturbed 
that America is not changing its policies. 
What we would have welcomed not only in 
our own interests but also in the interests of 
the entire sub-continent was something on the 
lines of Marshall Aid. Look at the aid that 
America gave to Europe to put it on its feet. 
That is the kind of aid that the United States 
should have Riven to both India and Pakistan, 
economic aid, to put them on their feet, in a 
massive way. That would have been the 
biggest contribution that the United States 
would have made, out of its own prosperity, 
towards the prosperity of the East, but that 
step they had never felt bold enough to adopt. 
And 1 have always felt that it was a great 
tragedy that President Roosevelt died because 
from his writings, memories and notes that 
have survived it is apparent that he had a 
different vision of the post-war world. But that 
did not happen and we are now faced with the 
present situation. 

Here is America involved in Vietnam. 
Now, what is the position in Vietnam ? My 
heart goes out to these simple people of 
Vietnam, who are undergoing great sufferings 
at the present moment. That impinges on our 
mind. These people are really fighting for 
their freedom. 1 marvel at their bravery, that, 
In the face of all these attacks by the United 
States and the military might of that power, 
they are still confident that they can go ahead. 
Whatever our own views and proposals may 
be, we should not forget that they are a brave 
people. I cannot say much about South 
Vietnam. As Mr. Anthony Eden, in a recent 
article, says—and he was one of the architects 
of the 1954 Geneva Agreement—in the South 
the United States policy has not succeeded in 
throwing up a 

Government which enjoys the confidence of 
the South Vietnamese people. That is the 
biggest weakness of American diplomacy in 
the Far East. 

It was said in the House of Lords in 1946 or 
1947 that when the British withdrew from 
India there would be a vacuum in this area 
from the Yellow River to the Red Sea, 
because they had filled the role of a dominant 
power in this region for two hundred yean. 
The struggle, as we view it even today, is 
between the great powers and the incipient 
power of China. Today why America is in 
Vietnam is, to my mind, plain. They want to 
resist the extension of the spheres of influence 
that were settled at the end of the last war. I 
would recall to the minds of Members the 
earlier days of colonialism when Portugal and 
Spain were in the field. At that time there was 
a lot of conflict as to the spheres of influence 
between Spain and Portugal. The Pope was at 
that time the ruling authority. He took a blue 
pencil and drew a line across the world. He 
said : "This side is for Portugal and the other 
side is for Spain." His decision was adhered to 
and there was no conflict between these two 
powers. Unfortunately the Pope does not have 
that power today and there is no 
corresponding authority to replace him. The 
real struggle is that the great powers resist an 
extension of the spheres of influence as they 
existed at the end of the last war. That is the 
struggle which we watch from a distance. As 
Nehru said in one of his speeches in Lok 
Sabha, and I think that is an observation that 
we should always remember, ultimately in 
deciding these matters it is the great powers 
who count. We can only give a helping hand. 
When Members suggest to the Government 
'Do this, do that', they should know what the 
exact position is. It is not India which is 
ultimately going to decide. It is the great 
powers which will settle this issue and India 
can only give a helping hand and that helping 
hand it has given in a very admirable manner. 

Thank you. 

SHRI ARIUN ARORA : Mr. Chairman, I 
join those Members of the House, who have 
congratulated the Foreign Minister, on his 
excellent speech yesterday in which he 
reviewed not  only our  relations with 
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our neighbours, but also the world situation as 
such. The manner in which he conducted our 
foreign policy has ensured that the moral 
force, which Shri Jawahar-lal Nehru built up, 
is going to be preserved by this country. I 
must, however, say that there has been on 
many occasions absence of initiative in our 
Foreign Office. There is, for example, the case 
of Indonesia, which the Foreign Minister men-
tioned yesterday. Our relations with Indonesia 
were very good. For no fault of ours the rulers 
of Indonesia decided in 1963 that their 
relations with us would not be so friendly as 
we, Indians, wanted. Since October, 1965 
there had been developments in Indonesia 
which pointed to the fact that there was going 
to be a reversal of those policies. We have 
been sitting quietly waiting for events to so 
shape themselves that the attitude of Indonesia 
towards India would change and then we 
would welcome the return of the prodigal 
friend with open arms. I personally feel that 
our Foreign Office should have taken the 
initiative in the matter when changes began to 
take shape in Indonesia. The energetic Foreign 
Minister of Pakistan, who is no more the 
Foreign Minister, paid a visit to Indonesia to 
ensure that Indonesians did not, in their desire 
for change, change their attitude towards 
India, but our Foreign Office did not think it 
proper to send even a special envoy to that 
country to encourage the process which was 
taking place there. 

Almost every speaker has mentioned China 
and there is no denying the fact that the 
Chinese are adopting mad policies, policies 
which are aimed against the maintenance of 
peace in the world and which are against the 
desires of the newly independent countries 
like India, to develop themselves. Somehow 
the Chinese rulers have adopted a hostile 
attitude not only towards India, but also 
towards the Soviet Union, and they go on 
denouncing everyone as American agents, 
whereas, as was disclosed by the Defence 
Minister yesterday, the Chinese Government 
itself is arming an ally of the United States. 
There can be no two opinions that the policies 
pursued by the Chinese Government are 
neither socialist nor are they aiming at 
building world peace. They are policies which 
can only endanger the peace in this sub-
continent, and there can be no stron- 

ger terms than those used by the Members of 
this House to condemn the activities of China 
in supplying arms, tanks, aeroplanes, etc., t» 
Pakistan. But I must say that while the 
Chinese go on doing these warlike acts, the 
correct attitude is the one which our Prime 
Minister has adopted, which she has declared 
more than once, that she will not refuse to talk 
to the Chinese as soon as she feels that there 
are some reasonable chances of success of 
those talks. I think that attitude is a sound 
attitude. That policy is a correct policy and 
that policy must be persisted with in spite of 
what the Chinese do. It is obvious that if the 
Chinese go on supplying tanks and MIGs and 
whatever they have to the Pakistanis to enable 
the Pakistanis to attack India, the circumstan-
ces do not warrant our opening any talks with 
the Chinese. It is only infantile leftists like 
Mr. Namboodiripad who will say that we 
should talk to the Chinese in every 
circumstance. No, we cannot talk to the 
Chinese in every circumstance. But our 
attitude should be, let the Chinese show some 
signs of return to sanity and we will be willing 
to talk with them and settle our disputes with 
them peacefully. 

As far as Pakistan is concerned, Chin* is 
not the only abettor. The real abettor is the 
Government of the United States which for 
the last twelve years has been supplying arms 
to Pakistan. It was the American Patton tanks 
and Sabre Jets which killed innocent Indians 
in September 1965, and it is obvious that 
American spares and American weapons 
cannot reach Pakistan via Iran and Turkey if 
the Government of America, mighty as it is, 
wants to prevent that. The fact that America's 
allies in the CENTO Pact, Iran and Turkey, go 
on supplying arms and spares to the 
Government of Pakistan to enable it to regain 
its military strength cannot continue for 
months together without the American 
Government knowing of it and without the 
Government of the United States helping that 
process. There are alomst daily reports that 
the Americans are pressurising the 
Government of India to open talks with 
Pakistan and hand over the whole of lammu 
and Kashmir to Pakistan. That is the 
American desire. Our Government has 
correctly stated that it is not going to be 
pressurised by the United States Government 
over surrendering any part of its territory 
either in Jammu and 
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Kashmir or elsewhere to Pakistan. This 
declaration was repeated by the Foreign 
Minister this morning. While I welcome that 
assurance and while I welcome that 
declaration, I cannot forget that in the matter 
of devaluation it was the Government of the 
United States working through its instruments, 
the World Bank and the International 
Monetary Fund, which brought pressure on 
the Government of India, forced it to devalue 
the rupee and bring economic disaster to this 
country. If this Government could not resist 
American pressure on devaluation, it is open 
to question whether it will go on heroically 
resisting American pressure over Jammu and 
Kashmir. I hope the lessons of devaluation, 
the economic disasters which have followed 
devaluation—as a matter of fact political 
disaster also as far as the Government and the 
Congress Party are concerned—have made the 
leaders, of our Government wiser, and I hope 
they will tell the Americans, "we can kick 
back all your aid", for which Mr. A^oka 
Mehta went to the U.S.A. in April this year. 
We should be able to tell them: "we do not 
want your aid; we do not want your monetary 
aid, and we do not want your rotten PL 480 
wheat, but we will not allow you to poke your 
nose in the matter of Jammu and Kashmir 
which is our territory and shall remain so". I 
think Mr. Bhandari was right when he said 
yesterday that we should be able to tell the 
Government of the United States that we will 
not enter into any negotiations with Pakistan 
as far as our sovereignty over Jammu and 
Kashmir is concerned. The only negotiation 
which we can hold with Pakistan over Jammu 
and Kashmir is over the vacation of that area 
which Pakistan has forcibly and illegally 
occupied for a pretty lone time. 

Mr. Chairman, Vietnam is such an impor-
tant international phenomenon that almost 
every speaker has mentioned it and I want to 
join them in emphasizing the significance of 
that subject. Vietnam is important not only for 
the defence of independence of a small 
country in Asia at the moment, it has become 
significant in so much as it will decide 
whether we are going to have a third world 
war immediately or we are going to have 
peace. In 

this context, Mr. Chairman, I welcome the 
initiative that the Prime Minister took on July 
7th in her broadcast. There were some 
drawbacks in the proposal. That proposal was 
welcome because it emphasized that the 
National Liberation Front of South Vietnam 
had to be given a place in any conference over 
Vietnam. It was important   when   it called 
for stoppage of 
American bombing over North Vietnam, but 
the silence over immediate withdrawal of 
American troops from Vietnam was not such a 
welcome feature. I feel there was also one big 
mistake for which not the Prime Minister but 
the Foreign Office is responsible. There was 
not adequate preparation before this initiative 
was taken. Normally when great countries and 
great Governments and leaders of great people 
take initiatives in settling international 
disputes, some preparations are made in 
world capitals. People are sounded, people are 
persuaded and it is after that home work that 
the proposals are made in the open. In this 
case, this was not done. Shri Dahyabhai Patil 
cannot speak on anything without mentioning 
Shri V. K. Krishna Menon. But any student of 
history will tell you, Mr. Chairman, that it was 
Shri V. K. Krishna Menon's initiative; and 
hard work that led to the success of the 1954 
Geneva Conference. That Conference did not 
succeed in one day   .   .   . 

DIWAN CHAMAN    LALL    (Punjab) : 
He was the man who told the truth before the 
United Nations. 

SHRI ARJUN ARORA : That is correct. I 
was not repeating all that he has said. But in    
.    .    . 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Arora, the time is 
running out. 

SHRI ARJUN ARORA : In the matter of 
Viet Nam, I am afraid that sort of work was 
not done by anybody on behalf of the 
Government of India, as> was done by Shri 
V. K. Krishna Menon in 1954. Our Prime 
Minister, Shrimati Indira Gandhi, has an 
excellent Foreign Minister. But many people 
are asking whether she can succeed in 
handling world affairs without having a 
person like Shri V. K. Krishna Menon. It may 
not be Shri V. K. Krishna Menon, it may be a 
younger man, some- 
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body who can play that role in the world 
capitals, somebody who can bring out 
formulas, who can persuade people, who can . 
. . (Interruptions) I cannot suggest your name, 
Mr. Kumaran. 

My hon. friend, Shri Mani, has brought 
forward a novel sort of amendment when he 
expresses some sort of worry about the 
Vietcong and accuses the Vietcong of com-
mitting crimes against their cwn people. Well, 
he speaks about the atrocities committed by 
the Vieteong on the South Vietnamese 
population. Shri Mani is not here. But even an 
infant in arms knows that the Vietcong are the 
South Vietnamese people. They are the sons 
of the soil. If there is any atrocity, it is the 
atrocity committed by more than three lakhs 
of Americans, Australian and New Zealand 
troops over the Vietcong who are the sons of 
the soil of South Viet Nam. They are fighting 
for the independence of their own people. Shri 
Kaul who is a very seasoned parliamen-
tarian—though his membership of Parliament 
is new, he has got such a big experience—has 
quoted Mr. Anthony Eden to say that the 
Americans have failed to produce a 
Government in South Viet Nam, one which 
represents the South Vietnamese people. From 
1963, Mr. Chairman, there have been thirteen 
Governments in South Viet Nam. A number 
of leaders were killed at the instance   .   .   . 

(Time bell rings.) 

MR. CHAIRMAN : I am afraid   .   .   . 

SHRI ARJUN ARORA: ... of the 
Americans. 
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MR. CHAIRMAN : The House stands 

adjourned till 2.30 P.M. 

The House then adjourned for 
lunch at thirty-seven minutes part 
one of the clock. 

The House reassembled after lunch at half-
past two of the clock, the VICE-CHAIRMAN 
(SHRI AKBAR AH KHAN) in the Chair. 

SHRI M. GOVINDA REDDY (Mysore): Sir, 
the policy we  are pursuing in international 
affairs has been considered by the most 
advanced nations of the world,   by almost the 
whole world with very few ei-ceptions,  as   
being sound, objective    and mature  in 
character. It  is not on a few occasions    that 
India's    counsels in international affairs have 
prevailed  and   have solved some of the 
international conflicts. Examples of some have 
been given by Mr. Karmarkar and I am not 
going to tax this House by reciting them but it 
is amazing that we  should find  in our own 
country some friends characterising our 
policies in international  affairs as failures. The 
hon. Leader of the Swatantra Party, spoke and, 
amid all the sound and fury which accom-
panied his words,  I could only    discover two 
things,    failure    and   Formosa.    He 
characterised our policies as  failures.    A 
country can fail in one or two things, anybody 
can understand but to say that it has failed, 
failed  and failed in  everything   is something 
which is taking exaggeration in language to the 
very limits. That has been very fittingly 
answered by friends on this side and I am not 
going to take the time of the House on that   
but    one appeal I would like to make to Shri 
Patel when he said that we have to learn from 
Formosa. In a general sense there are good 
points in every country and   one   may observe 
good points in  others,    there    is nothing 
wrong in it but to say that a country like India     
should     learn     from     a     country   like 
Formosa    is    something    which is   
underestimating       our       own    values and 
doing injustice    to ourselves. I think 
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[Shri M. Govinda Reddy] we are far 
more mature, far more advanced and when we 
have been respected in international affairs, 
that one should say that we have to go to 
Formosa and learn is not fair. If he had said 
that there is progress in agriculture, probably I 
can agree that there may be good points in 
Formosa. We are not enemies of Formosa. 
The only thing is on account of liistorical 
circumstances, it so happened that we were 
strained but we are not enemies. That he 
should go to the extent of saying, being a 
Leader of a Party here, that we should go and 
learn from Formosa is something which I 
think he is doing injustice to himself. 

Mr. Niren Ghosh's language is very familiar 
to us. That language comes with the 
clandestine circulation of pamphlets of one 
Embassy here and the clandestine broadcasts 
that We are familiar with and therefore I do not 
think anybody need attach much value to that. 
When Mr. Raj-narain was speaking—he spoke 
in Hindi but I think I followed him—he was 
saying that our policy was Videshi. That he is 
Sadehi he has demonstrated in this House, but 
to say that this is Videshi is something that 
discloses that he is blind and though he has 
eyes, he has eyes only to see 'bundhs' and 
'nirbandhs', that he has no eyes to see political 
development. I think when he said that we 
have been observing the policy of 'Ghulami', I 
think for an Indian to attribute that word to our 
policy, whether national or international, is 
something which is highly insulting. I think no 
Indian can think of saying that without 
experiencing a sense of deep shame. That we 
have amply proved that in international affairs 
we have not followed any other country. Have 
we not disapproved of the U.N. when it sent its 
army to Korea in 1951 and have we not, while 
disapproving of the U.N. action, still been able 
to solve the Korean tangle and have we not at 
the time of the invasion in Suez Canal crossed 
swords with great powers ? There have been 
numerous instances where we had opposed the 
big powers because our cause was right. 
Regardless of the consequences of the 
displeasure of those Powers, we have pursued 
what we have deemed to be right according to 
our own lights. The whole world knows this 
and still that an hon. member of the House 
belonging to India 

should use that word is something which he 
ought to feel ashamed of. 

I  would like to come to  Vietnam    in 
making my own remarks. Unfortunately :i 
Member from   this side of the House—I was 
not present and I had gone for lunch just to 
come in time to take my turn— seems to   have    
reflected    on  our Prime Minister in a 
statement issued in regard to Vietnam.  With 
regard to the question  of Vietnam,  our policy 
has been made very clear, absolutely clear on 
the floor of this House and in the other House 
and also in the country and  abroad, that in 
order to establish peace  here,    all    foreign 
troops should be "brought to a conference table 
stand for long and    that    these   powers 
should be   brought to a conference table and 
everybody should assist in  that. That has been 
our stand. To say that the Prime Minister 
omitted    to say    something and that was due 
to some pressure from some outside power is 
something which is doing gross   injustice   to 
the merits of the case. Our Prime Minister, 
whatever may be said of   her,   carries a very    
wise head upon young shoulders and she has 
been able <o discharge her onerous duties very 
ably to the  admiration    of not  only  us but  
the whole world. That we should try to cast any 
reflection on the Prime  Minister    is something 
which we should feel sorry for. Again he seems 
to have said that she did not have a good 
adviser and  suggested a name here. I am not 
going to take up the name here. It is not 
propriety. It was not good propriety on the part 
of the gentleman to have not only cast these 
reflections and to have taken the name in 
contrast to some    other    name. It was    all    
wrong. Obviously it was a great  impropriety 
but without taking the name, the name which 
he has taken has been very controversial in this 
country and the policies pursued  by the person 
bearing that name have not received acclaim in   
this  country, have not been free from doubt 
also and the present Foreign Minister has been 
very ably  discharging his duties. We all know 
that, and the   whole   country   and others  too 
know that,  he has been  very ably carrying on 
the very onerous duties that have been put on 
him and still, that he should think   of giving    
the    Prime    Minister    a separate adviser  is 
something    which is not    only grossly unfair 
but which is something which is a gross 
impropriety, I believe the House 
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will agree with me that the Prime Minister has 
a very capable adviser in regard to foreign 
affairs. 

Then I come to Vietnam. Now the situation 
in Vietnam is very difficult. Everybody 
knows, that the solution for the Vietnam 
tangle has been made more difficult by 
America bombing the demilitarised zone. 
Whatever the merits of America's argument, 
to go and bomb the demilitarised zone, which 
is under the control of the International 
Control Commission, on any pretext 
whatsoever, is something which is against 
reason. Now the argument of Mr. Dean Rusk 
is that North Vietnamese were infiltrating into 
the demilitarised zone and that they had 
concentrated their troops there. Suppose it 
were the case—when a great authority like 
Mr. Dean Rusk says something, there may be 
truth in it—the proper course for the U.S. 
Government would have been to appeal to the 
International Control Commission and take 
them there to see things for themselves and 
leave the matter of remedy the situation in 
their hands. But instead of that, bombing the 
demilitarised zone is something which makes 
it difficult for neutral friends to appreciate this 
stand of America. 

He said again that there are so many 
American troops and that therefore America is 
the aggressor. Well, about that we cannot 
quite see what justice there is in America 
going there with troops and for whom she is 
fighting and all that. It is no use now blaming 
one power or the other if we want to help in a 
solution of this problem. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA (West Bengal) : 
Not blaming but acknowledging this fact. If it 
becomes a blame,, of course I cannot help it. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI AKBAR An 
KHAN) :  No interruptions, please. 

SHRI M. GOVINDA REDDY: Then Mr. 
Vice-Chairman, we would like our 
Government to play a vital role with regard to 
Rhodesia, and the stand that they have taken is 
quite a valid stand. But with regard to 
Southern Rhodesia as well as to with regard to 
South-West Africa, now things have to move 
forward in a brisk manner. We have taken in 
consultation and with the help of other 
countries a stand which is in favour of the 
peoples of 

Rhodesia and South-West Africa, but in the 
face of the decision given by the International 
Court of Justice, a more active role is called 
for on the part of those who are in favour of 
the people of South-West Africa. We have to 
take a step which is a more active and brisk 
step. Whether liberating South-West Africa 
would not be quite proper and whether a 
resolution should not be moved in the United 
Nations in order to see that the Security 
Council takes physical steps to liberate the 
people of South-West Africa or to take away 
the Mandate from the Union of South Africa 
is something which our Government have to 
consider, and in this respect we have to 
initiate a step which will further our object in 
helping the people of South-West Africa and 
in doing away with the regime of the Union of 
South Africa there. 

I welcome the opportunity that the 
Government have taken to invite the three-
power summit conference to Delhi. These 
powers count in the world, and 1 think that, 
when this summit conference meets in Delhi, 
proper steps will be taken to present not 
merely the African problems and the Vietnam 
problem but also the warlike preparations that 
Pakistan is making against us and its collusion 
with China and the arms supplies that are both 
legitimately and clandestinely being made to 
Pakistan by certain powers. They should also 
be brought before these powers. 

I would also very humbly suggest to the 
Government to invite the Commonwealth 
Conference here. Now I have heard the 
Foreign Minister say in reply to a question 
that they are prepared to play host to the 
Commonwealth Conference, but to go and 
invite it is something which is not called for. 
But speaking for myself I do not consider it 
wrong to invite the Commonwealth 
Conference here. I am making this suggestion 
specially because in the Indian atmosphere the 
Commonwealth nations are going to play a 
great peaceful role, and specially with regard 
to Vietnam. In solving the troubles of the 
Vietnam situation the Commonwealth powers 
can be won over. It is something very great. 
And there are the problems before the Com-
monwealth, the Rhodesian problem and the 
South-West African problem. And this 
problem  of Vietnam of course does    not 
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[Shri M. Govinda Reddy.] come under 
Commonwealth. Still, to win their good 
opinion it would be better to invite the 
Commonwealth Conference here, and in the 
peaceful atmosphere of India, in this Buddha's 
and Gandhi's land it is possible that the 
Commonwealth powers may come round to 
the point of view of the Government of India. 

Now the next topic which I would like to 
bring to the notice of the Foreign Minister is the 
one of dealing with the Indians living overseas.   
Now I won't   call them people of Indian origin; 
I would call them Indians living  overseas. I 
must congratulate the Government    for    the 
successful negotiations they have had with the 
Ceylo-nese Government    in easing the 
situation there with regard  to the registration   
of Indians there. That is a very happy solution. 
But in East Africa and in Zanzibar— Mauritius 
was mentioned by    some other friend—and in 
Burma, the situation is not very happy. 
Although these countries  are friendly to us, still 
we have to exert our utmost in order to see   that    
our people either live there peacefully and with 
self-respect, not as second-rate citizens but as 
citizens of those countries   as any  other 
citizens of those countries, or if they had to be 
repatriated, they would be repatriated  on    
honourable    conditions. Now    in Burma    the    
question    of    compensation occurred this 
morning. I think the Foreign Minister paid a 
visit and he seems to be satisfied with the 
attitude of the Burmese Government. But the 
attitude of the Burmese Government requires to 
express  itself in concrete terms in order to 
make us believe    that    the    Burmese  
Government wants to do fairly by our people 
there. I would    suggest   creation    of a cell or 
a department. I do not know if there is one now 
and if there is not, I would suggest a department 
being opened  in the External Affairs Ministry 
for attending to the question  of Indians living  
abroad. Now there are several questions. For 
instance, in the East African countries it  is  
necessary for the Indians    there to live as 
citizens    of Africa if they want to make it their 
home. And in order to do that we have to edu-
cate them. People may not exactly know the 
implications of separating   themselves from the 
main bulk of the people of   that country. They 
may not  know.  And then, if they want to come 
back to India, we 

have to secure for them certain facilities in 
consultation with foreign Government*. For all 
these things, to attend to the matters concerned 
with these people, it is better that a special 
section is created and then attempts are made. 
But when we go and very crudely tell them—
and sometimes people have rudely told 
them—that "you have to forget India, you 
have to live like Africans and all that", the 
people do not quite realise the good motive 
behind that advice and may take it amiss. 
Some people met me both here as well as in 
London and they expressed their fears that the 
Government of India may not be interested in 
them. I told them, I assured them that the 
object of saying so is only to make you to 
consider the bulk of the people of Africa as 
your brothers if you want to make it your 
home; that is all. It may have been put in some 
other way, I do not know, but that is the 
object, and the Government of India, take it 
from me. is very seriously concerned with the 
interests of the people living in East Africa. 
Therefore I think having a separate section would 
be a good attempt to make in this direction. 

Now Mr. Karmarkar while referring to our 
diplomats outside made some remarks. Of 
course he said that there have been diplomats 
who have done very good work. I agree with 
him. I have seen some. There have been very 
competent people. But there also have been 
people whose conduct has not been quite free 
from blame. There have been a few against 
whom, I hear, investigations also have been 
conducted in the past. 

Now this question has to be reviewed and I 
would humbly suggest to the Minister of 
Foreign Affairs to deal with this question not 
only with regard to the existing incumbents of 
those posts but also about others. Wherever they 
are competent we have all praise for them. But 
wherever there are incompetent people or 
people who have conducted themselves not so 
well, who have been found blameworthy of 
certain irregular transactions and so on, they 
should be dealt with and there should be no 
question of such people being the 
representatives of our country in foreign lands. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN     (SHRI AKBAR 
ALI  KHAN) :  Your time is over. 
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SHRI M. GOVINDA REDDY: I will just 
finish in another two minutes, Sir. With regard 
to these appointments, the view has to be 
considered by the Government of appointing 
non-officials. I am a believer in that. We are 
following the tradition or legacy which has 
come to us of appointing people from the 
services. But the modern trends and the 
modern circumstances require people to know 
how to move with the people, who kiiow how 
to cultivate relations with people. They are the 
people who properly serve the country. I think 
this is the outlook that is necessary and that is 
found wanting in many diplomats. And in 
order to substitute this attitude, to bring in this 
attitude, 1 think the Foreign Affairs Ministry 
should consider making appointments from 
non-officials from chosen individuals. In this 
connection I may say that the Pillai Commit-
tee's report has been submitted, I think. I read 
it in the papers. We do not knew the 
recommendations in that report. Whatever 
may be the recommendations in that report 
this view that I just now suggested, should be 
borne in mind by the Foreign Affairs Minister 
in making further appointments. 

With regard to our external publicity, Mr. 
Karmarkar had dealt with that subject and 
made some good suggestions. I would only 
like to bring to tne notice of our Foreign 
Minister that the lack of timely publicity 
abroad has done great harm. In the African 
countries, for example, when Pakistan invaded 
bur country, the people in those African 
countries had no knowledge that Pakistan had 
invaded us. On the other hand they thought 
that our troops were marching towards Lahore. 
These were the broadcasts put out by the BBC 
and Pakistan. Friends have told me that our 
diplomats abroad also found it very difficult to 
get interviews with persons of importance 
there. They did not know the real position and 
thought we were the aggressors because we 
weie not quick in sending our messages. I 
think this is something which our Foreign 
Affairs Ministry must look into and set right. 

There is another small suggestion that I 
would like to make and it is this. Where-ever 
we go the question is put to us, "Why can't 
you be friendly with Pakistan ?" Well, we 
have done a hundred and    one 

things for developing friendly relations with 
Pakistan. In many of the outstanding 
questions we have unilaterally fulfilled our 
obligations whereas Pakistan has sot fulfilled 
hers. There had been a number of incursions 
from Pakistan. These incursions had taken 
place and yet we have agreed to small 
territorial adjustments and so on. A hundred 
and one things we have done in order to 
create good relations, but these things have 
not received publicity abroad. These are facts 
the publicity of which should go to foreign 
lands and convince them that we have gone 
out of the way to be friends with Pakistan. 
Thank you. 

SHRI M. RUTHNASWAMY: Mr. Vice-
Chairman, as I was listening to the speech of 
the Minister of Foreign Affairs—it was a long 
speech though he said in the beginning that it 
would be a short one and it had to be long 
because he had to explain many things and 
also explain away many more things. I was 
reminded of the little English nursery rhyme I 
learnt as a little boy : 

Little Jack Horner sat in a corner 
Eating Christmas Pie; He put in his 

thumb and took out a plum 
And said,  "What a good boy am I". 

The big plum that the Minister of External 
Affairs has taken out—it rather looks more 
like a pie in the sky—was our peaceful 
relations with the whole world except China 
and Pakistan. And he took the case of a 
number of neighbouring countries like 
Burma, Nepal, Ceylon and so on. with whom 
we have good friendly relations. 

As for Burma he said that we are on 
friendly relations with that country, that it has 
sent us rice, not as a gift, I suppose; we have 
to pay for it. But what about the thousands of 
refugees who had to come away from Burma 
and whose property was confiscated and who 
had very little compensation and who were 
driven from Burma almost at Hi moment's 
notice ? Many of them can be found in the 
streets of Madras and on the pavements, 
selling nicknacks in order to eke out a living. 
Questions have been put in the House about 
what action our representatives in Burma have 
taken and we have been told 
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[Shri M. Ruthnaswamy.l that they    have   
been   taking continuous action.   But the 
results are nowhere to be seen.' 

then with regard to Nepal, we have allowed 
Nepal which was almost dependent upon 
India, to fall into the friendly arms of China. 
Nepal has allowed a great road on its borders 
with Tibet from Kath-mandii to be built by 
China, whereas the first great road in Nepal 
was built by us, by Indian engineers. 

Ceylon is one bright spot in our relations 
with our neighbours. And that bright spot is 
due to the fact that there has been a change of 
Government there, a welcome change in the 
Government in Ceylon.   But 

ITHE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN in the Chair] 

there was not a word of praise for the present 
Government of Ceylon and for its treatment 
of the Indian settlers in Ceylon of Tamil 
origin, as contrasted with the treatment given 
to them by the late lamentable government. 

And then with regard to Indonesia, here 
again there has been a great contrast between 
the present government and its attitude 
towards India and that of the late government. 
Here again there is not a word of praise for 
the present Government and its behaviour as 
contrasted with the behaviour of the former 
Government. 

THE MINISTER OF EXTERNAL 
AFFAIRS (SARDAR SWARAN SINGH) : I would 
hesitate to interrupt, but I think the hon. 
Member perhaps missed what I said, because 
I did make a reference in very friendly terms 
to both the present Government of Ceylon and 
to the present Government  of Indonesia. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : You are on 
friendly terms with all reactionary Gov-
ernments. 

SHRI M. RUTHNASWAMY: What I 
said—and I say it again—is that there was not 
a word of praise for these two Governments 
which had replaced Governments which were 
not so sympathetic towards India. 

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA (Orissa) : Mr. 
Gupta has his own definition of "reactionary". 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I cannot have 
your definition. How can I? 

SHRI M. RUTHNASWAMY : With regard 
to the confrontation between Indonesia and 
Malaysia, there has been a comment on it. But 
may I ask what has India done towards the 
ending of that confrontation ? It just looked on 
as an impartial spectator. 

As for Vietnam, of course, the Government 
of India in its usual sermonising attitude about 
the evil deeds of other countries, has been 
denouncing the bombing. I can understand the 
Government denouncing the war in Vietnam. 
But once the war has been accepted we must 
allow the countries to use all the usual 
methods of conducting a war. It is only 
moralists like Gandhiji or like the Pope who 
can from a moral plane advise countries not to 
use certain methods of warfare. But we cannot 
and we do not speak as moralists. We speak as 
a Government and a Government which has a 
large army and which uses the usual methods 
of warfare. When we waged war did we allow 
any country to criticise our methods of 
conducting the war with Pakistan, when we 
crossed the international border in order to 
prevent further successes of Pakistan ? Why 
do we go out of our way to condemn the 
actions of other powers ? And do we use the 
same strong language with regard to the 
actions of North Vietnam ? Do we publicly 
denounce their uncooperative attitude in 
regard to bringing about negotiations ? And is 
the only condition of bringing about peace in 
Vietnam the withdrawal of American forces ? 
Has the Government suggested any alternative 
in order to bring about peace in Vietnam in 
order that peaceful methods may be resorted 
to and applied ? Have we suggested the 
sending of a U.N. force instead of the 
American forces there in order to preserve 
peace while the negotiations go on between 
North Vietnam and South Vietnam ? 

3 P.M. 

Then the Minister congratulated himself on    
friendly    relations    with    Philippines, 
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Japan and a number of other countries. Is it 
due to our diplomacy that these countries are 
friendly ? 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN (Andhra 
Pradesh) : Certainly. 

SHRI M. RUTHNASWAMY : We had no 
bones of contention with these powers with 
Philippines, Japan, Malaysia and others. So 
what is the point in congratulating ourselves 
on peaceful relations with these countries ? 

Then we come to Russia. In the Moscow 
Declaration the Prime Minister referred to the 
two Germanys. We have always—even Pandit 
Jawaharlal Nehru—stood for the unity of 
countries. Is it because we allowed our country 
to be divided, to be partitioned, that we look 
with complacency upon the forceful division 
of Germany into two parts ? East Germany 
exists with the force of the Russian armies. 
Take them away and hold peaceful elections 
and you will see the whole of Germany will 
become united. It was after centuries that 
German unification was brought about and it 
is this German unification which the Prime 
Minister allowed to be treated in such a 
cavalier manner in that joint Declaration. It 
looks as if the politeness of the civilised guest 
has scored over the caution of a seasoned 
politician. And now that we have come into 
the Russian sphere of influence why do we not 
exploit it? Why do we not influence Russia to 
make a diversion upon our borders with China 
so that the military impact of China upon India 
may be eased ? As early as 1950, Madam 
Deputy Chairman, Russia had sought to 
establish air bases in the areas around the lakes 
of Rahas and Mansarover in order to take 
precautionary action against China. Why not 
ask Russia to influence China in regard to its 
conduct with Tndia ? 

In regard to Pakistan, the way in which 
Pakistan has observed the Tashkent agree-
ment has come in for a certain amount of 
criticism. Since the Tashkent agreement was 
concluded, unfortunately for Tashkent mere 
has been a number of earthquakes, a series of 
earthquakes and I do not think that the people 
of Tashkent will be enthusiastic about any 
other international conference being held in 
that territory. I hope the Tashkent agreement 
also will not suffer 

a similar earthquake. With regard to the 
military conditions of the Tashkent agreement 
I think they have been scrupulously observed 
by the two armies. But the conduct of Pakistan 
is said to be not in the spirit of Tashkent 
because it is building up its forces. But India is 
not the only frontier of Pakistan. It has another 
frontier and Pakistan, is ruled by a dictator. 
And dictators arc very fond of building up 
their military- forces because they have not 
only external forces to contend against but 
they have also .internal forces. The only self-
respecting reply of India would be to build a 
military force of its own, a defence force 
which would act as a counterpoise to the 
defence forces that Pakistan is building up. Put 
your trust in the Tashkent agreement but keep 
your powder dry would be the advice of any 
citizen to the Government. If it is necessary to 
cut down the Plans in order to meet this extra 
defence outlay we must hurt ourselves to that 
extent because after all 'we must live and then 
only think of living well. If it is necessary to 
sacrifice any portion of our Plans in order to 
build up our defence forces we should do so 
because we have to bear the facts in our mind. 
Here again I might say that we might try, more 
than what we have done in the past, to use 
Russian influence in order to influence the 
conduct of Pakistan towards India because 
Pakistan has also come into the sphere of 
Russian influence as a result of the Tashkent 
negotiations. 

Then we come to the greatest enemy of us 
all, namely, China. Against the results of the 
past aggression of China the Government of 
India has no remedy. 42,000 square miles of 
Indian territory are in the hands of China and 
we seem to have reconciled ourselves to the 
loss. What action are we taking against future 
aggression ? It is not only the defence of the 
border States of Sikkim and Bhutan that are 
important things. China might be diverting 
our attention purposely to the defence of 
Sikkim and Bhutan in order to make us 
concentrate our forces oh the borders of 
Sikkim and Bhutan. And with that salient 
between Sikkim and Bhutan our armies are in 
a perilous condition. But more insidious than 
the concentration of armies on the border of 
China are the measures towards infiltration, 
towards subversion, towards penetration that 
the Chinese are organising 
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[Shri  M.  Ruthnaswamy.] all along the   
border and maybe   within our  own borders 
also. Mao Tse-tung has said in one of his great 
writings in   Protracted Warfare: 

"It is extremely important to keep the 
enemy in the dark as to when and where 
our forces will attack. This creates a basis 
for mis-conception and unpre-paredness on 
the part of the enemy." 

Therefore, it is not mere open warfare that we 
must be prepared against but also against this 
insidious method of penetration and 
subversion which may be going on for all we 
know at the present moment in Sikkim and 
Bhutan and in the border areas. 

THE    DEPUTY    CHAIRMAN:    Your 
time is getting over. 

SHRI M. RUTHNASWAMY : Mr. Kar-
markar has congratulated the Government, his 
own party and himself on the rich dividends 
that non-alignment has given us. Well, with 
regard to dividends of any foreign policy, the 
best dividend is peace for the country. Now 
has non-alignment given peace for our 
country ? On two occasions we have been 
invaded by a foreign power, in 1962 by China 
and in 1965 by Pakistan. The great objective 
of any system of foreign policy is the 
maintenance of peace for the country. If non-
alignment has not achieved peace for our 
country, what is the earthly use of this policy 
? 

Lastly, Madam Deputy Chairman, may I 
say a word about the summit conference 
which India indulges in ? Is this the time. the 
time of austerity, for Ministers and Members 
of Parliament going on international 
delegations ? Is this the time for inviting 
Foreign Ministers, foreign Heads of States, to 
visit this country ? Is this the time, the time of 
austerity, the post-devaluation period, for 
holding summit conferences in Delhi ? What 
do all these conferences, all these delegations, 
all these ministerial visits do for the 
maintenance of peace for India, for procuring 
peace for India ? That is the great objective of 
our foreign policy. Just for raisine the prestige 
of our country, just for keeping the image of 
our country before the eyes of people all 
around, just because we can boast that 

international conferences are being held, are 
we to sacrifice the much-needed money that is 
required in this period of austerity 7 
Therefore, I think that the foreign policy of 
our country, although ambitious, has not been 
the success that we expected of it. 

DR. GOPAL SINGH (Nominated) : Madam 
Deputy Chairman, I rise to support the motion 
of Mr. Karmarkar endorsing the policy of the 
Government of India in regard to its foreign 
affairs. Now, Mr. Ruthnaswamy, our 
esteemed colleague from the Swatantra Party, 
has attacked non-alignment and said it has not 
paid us dividends, as Mr. Dahyabhai Patel 
said yesterday. Another esteemed colleague of 
ours, Mr. Niren Ghosh, a left communist, told 
us that we are now the agents of American 
imperialism. Mr. Rajnarain also said that we 
are pursuing a confused policy, that we are the 
satellites of not one Government but of two 
Governments by turns. Now, let us examine 
the criticism that has been levelled against our 
foreign policy, which I believed and which the 
country believes has stood the test of time. 

Now, let us, first of all, examine tha 
conditions of countries which have been 
aligned, for instance, Pakistan. Pakistan only 
recently has turned to what is termed ihe 
policy of non-alignment. It is paradoxical that, 
while we are being asked to abandon the 
policy of non-alignment, Pakistan is assuming 
a posture which makes us believe and which 
makes tin world believe that Pakistan is 
pursuing an independent foreign policy, the 
policy of non-alignment. It has invited, first, 
th<*. Americans, then the Chinese and now 
the Russians are also wanting to win over the 
heart of the fair lady of Pakistan. Now, what 
happened when there was a conflict between 
India and Pakistan ? Pakistan was. of course, 
aligned as an ally of America, but did America 
come to the rescue of Pakistan at that time ? 
On the contrary, spare parts were denied to 
Pakistan and American aid, at a time when it 
was needed most, was denied to it. Of course, 
the aid was denied to us also. But, then, we 
were able to build up our economy in such a 
way—because we have a public sector against 
which our friends from the Swatantra Party 
have a standing grouse— 
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that we were able to build up our heavy 
industry. Because  of the policies pursued by 
the previous Government, led by that 
illustrious son of India, Jawaharlal Nehru, we 
were  able to build    up    our defence 
potential and build up our country in such a 
way that in times of stress We did not depend 
upon a foreign power to defend us. It is this 
which made   us   win    the war against 
Pakistan and Pakistan lost because it was 
depending upon the borrowed wings of 
another power. When spare parts were not 
forthcoming, when oil was not forthcoming, 
when no moral support was forthcoming from   
any quarter, it fell    to the ground.   What 
happened to Cuba?   Cuba was aligned to 
Russia. Russia had to withdraw from Cuba its 
missile bases because it was threatened by 
America. Russia   refused to confront 
America in Cuba. What happened to China ? 
China was aligned to Russia,    but    when it 
came    to a crucial point, both separated.    
What happened to Indonesia ? What   
happened   to so many other countries, which 
were aligned ? What is happening to NATO 
and SEATO ? What has happened to France ? 
They want   to pursue an independent poficy,  
in spite of the fact that they were one of the 
pillars of NATO. Therefore,    when   the   
whole world is now accepting the policy of 
non-alignment which only means an indepen-
dent foreign policy, pursued so faithfully and 
so honestly by the    Government   of India, 
our own countrymen are asking us to abandon    
this    policy    in favour of a policy which is 
not in the interests of this country. If it was in 
the interests of   our country, I would be the 
first person to support that  policy. After all, 
non-alignment is not a sacred cow that we 
have to protect it at all costs. If it is in the 
interests of this country to abandon the policy, 
certainly we should do so, but if it is paying 
us dividends,  if we are offered aid from both 
sides, both by the United States and by the 
Soviet Union, if the whole world is our friend, 
except China and Pakistan, if the whole world 
understands, including the United    States and 
the Soviet Union, that it is a correct    policy 
that   is being pursued by India, why should 
we give up this policy ? 

SHRI M.  RUTHNASWAMY: It  is for 
their sake ? 

DR. GOPAL SINGH : We are pursuing 
that policy for our sake and, therefore, we 

shall  continue   to   follow this policy, so long 
as it serves our needs, so long as we have 
friends abroad    who    welcome this policy. 
Of course, when there was an attack on us  by 
China,   our policies  were misunderstood in 
Africa. I was one of those persons, who along 
with the hon. Member Diwan Chaman Lall, 
was in Africa on tour in those days.   We 
attended    the    Afro-Asian Conference and 
we were able to recognise that  there    were    
many African countries which did  not    
understand    our case. I do   not know why.   
But we  told them, "You are pursuing a path 
that will recoil on you. You will regret the 
posture that you are now taking." And now it   
is Africa, even more than us, that    has be-
come    anti-Chinese.    Anybody    who    has 
toured the African   continent   now-a-days 
would  know  what is the  Chinese image now 
in Kenya, in Uganda,  in Ghana,  in Algiers, 
Morocco and Nigeria and even in Cairo and 
other African countries.  (Interruption) They, 
then,  thought that perhaps there was some 
dispute which the Chinese wanted to settle 
with us.   They    thought that probably we 
were in the wrong and we should go  out  of   
our  way   to settle things with China, an 
Asian country. They thought that perhaps we 
were pursuing an intransigent policy, a pro-
American policy perhaps and not doing things 
which would help   the Afro-Asian   non 
aligned     world. But fortunately they have 
also now realised to their cost that China, 
which was then only the enemy of Asia, has 
now become an enemy also of Africa not 
merely of the United States but also of the 
USSR, which built up the great country of 
China.   We have nothing  against   the 
Chinese people. We are not even against their 
bein* communists, because we believe in co-
existence. Even  the   Americans say    they   
are    not fighting international communism, 
but they are fighting only against Chinese 
aggression and Chinese imperialism. Why 
should we, then, go out of our way and £ive 
up our policy of non-alignment and co-exis-
tence ? As I have said, we are not fighting 
against a communist  State,   nor are    the 
United States wanting to do so. What we are 
opposed to is  the Chinese brand   of 
communism,     Chinese imperialism,   as    I 
would put it. 

SHRI   AKBAR ALI  KHAN:    Chinese 
aggression against us. 
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SHRI P. N. SAPRU (Uttar Pradesh) : 
Chinese expansionism. 

DR. GOPAL SINGH: Once they vacate 
their aggression, we have absolutely no 
grievance against them. We are not against 
either communism or capitalism. 

SHRI DAHYABHAI    V. PATEL : You 
are forgetting  Tibet. You have  forgotten the 
Tibetan people. 

DR. GOPAL SINGH : I am coming to that. 
We are not  forgetting them. 

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL : Your 
Prime Minister did let them down very badly, 
for which you should hang your head in 
shame. 

DR. GOPAL SINGH. We have committed a 
mistake. I believe we have committed a grave 
mistake over Tibet and we should rectify it. 
As soon as the question of the admission of 
China comes tip before the United Nations, 
for the recognition of China as an independent 
entity, when it is discussed, we should take up 
the question of Tibet at that time and take up 
the question of Formosa also at that time and 
try to get them admitted as independent 
nations in the United Nations. But we should 
not accuse our Government merely because it 
has on occasions committed mistakes. Every 
Government has committed mistakes, every 
Government's image has gone down, not only 
ours. If you. say that it is only the 
Government of India's image which has gone 
down, I would ask you if the image of the 
U.S.S.R. is the same as it was ten years ago, if 
the image of the U.S.A. is the same, if the 
image of Britain is the same. There are ups 
and downs in the fortunes of nations. It is not 
on account of us that we went to war with 
Pakistan and with China. What we did with 
Pakistan was that we accepted to live in peace 
with them by splitting our country into two. 
We offered them a no-war pact which they 
refused to accept. We offered them a Canal 
Waters Treaty when they said : "All the 
sources of our rivers are in Kashmir, and it is 
on account of this that we want Kashmir." We 
entered into a Canal Waters Treaty with them 
under the auspices of the World Bank so that 
they did not have a grievance on this account. 
Then they said that Kashmir was 

very vital for their defence. We said : "All 
right, we offer you a no-war pact; we will not 
go to war with you on any account to settle 
any of our differences." So much so that when 
they took over the so-called Azad Kashmir 
through force, even then we did not go to war 
with them to reclaim it though legally it is part 
of our country. I wonder why is it that we are 
told that we should not talk to Pakistan on any 
account. Maybe they say that the Tashkent 
Declaration has failed and therefore we should 
not talk to them now on airs account 
whatsoever. So long as Pakistan has that 
portion called Azad Kashmir with them, so 
long it is our business to talk to them. Unless 
it is passed by Parliament and conceded by 
this country that that part belongs to Pakistan, 
so long we will go on fighting for our just, 
legal rights on Azad Kashmir. Therefore, if we 
do not want to go to war with them, what 
other course is open to us except to have a 
dialogue ? 

In regard to China, my esteemed friend. Dr. 
Sapru, has thrown up a proposal that we 
should have talks with them also. Pandit 
Jawaharlal Nehru was so reasonable that he 
went out of his way to make proposals to them 
that he had never made to Pakistan. If he had 
made the same proposals to Pakistan, our 
troubles with that country would, perhaps, 
have ended. He said : I am prepared to accept 
arbitration of a power acceptable to both 
parties; I am prepared to accept the Colombo 
Proposals as the basis of discussion; I am 
prepared to go to the World Court to get an 
adjudication, to get a verdict, an award. We 
know what the World Court has done in 
regard to South West Africa. In spite of 
knowing full well the composition of the 
World Court, how it is constituted and by 
whom, still Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru went out 
of his way to suggest that he was prepared to 
refer this case to the World Court. China had 
spurned not only the Colombo Proposals but 
even these two proposals which are, I hope, 
still valid. If the Chinese intentions had only 
been to negotiate peace with us, to live in 
peace with us, if their intentions were not im-
perialistic then I think no reasonable nation 
could have ever spurned the offer that Shri 
Jawaharlal Nehru had made to them. But they 
are fighting for something 
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else, something more. That is where I come to 
Vietnam. 

Our Communist friends become rather 
jittery about what the Americans are doing in 
South Vietnam. South Vietnam so far as it 
stands at present, whatever the constitution of 
its Government, howsoever -* unpopular it 
may be, is a legally constituted Government 
so long as it stays, and is recognised by the 
Government of India. Those people are in 
military alliance with the United States. They 
needed their help when they were attacked. 
The United States came to help them as allies. 
They are there. We want them to quit. We 
want them not to escalate the war. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: There are three 
hundred thousand American troops. 

DR. GOPAL SINGH : There may be three 
hundred thousand or five hundred thousand 
troops. It is a war after all. We tell them not to 
escalate the war. Wars are meant to be 
escalated. When we were at war with Pakistan, 
the world asked us not to bomb their bases. 
We had to do that. We told everyone that 
without Bombing their bases we could not 
tackle with them. Therefore, whenever there is 
a war, there is always a danger of escalation so 
long as war does not end. The war must end 
and there should be peace. They should have 
peace in Vietnam. Bombing should stop. We 
all agree that bombing should stop. But when 
the bombing stopped last time, nobody came 
to the conference table. Now you say : stop 
once again and see what happens. They have 
been experimenting with this stopping of 
bombardment and then nothing happens. 
When nothing happens, they have to fight on 
or they have to quit. They do not want to quit 
and therefore there will be a war. The other 
party does not come to the conference table. If 
the other party is coming to the conference 
table and if my friends opposite know that 
they are willing, if they know it, then let us 
talk in these terms. Let them come to the 
conference table without any preconditions. 
But, they say that the Americans should quit 
first, that the Vietcong are the only people that 
they recognise in South Vietnam, that they 
will only deal with them. So that they want to 
hand it over to China, the whole of Vietnam, 
and that is 

the whole trouble which men like me would 
resist. We in this country are also being 
opposed by the same Chinese imperialism 
which has invaded South Vietnam. It is not 
North Vietnam fighting with South Vietnam. 
It is America fighting Chinese imperialism. It 
is said, Americans have become imperialists. 
If so, let these two imperialisms exhaust 
themselves. Why are you worryinj? in this 
country? Two imperialisms are exhausting 
themselves. Why are you worrying ? We must 
pursue a foreign policy which should help this 
country. Why do nations have a foreign policy 
? Why does any country havo a foreign policy 
? Each country has its foreign policy in order 
to build up its trade, in order to get aid, in 
order to build up its economy with that aid, in 
order that there might be some help 
forthcoming in case of aggression on it, in 
order to spread an ideology though we do not 
want to spread any ideology like the 
Communists. We want to ensure peace on our 
borders. If any other country can help us as 
much as the U.S.A., I am prepared to be 
friendly with it. My ideology is, we shall be 
friends with every country unless that country 
chooses to be unfriendly with us. That is my 
ideology. This is non-alignment. I want to 
judge every issue on its merits and not be led 
by slogans and not tie led by the interest of 
any other country. 1 will be led by the self-
interest of my country. That is my whole 
problem. Therefore, any country that comes to 
our rescue at the time of a crisis—as for 
instance, the Americans came to our aid when 
we were attacked by China—is our friend. 

AN HON. MEMBER :    Umbrella. 

DR. GOPAL SINGH : We are not going in 
for any umbrella, Russian or American. We 
will have our own umbrella. But of course so 
long as we do not have that indigenous 
umbrella, so long as we do not have the 
economic wherewithal with which we can 
build our country, we will have to get help 
from every country including the Soviet 
Union. You do not have to tell me that every 
country should stand up on its own feet. It is a 
very brave slogan. I want to live on my own. 
Unfortunately I cannot. Therefore, I have to 
ask everybody to help me, and whoever 
therefore" helps me is my friend, whoever 
attacks me is my enemy. That is my policy. 
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[Dr.  Gopal Singh.] 
In regard to the U.A.R. and Israel, if we 

have sided with the U.A.R. so long and we 
have not recognised Israel, it is because of the 
fact that the U.A.R. is very vital to our trade, 
to our image abroad, in Africa and in the 
Muslim world. On many an occasion we have 
taken this stand that we shall not recognise 
Israel on account of the fact that there is a 
dispute between Israel and the Arab world, 
and so long as they do not settle their dispute 
amicably amongst themselves we will not have 
diplomatic relations with them, even though 
we have recognised them. 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN: Israel is the 
creation of the Western powers. 

DR. GOPAL SINGH : Pakistan is also the 
creation of the Western powers. 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN : Both on a 
communal basis. 

DR. GOPAL SINGH : That is not the 
problem. The problem is that if we now go 
out of the way to recognise Israel, it will 
create problems for us in the Muslim world and 
the Arab world specially. Only Pakistan would 
benefit from it. But we should be friendly to 
Israel and we should not show them any 
discourtesy as we were supposed to have done 
at Calcutta to their esteemed President. If they 
want to help us to reclaim the desert in 
Rajasthan, we should certainly welcome it. 
And it should not offend our friends if we take 
help from Israel; we should be able to dine 
with an Israeli friend without provoking the 
wrath of an Arab country. Similarly, in regard 
to West Germany and East Germany, we 
should accept the status quo so long as the 
two parties do not come together. With regard 
to Formosa and China also, when China is to 
be admitted into the U.N., certainly we have a 
right to table an amendment that unless 
Formosa and Tibet are recognised as 
sovereign nations, we will not vote for China 
coming into the world body. It is in our 
interest and also that would be a moral and the 
right thing to do. I must warn the Government 
that all our agreements in regard to the 
Himalayan borders are with Tibet and not with 
China. China flouted the agreement of 1914 
and   then    earlier in 1842 

when we entered into an agreement with 
China, Tibet was a party to the agreement on 
Ladakh also. Therefore, we cannot forget that 
all our agreements in regard to the borders on 
the Himalayas are with Tibet as a sovereign 
nation and if Tibet is not to be recognised a 
sovereign nation, we have no claim on our 
borders which China claims. If we do this, we 
will only be doing what is historically correc, 
what is morally right and also what is in our 
self-interest. 

SHRI BHUPESH  GUPTA: Madam,    it 
is my misfortune that I have been called ucon 
to speak after a blatantly reactionary speech 
which could have been well delivered at the 
Parliament in Saigon or in Thailand or in the 
Philippines. But nowadays we are living in a 
situation when we have to put up with that 
kind of thing in the Indian Parliament. Madam 
Deputy Chairman, after Pandit Nehru's death, 
well, our foreign policy, if I may say so, is fast 
losing its shine and so is our foreign affairs 
debate. Whatever little attraction it had is now 
gone, and look at the House here   .   .   . 

SHRI M. GOVINDA REDDY. Yours is 
more attractive. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : Who is res-
ponsible for it 7 Not we, because even at the 
time of Pandit Nehru we were here and 
therefore you cannot lay the blame on us. If 
the foreign affairs debate is losing its shine or 
its interest, somebody else mutt be 
responsible. Well, one is our Minister of 
External Affairs. I realise that it is not easy to 
occupy Nehru's place. But had you pursued 
vigorously the policy which was positive in 
Nehru's time, perhaps, more interest would 
have been roused in this debate. Therefore, 
actually, the loss of interest in the debate on 
foreign affairs is mainly due to the fact that 
the present foreign policy has lost much of its 
strength and force, it is becoming more in-
effective, in fact, in some ways, the laughing 
stock of the world. Hon. Members opposite 
may very much feel flattered that it is not so. 
But we know from the newspapers abroad in 
friendly countries that little interest is now 
evinced in the foreign policy of the 
Government of India and people outside think 
that much will depend, 
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in respect of the direction "of the foreign 
policy, on what the United States of America 
tells the Government of India to do. It is not 
that the Government of India has become a 
completely subservient to the United States 
Government. But the Government of India is 
not today in a position    .    .    . 

HON. MEMBERS : No, no. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : ... to take a bold 
and forthright stand in defiance of the policies 
and the blandishments of United States 
imperialism, of President Johnson and so on. 

Now, I was not here to listen to the speech 
of the Minister of External Affairs of our 
country. But I have taken pains to go through 
the speech and it does not show an elementary 
comprehension of the world situation today. 
Of course, there are a lot of things which have 
been said about China and Pakistan. It is not 
that certain things should not be said but I 
believe that the world affairs are something 
much larger than the scope of India-China or 
the India-Pakistan border. I think world affairs 
extend far beyond that and embrace the many 
continents in this world. Therefore it does not 
show any comprehension whatsoever. 

There is not even an attempt, feeble attempt, 
at understanding the role of the United States 
today in world affairs. Yet, there is a lot of 
thunder and fire against China, against 
Pakistan. Perhaps, it is necessary for them to 
do so in the preelection year because as the 
election draws nearer, there is no doubt in my 
mind that they will be more and more 
indulging in political demagogy to divert the 
attention of the people. That does not mean 
that I have no criticism against China or Pakis-
tan. I have serious criticisms against China and 
Pakistan. But this Government today initiates a 
foreign affairs debate without trying to give an 
account of the world's current developments 
which at least the late Prime Minister Nehru 
always tried to do. Whether one agreed with 
him or not was a different matter. But he 
looked at the world, gave a panoramic view or 
picture of the world and then he interpreted the 
development as he thought best. Here is a 
speech made, which could have been 

delivered by any Under Secretary of   the 
External Affairs Ministry. 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN :  No,  no. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : You do not 
require a Minister to tell what has happened in 
Nepal and other things. That can be easily 
done, you, could have easily sent a letter or a 
bulletin from the Ministry tabulating this kind 
of visits by such and such persons. That is 
usually done in the President's Address. When 
the President opens the Budget Session he tells 
us how many dignitaries have come to this 
country and how many dignitaries from this 
country have gone abroad. Therefore, there is 
no comprehension whatsoever here. How 
could that be ? The intelligence of the 
Government, is at a heavy discount; and from 
that quarter you cannot get an all-sided and 
objective assessment of the world situation or a 
sound political approach. 

Now, what do we see in the world  today ? 
The outstanding event in the   world today—
alarming   though it is—is the  increasing 
aggressive offensive of the United States of 
America, the US imperialists,   in economic, 
political and military fields. That is the main 
feature of the world's situation today and that is 
what is threatening the peace  in  the world  and   
endangering  the peace and the security  of 
various nations and undermining even the 
independence of some nations which have 
newly won their freedom. All  that is    
completely missing. Now take the case of India. 
{Interruptions). Let me at least give some ideas  
to  you because you cannot  get    them from that 
side. Now, look at the world situation.   If you 
look at the economic offensive of the United 
States of America, it is primarily directed 
against our country, India. Devaluation is to be 
viewed in the context of a global strategy of the 
United States imperialism. I am not discussing 
the economic side of it. It is there.  Already you 
have seen what has happened. We will discuss it 
tomorrow again. As far as the political side is 
concerned, you will  find that   the Government 
of Ghana,    Nkrumah's Government, with whom 
we were friendly, had been over-thrown by  a  
treacherous coup d'etat engineered by   the   
CIA   and    the British Secret Service in his 
absence. And you will find that they are building 
up in Saudi Arabia,     they  are building up    in 
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forces in order to provoke them against the 
UAR and direct them against the freedom-
loving Arab people in that part of the world. 
Then in the Dominican Republic they had 
openly intervened, the US imperialists. In 
Cuba, they even recently tried to start another 
round of provocative aggressive actions. 
Indeed, they committed some crimes. Now, in 
Central Europe, in the Continent of Europe, 
there is more encouragement to the West Ger-
man Government which wants access to the 
nuclear weapons under the cover of multi-
lateral forces, so much so that it has created a 
crisis in the NATO. President de Gaulle is 
coming out of the NATO more or less, from 
its integrated military command, and has 
asked the NATO Headquarters to quit Paris. 
There is not even a mention of that 
outstanding thing in the foreign affairs speech. 
Now, we have been against the military blocs 
and so on, especially against the NATO. 
Nehru made many speeches in his time about 
it. Now, when there is a crisis in the NATO, 
when one Western Power of the stature of 
France comes out against, certain policies of 
President Johnson and the NATO overlords, 
when he gives a quit notice to the NATO 
Powers and when there is a crisis as to where 
it should go—there is an agitation in Brussels, 
even Belgium says that it should not come 
there—when many other Western countries 
belonging to the NATO bloc are 
disassociating themselves from the Vietnam 
policy and other policies of President Johnson, 
here is a Government utterly incompetent, 
which does not even take note of this fact and 
tell the nation that these are favourable 
developments from the point of view of peace. 
These show that our attitude in the past of 
peace and against military blocs and so on has 
gained ground. The result is that you have this 
kind of performance by Dr. Gopal Singh. I do 
not know in which subject he is a doctor but 
certainly not in Dolitics. This is the position. 

As far as the military side is concerned, 
well. Vietnam is the burning issue. There is 
tight-rope walking over Vietnam all the time 
going on by this Government. This is a 
disgrace to our nation. We are an Asian nation 
committed to stand by the Asian people. I 
may tell  you that in 1928-29 at 

the Calcutta Congress we had a representative 
of the Vietnamese people—at that time Indo-
China—who came here and we gave our 
support to them. Similarly, in 1945 when the 
Vietnamese people were fighting against 
intervention by the French and the British 
were at that time to support the French in 
order to reconquer the liberated Vietnam. 
Jawaharlal Nehru and other leaders and the 
Congress Working Committee came out with 
full-throated support to the cause of Vietnam 
independence. In the streets of Calcutta, 
Communists, Congress, Muslim League, 
everybody led demonstrations against the 
French and their intervention, and I am proud 
to say that Chowranghee was in flames. On 
that day we were there. We were all partici-
pants in that majestic and gigantic support of 
the people of India to the Vietnamese people. 
And there people died as a result of the 
shooting by the police. 

Then, in 1947 at the Asian Conference here, 
in the Central Hall came the representative of 
Vietnam, President Ho Chi Minh, and we all 
supported the cause of Vietnam and the fight 
against imperialism was reiterated forcefully 
by Jawaharlal Nehru. All supplies that 
overflew this country from France were 
stopped. Planes were not allowed to touch any 
Indian airport carrying weapons. That was the 
noble anti-imperialists sentiment of our people 
expressed by the leaders of the Congress 
Party, expressed by the Congress Govern-
ment. The Government stopped the use of 
Indian airports for transporting military and 
other equipment to the French and other 
British Forces. But today, nothing. Platitudes 
and sentimental expressions will not take us 
very far. 

Then, in 1958 Ho Chi Minh came here at 
the invitation of the Government of India in 
February and there was a communique issued 
after the talk between President Ho Chi Minh 
and the Prime Minister of India. You will find 
therein that solid support was expressed to the 
cause of national liberation against colo-
nialism, against imperialism. And that is there. 
I should like to invite the attention of the 
hon'ble Minister to the statement that was 
made after the visit of Ho Chi Minh to this 
country because, I think, the Congress leaders 
some time should be reminded of what they 
did in the past. In an 
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earlier statement of 1945, let us see what 
Nehru said :— 

"... we have watched British intervention 
there with growing anger, shame and 
helplessness that Indian troops should be 
used for doing Britain's dirty work against 
our friends who are fighting the same fight 
as we . . . Our hearts are with Indo-China. 
The attempts to crush the spirit of freedom 
in Indo-China have deeply moved the 
Indian people." 

Later on, in 1958 President Ho Chi Minh 
came to India and this is what Nehru said in 
the Joint Communique along with President 
Ho Chi Minh. I read from the Joint 
Communique'.— 

"The President and the Prime Minister 
agreed that colonialism and forcible 
occupation or domination of national 
territories by foreign powers have no place 
In the world today. They expressed deep 
sympathy for all people struggling for 
independence and sovereignty. They were 
glad that a number of other countries in 
Asia and Africa had achieved independence   
.   ,   ." 

Now, Ho Chi Minh was greeted by Jawaharlal 
Nehru in this very Central Hall and at the 
Municipal Reception as a piece of history. 
"Here is a living piece of history", that is how 
he treated him. Where are those sentiments ? 
Today we hear such speeches from the 
followers of Jawaharlal Nehru forgetting 
everything he had said in the past with regard 
to this Vietnam question. Therefore, I think 
there is a great departure from the approach to 
the entire problem of Vietnam. Today we do 
not even call an aggressor an aggressor. 

I remember, before the second World War. 
when Hitler and Mussolini landed their troops 
indirectly or directly, in Italy Abyssinia, and 
then in Spain, and were taking aggressive 
actions against the Spanish Republic in the 
Mediterranean waters there was a demand that 
the Chamberlain Government should call it 
aggression. "Even Lloyd George demanded it. 
But at that time the British Chamberlain Gov-
ernment never called an aggressor an 
aggressor. And in the League of Nations when 
the collective security clauses were invoked,  
again     this    British  Government 

and other imperialists refused. We have the 
reproduction of this in our country now. 
Naked aggression is taking place with all its 
barbarities the like of which we have never 
known since Hitler's war. Well, that is taking 
place before our eyes. Three hundred thousand 
American troops, together with 700,000 
puppet troops have plunged Vietnam into a 
reign of horror. There is war, devastation and 
destruction in which napalm bombs, gas and 
so-called "lazy dogs" weapons among other 
things are being used. But here is a 
Government whose conscience is not twinged. 
Have we no conscience ? We say we oppose 
Eisenhower doctrine. It is Eisenhower doctrine 
to make Asians fight Asians. It is a pre-
posterous doctrine. When at the time of the 
Geneva Agreement, Britain and America 
started their S.E.A.T.O. arrangement in the 
Manila Conference, Jawaharlal Nehru got up 
in this House and in the other House to 
denounce it as divided against the Asian 
people. Today we have travelled far away 
from that situation and we find today that 
nothing is said. Therefore, I say that the task 
before you today is not to praise the aggressor 
but to denounce the aggression and ask the 
Americans to withdraw their troops, stop 
bombing, demolish bases. The Government 
should take the initiative in this matter along 
with other like-minded countries to bring 
about aggression to a halt. It is fantastic. It is 
time, I should say, on the part of Prime 
Minister Indira Gandhi to call it aggression. 
She issued a statement over the Radio about 
the so-called Geneva type of conference. She 
should realise that the world is not living on 
kindergarten, that the Co-Chairman Soviet 
Union and Britain, whatever you may think of 
them, are not run by kindergarten politicians, 
that she, advised by a second second-rate offi-
cial, I believe in the Ministry of External 
Affairs or her Secretariat, went to the Radio to 
tell the world that that was her proposal on the 
eve of her departure. Stupidity should have 
some limit. I say, we do not expect a very high 
statesmanship from this Government. How 
can we ? But at least we should expect that it 
should not be so stupid in handling world 
affairs, in diplomatic matters as it has been, 
when it went over the Radio to make the 
proposal to the world about the so-called 
Geneva type of conference. What did she set 
out of it ? Nothing. No use tell ing us that 
everybody 
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has understood her proposal. Nobody has 
understood. Do you mean to say that the 
Soviet Union puts up with such nonsense. 
(Interruption) Do not tell me about that. The 
Soviet Union is helping the Democratic 
Republic of Vietnam and the Vietnam 
Liberation Front. The Soviet demand is quite 
clear that the American troops must withdraw, 
that the South Vietnam Liberation Front must 
be recognised, that bombing must be stopped 
and the criminals against Geneva Agreements 
must be called to order. This is the Soviet 
position. The Soviet Union is not the Congress 
Parliamentary Party which would ditto 
whatever the Prime Minister says. Mr. 
Kosygin is not a member of the Congress 
Executive Committee that just because the 
hon. Prime Minister has said it, he would 
accept it. Now do not try to tell us cock and 
bull stories about what is happening. What 
happened in the U.A.R. ? You could not get 
even President Nasser to support you. How 
can President Nasser support ? In a joint 
communique with Mr. Kosygin when the latter 
visited Cairo, President Nasser supported 
categorically, unequivocally, the Vietnamese 
people and denounced the U.S. aggression, 
calling it a 'horrible thing'. How can President 
Nasser support this kind of proposal which has 
no meaning except, well, perhaps, that by this 
they want to satisfy their own conscience and 
so they make it. Therefore I say, stop this kind 
of thing. You only lose your friends by this 
kind of thing, you disgrace the nation, 
demonstrate your barreness of ideas and 
imaginations in handling foreign affairs. I 
could have understood her not making any 
statement whatsoever and going there. Do you 
mean to say that you can talk over the radio to 
such people, even to Prime Minister Wilson, 
Britain being a Co-Chairman at the Geneva 
Conference ? Have you understood anything? 
Have you dismissed the person who gave such 
advice to the Prime Minister to speak on the 
radio ? Never. At the time of the Geneva 
Conference in 1954, Mr. Jawahar-lal Nehru 
sent Mr. Krishna Meno„ from London to 
Geneva so that he could lobby people, talk to 
them privately and initiate a process of 
discussion in order to brim? the Geneva 
Conference to a success but here we find that 
before she takes the plane, she makes a 
pronouncement as    if 

they are all waiting for the command per-
formance, that their command would go from 
a Government which does not know how to 
look after the rupee, the Indian rupee and to 
defend it. Has the world gone foolish ? Wou/d 
they believe it that this Government which 
does not know how to defend its vital interests, 
its own rupee or currency, its own economic 
system and succumbing to American pressure, 
would be the Government which will take very 
great initiative and that too by making such a 
proposal as that when the American shadow is 
spreading over the country, when Mr. Asoka 
Merita becomes the adviser—I call him the 
political Rusputin, in a political sense, of our 
times—and when such people come and take 
the stage ? Are they to believe that you will do 
something good ? No. Therefore you have 
failed on that score. Even now they are 
sending trucks from Telco to South Vietnam 
and we are told that it is a commercial 
transaction. Yet we complain when America 
sends, and rightly so, materials to Pakistan or 
to China. We have complained that China gets 
from somebody else. Now yoii cannot have 
double standards in world affairs. Therefore 
the Vietnam policy is not only faulty, not onlj 
barren, not only not in keeping with the policy 
of anti-colonialism and anti-imperialism but it 
tarnishes the name of our country. It is good 
that she has said that the bombing must stop 
before the negotiations can start but then, 
coming here, again she has started changing 
her accents. I do not know where Sardar 
Swaran Singh stands because he tries to 
explain away things in his own way, leaving 
people in an utterly confused state. Therefore I 
do not know about him but quite clearly you 
have to tell where you stand with regard to 
Vietnam. I would like to know whether we 
stand against American imperialism, American 
aggression and in support of Vietnam. If the 
Vietnam people quarrel among themselves, let 
them do so, let them settle their affair. Let the 
foreign troops be withdrawn. Even the 
Americans have not said that the Chinese 
troops are there in South Vietnam. Yet Dr. 
Gopal Singh has discovered the Chinese 
intervention in Vietnam. I do not know if he is 
suffering from hallucination. I believe some 
day he will start night walking because he 
might think that some Chinese troops are 
advancing into North Avenue to take 
possession of his house. 
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The Prime Minister said in Moscow that the 
responsibility for the world situation is on the 
imperialist and reactionary forces. It was a 
good utterance she made for once but coming 
back here she started prevaricating. She said : 
'I did not mean America. 1 did not mean this or 
that. I meant somebody else.' Do you mean to 
say that Mr. Kosygin shares that view ? If Mr. 
Kosygin signed it, he must have signed it 
keeping the Americans in mind. I would like to 
know about this. You cannot have this kind of 
thing. You cannot play on both sides of the 
net—one thing with Kosygin in Moscow and 
another thing when you come here because 
Mr. Asoka Mehta is sitting next door to you. 
You cannot behave like that. Now anybody 
will hesitate to sign a joint communique with 
this Government because it can give any 
interpretation it likes. The Soviet Union has its 
understanding of imperialism and that is what 
it standt for when it signed it. Now she is 
importing another meaning. I would like to ask 
who these imperialists are ? Do they live in the 
backyard of the Prime Minister's house or do 
they live in the U.S.A. and currently in 
Vietnam'? Mr. Gujral is here and he should tell 
us where these imperialists are ? Are they in 
the Prime Minister's backyard in Safdarjung 
Road or are they somewhere else ? I remind 
her here that at the time of the Suez affair, Mr. 
Jawaharlal Nehru took a firm stand against the 
British despite the fact that India was a 
member of the Commonwealth, against France 
despite the fact that we had good relations with 
France at that time. Mr. Nehru, took a firm 
stand and he came out full-throated against 
aggression, called aggression an aggression, a 
spade a spade. What about this Government ? I 
have never known such a cowardly 
Government. I can understand an irresponsible 
Government but I cannot understand a 
Government which is cowardly. It thinks at 10 
O'clock one thing, at 11 O'clock another thing 
and at 4 O'clock another thing and by 5 
O'clock it does not know what it had thought 
earlier. The Government does not know where 
the pressure is coming from. They want to 
deny it by saying that the U.S. pressure is not 
there but everybody knows that. They are not 
so bad. Intrinsically they are not so bad but 
they do not know what pressure is there. 
Therefore they are doing it  under pressure and   
yet they  want    to 

put up a brave face by saying 'We are not 
under any pressure.' Who believes it ? Is 
anybody in the world in his senses believing 
that you are not subjected to pressure ? Even 
the New York Times does not believe that 
you are not subjected to pressure from the 
U.S. Why then this tomfoolery with the rest of 
the world and telling your own people that 
you are free and independent of pressures ? 
This hoax must end. You must recognise that 
you are subjected to pressure. You must 
recognise that you are vulnerable to pressure 
but here is a Government which does not 
know how to distinguish between kicks and 
kisses. When it is kicked, it thinks that it is 
being kissed and when it is kissed, it thinks 
that it is being kicked. This is the trouble with 
this Government. That is why when the Soviet 
Union and others do good things, some hon. 
Members there do not understand the 
implications of the action. When the 
Americans bully and badger them, they think 
they are being befriended. What to do with a 
Government of this kind ? Will Diwan 
Chaman Lall kindly tell me what to do with 
such a Government in power ? 

Let me come to the German question. It was 
a good thing that Prime Minister Indira 
Gandhi in the communique from Moscow 
after the talks with Premier Kosygin at least 
recognised the reality of the two German 
States. That had been done earlier but the 
reiteration was good. Immediately after that 
what happened ? There was an uproar in the 
German press to begin with, in papers like 
'Die Welt', 'Franfkurter Allgemeine', 'Berliner 
Morgen Post', etc. In all these papers there 
was tn uproar against the joint communique. 
Instructions were sent—let him deny it—from 
Bonn to the West German Ambassador here to 
seek explanations from the Foreign Office 
what they meant by the joint communique and 
to find out things from India and there was a 
meeting between him and the West German 
Ambassador in India and he gave an assurance 
to the West German Ambassador that 
whatever may have been said, the policy is not 
changed. We are not going to recognise the 
German Democratic Republic and the same 
assurance was given by Mr. T. N. Kaul. This 
was the report in the German press and what 
the German press says is significant. The 
German press told the German readers : 'Do 
not worry. There are people 
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of India who would never allow the German 
Democratic Republic to be recognised by the 
Government of India.' Let him say what he has 
to say on this matter. Was it not interference in 
the internal affairs of our country ? When our 
Prime Minister made the statement or signed 
the joint communique with Premier Kosygin 
in the Soviet Union, it our affair as to how we 
should speak but then, the German people 
came here, the West German people, and 
brought pressure. I say that this discrimination 
should end. The entire discrimination against 
the German Democratic Republic, a friendly 
country, should end and this kind of 
appeasement of West Germany should also 
end. 

4 P.M. 

West Germany, we know, at the time of 
India-Pakistan conflict openly sided with 
Pakistan and provoked Pakistan to continue 
this conflict. It called it a Hindur Muslim war 
and had it so published in the entire press of 
West Germany. To them they are very friendly 
and very courteous, but to me it appears very 
clear that they practise discrimination against 
GDR much to the disadvantage of India. I say 
that the policy of the Government with regard 
to the German question is one that encourages 
militarism in West Germany and comes in the 
way of a peaceful solution of the German 
problem in particular, and the European 
problem in general. It strengthens the 
revanchist forces and West German claim to 
N.A.T.O. nuclear weapons. Therefore, your 
policy in regard to West Germany is one that 
is disgraceful, I add, in regard tc the 
Continent. (Rerring to Shri Dinesh Singh) 
Here comes the building little Minister. Will 
he deny it ? Now that is there. Now this policy 
of discrimination is adhered to, and because 
the Americans in West Germany do not want 
it, therefore, you are not doing what you 
should do. I can say much more on the subject 
but I do not wish to. 

The question of the admission of the 
German Democratic Republic to the United 
Nations is pending before the Government for 
some time. Why cannot they 

come wilh a categorical declaration that the 
Government of India would vote for 
admission of the German Democratic 
Republic to the United Nations, just as they 
should give full diplomatic recognition to the 
German Democratic Republic? 

In this connection, before I pass on, I would 
like to ask why Shrimati Indira Gandhi, our 
Prime Minister, had a fling at the opposition 
parties in Moscow. I do not know why at a 
public reception she accused the opposition. 
We generally avoid publicly accusing the 
Government or any other opposition party. I 
may tell you. When the devaluation came, I 
was in Moscow. There was a suggestion by the 
Indian press people that I should make a public 
press statement in Moscow. I refused and I 
said, "I am prepared to make a statement to a 
representative of the Indian press or an Indian 
press agency, but in Moscow I will not make a 
public statement through the other agencies 
about the affairs in India." Therefore, I made a 
statement to a representative of the P.T.I, there 
and to nobody else. Now here Shrimati Indira 
Gandhi had a fling at us. Well, I do not know 
why. Mr. Nehru never did such a thing. Once 
it was done by Mr. Krishna-machari or 
somebody and Tie was pulled up, I believe, by 
Mr. Lai Bahadur Shastri. But here she went 
there to have a fling at us. If she thinks that she 
can raise her stocks in Moscow by attacking 
the Left parties, she may try there, but I do not 
think she will be well advised to pursue this 
there. If she likes, she may try it in the United 
States. But it is, of course, for the Soviet 
people to take it as they like. I do not wish to 
interfere in their internal affairs or in their 
internal policies, but it does seem to us that 
this kind of maligning does not help India very 
much, or her Government very much when 
they go to socialist countries and start this kind 
of attack against the  opposition. 

Now let me come to the neighbours' 
question. I think it should receive attention. I 
am not opposed to it. But one must not look at 
the world situation and world problems as the 
problem between India and China, or the 
problem between India and Pakistan. In fact, 
they are part of the world problem, the larger 
problem looming large and crying for friendly 
assistance from a country like India. But a 
solution 
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can be arrived at to our own problem with our 
neighbours. Now let us not be obsessed so 
badly with the problem on our frontiers 
important though it is. I am not denying the 
importance of the problem and we must pay 
full attention to it. I agree. But then we are 
discussing not the border situation but the 
world situation comprehensively. And there 
things should be discussed on a larger canvas. 
That is what I am suggesting. 

As far as India-Pakistan relations are 
concerned, Madam Deputy Chairman, I think 
the Tashkent spirifTs to be carried forward. 
Whatever Pakistan may do, we must firmly 
adhere to the Tashkent Declaration and the 
Tashkent spirit. We must display a constant 
initiative. We must tell the world that the 
Tashkent spirit is our article of faith, that the 
Tashkent Declaration is our charter to govern 
the relations between these two countries. So 
all our energies, all our efforts, all our 
thoughts, all our ideas, all our sympathies, all 
our anxieties should be directed to the imple-
mentation of the Tashkent Declaration. But 
sometimes I find that some people in high 
authority compete ivith Pakistani authorities 
in saying things which at least on this side of 
the border had better not be said. They may 
not mean it, but things have their objective 
logic when heard by the entire world. 
Therefore I think the Government should be a 
little careful. 

The Kashmir question cannot be bypassed. I 
know it is not a very popular thing to say. 
With regard to the Kashmir question, we do 
not of course support the Pakistani position. 
But reality has to be taken into account. 
Therefore our suggestion is: Revive Pandit 
Jawaharlal Nehru's offer, namely that the 
cease-fire line be turned into the international 
boundary between the two countries with 
adjustments. I know Pakistan will not accept 
it. 1 know there will be a lot of things said 
against it. But in order to assume diplomatic 
initiative and offer a constructive approach we 
must show that we are not so blind to the 
reality nor rigid in our stand, and that in the 
changed situation we are prepared to try a 
formula of this kind. I think that will 
strengthen the progressive and peaceful forces 
in Pakistan. Hard battles they are fighting 
today. More than 3,000 people have been 
arrested  in    East 

Bengal alone. They are seeking India's 
friendship, many of them, and we should 
activise these forces from here by a positive 
initiative. Isolate those forces in Pakistan 
which are for tension between India and 
Pakistan, if not war. And that is very very 
important in the present context. 

Before I leave Pakistan I should like to 
refer to only one matter. You know there was 
a question today about Shri Trailokya-nath 
Chakravarty, a veteran revolutionary of 
Bengal. I feel very deeply about it. I am a 
little emotional about it, Madam, when I see 
that he is in jail. He is 82 years old. I knew 
him as a child. As a young boy I knew him 
participating in the great revolutionary 
movement in East Bengal, rather in the united 
Bengal. There he was and there has been 
hardly a figure like him. Many brave men 
dominated the scene but never a more brave 
man with such a sterling character, such a 
man with great integrity, a man full of 
patriotism and with an unmatched courage. I 
can tell you that in many of the "terrorist 
activities," as the British used to call them, 
Shri Trailokyanath Chakravarty played a 
leading part. He was a brave man and was 
leader of the Anushilan Samiti at that time. 
And he comes from the same district as I do. 
So I knew him well. I did not belong to his 
party. I belonged to th* same party as Shri 
Surendra Mohan Ghose did. He belonged to 
another party. But all of us knew him,  to  
whichever party we 
belonged, and respected this great man. Today 
he is in jail. He is suffering. I know the 
difficulty on the part of the Government. I also 
know that they are sympathetic to him but 
they are unable to take the matter up 
themselves. They should other-wine try for the 
release of Shri Trailokya-path Chakravarty 
also known as Maharaj. To do so will be an 
expression of our fffection to the person, to 
the living symbol of Bengal's revolutionary 
movement of those days. Therefore, I would 
appeal to this Government to take up his case, 
by whichever means' they can. They1 can ask 
Britain to take it up with Pakistan. They can 
ask other countries to take it up with Pakistan. 
But it is agonising for us, painful for us, to see 
that man, Shri Trailokyanath Chakravarty, 
even at this ripe old age languishing in prison 
and counting his last days in life. As I said, he 
is about 82 years old. Therefore the 
Government should Uke the initiative. 
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As  far as China is concerned, Madam Deputy 
Chairman,    yes,    the    posture of China-
Pakistan      relations    is    something which  is  
thoroughly    disapproved  by us. We have many 
criticisms    to make.   Let there    be   no    
misunderstanding  on that score. But there is the 
reality of the situation. You have to shape  your 
diplomacy not out of anger, nor for the sake of 
election propaganda. I say this thing because 
Shri Krishna Ballab Sahay, an  ex. Chief 
Minister, said the other day that we   are 
carrying      on    agitations—the    samyukta 
Socialist Party, the Communist Party  and 
other—because we want to help China and 
Pakistan. Therefore do not use it for political 
propaganda   purposes. The    Chinese position 
is  incorrect. The Chinese posture is wrong. 
China's present state of relations with  Pakistan 
does not help  either peace or other better causes 
in the world, it certainly does   not  help India-
Pakistan relations,  nor the relations among the 
neighbours including China. But then we should 
adopt a positive   attitude.    The Colombo 
proposals have been there for   3i   years now 
and China, in our view, should have accepted 
the Colombo proposals. We said it then and I 
say it now. But let us not doggedly cling to one 
proposal as if that is the last word. Well, if the 
other party has not done it, does it niean that by   
its not doing so we should be precluded from 
aoing anything ? No. Therefore I say that you 
explore    possibilities    of negotiations with    
China  directly, or through friendly powers.  
How to do it, it is for the Government  to decide 
on  and proceed.    But the suggestion that 
exchange of Ambassadors should   take    place 
is a constructive suggestion, and it has been 
made by Mr. R. K. Nehru    who    was    the 
Secretary-General in the External    Affairs 
Ministry. Dr.  Sapru suggested  it   and others    
also have  suggested   it. We can appoint    our 
ambassador    and    force    also   China    to 
appoint their ambassador. If they do not, they  
will be put in the wrong. Once we appoint our 
ambassador there we can seek ways of 
discussion, avenues of discussions and  
negotiations.   This process should be started. 
After all, our line is one of peaceful settlement 
of questions. Our line is not one of war. Our line 
is not one of living in tension which involves so 
much expenditure and so on. Therefore, nothing 
will 

| be lost by our making the effort in order to 
explore the possibilities and so OD, for 
peaceful settlement with China, directly or 
otherwise, through friendly powers. On the 
contrary, I think it will enhance our 

; prestige in the world and that is also very 
important. It is important because world 
opinion does count. China, and no country for 
that matter, can for any length of time 
indefinitely ignore world opinion. Therefore, 
the initiative must come. I am talking of our 
Government, because I can only advise this 
Government. The Chinese Government, as I 
said, should have accepted the Colombo 
Proposals and I should be happy if they accept 
them even now. But if they do not accepted, 
let us not be precluded from initiating other 
processes which might start negotiations, 
healthy negotiations between these two 
countries. That is what I would like to say. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Mr. Gupta, 
you should finish now. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : I am just 
finishing Madam. There is another suggestion 
that I would like to make. You have offered a 
no war pact to Pakistan. Why not offer a no 
war pact to China unilaterally ? You offer it 
and let us see how they behave. Again you 
will not lose anything. Certainly you will not 
go to war in order to settle the dispute with 
China. Neither the Constitution nor your 
policy says that. What is the harm ? 

SHRI N. SRI RAMA REDDY (Mysore) : 
First ask them   to vacate the land which they 
have occupied illegally by force. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : If you say you 
will get them vacated by war, then I can 
understand it. No, you will not. And Pakistan 
has not occupied areas in Kashmir legally. It 
is also there illegally. So don"t you go into 
deep waters, you will be in trouble. I say, it is 
this discriminatory approach which makes 
your position difficult and you are 
misunderstood. You say that we have some 
ideological war with China. What ideological 
war ? 

SHRI HAYATULLAH ANSARI (Uttar 
Pradesh) : Officially China has never said it is 
at war with India. 
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SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: The hon. 
Member understands neither war nor peace. 
That is the trouble with him. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Mr. Bhupesh 
Gupta, you will have to finish now in two 
minutes. I cannot allow more time. There are 
many more to speak and you have taken more 
than your time. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : I will just 
finish. 

SHRI M. GOV1NDA REDDY : He is an 
aggressor on the time of others. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA ; Therefore, I 
make this suggestion. I know the implications 
and I am not unconscious of it. But 1 think 
that will put you, in a better position and 
provide you with better force in the context of 
relations between these neighbouring 
countries. That is why I have made these 
suggestions. 

As far as Indonesia is concerned, well, I do 
not talk much about the present Government. 
The present Government there is an utterly 
reactionary Government. It has slaughtered 
200,000 communists and democrats and 
60,000 were killed in one island alone—Bali. 
It is a Government based on religions 
fanaticism. Please understand that. You say 
you are a secular country and that your 
Government is a secular one, that you are a 
secular State. You criticise Pakistan for not 
pursuing "secularism. But here is the regime 
in Indonesia which is thriving on religious 
fanaticism which has been so roused against 
the communist, democratic and other forces in 
Indonesia. They slaughtered 200,000 
communists and others. Something has been 
published, it seems. Well, for any party it will 
be a serious matter. I have given the figure. 
They had published it as 100000. But it is 
much more may be 300,000 if you take those 
killed in the Bali island. Therefore, I say you 
should be careful. 

Finally, as far as the atom bomb is 
concerned, I think the Government, should be 
a little careful. It is a good policy of the 
Government when they say they will not 
manufacture the atom bomb, and I am glad 
that the new Chairman of the Atomic Energy 
Commission, Dr. Sarabhai—a great 

name—has also said the same thing and has 
made a similar statement. But the 
Government always gives the impression as if 
it is considering the manufacture of the atom 
bomb. 

SHRI B.  K. P.   SINHA :   Why not ? 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : You cannot run 
with the hare and hunt with the hound. You 
are a loyal signatory to the Moscow partial 
test-ban treaty, signed three years ago. At the 
same time you would say you are considering 
and examining the question of manufacturing 
the atom bomb. How can that be ? Your 
statement must be categorical. The atom bomb 
is not a defence weapon at all and it has no 
meaning in the Indian context except for the 
sake of prestige. And I do not know what kind 
of prestige we will be earning by spending so 
much money. Anyway we cannot easily be an 
atomic power and let us not be led away by 
our fear of the power of China. It is not easy 
even for China to become a nuclear power. It 
requires a strong industrial base and so on. 
The explosion of a nuclear device does not 
mean it has become a nuclear power. 
Therefore, in unnecessary haste we should not 
behave in this manner, and create the 
impression that we may in future enter the 
nuclear race and give up the opposition to 
nuclear tests and this test-Ban treaty. 

Madam. I am just finishing. Before I sit 
down I only want to say this, that the External 
Affairs Ministry has lost all direction. It is led 
by pressures and counter-pressures, more by 
pressures than by counter-pressures, I would 
say, because they would not listen to what we 
say here. Otherwise we would have brought 
counter-pressure. It is led by pressures. Tts 
Secretaries are guided too much by America. 
I know for a fact that there are people in the 
External Affairs Ministry and in the Prime 
Minister's Cabinet who maintain direct 
contacts with Washington and take briefs 
from them. 

AN HON. MEMBER : No, no. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA . Some day I 
would like to divulge this in this House. 1 will 
not name anybody now. That is the reason 
why America is full of praise for this change 
in our foreign policy that    is 
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[SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA] taking place. 
They want to emasculate India's foreign 
policy. They know it is not easy to drive India 
into the imperialists' camp. Therefore, their 
policy today is to silence India on Vietnam, to 
make her identify herself with the Vietnam 
war and supply equipment and other things. 
They do not want India to remain firmly an 
anti-colonial and anti-imperialist power. But 
Madam Deputy Chairman, I want this 
Government to remember that if they give up 
their anti-colonial, anti-imperialist policy, and 
take to this line, India's name-will be in the 
mud in world affairs and those who are our 
genuine friends will become suspicious and 
sceptical about us and they will not help us. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : You have io  
finish now. Dr. Anup Singh. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : Therefore, I say 
this Government has to stick to its strong 
policy of non-alignment and anti-colonialism 
and anti-imperialism and take a firm stand on 
the question of Vietnam and support the brave 
Vietnamese people who are the pride of all 
Asian people today. 

DR. ANUP SINGH (Punjab) : Madam 
Deputy Chairman, I am painfully conscious of 
the fact that I am following Shri Bhupesh 
Gupta and I have been put not in a very happy 
position. But I would leave it to the lion. 
Minister of External Affairs to deal with him 
in his own quiet, inimitable way. But this I 
would like to say about the last two speeches 
from the Opposition. If you were to put them 
together and try to draw inferences and con-
clusions, then that will be the best vindication 
of the policy that the Government of India has 
been pursuing. 

Prof. Ruthnaswamy said about the question 
of Vietnam, that once you accept war with all 
its implications and details, then the rest 
follows. So why interfere ? And Mr. Bhupesh 
Gupta said that we have not done anything. 
About Vietnam I will say something in a 
moment. Now about the German question. 
The learned professor said that once you 
withdraw the Russian troops, the two 
Germanys will automatically and 
spontaneously just come 

together and there will be an end of this 
greatly vexed problem. Mr. Gupta on the other 
hand says that we have been drifting, that we 
have not recognised the realities of the two 
Germanys, that we have not recommended the 
admission of East Germany into the United 
Nations, and so on and so forth. So each one 
is contradicting the other., 

Now, I would like to say one or two things 
which I had in mind before I heard Mr. Gupta 
and the learned professor. Listening to the 
speeches of the Opposition I had the feeling 
that according to them the foreign policy of 
any country is something that can be 
improvised and discarded any time you find it 
inconvenient. The basic fact about the foreign 
policy of India, and for that matter any 
country, is it is a combination; it is a legacy of 
the past, your habits, your culture, your 
political and economic set-up and institutions 
plus the compulsion of the circumstances that 
you have to meet on different occasions. Yon 
cannot improvise it but an impression is being 
created—at least in my mind— that, according 
to Mr. Bhupesh Gupta, we have abandoned 
our foreign policy, we have drifted away, we 
are not left with anything, that we do not hear 
the voice of the late Prime Minister and so on. 
I am sorry I t:annot share that broad genera-
lisation. What are the facts ? The foreign 
policy of India, if I were to simplify it, was 
made up of three or four essential ingredients, 
world peace and of course the security of 
India, non-alignment, opposition to military 
blocs and aliances, opposition to nuclear 
weapons, and opposition to racial 
discrimination. I would like Mr. Bhupesh 
Gupta, for that matter anybody from the 
Opposition, to cite one single example during 
the last 15 or 18 years where the Government 
of India deviated even slightly from these 
basic principles. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : Your Prime 
Minister went to the U.S.A. and signed a joint 
communique with President Johnson 
accepting the policy of containment of 
Communism. All the previous six joint 
communiques with the United States of 
America never said such a thing. 

SHRI ARJUN ARORA: Did you expect her 
to go to the United  States  and 
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accept the doctrine of expansion of Com-
munism ? 

SHM BHUPESH GUPTA : No, no; I did not 
expect that but    .   .   . 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Order, order. 
Please continue, Mr. Anup Singh. No 
dialogues. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: ... the trouble is 
she   .   .   . 

DR. ANUP STNGH: Please, Mr. Gupta, I 
did not interfere when you were speaking. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : You asked a 
question  and  I  replied. 

DR. ANUP SINGH : I am perfectly willing 
to concede that there may have been some 
difference in the emphasis here and there and 
no policy in its implementation is based on 
immutable laws of nature. Sometimes there is 
a change in the wording; sometimes a word 
may not be very palatable to Mr. Gupta. I per-
sonally wish one could avoid some of these 
words like reactionary. Mr. Gupta got up and 
referred to the speech of Dr. Gopal Singh as a 
reactionary speech. Reactionary speech, 
reactionary imperialism, these words have 
become so common that I think they have lost 
their original meaning. When the Chinese 
Government can call the Russians American 
stooges what can we expect ? Therefore we 
should not feel even slightly irritated when 
they call us names. 

Now to take some of the issues which are 
paramount today, let us take Vietnam. Now, it 
is very easy to denounce, it is very easy to 
fulminate but it is far more difficult to offer a 
solution. I do not think there is anybody in 
this country or there has been any statesman 
from this Government condoning the 
aggression in Vietnam. We have said that a 
military solution is no solution; there can be 
only a political solution through negotiations. 
Much has been made of the fact that we have 
toned down and we are asking for a Geneva 
type of conference. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : What is a 
Geneva type of conference ? 

DR. ANUP SINGH : I think the late Prime 
Minister, Jawaharlal Nehru, pleaded more than 
twenty times for a Geneva type of conference. 
I do not have to go into details. This 
Government has not deviated from that. I am 
not sure whether Mr. Bhupesh Gupta has 
offered any solution except to say that the 
American troops should withdraw bag and 
baggage and then and then alone can there be 
any solution. Now I am personally in favour of 
it; let me make it very clear but let us be rea-
listic. I was in America not very long ago and I 
have come back with the feeling that the 
American people by and large are very critical 
of the present policy of President Johnson. I 
attended some of the hearings before the 
Fulbright Committee; there again I came with 
the impression that the critics of the 
Government had a better case than the 
spokesmen for the Government. But when you 
talk to the average American, his attitude is 
that rather unfortunately they have got 
involved into this mess, that there is no way 
out and that somebody should come along 
with a formula which is reasonable and which 
is acceptable to all the parties. When they say 
all the parties, of course you can immediately 
say that the American people have not 
business there. That is perfectly true but you 
must take the political and the military 
situation as it obtains today. How it was 
brought about, what are the factors, all that is 
pertinent but you should recognise the 
unpleasant reality today that the Americans are 
there for good or for bad. What is the solution 
? I must honestly confess that when President 
Johnson sent his emissaries abroad, I was 
convinced—maybe he has some mental 
reservations—that the American people in an 
overwhelming majority were perfectly sincere 
in trying to find a way out but there was no 
response. You can say that the North 
Vietnamese would like to see the Americans 
get out first bag and baggage and then and 
then alone will they talk but you must also 
recognise that the Americans have come 
down. The Americans have said that thev are 
perfectly willing to come to the table without 
any pre-conditions. At least that is what they 
have said. Secondly they have also said that 
they are willing to have the participation of the 
Liberation Front. These are two things which 
they never accepted before.    What I am trying 
to suggest is— 
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[DR. ANUP SINGH] 
I am not trying to vindicate or justify 
American presence there or their action— that 
from the practical point of view the American 
Administration, the American people, are 
slowly and slowly reconciled to the fact that 
they cannot have their way. Negotiation or any 
amicable solution means give and take and if 
we can help in that I think we will be doing a 
great service. As for the proposals of the 
Prime Minister it is true that they did not 
evoke that much response that was perhaps 
expected. I also feel that perhaps may be there 
was no sounding of the other Powers, er it was 
not adequate enough; perhaps we did not 
prepare the ground. I do not know what 
transpired but the proposals in themselves are 
reasonable. They do not become unreasonable 
merely because the American people have 
reacted favourably to them. That is not the 
test. I think they are reasonable and if the 
Prime Minister has been able to dramatize the 
issue, to pinpoint the issue, that bombing must 
stop first and other things should follow, I 
think she has done a great service. But if you 
want to say that it is a failure. I am perfectly 
willing to say, if it is a failure it is a splendid 
failure, as Lloyd George once said about 
Woodrow Wilson's fourteen points. On this 
Vietnamese i sue I think the Indian 
Government's stand has been consistent. There 
has been no deviation from the basic principle 
and the basic policy. 

As for Pakistan and China, Madam Deputy 
Chairman, enough has been said but I would 
like to invite the attention of the Members of 
this House—I have done it once before but I 
think it is worth repeating—to an essay 
written by Bertrand Russell way back in 1924 
or 1925 called Chinese Character. And 
Bertrand Russell then was the Head of the 
Philosophy Department of the Peking 
University. It is not a very long essay but I 
just want to refer to one or two lines from it. It 
says that the gravest issue with the Chinese 
can be settled over a cup of tea. When f 
brought this to the attention of the late Prime 
Minister he smiled and said, we will send 
them some tea. Then Bertrand Russell gees on 
giving the good and bad points of the Chinese 
and ultimately he says—I am speaking from 
memory and mind you this was in 1924 some 
40 years 

back—that the Chinese people are emotional 
by nature. If a demogogue or an ideology were 
to seize hold of their hearts and minds, they 
might constitute the gravest danger to world 
peace. This was his philosophical observation 
in 1924. I feel that we should keep the door of 
negotiations open. We should explore every 
possibility of coming to some kind of under-
standing with the Chinese. Dr. Sapru has many 
times repeated the dialogue. It taJces more 
than one person to engage in some kind of 
talk. The Indian mind has not been closed. 
They have rejected the Colombo proposals. 
Nobody else has offered any plan. I leave it to 
Mr. Gupta. Perhaps some other formula should 
be tried. At the same time, I think we should 
be very careful and not be complacent once 
again and slip back into that "Bhai-Bhai" 
business. I am reminded of an observation that 
Bernard Shaw once made in his typical, 
characteristic mood. He was offering some 
amendments to the Commandments and one of 
them was : "Do not treat thy neighbour as 
thyself. His temperament may be different." 
The Chinese temperament today is very diffe-
rent. They are in a mood to crusade, trying to 
recreate the world in their own image. I think 
that everything should be done to strengthen 
our forces. I am not talking about the atom 
bomb, because there is no time. I personally 
think that we have not gone into it fully. We 
do not have enough information. I would be in 
favour of appointing a commission or 
committee to look into this problem from the 
economic, from the military, from the 
political, from the psychological, all points of 
view. 

AN HON. MEMBER : And moral point of 
view. 

DR. ANUP SINGH : From the moral point 
of view also. About Pakistan we are in the 
same situation again. 

Finally, I feel that if we continue the course 
that we adopted—not as a matter of impulse, 
but as a matter of calculated policy—which is 
consistent with our past traditions, consistent 
with our best national interests, steadfastly, 
calling a spade a spade, but not depending 
merely upon denunciations as the solution of 
any problem, problems are too complex and 
not susceptible   to easy solutions    .    .    . 
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SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Let there be a 
secret session and let them say there that 
America has committed aggression. 

DR. ANUP SINGH : I think perhaps that 
will satisfy you, but that will not . . . 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Will they say it ?   
Even then they will not say it. 

DR. ANUP SINGH : Mr. Gupta will derive 
merely emotional satisfaction if the 
Government were to say that the Americans 
were aggressors. But I would like to remind 
him that he had eulogised consistently the 
stand taken by our late Prime Minister. He 
must also remember that he never tried to use 
the word 'aggressor'. In fact, if you read his 
speeches—I am speaking from memory—you 
will find that he was not used to calling 
somebody as aggressor. It does not solve the 
problem. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA:   All right. 

DR. ANUP SINGH : Let us offer a solution. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: All right. Let 
them repeat the same statement which they 
made in  1958.    Will they do it? 

DR. ANUP SINGH : It is a 'Mantra' that 
you must repeat. Did the Communist Party for 
that matter—I will not enter into any 
ideological argument   .   .   . 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : Is it a 'Mantra' 
that you must repeat the American policy ? 

DR. ANUP SINGH : No, no. I do not know 
whether Mr. Gupta is aware that I have 
criticised American policies in Parliament and 
outside, perhaps more than anybody else and I 
feel that they are on the wrong track. They are 
absolutely on the wrong track, because 
wherever there is trouble they think they are 
containing communism. I think the policy has 
failed. (Interruption) But that is neither here 
nor there. To repeat what you said in 1958 
does not solve any problem, because the 
situation  changes    .    .    . 

(Interruptions) 
THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. Bhupesh 

Gupta, you must listen to him now.   You 
have had your say. 

DR. ANUP SINGH: I should have thought 
that Mr. Bhupesh Gupta know* that the 
situation changes and the world situation also 
changes. Finally, I am saying this in all 
seriousness, the real trouble with the 
Opposition is that they are too small and 
divided    .    .    . 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : We are con-
scious, of it. 

DR. ANUP SINGH : If some of the 
Members of the Congress—I am making the 
suggestion in all seriousness—will voluntarily 
abdicate their places and join the Opposition, 
and send those people who are considered to 
be very conservative and reactionary, that will 
restore some balance and sanity in the 
Opposition. 

Thank you. 

DIWAN CHAMAN LALL: Madam Deputy 
Chairman, I am grateful to you for giving me 
this opportunity, but as I have very little time 
before me, what I intend to do is to confine 
myself almost entirely to the question of 
Vietnam. My friend, Mr. Bhupesh Gupta, 
gave a challenge to my hon. friend, the 
Foreign Minister, and he asked: Is he prepared 
to repeat the joint statement issued at the time 
when Dr. Ho Chi Minh came to India ? May I 
read out to him from his own pamphlet, the 
statement that is contained at page 25 of his 
pamphlet : 

"The joint statement of the two leaders 
emphasised peace in Vietnam on the basis 
of the fulfilment of the Geneva Agreement 
on Vietnam." 

Is that what the Government of India has 
said ? 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : That is the 
trouble with my hon. friend. 

DIWAN CHAMAN LALL : Is that what the 
Government has said ? I want to know if Mr. 
Bhupesh Gupta denies his own words ? 
(Interruption) Now, let him have a little 
patience. He had made one of the most angry 
speeches that I have had the pleasure of 
hearing from him on the floor of this House. 
Mr. Dahyabhai Patel also made a very angry 
speech, but it was nothing compared with the 
speech that was made by Mr.    Bhupesh    
Gupta. 
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[Diwan Chaman Lall.] 
Now, ia.be prepared to accept this statement ? 
The statement has been made repeatedly by 
the Government of India and I am quite 
certain that my lion, friend, the Foreign 
Minister, will repeat the statment once again.    
This is the statement: 

"On the basis of fulfilment of the Geneva 
Agreement on Vietnam." 

Now, there is another statement also in the 
joint statement that was issued by Pandit 
Jawaharlal Nehru and Dr. Ho Chi Minh : 

"The President and the Prime Minister 
agreed that colonialism and forcible 
occupation or domination of national 
territories by foreign powers have no place 
in the world today." 

Is there any objection to my hon. friend 
repeating this particular statement ? None 
whatsoever.    I repeat it    .   .    . 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA :  Ask him. 
DIWAN CHAMAN LALL : I repeat it on 

behalf of the Congress Party and I am quite 
certain that my hon. friend   .    .   . 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: About that, will 
they say it that there are no other foreign 
powers there ? 

DIWAN CHAMAN LALL: This was said by 
the Prime Minister of India, Pandit lawaharlal 
Nehru, and I am quite certain that my hon. 
friend, the Foreign Minister, who is sitting 
there now, listening to your speech and to my 
speech, will corroborate every word of what 
Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru said in regard to this 
matter. I repeat it on behalf of the Congress 
Party. I repeat it not only on behalf of the 
Congress Party, but I repeat it on behalf of the 
Government   .   .   . 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : Let him say. 

DIWAN CHAMAN LALL : He will say it 
because he has shaken Tris head in consent of 
this. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : Shaken his head 
? 

DIWAN CHAMAN LALL: Of course. he 
has. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : I do not know. 
There is nothing in parliamentary procedure 
about shaking one's head. First of all, you do 
not know what that head contains and how it 
shakes. You must look around. 

DIWAN CHAMAN LALL : Mr. Bhupesh 
Gupta is a little more insulting than I thought 
that he would be. He is talking something 
about things inside the head. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : Nobody knows. 

DIWAN CHAMAN LALL : My dear Mr. 
Bhupesh Gupta, you may not have anything in 
your head, but other people do possess 
something in their head. Then, they expressed 
deep sympathy for all people struggling for 
independence and sovereignty. Is there 
anything objectionable in this ? I repeat the 
statement on behalf of the Members here 
present now in the Congress Party, because 
that is our policy.   Is it or is it not our policy ? 

HON. MEMBERS: It is, it is our policy. 

DIWAN CHAMAN LALL: Of course it is 
our policy. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : Nobody says 
yes. 

DIWAN CHAMAN LALL: You un-
fortunately are so deaf that you cannot hear. 
They were glad that ajiumber of countries in 
Asia and Africa had achieved independence. 
We are all glad that they have achieved their 
independence. Perhaps my hon. friend wanted 
the independence that has been achieved by 
these countries in Asia and Africa to be of the 
type that the Chinese Communists want. That 
is what probably he wanted. 

SHRI  BHUPESH GUPTA :   1  did    not 
want that. If you say this thing, I will say dirty 
things. Whv do you bring in China ? 

(Interruption) 
DIWAN   CHAMAN   LALL: My   hon. 

friend is a bit too sensitive, but when it comes 
to him, he can abuse the Foreign Minister to 
his heart's content, he can say ihe   (widest    
thiits    about    the    Foreign 
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Minister, he can say the hardest things about 
the Congress Party. But when it comes to a 
word or two being said against him, he rises 
up in wrath against the Congress Party. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA ; Why has he 
mentioned China ? 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : You con-
tinue your arguments. 

DIWAN CHAMAN LALL : I have accepted 
the challenge that Mr. Bhupesh Gupta gave 
me. I have read out from his own pamphlet 
the joint statement that was made by Prime 
Minister Nehru and by Dr. Ho Chi-minh. Now 
having read that statement, having 
corroborated that statement on behalf of the 
Congress Party, may I congratulate the hon. 
Foreign Minister for the Statement that he has 
made about Vietnam, and this is what he said. 
Unfortunately, Mr. Bhupesh Gupta was un-
able to hear the words because he is deaf, 
physically deaf. This is what the Foreign 
Minister said: "We are in touch with friendly 
countries so that Vietnam is left to decide its 
future without outside interference". Is that his 
policy or not ? Of course it is his policy. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : When aggres-
sion is going on, you would say that we are in 
touch with other countries in order to get 
American troops expelled from Vietnam. Is 
this your idea of keeping world peace ? 

DTWAN CHAMAN LALL: Mr. Bhupesh 
Gupta can draw his own conclusion in regard 
to this particular matter as to whether the 
statement made by the Foreign Minister—"so 
that Vietnam is left to decide its future 
without outside interference"—means or does 
not mean the withdrawal of American troops. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : Aggression is 
going on    .    .    . 

DtWAN CHAMAN LALL : It does not 
mean not withdrawing their troops. 

SHRI  BHUPESH  GUPTA :   May I ask 
him    .    .    . 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : There should 
be no interruptions. 

DIWAN CHAMAN LALL : We applaud the 
wisdom of the Foreign Minister in making the 
statement. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Mr. Bhupesh 
Gupta is able to hear every word you say. 
You speak on the international situation. Give 
up comments on what you have read. 

DIWAN CHAMAN LALL : Madam, may I 
refer to Mr. A. D. Mani for a minute ? Since 
my friend, Mr. Bhupesh Gupta, is so very 
sensitive, I would confine myself to Mr. A. D. 
Mani. 

SHRI    BHUPESH    GUPTA:  Do    you 
mean to say that he is insensitive? 

DIWAN CHAMAN LALL : I interrupted my 
friend, Mr. Mani, and asked him how he knew   
.   .   . 

THE    DEPUTY     CHAIRMAN :    You 
must address the Chair. 

DIWAN CHAMAN LALL: Madam, whether 
I have turned this side or whether I have 
turned that side or whether I have turned my 
back, I am addressing you. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : Hind is not the 
right side. 

DIWAN CHAMAN LALL: I do hope that 
Mr. Bhupesh Gupta will certainly have some 
hind sight if he does not possess fore sight. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : Then I will not 
look at you. 

DIWAN CHAMAN LALL: May I ask Mr. 
Mani whether he had the authority of the 
United States Government when he said that 
the United States Government did not mean 
imperialism in Vietnam ? I want to remind 
him of the 'New York Times' which in the 
year 1950, as long ago as 1950, said : 

"In the North are exportable tin, tungsten, 
manganese, coal, lumber and rice; rubber, 
tea, pepper and hides. Even before World 
War II Indo-China yielded dividends 
estimated at 300 million: dollars per year". 

Again : 
"Our own State Department told us what 

this war is about as clearly as anyone could 
wish, only one year later". 
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[Diwan Chaman LallJ 
President Eisenhower just after he was 

elected— 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Is that in the 
pamphlet ? 

DIWAN CHAMAN LALL: I will ask mv 
friend, Mr. Bhupesh Gupta, to listen carefully 
to what I am saying. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : I have written 
this there, so I need not listen. 

DIWAN CHAMAN LALL: If you have 
written this in your pamphlet, then you know 
perfectly well what it is all about. Then you 
can appreciate this a little better.     President 
Eisenhower said : 

"Now let us assume we lost Indochina. If 
Indo-China goes, the tin and tungsten we so 
greatly value would cease coming. We are 
after the cheapest way to prevent the 
occurrence of something terrible   .    .   ." 

What is that something terrible ?— 

"... the loss of our ability to get what we 
want from the riches of the Indo-China 
territory and from South East Asia". 

This is what President Eisenhower said soon 
after his election. This is the reason why the 
American troops are now in Vietnam, not the 
reason given by somebody else. The reason is 
that they are wanting the riches of South 
Vietnam, they want the riches of these 
countries. 

AN. HON. MEMBER : By honest trade. 
DIWAN CHAMAN LALL: Imperialist trade, 

it is not honest trade. Imperialism does not 
work for honesty. We people have had the rule 
of an imperialist power here in India, and what 
is the result ? 

SHRI A. D. MANI: The point is this. The 
classic definition of imperislism is to exercise 
political control over a territory for making ill 
benefits. These quotations which he has read 
out refer to the desire of the United States to 
see that Indo-China, as it was called at one 
time. Is open to the free world for purchase of 
goods on ordinary trade and commercial 
terms.   This is not imperialism. 

DIWAN CHAMAN LALL : That is my 
friend, Mr. Mani's understanding of it. The 
unfortunate trouble is that he is so completely 
ignorant of this issue, the ordinary background 
of this issue, that he does not realise that there 
is a war going on in Vietnam, one in which 
three hundred thousand American troops are 
involved, and possibly by the end of this year 
about one million soldiers will be involved in 
the fighting in Vietnam. How is this fighting in 
Vietnam going to give free trade to that 
country ? Can he tell me how free trade is 
going to arise in Vietnam and be effective ? I 
am sure that my hon. friend has not thought of 
it. The trouble with my hon. friend is that he is 
so completely ignorant of these issues. May I 
say that Eisenhowever . . . (Interruptions) The 
trouble with my hon. friend is that he is 
completely ignorant of these issues. He has not 
even read Eisenhower's book. One book he has 
written recently. If we read Eisenhower's book, 
on page 372 he says : 

"I have never talked or corresponded 
with a person knowledgeable in Indo-China 
affairs who did not agree that, had elections 
been held at the time of the fighting, 
possibly 80 per cent of the population 
would have voted for the Communist Ho 
Chi-Minh as their leader. The mass of the 
population supported the enemy." 

This is what Eisenhower says in his own 
book, a book that he has recently written and 
it is on page 372, if my hon. friend would care 
to read it. 

SHRI ARJUN ARORA: You present him 
with a copy of the book. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : But he does not 
go as far as that. 

DIWAN CHAMAN LALL : He does not 
read it. May I also ask Shri Mani and others 
who are involved in this matter . . . 

SHRI A. D. MANI : Not involved. 

DIWAN CHAMAN LALL : We are all 
involved in this debate. May I ask them to 
read the 1954 Geneva Agreement on 
Vietnam? Has he ever read that 7 I do not 
think so. 

SHRI A. D. MANI: Yes. 
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DIWAN CHAMAN LALL: He says. yes. But 
I do not believe it because if he had read that, 
he would have seen that one of the first items 
in that agreement is that there should be 
neither military bases nor should military 
troops nor military armaments be sent there. 

SHRI DAHYABHAI V.  PATEL:   Only 
infiltrators. 

DIWAN CHAMAN LALL: My hon. friend 
talks about infiltrators. Out of the 22 people 
who were captured who were supposed to be 
North Vietnamese infiltrators, 18 were found 
to be Sonth Vietnamese; about two, they did 
not know where they came from   .   .   . 

SHRI A. D. MANI: How do you know 
all these things? 

DIWAN CHAMAN LALL: How  do   1 
know ? If only my hon. friend reads th» 
material that is available to him and to me, he 
will be able to find out   .   .   . 

SHRI A. D. MANI: Where 7 

DTWAN CHAMAN LALL: May I draw 
his attention to the Geneva Agreement? Now, 
the first part deals with the Conference which 
was attended by certain countries, the 
Democratic Republic of Vietnam, Cambodia, 
Laos, the Soviet Union, the Peoples Republic 
of China, France, the United Kingdom, the 
United States and the Government of Bao 
Dai. Secondly, the Conference ended on the 
20th July, 1954. (Interruptions) with the 
signing of the Geneva Agreement   It says— 

"This agreement prohibits the intro-
duction into Vietnam of foreign troops and 
military personnel, of weapons and 
munitions. It bans the establishment of all 
foreign military bases in Vietnam and 
stipulates that the two zones of Vietnam 
shall not become part of any military 
alliance   .   .   . 

"The Geneva Agreement stipulates that 
the two parties have the task of ensuring 
that the zones   .   .   . 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  Are you 
going to read the whole Agreement ? 

DIWAN   CHAMAN   LALL: No, I am noi 
going to read it fully. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : You have 
very little time left. Please come to the point. 

SHRI A, D. MANI: On a point of in-
formation   .   .   . 

DIWAN CHAMAN LALL : I have no 
intention of reading the whole lot. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Give a gist. 

SHRI A. D. MANI: Will the hon. Member 
yield for a moment ? 

DIWAN CHAMAN LALL : It says: 

"... the two parties   have   the 
task of ensuring that the zones allotted 
to them are not used for the resumption 
* of hostilities or in the   service   of   an 
aggressive policy." 

The United States was part and parcel of 
this Agreement. They signed this Agreement. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: No, no. The 
United States was not a signatory. 

DIWAN CHAMAN LALL: My hon. friends 
are quite mistaken. If they only look at the 
text of the statement made by Under 
Secretary, Walter B. Smith, at the concluding 
Indo-China Plenary Session at Geneva on July 
21, they will find that be has stated: 

"In the case of nations now divided 
against their will, we shall continue to seek 
to achieve unity, through free elections 
supervised by the United Nations to insure 
that they are conducted fairly." 

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL:   Like 
Berlin. 

DIWAN CHAMAN LALL: It further says: 

"... the United States reiterates its 
traditional position that peoples are entitled 
to determine their own future and that it 
will not join in an arrangement which 
would hinder this. Nothing in its declaration 
just made is intended to or does indicate 
any departure from this traditional position. 
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[Diwan Chaman Lall] 
"We share the hope that the agreements 

will permit Combodi'a, laos and Vietnam to 
play their part, in full independence and 
sovereignty, in the peaceful community of 
nations, and will enable the peoples of that 
area to determine their own future." 

It is exactly what my hon. friend, the 
Minister of External Affairs, said only 
yesterday, that is to say, to enable thein to 
determine their own future. 

SHRI A. D. MANI: There is a book, a 
pamphlet, on American administration in 
Vietnam by Shri Bhupesh Gupta. There is no 
reference there to these quotations of 
President Eisenhower which he read just now. 
Am I to understand that he also is ignorant of 
this fact? 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: He has given 
you the page number of President 
Eisenhower's book. 

DIWAN CHAMAN LALL : I am sorry that I 
was interrupted in regard to this particular, 
very serious matter. I would like you to 
remember that there are some people sitting 
here in the Opposition, particularly Prof. 
RuthnasWamy who himself sits in the corner, 
who talked about: 

Little Jack Horner Sat in a 
corner Eating a Christmas Pie; 

He put in his thumb And 
pulled out a plum 

And said: What a bad boy am I ? 

SHRI M. RUTHNASWAMY: What a good 
boy am I  ? 

AN. HON. MEMBER : It is all foreign to the 
debate. 

DIWAN CHAMAN LALL: My hon. friend 
thinks that Vietnam is foreign to the  debate.   
Vietnam  is the crux of this 

I debate, Madam, and I entirely, cent per cent, 
agree with the Minister of External Affairs 
and with Shri Bhupesh Gupta in regard to the 
statement that I just now read out, in regard to 
the joint statement issued when Dr. Ho Chi-
minh visited India and it was supported by the 
Minister of External Affairs. 

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA : Shri Bhupesh 
Gupta does not agree with you on one point. 
You said that the United States Government   .   
.   . 

DIWAN CHAMAN LALL: Will you please 
sit down ? The rules of this House do not 
permit a Member to get up and interrupt 
another Member who does not give way. 

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA : I thought you 
had the courtesy to sit down when I got up. 

THE   DEPUTY   CHAIRMAN :    Please 
wind up. 

DIWAN CHAMAN LALL: Madam, my 
hon. friend interrupted me. I do not know 
what he wants to say. But if he wants to say 
anything, I will give in. 

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA : There is a 
contradiction between you and Shri Bhupesh 
Gupta. You said that you supported fully    .    
.    . 

(Interruptions) 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: It is the 
Swatantra line. 

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA: Shri Bhupesh 
Gupta contradicted your statement when you 
said that the United States Government was a 
signatory to the Geneva Agreement. He says 
that it was not a signatory. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: What he said is 
quite right. The United States wanted to 
participate in the Geneva Conference and 
therein Mr. Walter B. Smith was present and 
at the conclusion made a separate declaration 
on behalf of the Government of the United 
States which my hon. friend has very rightly 
and rele vently read. 
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DIWAN CHAMAN LALL: My hon. friend 
who interrupted me just now wanted me to sit 
down. I do not know what the interruption was 
about. But I think he was rightly dealt with by 
Shri Bhupesh Gupta. I had a lot more to say 
about this matter. 

May I support the amendment moved by Shri 
Karmarkar    supporting the    foreign 
policy ? 

5   P.M. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  I    may 
here inform the House that the Minister of 
External Affairs will give his reply tomorrow. 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN: How long are we 
sitting, Madam? Do we adjourn after his speech 
? 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Yes, Mr. Jagat 
Narain. 

 



2043 Motion re [ RAJYA SABHA ] International Situation 2044 

 



2045 Motion re [ 9 AUG. 1966 ] International Situation 2046 

 



2047 Motion re [ RAJYA SABHA ] International Situation 2048 
 

 
"India's Minister for Information and 

Broadcasting, Mr. Raj Bahadur, today 
accused certain interested parties of 
waging a persistent campaign to sow 
seeds of discord between Indians and 
Africans. 

He s_uspected these parties whom he 
did not identify, of wanting to further 
their objectives at the United Nations by 
damaging Indo-African accord. 

The Minister was speaking at a 
luncheon meeting given in his honour 
by Mr. Prem Bhatia, India's High Com-
missioner in Nairobi. 

The latter told newsmen that he was 
greatly hurt to find the radio and the 
press in East Africa swallowing the anti-
Indian propaganda of some of the foreign 
journalists and news agencies in India. He 
referred to stories published in East 
African newspapers of Indian mothers 
selling babies for food and starving 
Indians- picking foodgrains from the 
excreta of animals." 
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THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M. P. 
BHARGAVA) : The House stands adjourned 
till 11 a.m. tomorrow. 

The House then adjourned at 
twenty minutes past Ave of the 
clock till eleven of the clock on 
Wednesday, the 10th August, 1966. 

M70RS/66. 


