4637 Papers laid

(iii) Statement No. VI—Thirty-eighth
Session, 1962.

(iv) Statement No.
Session, 1962.

(v) Statement
Session, 1962.

No< II—Forty-first

V—Thirty-ninth
No. IV—Fortieth

(vi) Statement
Session, 1962.

(See Appendix XLI, Annexure Nos. SO to
55 for (i) to (vi).]

NOTIFICATIONS UNDER THE RUBBER ACT,
1947

THe DEPUTY MINISTER 1IN THE
MINISTRY OF LABOUR AND
EMPLOYMENT (SHRI RATAMLAL

KISHORILAL MALVIYA) : Sir, on behalf of Shri
Manubhai Shah, I beg to lay on the Table,
under sub-section (3) of section 25 of the
Rubber Act, 1947, a copy each of the
following Notifications of the Ministry of
Commerce and Industry: —

(i) Notification S.O. No. 19, dated the
Ist January, 1963, publishing the

Rubber Board Service
(Recruitment) Amendment Rules,
1963.

(i1) Notification S.O. No. 20, dated the
Ist January, 1963, publishing the
Rubber Board Service
(Classification, Control and Appeal)
Amendment Rules, 1963.

[Placed in Library. See No. LT-742/63 for
(1) and (ii).]

NOTIFICATIONS UNDER THE ALL INDIA
SERVICES ACT, 1951

THE DEPUTY MINISTER IN THE
MINISTRY oF HOME AFFAIRS (SHRIMATI
MARAOATHAM CHANDRA-SEKHAR) : Sir, I beg
to lay on the Table, under sub-section (2) of
section 3 of the All India Services Act, 1951,
a copy each of the following Notifications of
the Ministry of Home Affairs: —

(i) Notification G.S.R. No. 1729, dated
the 13th December, 1962 publishing
the  Indian  Police Service
(Probation) (Second
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Amendment) Rules, 1962. [Placed
in Library. See No. LT-699/63.]

(i) Notification G.S.R. No. 1730, the
15th December, 1962, publishing
the AH India Services (Conduct)
Amendment Rules, 1962. [Placed in
Library-See No. LT-700/63].

THE MINERAL CONCESSION  (FIFTH
AMENDMENT) RULES, 1962

THE MINISTER oF MINES AND FUEL
(SHRI K. D. MALAVIYA): Sir, I beg to lay on
the Table, under subsection (1) of section 28
of the Mines and Minerals (Regulation and
Development) Act, 1957, a copy of the Min-
istry of Mines and Fuel Notification G.S.R.
No. 1707, dated the 4th December, 1962,
publishing the Mineral Concession (Fifth
Amendment) Rules, 1962. [Placed in Library.
See No. LT-703/63.]

REPORT ON THE THIRD GENERAL ELECTION
TO THE ORISSA LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY,
1961

THE MINISTER oF LAW" (SHRI A. K.
SEN) : Sir, I beg to lay on the Table, a copy of
the Report on the Third General Election to
the Orissa Legislative Assembly, 1961.
[Placed in Library. See No. LT-733/63]

THE CEMENT (QUALITY CONTROL)
ORDER, 1962

THE DEPUTY MINISTER IN THB
MINISTRY ofF STEEL AND HEAVY
INDUSTRIES (SHrI P. C. SETHI) * Sir, I beg
to lay on the Table, under subsection (6) of
section 3 of the Essential Commodities Act,
1955, , copy of the Ministry of Steel and
Heavy Industries (Department of Heavy
Industries) Notification S.0. No.
3595|[ECA|2|62, dated the 24th November,
1962, publishing the Cement (Quality
Control) Order, 1962. [Placed in Library. See
No. LT-756/ 63.]
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GOVERNMENT MOTION RE COLOMBO
PROPOSALS ON INDIA-CHINA
RELATIONS—continued.

Colombo Proposals on

MB. CHAIRMAN: We can now go -on to
the discussion of the Motion. I might at this
stage tell you that I expect the Prime Minister
to join the discussion at 4 o'clock this
afternoon.

SHw SATYACHARAN (Uttar Pradesh):
Mr. Chairman, Sir,, during the recent years no
other document has aroused so much interest
and attention as that containing the proposals
made by the six non-aligned nations at
Colombo. Coming as it does after the
unwarranted massive attack and declaration of
unilateral ceasefire by China, it is quite
understandable that every section of the people
and their representatives have tnken utmost
interest in it.

Sir, frankly speaking, the proposals as they
are shaped fall short of our expectation. But
since the proposals accept the principle that
the aggression made by China has to be
undone, and they envisage also that the
Chinese forces must make a withdrawal to a
point which obtained before September 8§,
1962, 1 think it deserves our closest
consideration. At *this stage, Sir, I must
register my appreciation for all the efforts put
in by the representatives of the six-non-aligned
nations who were motivated by the idea of
maintenance of peace and Afro-Asian
solidarity. Sir, we also have to thank those
emissaries who represent these powers for
presenting the case of the six non-aligned
nations in a very peaceful manner.

Sir, at this stage I feel that some of the
observations made on the floor of the House
gave me an impression that there is a lot of
divergence of views in connection with these
proposals. I am equally pained to *observe in
the columns of the Press :that our ideas have
been put in a
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fashion as to give an impression to * the
world that we are too much divided on this
issue. This is too delicate an occasion, and
we are dealing with too sanguine an affair
and our expressions have to be too
restrained and have to be expressed in a
fashion commensurate with the difficult
situation through which we are passing.

As far as the proposals are concerned, I
will offer my observations in detail at a
later stage. But in the beginning I must say
that it would be a diplomatic blunder of the
highest magnitude if we reject the
proposals. Apart from the fact that we
would be antagonising the six non-aligned
Powers who have put in all efforts to
maintain peace, we would be also losing the
moral force of the world opinion which has
veered round our own cause. For a moment
let us think; if the proposals fail because of
the intransigence of China, it is China that
will stand indicted. We will get the support
of not only the non-aligned Powers but also
of those nations which have been so far
silent and have not come out with their
open support. Some of our friends have
mentioned that negotiations would dampen
our war effort. I respectfully differ from
them. The instrument of negotiation is
entirely different from our efforts directed
towards defence purposes. I would be the
last person to see that our war efforts or our
defence efforts are slackened because we
are in the midst of certain negotiations. In
fact, our effort should go on with
accelerated speed and at the same time we
may not be lagging on the diplomatic front.

Sir, an esteemed colleague of ours on the
other side of the House expressed that our
diplomacy at home has been quite successful
but it has failed abroad. I very respectfully
submit that the instrument of diplomacy is too
delicate. It is not wooden, it is flexible and if
it is at all mature diplomacy, it must adjust
itself to the norms and plans and exigencies
that arise. If it cannot, it is a rotten piece | of
diplomacy. Assessed in that context,
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I believe, Indian diplomacy has done ewell,
not that I am singing swan-song to the
achievements of our foreign policy. My
conscience speaks when I say that so far we
might have erred here and there but on the
whole we have done creditably. Had it not
,been tor our diplomacy, today the majority of
nations would not have given their support to
our cause. I believe that the diplomatic front is
more effective today in this age than the war
front and that a diplomat, if he knows to play
his cards well, can avert so many tragic events
leading to a war.

Our policy of non-alignment has also been
very badly criticised by a few friends who
happen to be here. They think that non-
alignment has been thrown to the winds. I
believe that it is non-alignment which has
triumphed so well. It has received encomiums
from East and West and all those friends who
believe in the tenets of non-alignment.

Now, as far as the Colombo proposals ar,
concerned, it is said that it is deviation from
the earlier stand and principles. I fail to
understand it. It has also been said that as far
as the proposal of China was concerned, it
was better than the Colombo proposals. This
is @ most amazing statement. I need give some
clarification on this issue. If we see, in the
Eeastern Sector, we are quite to the point of
what we need except Thagla ridge and
Longju, which have to be settled in the course
of our discussion. As far as the Middle Sector
is concerned, the area known as Bara Hoti is
still unoccupied either by the Indian forces or

the Chinese and that has to remain
undisturbed according to the Colombo
proposals.

Now, the most contentious part about which
we have to think is the "Western Sector, that
is the Ladakh area. I believe, as I see it clearly
from the maps supplied to us, tihat we
definitely are gainers. In one sense, T should
say that the Colombo pi-oposala envisage a
position which
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is advantageous to us, since they have not
allowed the Chinese to reap the fruits of
aggression. They have said that the Chinese
have to make a withdrawal of 20 kilometres
from the line of actual control. As such would
it be proper to say that the Chinese proposals
are better than the Colombo proposals? I
would urge on hon. Member, who spoke in
this strain, to examine his own statement with
the help of the maps and also the statements
made so far.

There is another great revelation in this
House to me that we have been dubbed as
Communists and probably as their fellow-
travellers because on certain points we do
agree. That is rather a most insensing
statement. It has been said that there is a sort
of suspicion that we may enter into agreement
with international Communism. I do not suffer
from any phobia, whether it is Communism or
any other 'ism'. I have my own 'ism' and I am
perfectly confident of that and I know that
'ism' has not to be diluted with any other 'ism'.
As far as the question of co-existence is con-
cerned, the alignment or policy or any 'ism'
should not militate against it. I would point
out this to the hon. Member who had the
temerity of speaking in that strain that we pro-
bably are going to follow the line of
international Communism or compromise
with them. There was an occasion when
Roosevelt met Stalin and today in the Cuban
affair, either Kennedy or Khruschev—you
may take it either way—they had to concede
to the other and the result was, a great military
catastrophe was averted. That is why I said in
the beginning that the instrument of
diplomacy is too delicate and flexible. It must
rise to the occasion and I say in the very spirit
that Khrushchev and Kennedy played the
game very well.

Regarding some of the points that arise out of
these proposals, the whole confusion obtains
because of the type of enemy that we meet, the
type of opponent that we meet. We know that
about 52 years back a very.
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[Shri Satyacharan.] significant statement
was made by one who happens to be a
General, a great military genius of repute. It
was in 1910 that General MacArthur paid a
visit to India and after his visit, he submitted
a report to the Government of the U.S.
Therein he wrote that the strength and
weakness of India lay in its geography. The
Himalayas serve as a fortress. If the enemy is
met at the gate, he stands repulsed but if h,
gets an access through the gate, Indians have
always been defeated. There is some sense in
it and the statement was made about 52 years
batk and I specially say when I examine the
case to bear it in mind that all these passes,
which lie either in the Eastern Sector or in
the Western Sector or in the Middle Sector,
have to be got back or maintained in the light
of this statement made by a great General
who is known as a military strategist  of
the world.

Sir, if the friends who are in favour of the
rejection of the proposals wish war—because
that is the only alternative—I would" ask
them this question: Will that proposition be
feasible with our professions of peace and
eo-existence and the five principles of
Panchsheel?  Will it be not correct for us to
adhere to them and to avoid war if we can
avert it?  If somehow or the other, by sitting
round the table we can make the situation more
favourable and peaceful, we would be
contributing to the cause of peace in the world
and in our own land.  Sir, when [ say that, I do
not mean for a moment that [ am prepared
to endanger the freedom and integrity of our
country; nor would I like to compromise on
the issue of the honour and prestige of our
country.  These are the considerations which
have so far animated us. I believe as far as
our Prime Minister is concerned, he is the
proper person, with all his his- I toric
background, with all his patrio- i tic actions so
far, to take care of it. To doubt his professions
and intentions or actions would be, in fact, too
bad. Therefore, Sir, I would recommend to !
the House that as far as these pro- |
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posals are concerned, they have to be accepted
in principle. I do feel and I say, Sir, at the end
that we can give the green light to our Prime
Minister and to the Government to pursue this
matter to its logical end, in conformity with
the sentiments that have been expressed in th»
House.

1) To o FTARY! (Z¥T st?m) :
waTafa o, wreEET ST 9 99 9%
T TEEFIT 9T FH FE TEAHl &
fa=sre FAT Fom o

99 & gwen  foad gare fafy
oY o mfea &, 79 & 39 A T aw
2 @ ¢ f smaE gee o feax
& qa % feafy 1 w19 777 F1 Fa9
od F QA FA F |

qfeq maw @—T AW Fear
(397 waw) : FAFAT |

oY go dYo amgnY : FATFIW
qU AE F, sA FEA A A1 A
Fer ¢ 5 59 e # 3 < fear,
¥ feafs & o w=d &

fafy w4 (=t go ®o &7) : i
LU A C O

*t Qo AYo araraay : HIfsry Agi W
L AR AR e R R C A Rt A
9T FIEFEl ST H FHAT H{TEAT
g wife war a% fainft &1 1 qa@
pemgfaee ff ) En oA o
faiedfy 2w, foa® v 2= Wt arfoe
¥ owowa & & fr wsal wwEl
ga T AE 7 AFA | wegfae
et ¥ A W O owm g ! Sl ar
SEATE WETfad g & 97 ) I o -
F1¢ 77 feran wYz oy srezarsit & s
oigre  fear § 99@ s g8l
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& A § g0 dwd ag 05 § ) W a2
wf ¥ oy § e AR A swraemwar
&l "amar |

SHHI BHUPESH GUPTA (West .Bengal):
How did you reject it before it was published?

+Y Wo @Y aramgy: No, we did
not reject before its pub lication,
qgeT wter g & f = faaeae, sy o
T, & gz7 71 712 faamn a@n fF ag
Fq ¥ 9 a9 9 —"fafay sifaey
rq—urew fafret 7 o ey
¥ o fageae & @@ @ feafa 1 sw
F AT sgreT &% 4 | 3w far wrd
7% 7 9WH & ag sarar ¥ samEr am
41 R afz sud & a1 qa o @
g€, at g g T FAr =fEd | Az
o w9 § 9 91 eE w9 97 g
qastar qE1 g1 qFar, FATT g1 wHar
g

oE g AW 9T AT & ar A8, &
TR T FET | AET F g F AT
2 o1 @ § fF gw uwer dd A
e Yar 9% ww @ | 7w & s
wrgar g f avrar fosr &1 v gwm ?
1 g9 gvren 5 9 At A
A & wfewre w1 fAasfa 37 s
WwWE T W Faval gEITT ET
FA &, °Y 7 gW arren T a7 sy
AT FT AT F WA ACAFTL FT FrEA

wEr o @ E )

Sto weaTHTw : UHT FIA @
Frevdl Hioeew W, fowd ag wmew
grar & 5 ew war oy sy gfgee
g @ 87
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=Y Qo dYo FTwyEY - oY g, Ww
qfgd 3% | gt &7 &, fafy @ 7@
TF AT AT qTEg o (% qurEn foor
¥ g9 WOAT §AT A AT 9T ) W 9
&1§ faag a8 &1 awar " w1
Far gawm St 7t aw=a &t e g9
|TET W99 574 @1 W< Flersa)] year
A ITHN AT F1E WT AN TEAr
g

wiwmgHm a7 omr
2 ¥ ag grren for 9 g Far @
wo, W ag zant fax w1 fonga 4@
£ | arran oot ae at T &7 §a91 ag@
ot 78 Y | & AT § 3R 9w
oo a2 W #71 F Wi 9 9R
99 T « fagma & qyEn foa # 9-
9 FLF FATE {7 H1 g7 fZaT, 77 gA
g1 & 99 3 gz A greaw fegr
& A gare wa WA A wEr R ogw
T T4 Arwaw & av fas adt g
T | IR FATG &9 w1 owEw e
fe <t Fr a1 aren foor & ame
FT 41 | oz 2 f 9% fammr & qray
foor & art # %1€ 774y =8 @1 | Sfew
gt & ST FT ATFAO WIS AT AT
aE I AT & /A gw AT g
ar @ & 1 gt fad quren fw W
& a8 9 ux faeg W@ §, avmEn
foar ey ity & 2&2 &1 719 77 8,
qrret foor s fagia 1 afie & i
ag fagia 2z ¢ fv ew gfam<t & a=
qz feet For grar W W agEd &
vl & amwa foe a@ gwE ) qF
a2 3 F Arg FgA qear § fF wrea
seaTat o qurer oo § &9y O qom &
wiaFIT 1 S 53 7AW =49 fagie
#1 gean #% 2 § foast sy ww #
RN T F AT EEAR g
aqrmT o # oot 3 9 9, 08w
% w gFa § ! quren f w0 faare
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w1 fawa A amm, a7 g AX AW
a%a § 7 gw o fagia 1 #8 gre aad
§ fw afz @t Y faarg wr @ gam
¥ & F7A F1 g7 fFan 1an, 1 gw I9HT
fadrg #% ? wae Fam #1€ THY T
FEFAT ¢ [ Fraval wward gay a81
71 1 gant wfafafa 97 €= & vfa-
fafeaat & avasta & orgw, o T Fav
g T FE amen A A § oam
G | A a9z Fgar g R IR
AT ¥ v fad T woft s9ifs wra
¥ 99 WA F Figr 9v F gqvrEn o
& ot <At | W § I e av
wiaeat geara got gt foor it fqarg
#1 fauy aarn wgd 3, @ gard dfaw
AT FT IVEW ITAT AT 8,
T g4 weg feafa & @y o7 3 € #Wi%
FWA %A wEarEl &1 o faar

wq & WET" FY AT FEAT | I G
¥ gardt w3 FfEar 4F | i w7 i
Fifwar 4 | w7 gy s § F w7 20
feartex f1g gz smawT | Fgf g g2
i 2w & qf & G g s
o & T w7 ARy Fer
¥ fw fgwr a1 w@r 2
f& W 3o fHanizT gz s |
®Y g 7z a9 a7 Ay ? 9
A9 qIT TATH F AT AGT W
VY Fgr o7 @ g fF FEA 20 fEAr-
WreT §g T e 8, g g A
warr A wer dar FET & 7 E, A
gEl o fFaAmer 917 gemT argar
& WY IawT guA 3 frar | FraeAy
yearal & wada fag qfw § 4=
o femteT 919 gza7 agf &7 wodr
A7 T FT AHA | qH woAr qfw 97
QYA AT AAT T WAFC GrT @ &
o &% 9 gy §eq § 7 3@ g
“gratadt” w aare &, o gETd U
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SAAAT ¥ wArA & | wiAfqw G &
ZAT 2T & SHIea g0 | war g !
H9 gy gt 9T FEIE a9 |
wer fafa a4 ¥ wgr, 4T a1 agf X
At w7 ¥ 1 gAYy WAl & aE 4,
gaTe fadiy & ara9(z 9 | gAY ITE
Sufeqfa &1 wrere 740 fear, waife
W AT qg ST @ 7T 9%q %
AT w97 IFF 4F9e @ | H
FIAEN g gHa A F7 @ § |
3 77 13 & fF @ Ao e A A o
sfa & wodt @9 9 9 A vt of
§ A & AFTEZE FU oaAWT AAL
FTF | IT AT & Frax wrEAy &,
§ AT FgT ad, I fawfeat & qr
#a gfquT gi—aw FART A FL
HIfaT ¥ THFC | W G (% W gET
qf ¥ =fgw we FO &% Wi A7
qanzd fF wiod are geare £F g,
WRTEATHT F0h AT JA5A fFowod
w1t fFad gim 1 98§19 F fagra
&7 qfauTEa & 7 ot gaT9 WAL S 4wy
AT Tg FAT A W g2 § gEoan fw
o faawa< &1 /Wy ¥ar, © fqaeas &
qf #1 feafa #ow gAY wfgr—
g7 &% & F4 @d g w
THFT aa a2 40 41 5 & e
F AT AT AF AW A W AT
FF TAT ATIN A WA FWHT WAL
AT AT FT AAFTCEET | AZ ATAFTC
AT GIST T T & | T F7 & &F 994
ot aq g A &g aff §@
W@ & W g1 W a1 @ g fEoag
gt weEr ad §

ag e anar § fw afy gw wraat
NEAET FT AL WTAT At FT gvar ?
¥ AHT IO AT A1HAv § 1 FE WA
ar Fam grn—agd & fF W e gaar
FT T[T

SHRI N. SRI RAMA REDDY (Mysore):-
Who said that?
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&t Qo Yo arwad : ¥ Arw AHY
AT ATZAT | AT FHAT g AT AHATE
T A wwEr # wifaw w0 of fw
W Fraray gEaal F1 @ 7F
& AN &Y T F qaOT g A
qEE AG WA At A T gwer w7
7w

st Qo ®o &= : frad Far ?

st Qo #te WA : T fHv
FAET FT IM—AT Fafad gw wEd
aF 7 FAT F1 TEIC A qwal g
fF 37 Fraet wenal $1 s F
F 0Yg uF wF ¥7 Wrgar g fr | fme
FEAT FL M | 99 gH A9 F 419
 faavaT & qgw aTasra &<F o7 1@
g ax WY ar 19 7 gwerr w7 fagr g1
ag FT MR B fF 7w g w7 & A
“fanfaatean 2faw” 9T 45 adw, ar
A gweT AGT FCAT | AT AL Al
= faavae & 9gs aa #9 & fog Fame
4t 7T F A /T gwar a7 fam W7
zafad g9 7 @gl (% gw aa aF a1 4@1
win 9w % fF Jur guer arer T@
g wR Wi wgr 9T @ & oA
goar @t o @ & @ @
g W §g e g€ @ wie
oq AT FU HIT AT Fgr wvar g 7
T AEY FLA AT T FET AT FET AT
2 fr 78 #TM a1 38 guer 47
T

oy fAdaw & 5 ST wa wrea 9%
foT gwem a8t &0 | gafadr fs g
gurlr feafa qger & woelt &, Wit aw
ATTEF § WIS FATLT FAT GEA] H
oW &, WIW TA gLAT WA &, AY FAT-
o & s gwit AT g wEm A &
far s T & 9 Sar fr o wiwa S
aeE & war v B wa a S wegfae
qz ¥ o wkar 0¥ @ | wANT 47

fe <t *t feafa fare ot & | 9
%1 feafa faore « &, ot ag qwar 4%
FOMT 7 9T GH OWTRAW K UE 4,
o9 ZHTL AT 1 UF § a8 CF A0
gredt 9z @ 41, 97 gw el w9
q o wEd § o gu 4, W@
Frfaee 3w 4z O% amv I w7 45
gn & W o afeast Gt & agmmar
a1 fasfy T80 o a7 W § g9 wAr
q0¢ FUT wwAT F7 AfFw F aw 9T
Fa1 & = fageae 1 F=r | @
FHAFW AT § | a9 W AIE A BH
4, gr q1 A FAE AW & oA
AT FFY §, WA A AE F F HAAT
Fgfaee i Fwgfaee 2o & o wdan
T3 AT @, W Al W 9N T WA
ST S F ZHA HT IaAT BT AZT & 1

afFs W W gwer waar, av
ooz & 5 2 SOwT AT FEA
T 1 1 & A S W %1 ag
ot 981 & fF g Tt W faeer gan
FT OATFANFTL F ATS AT FAS
fax =& a1% | g9 ata F & faae
adl & @few gw ag s Tl F
a # g wraw & fan dare @ g
f& z0 F1§ wAvgar &1 TEEA F
0% wmarr W o9gr @, qA gav
w1 § f gare g9 woft w27 § f v
¥ AT T FAT GEEET ZA ) AE B
HY TEIET T TS gH 9T o1 @I E 7
FHE gead A—a1 Jfagz wgaegET
¥ ufew  fre & foy §arz o 9
Sfa¥z wrggagEe & faeq & I
# fagr #4ifF wnfw § =9 § awgay
Fo1 & fodr woar gt sEra Wer or
g7 Gfadz gragagEe Wi AT &
FarAaAT ofew § 3 1@ sy gEr
FT T &7 FE T W FHLE AT A
w1 & & arar 987 #€ur | a= faedy wrg
F am 7 4l #4757 swie gy
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[t qo dte amorrd)
9 yawerar fa|rd W @6 G
s T 9T g # Fgan 9wan g
fif s e A 9 WE v W A
FAT, 0T, A § 77 T@AT SaeT 99w
FEAT ATE AT AT GV | A T AT W w
qt F % E

sty o afees  (feeed)
wrza fafaezs F aga A w7 ar. .

o} =y R (I HAA) ¢ WA
&1 A A 2

=Y go dYo qrgaY - ., 1 F AT
fazit-ooft /= @1 &, 99 & ag 7-
SAZTT F9 77T & | S e 7 gy
gfafafa  § 9= & g9 741 &, fadwr
w41 &, faay @y § 9% @9 |2
gl &% %2 fagaa 2 | 97 gurd
T Fa F FATAAT KT AT BT RHAT
T T TF G AT, A D 733
g1 wrea & wfafafa arwqoedr 3o &
wqE w4, faza 941 & 71g @3 g F7C
st fawnd 9 717 {67 9z w2 ey
& nEaArd § 7% a9 F a19 G Ty |
T i fFaaaram st © &
St 7% faeelt § A= #1 Tafafg § S®
ot qrEa & o Ty g, 39 o F7 90X
219 @ #% gz fawam fgamar o @
& & frg fo o9 & wa ¥ g9 §9
Hraa w1 qme 74 § A A TAfadr
#1 ot gw qAT w1 dAre aE § 0w
st § fe gfagme oF & foear 3ar §
fr sfaem wrf faer &0 FAr—wa
HIT S\ & waet &1 gfagma i Faw
it foen am 27

T W wE A g W
O Wi gerEi ®) S @
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foay, &1 & STt A2eq FWE T g gL AW
i | & T v ) ¢ qeArEar i@
Faar | o wegeqar #7a § 9 fedr &
ATOA FI AT WA AGT FC AHA |
AT FAFT UF Naed a6 481 g1, a
T FA AT FIX | WO TF T IAB
arg Al w1 qg OF e @i
fowd f& 97 oo S99 @@ 99 7 |
ag FAA w1 F1E FTI07 A4 § fE wre
79 I & (6 gw Ad g 2 2 A fa
T 79 F WY W T qAg F g A
wfaerr &t 4 3w gfam & aa—FF aw
59 o o aF (O AL R AT qAF
79 aF AW Fg g awdl g—
a4 g & g oWw AT |
wir qA wwen # i s sfafafen
FI qg AHATT FT Fiawr g Ao
St FW AT AYHTA gAT E, o gErd
G 5 R W IH WOHE A, 90
FI ST T AT FHIL HAFION H AHF
@ & Fae oF famdy st wfa-
fafaat &1 o eoat @< @, Ta S
g0 & T g qAw wA A FE-
T A FT OAH @1 @1 a1 fE
“India hag been humiliated to gome
extent” | ¥Z ‘4o some extent

humiliation’ " & grr g ? &

s agm g fw qa
“gifafamam” #a grm 7 W@ &
99 W4T 9 " “humiliation” &I
“to some extent humiliation” m'a%t A
el T AT “to some extent’

gHT
g &7 g

“minimum conditions”  #1

# st W §1 I Ag @
argar, aaia q4 fawma § fF s
M F1 ATFATETS AET Fer | W qT
S HTHFAYT GUT, WL IH GG A gW
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faza T i 1 IrFIOETE FE2T F
quTg, ATRAUETLT § oaw fawoav
TTFAT AT § THH WACAAT F79 I
T &4, 71 Gfggz aifar oy faa
#r Frfaat sar & wfafwar s
AT, qg FTATH H ATAIEAT AR 2 |
T T & T HAT Fit Afafwar gew
2, g AT F g & fAq AAwe
feard 37 &

a7 § A< 41 AT wIAET FEET
& WA J FAOT A4 a7 & FF owrmaer
Hrar-feame & Fze s | ST T8 AT
AMET | AFT WIA ATFAT 97 73T
AT WRd & ®Wiv A gfamr
az feavar s 2 f& e & &g
garey & faam 20 oW oW &
v ax fea s awn 1w & 5
&9 9 dra-faarE &1 areew & =7 §
FW 79, TR AA-faE T a7 5 |
AT & 479 A1 7 ufar & w7 i
& gqat & T A1 o7 famr ar gaw
OF war & qOE AT vEAr AEAr g |
TH HAT F F@T 47 i—

"This is not a mere boundary dispute
or a question; of small territorial frontier
adjustments. Apart from the vast and
fantastic claims that China has made,
China had already occupied 12,000
square miles of Indian territory during
the last five years. While notes were
being exchanged for arranging talks and
discussions to ease tensions and even
dates and places were being suggested,
further aggression by China started on
8th September and further areas of Indian
territory were occupied in a new sector.
The issue involved is not one of small
territorial gains, one or the other, but of
standards of international behaviour
between neighbouring countries and
whether the world will allow the
principle of "Might

1081 RS—4.
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is Right' to prevail in international
relations."

g ®ar, A7 dmn &1 faEmE 4@
T WIFAG & | WO GH FIAFAT qEAAT
& gEATal F1 AFTFT A, AT ATHAT
g oz wmar &, A ama w
Eii

c fageaz & Tz ;TwrT FEAT
q f gw ars A FLF jAC AT W
A9TE FW FIA F IJ9AT 97 fAmT
T & fon, gw “aw’ o “fA-
ferraes”’ 7@y %% | & qgAT TE@ATE,
w7 9T 77 feafa Fraw 87 a4y wEet
gEaTal F1 WA § A7 g feqfa Fw
g qFAT & 7 wrE] gEE s T 7
f¥ gz fazm #1 el aar 577 A9
¥ g wf@ Amefaam Foare '
afz am@t & wroew § gua war fv g
HIT AT ATHHAY FIII0 AT FW AT
FLA , AT 9g 1] 5T &0 8 FET
far qw wwsYaT AE) AR, W 79 IAHT
gfee & gw @€ &1 3999 3 AW
AT T AT IH IFCEN T AAA
w7 wran famd S\ gwdr wEEr
AT & 1

o9 A ug gt S ga-faam
a7 g AT AET § ag Ty g s
A gEt a1 FTEaT 8 ) 9 7 AR97
FoAT FIAT AGT ATEAT | A F AT AH
¥ gurdr Jmy Y| F1OAEA FT 957
ffaT a1 7977 g9 wgrE § I9E qrAAT
F A faT g&T 37 | W97 guA A
W ogwd F wwa fav gFEr weErwe
F7 faar, a1 39 F71 3741 399 forar A%
" HIT WS FE a1 @ g fFoar
g faamawes &1 w9 owe
Z0 arara %1 zfaw w7 &3 $7 w7 (%
A 0 ¥4 & fau ag o= § fw
qger &1 "2ra &1 fraEe §9 A
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[ go Yo AT 4Y]
FT X THA FEFE I AT HHEA
fag ? 7@ faaom, w@ifs § &1 z949
e For 5 g A faar wt oz
F1 !

oY aF AWM H AT 41T FIA
¥1 gfgra #AT & 7 97 94 A q
q A &1 F A K AWT 7, A1 A
FY wrwworwrdy 97T v oagrar faen
2 | 29 = faF¥ a7, § 937 419 FE F
A7 & fF I99 AT FwWar w7 fEar
F9 WA W 41T &9 A F, F F47 A190
FF &, IAHI AT AT FFAT F AT
qT @@A AT JTHE & oqrg A
TR 73T & | §34 17 19 T’ F qAH
w4y ar fafa @ agsm fF fog S
97 39T fasara @ 4r 1 HreAeal
qEATH A I9 AW HI FAGAE FT &Y
2?7 ag fasaraaEY #1 HT w9q TRl
0T FHA ATAT A9 A9 747 & P o A9
FT gag-Tfraaa g1 wa1 ! < ay 2w
g g# amsa &1 Ifaw g7 g
TTEAT 2 | 29w & HAe F @7 A0
AT A FTY WIAT AEL 2 | AfF e aw
FIAE TEATAL H1 ATH 0, T g0 qIAT
gre Wt W AT )

79 T afEral ¥ 4% arEr &
19 Fg 9F4 & {F 20 1 Foq7-5o97 9
Ft f #1 7 F SO F g7 Fv 7
gfasT & a9 g0 £ | 72 AFATTEY T
2, %9 AW F T HA FT Fq9T FT
WIFAT &1 H1Z7 F74T 2000 | 917 FRv, 29
ag 1 g wFd 2 fF 7 swa Fw aw
A1 41, = faavaT F 93 77 feafa sraw
213 F1, 78 WY I Y FEY ) ST qnrEr
feor & gz 914 FgrE@ AT F7 & A
A7 AT " FT AW TH wIAT
AT AT FT AOAFTT | W OAAAT
Jfa g7 St StfFaT w1 TgAr AT
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A FT AT | A A7 AL AT g
Tz T F60 f AT FW FH F fao
1A "I TATHT @Al F7% T AT |
afFw Fgr smar 2 fw afs v a8 ard
wfe &g &Y, a1 3 Far gri ¢ Al
a1 F &g am faar fen gw A
e & af A g fatt 4 4
=9 F 979 AT 31 A% TAFA0 IAF FEA
# g (A Frgar T 31 A fAd T
2, 9T A qIE I & F 2, AT
f aea & & fan A9 ¥ a9
Tg AT & 7 FANT FrAT T, A9 AR
AT, 9 FFATIH T K7, 4 HGAT
HTHAT 7@, ZATL AT T /a[7 S &[0
A1 &, A1 IA A5 F1 7@, FW T9T F4T
T FAT A FFT, FW AEqed Al F fAU
dare &1 A A{fer areft 77F T@T g
oY Zd @ | A9 A Frar A2
AT ZTAT HAATAT ATEAT & #T F1eAva]
qEATAT F1 THT F7 FH Iq qAA AT
TE & 1 WA FT AET T I A Y
o7 &FTT F74 § F1A49 F q9%G1 FY
A1 7 AT Afg i o are wen
FEATAT F1 FEFTT FFH ZH ATAAA
Fr Zfaw 97 F7 ™, A1 AT ATHRAT
F1 GTAT F77 F1 A9 T2] I3 THFAT AL
w7 FAY AT, AT AT 22 AT AT W
Tz AR, a1 A9 F ZHA H IAAAT
frerft oY w2 1 aErafa
St & arg grf | gafan s A 3
fo g9 %2 qg EATA ZATY HAEA BN

S

THET U A@AZCF @I AT & )
vy ¥ g +f § % 97 a5 ArFaw-
FA P AR | FwEmr adf sgar
g9 A9 & TE 754 | 77 7Y 3fez @
FrawEr wEEr 9T fq=re wwF
T FIAAT FEA1E1T HT SHAFTT HF
I & Arq ATAHT W1 §7T T 0T,
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A F AR &1 wfEw ® Y F AT
F79 & fag i dardy =fgy 3+ Fardy
T AHAT & 7 g9 A FIT 0T AT ™
T | UE FEAT FTH AT £ fF FAT
Tfex | gATT ST WA ¥ v wA
F1 fazdy fawdt & f5 a7 st # framd
T AT anfem A4 qAv TE FEA F
f farfasar a2 at =ifzg | w7 29
T s & o Fafaear ar @& 2, 79
Tag faow gm g w A M I E
AT € 21 TE AT Fi AT F I
9% i fofw ST, AN FT e
ST, AT ¥ AWET H AT AT
AT 1 gATeT Afew 2w 2 Iy g
q qg FIAEl TR AT a9 ¥ a3
&1 S

AT &1 7T A7 57 @8 fF ‘gEe-
T wew FF | gL g WA S aEt
43 g0 21 qg 9 fa=w &7 f w%z &1
feafa @ 7 23 & a1 w0 03 feafa nz
AR FT A | FIF w7 TIUE AZL AT
7T & AT AT S99 AW
SAAT FT IA AT AL TATAT A HEAT
2 formr afa & seme maEsEw @ AR
Wi @ sz &1 Zfe &, Frat
gET gATT g gael &t aq afa &
AT F AGT W ATAT S | AT E I,
St wwg J wfasr 47 3, 72 90 79 4
ST FFAT | arrfa® 3w q g sfiq
FATA H G AT E N wT AT v
s fm P afrz & Fenat gemdEd
F1 ST F79 AT A AT N TE R

a4 fAawraR we Ay g
& faa Trreter 9219 W S99 F1 97 FgAar
for g wa7 v afeaq 7, ST AE 20
TTST AT 8T 772 AT FATET 79 %47 A
71 & w5 ag oax 71 9fe=w 2 mFm 2
a4 Bt wraw w7 wi 9g 2 g faef
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AT ATAAATE 7T ¢ AT A AT
AR qTORY FT WA | ST ST AEAT 2,
qg  gENE I AT TG F AHA 8,
ZHTE AT TR § | A 7 I g
=TT &7 foam, w7 gw a4 fagea:
e F1 fFar ! s T A1 Gl Tar
F F,49 f5q 5 &7 /i AE0 A7 400
gaa A1 4l | foEw oft S e & @
2 917 19 FT g G 34 TEE] A
=T % & fay gar 3o g
AT T 2 AZ 4T WA AT A A
T WAl ®1 fEm @ A v
Fifw 1A a9war 8 fF 5w =na gar
AT, AT T 9T gy o (e

gafy ag s & f gemer A
IR A T F T, I ASE K
T W gt aife w1 F woey afaw
oifaT #1 9% 937 47 | Freret Z= A
qe®q 91 7 F9 T FT ATANIELT
@1 w7, a1 ow gfer 7 ST 7 FAfA
¥ owaE °§ gwsr Tafaa w7 faam o
07 FA7 T AT 2 fF gw w2
T YH | FEET GEE] §7 @
FOA FTRT FOTHATTA F1 SEAAHATT,
VA 1 TACAAT, WA AT HEEAT,
WA &1 T, 34 79 &1 WET
FTAT |

9@ ST & 6 gm #n w7, 29 9wy
arfed | a7 3 A wed # e a9 |
T7 797 foay 917 ST Fo97 F A7F 0
fameor &8 72, o=t @@ 20 & afaw
zfez & damre a8t frar ) &7, gw gl
| A A W, A oaw oA wfaa,
qg 7 &\ AfFT FAT TW a4 WA F
fe 2o 7 vt s=nal #1267 fZar,
AT A W 9T OF TH FHAT FY L7 7
FHT VAT RSN AT B | WAT WA 2 o
79 fogi &1 wiEt ¥ F=y faen & o
orr Y A1 7T w7 707 A AT
ae w26 2 fF o 3z fafaew
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[’5ﬂ' To dTo ﬂ'm’&zﬂ"]
#, o W INC g2 F1 HW 0w
TEAT w7 e wom o wfE
freaa @ v w00 Twdr A7 o w2,
glaardi o1 qug w9 fear o7 @I,
4 qEF WA A0 (A W @e,
7 gavé sigry v for, st s s @ &7
g A &1 fawoe dfaw e w99
faerer o< v fog & fau faeaa W
GT HT @ & 7 wiwwi aui A4 A
dta @1 gwve dfaw dardly I
HFE F1 AT o TE fEET | we g at
ST 397 J1fEd | g4 Ay 98 T Tifed
fo St 79T 2w W@ &, 98 a9g AT F
A faeem o it 9% w1 9 9
# for &t a2, 39 #7 A @a
FIART IIET §, W T A I §
g4 wrn s wifgd fF e ogw oW
AT WAWA Z00 | AfFq dA0T a9 %
A& gVl w4 A% fr A ¥ arg gay
ST ALY T2 | | IW AW gAre Fw
SET ST F 3% gH wwEer Aed,
gaR Tt faw frdy & o #
37 wEwAr wnfea fraw gy &
372 vF enfe & Arave § qrer @y 2
AT w7 7 657 & waEeE @ S a1
IR AW AT F AFT F | W AW
¥ oA ag @7 g1 awar 2,
W AW K OWTEAW R HTHAT
¥ & fav @a & &
fEar ar wFar & 9@ #w &Er T,
farefy oY BT W HET § T FLF
A &TE AT TE 2, 30 WA mfe
&1 fifr & fasmy sEEEr 9@ 2
g %z #F W1, g0 wmwfan waea
FTAFT AlawT §, i Afz g Frern
&eii 1 ag wwen AF g A7 o F fAw
% I%F 410 ALY IAT ATZAT | Y AHAT TE
a% § IAAT AT awe g | Awfw i
qYeT 7, 2T g€ arsit wr v fear o
WFAT & | ST A ST Frey e w0

[ RAJYA SABHA ]

i
|
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T g WA A | A | -
Za FT TATA qEY §, AT F Pz WAy
‘e €Y AT wT @ E ) a9 g
TWT &, A AT g AT & A
adE w7 ¥ fou Zfaw 97 32 @
A9 T TE A1 € FY, T AT IR A
qer € frar W 3w @ A oqu
F79 ® fau 3 Fa7 F1 F29 F @)
o R adr v A AE A &
date & f5 wiaw 9@ w e @, g6y
, AT F TEATAT FT AT B A
T w0 e g oA 39
ZHCA T HIE  WTAFCF ST ARG
fam 21 @fFq faam & sz &
2 fw AT & o & arT ¥ 3w
naea AE & | o faw & e i
afew fgr #37 §  9gd 99w w4
T A7 &1 OO | | fy 3w A o
AN F4 & fA0 T9 & wArAT &7 409
@ ¥ fag WY 3 9o #1961
s Tmq & faw, o omaw #w®
FAAAT T2 T@T1 8, T8 WA § i sy
FErEl F @ § oo A gfesm
7 qAfra FT s A ST AT H A
o | g feirfaroer 2 fae” gv e
F1 Sy arferer g1 @ 2, &9 I9EY fawe
aAr & W AT & ara, AT & g
WA &1 q9T F1 fawm 7 agad
TF Aq1 HEAMA WTOEW F1 | W §
g AAT T A & fag dare & A
gmIaFag ¥ FfET wre g g@ear
feaarr, fawre faaemd , e ama &
eqrfamr & afages s avelt w1 A
w4 AT g9 A% A9 A8 § 1 A
FEAT AVEA § fF WOT gAre A WA
T FrAEl FEAET B AR FA A
F quE ot ¥ FEEE F § fao
wreredl 9 &7 dArdr frment & o

VAT @1t 7 47 T KT wrereEy A
LG
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DrR. GOPAL SINGH (Nominated): Mr.
Chairman, Sir very brave speaches have been
delivered by the esteemed Leaders of the
Opposition. One after another they have
suggested that there should be no talk with
China and that India should not sit round a
table along with China which is an aggressor,
unless the recent aggression committed by
China is vacated and unless the one post in
Thagla Ridge and two posts in Ladakh are
reoccupied by the Indian forces. It is indeed
very patriotic and noble of the Leaders of the
Opposition to suggest these measures. Indeed,
the hon. Prime Minister and the hon. Law
Minister also here in this House have
suggested that unless China agrees in toto with
the Colombo proposals, along with the
interpretations of the Colombo Powers, there
is absolutely no occasion for the Government
of India to sit round a table with China for any
kind of discussions even though these
discussions are going to be only preliminary.
Now, after having said that, quite a few objec-
tions have been raised against negotiations
themselves. It has been said, for instance, that
the enthusiasm of the people and the
Government will flag as soon as we try to sit
round a table with China to negotiate even on
the preliminaries, without prejudging any
issues, without committing ourselves to
anything.

It has also been said that our friends, the
Anglo-Americans, who have helped us in this
emergency will become very angry with us
and perhaps their enthusiasm for helping us
might also flag.

It is indeed a strange world in which we are
living, because the same Leaders of the
Opposition, not only in this House but also
outside, have been pressurising the Govern-
ment to sit round a table with Pakistan which
has also aggressed upon our territory. Only
recently 2,500 square miles of our territory in
Kashmir have been surrendered by
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Pakistan to China and not a word of protest
has emanated from these esteemed Leaders of
the Opposition.

SHRI ROHIT M. DAVE (Gujarat): All
sorts of things are being attributed to us.

SHri FARIDUL HA& ANSARI (Uttar
Pradesh): We protest against baseless
charges.

SHRI ROHIT M. DAVE: That shows the
weakness of their case.

MR. CHAIRMAN: I think your shoulders
are broad enough.

SHRI ROHIT M. DAVE: But tradition
demands that only truthful statements should
be made in the House and not all sorts of
allegation* made here.

SHrRI M. S. GURUPADA SWAMY
(Mysore): We cannot go to the rescue of the
Government with all their weaknesses.

DRr. GOPAL SINGH: Secondly, Pakistan is
still occupying one-third of the territory of
Jammu and Kashmir. It has refused to vacate
the aggression. It has refused to sign a no-war
declaration with us. It has refused to join
hands with us against China even if we
compromise with them on Kashmir. All kinds
of suggestions about Kashmir have been made
by the same Anglo-American friends who, our
esteemed friends of the Opposition say will
become very angry with us if we sit round a
table with China. In the "Washing-1 P.M. ton
Post" there was a statement by Prof. Galbraith,
the American Ambassador, that they have
warned India that unless India comes to a
settlement with Pakistan over the issue of
Kashmir, the long-range assistance that is
envisaged by the United States to this country
might be jeopardised. Secondly, the British
friends who were very generous in the days of
the emergency have also started giving away
their aeroplanes to China, though they have
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[Dr. Gopai Singh.] said that it is only a
commercial deal. Our friends in Canada and
Australia are selling wheat to China. That of
course is to feed them and not to arm them,
but certainly better fed people will fight better.
Then, the United States has also been
negotiating with Russia and China over all
kinds of things in Geneva, Korea and else-
where. Therefore, we do npt think that our
friends, the Anglo-Americans, will
misunderstand us if we also agree to sit round
a table with China once the main demand that
was put forward by the Prime Minister of
India, namely that the Chinese vacate their
recent aggression and go back to the 8th
September line, is conceded by China. 1 hope
that the Colombo Powers will make another
attempt if this attempt fails to make the
Chinese realise the gravity of the situation and
make them agree to withdraw to the 8th
September line so that we can sit round a table
with them and discuss the preliminaries and
not the merits of the case. It is only to lessen
the tensions that the Prime Minister has said
that we want to go and sit round a table with
China. Now, we have been told that we should
not sit round a table with China because China
does not believe in co-existence, China does
not believe in non-alignment and China
believes in war to settle international
problems.

[THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN in the Chair.]

That is exactly why we should sit round a
table with China and not fall into her trap
which she has laid for us to defeat all our
principles and objectives. It is for this very
reason that we should sit round a table with
China once our demand, that they withdraw to
the 8th September line, is conceded by them.
If they do not believe in co-existence, if they
want us to abandon our policy of non-align-
ment, if they want us to settle every
international problem through war, then it is
for us to stand up against it, yes, for us who
have been preaching to the whole world not
only after independence but also before that
that
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all international problems should be settled
through negotiations, through peaceful
discussions, that there is room for every kind
of philosophy to exist in this world, that there
is room for co-existence, that there is room for
people who are non-aligned to exist, that
those people who are non-aligned and who do
not fall into one camp or another have a right
to exist. Tt is only if we want to fall into the
trap- of China that we should refuse to
negotiate.

I do not say that we should negotiate from a
point of weakness, that we should negotiate to
surrender, far from it. But even if we have to
fight, even if we have to wage a war against
them to win a point, then diplomacy is also a
weapon of war. If we can keep the enemy
talking for some time and prepare in the mean-
while, it will help us as much, if not more than
if we were to strike at once to gain one or two
points which might be gained through
negotiations or through friendly mediation. It
is a great diplomatic victory indeed for us that
China which had aggressed against our
territory had also vacated that territory more or
less on its own initiative. It is China which
ceased fire on its own initiative. It is China
which withdrew from our territory. It is China
which asked us to negotiate and sit round a
table with her, while we refused, and it is the
non-aligned nations sitting in Colombo who
gathered together to find a via media and to
bring round the table the contending powers. It
is, therefore, a great victory for us, a
diplomatic victory for us such as has never
been witnessed before in history.

Mr. A. D. Mani yesterday averred that the
Chinese vacated our territory out of contempt
for us. I dispute this point No one in history so
far has vacated anybody's territory out of con-
tempt for the victim. It is because their supply
line had been lengthened and there was an
immediate fear of counter-attack it is because
the Soviet Union had twisted the ears of
China, it is because China had been isolated,
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it is because China had earned noth- i ing but
ill-fame throughout the world and especially
amongst the non-aligned countries, not only
amongst the Western Powers but also amongst
the Communist powers, that China withdrew
from our territory and sought negotiations. It is
not out of pity for us. Some people think that
we have been defeated. I must say that such
people alone are defeated in their own spirit. It
is not the nation that has been defeated. In
Ladakh, for instance, we stood our ground
firmly. In Walong we repulsed fifteen assaults
of the enemy one after another, and if in NEFA
there were a few reverses, then these reverses
have happened to almost any army in the
world. Only if you go back to only twelve
years, it happened in Korea; when General
MacArthur wanted to cross the Yalu River, his
forces were surrounded and cut off. Similarly,
if we have been surrounded and cut off at
places in NEFA, because we had to improvise
everything in haste due to the sudden,
unprovoked massive attack of the enemy, it
does not mean that we have been defeated. We
have only suffered a few reverses, and these
reverses have ben suffered by the best armies
in the world. Therefore, there is no cause for
defeatism amongst us, and there is every cause
to be jubilant that the whole world has stood by
us, not only the western nations but also the
Communist countries, and that has been our
greatest diplomatic victory, and we should
rejoice in it rather than we should say that we
have been defeated.

One word more about the Colombo
proposals and I shall have done. The
Manchester Guardian has in an editorial of
the 22nd January said:

"These Proposals come far closer -to
India's demands than to China's. When the
Chinese announced their cease-fire after
having advanced in Ladakh and in NEFA,
Peking demanded that neither side should
have troops within 20 kilometers of the
'line of actual control'.
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This would have left the upper region of
the passes in NEFA undefended, and would
have meant a further Indian withdrawal in
Ladakh, so that the supply airfield at
Chusul would be evacuated.

The Indians would even have had to
draw back from the middle sector where
there had been no fighting.

Under the Colombo proposals, the
Chinese are the only people asked to
withdraw. The Indians may move up to the
MacMahon Line in NEFA and stay where
they are in the middle sector and in
Ladakh."

Therefore, if as the Prime Minister has pointed
out, the Chinese accept these proposals in toto
along with the clarifications thereof, then there
is absolutely no harm in our sitting round a
table with China and discussing the
preliminaries to reduce tensions. We are going
to sit round a table without commitment,
without prejudging any issue, without
committing ourselves to any sort of stand or
anything of the kind. We are only going to sit
round a table to discuss the preliminaries, to
remove tensions. That is all. Therefore, I think
that all the shouting that has occurred on the
Benches opposite would subside if they view
the situation from the national standpoint and
not from the opposition standpoint or from a
party standpoint.

Thank you very much, Madam.

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA (Orissa): It is
not shouting. It is reasonable argument.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Madam Deputy
Chairman, I heard with rapt attention the
speech made by the leader of the Jan Sangh
Party, Mr. Vajpayee. I wondered whether he
was sitting in the Parliament of our country or
in the Council of the NATO Powers or the
Pentagon, because this kind of approach to
problems of peace and war and international
problems is sometimes heard where the
NATO Generals meet and discuss their prob-
lems. But fortunately for the country,
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[Shri Bhupesh Gupta.] we are not given to
such bellicose postures that we do not
recognise the changes in the situation in order
to formulate what should be the right course
for the country which is peace-loving and has
not, to our everlasting glory; given up that
policy. But then it is not so with Mr.
Vajpayee. Because the forces of reaction, we
have seen, always flourish on tension, on
crisis, on confusion and even to a great extent
on military jingoism. Well, I should have
thought that our friends of the Praja-Socialist
Party would have found a better company than
Mr. Vajpayee and I was sad and hurt when I
saw the P.S.P. Members applauding him more
than the supporters of Mr. Vajpayee. But such
is life.

May I, Madam Chairman, begin by paying
our tribute to the great constructive efforts of
Mrs. Bandaranaike and her colleagues in the
Colombo  Powers Conference because
whatever happens, the efforts they have made
shall be enshrined in the hearts of men and
shall find a place in the pages of history in
shining letters which neither condemnation
nor derision will ever be able to efface.
Already the Colombo efforts are part of
history and down the ages these constructive
efforts of so well-meannig a people will
resound to the glory of man. I, therefore, fully
join with the Government of India in its
appreciation of the efforts of the Colombo
Powers. Such are the things and responses that
bring credit and glory to a country like ours. I
do not know what is meant by humiliation or
non-humiliation. Mr. Vajpayee was posing a
question as to when the humiliation would be
complete. First of all, I do not think we have
suffered any humiliation because of the
reverses. The cause for which we have stood is
just and honourable and it is for the world to
judge it. Some reverses here and there do not
make a great nation hum-ble<i and humiliated
in that manner. But I can tell you that the
humiliation, if ever at all w, have suffered,
will be complete when Mr. Vajpayee and his
friends get an upper hand in
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the political life of the country. Only then will
national humiliation, if at all we have suffered
any, be complete, But I hope that never shall
such a day come.

Now, as I pay a tribute to the Colombo
Powers, 1 feel distressed that Mr. Dahyabhai
Patel, who always disappears after making a
speech, should have thought fit to cast
aspersions on them and ridicule them. He
asked: Who says they are Powers? Well, even
in this small mateer he seems to imitate the
Americans. When the Soviet Union called
India a great Power and wanted it to be at all
the Summit Conferences, the American
jingoists and reactionaries said, "Who says
India is a great Power?" The same derision
was seen at that time as we see today. I do not
know what to call it. Shall I call it stupidity on
great-nation chauvinism? I do not know what
it is. Fortunately, Mr. Dahyabhai Patel does
not represent the nation. Therefore, I would
not put it as the great-nation chauvinism. What
shall I call it? That is for the hon. Members to
judge. Now, he forgot that Indonesia is one of
the Powers with ten crores of population. How
many Powers in the world have got a
population of ten crores? And the population
of Indonesia is twice as much as that of
England. Yet to Mr. Dahyabhai Patel,
Indonesia is not even a Power. Well, such is
how the Pentagon speaks. Power means if you
have nuclear weapons; power means if you
have atomic armaments; power means if you
can send your troops to other countries and
conquer land after land. If that is the definition
of power, we are not a Power in that sense.
Yet we are a Power recognised by all people
with a sense of realism and above all by one of
the greatest Powers in the world, namely, the
Soviet Union. Well, 1 dislike this kind of
derision. As far as Mr. Mani is concerned, he
has to make a speech and he makes a speech.
And as I said, he is the honorary member of
the Swantantra Party 1 will deal with the
Swantantra Party
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later. Nobody takes note of the doc- | torate
when you get it honoris causa. | Vv hen you
pass your examination, submit your thesis and
get a doctorate, people take serious note of
the degree but a honoris causa degree is
not taken much notice of. I conclude that
portion with gratitude and indeed the
gratitude of  all mankind  to Mrs.
Bandaranaike and her five other colleagues
who participated in it. I think the
Government of India did the very right thing
by acknowledging it. It is what we have
got before us and not other matters that is,
the Colombo proposals and the
clarifications. We are called upon in
Parliament to pronounce what our views
were about them, whether they  were
acceptable as the basis for talks  or not.
Certainly, they did not settle the border
dispute. The leaders of the Colombo
Powers' Conference have made it very clear,
the proposals make it very clear. They are
only meant to get the two countries together
to the negotiating table. ~ Now that there is
cease-fire. After consolidating the cease-fire,
we have to judge it from that angle. Now we
have to judge that proposal in the light of the
basic policies of our country in regard to the
international problems including our own
problems with other nations. What is
our basic policy? Our basic policy is not

one of war. If we are  aggressed  and
attacked, certainly we must ~ defend with all
our might. That is why in November last

when we discussed this question of Chinese
aggression, all our thoughts went to the
frontiers where our jawans were fighting with
courage. All our ideas were  concentrated
on how best to build up the defence of the
fighting front in order to resist that
aggression.  Today, are we to  view this
thing exactly in the same way? Had there
been no changes in the situation.
Satesmanship should address itself to the
changed situation also. I do not say that the
entire situation is radically changed but a
certain new phase has arisen in the present
situation, which is why we are discussing this
matter. Today I think we should approach it
from that angle. Our policy is a policy
of peace and peaceful
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pursuits. I think the Government of India was
very right in the joint communique that was
issued after the Prime Minister's talk with
Mrs. Bandaranaike. The joint communique
that was issued on the 13th January said:

"Consistent with their dedication to peace
and peaceful methods and their firm policy
to explore all possible avenues of peaceful
settlement of differences, the Government of
India welcomed these distinguished visitors
and expressed their gratitude for the trouble
taken by them in coming to Delhi to explain
the Colombo Conference proposals."

I entirely agree with it. Any man in his good
sense will agree with it. Now this is the
approach of the Government of India.
Therefore 1 think from that angle we have to
judge it today. Then again, we have to judge it
also from the point of view of certain
conditions which we want to be created before
the two countries could talk in view of the
aggression that has taken place since 8th of
September. WelL I shall come to that later.
But here I would like to make one thing clear.
The Chinese unilateral ceasefire proposals
came and it is being made out by China as if
India has given no positive response to it. I
disagree with that viewpoint of the Chinese.
India reciprocated the cease-fire proposal,
even though it was unilateral, by the de facto
acceptance of the cease-fire and the Prime
Minister made statements in both Houses of
Parliament imimediately after that nothing
would be done to hinder it. On the 10th of
December in the other House and in this
House on the 12th of December h. again
reiterated that the Government of India was
accepting it de facto. I am mentioning the
word 'de facto' and I think it was a de facto
positive response which the Chinese should,
have taken note of. Therefore it is not as if one
side brought about the situation and the other
side did not make any positive response. I say
this thing in all seriousness, because I do not
like anybody to misunderstand our position.
China did
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[Shri Bhupesh Gupta.] not consult India
before her unilateral cease-fire proposal, but
India reacted to it, not in the Jana Sangh way,
not in the P.S.P. way, not in the Swa-tantra
way, but in the way which is consistent with
the basic moral and political policy of the
Government of India, which we have always
supported. It was a positive response that
way.

Now these two developments, the cease-fire
and the de facto acceptance of it, plus the
Colombo Conference and their proposals have
brought about the present situation which we
are discussing here. But then, there are some
people who, when once they open the umbrella
during the rains, would not shut it even after the
rains are over— I am not saying that the rains
are over in the sense that the dispute is over. At
that time there were military operations going
on; the crucial thing was how to defend the
country, how to unite the nation for that at
once. Today, Sir, some other situation has
posed itself before us. Are we not to respond to
the changed situation? Or. are we to reiterate
the phrases that we used at that time, brandish
the sword in the same way Mr. Vajpayee
brandished it when he spoke in November last?
No. This is no statesmanship; this is no good
politics; this is no wisdom; this is certainly not
the way a peace-loving nation, an honourable
nation, a great nation like ours, should function.
As such it has not functioned so far. This is
what I want to say.

Then, Madam Deputy Chairman, one other
point I want to make clear. Much has been
made out of the 8th of September proposal's
acceptance or rejection by Parliament. It has
been almost made out in this House and the
other House that Parliament was never
committed to the Govern-men of India's
position with regard to the 8th September line.
I say it is a deliberate misleading of the
Parliament. I have studied the proceedings of
both Houses of Parliament and presently I
shall show you
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how the Parliament stands committed to the
acceptance of the Government position with
regard to the 8th September line. I hope the
Government will do it also, but since | agree
with the Government let me have the privilege
of doing it also.

SHRI ROHIT M. DAVE: It is surprising
that the Communist Leader has come to
defend the Government.

SHrRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I would indeed
be in the company of Jawahar-lal Nehru than
in the company of Mr. Vajpayee. 1 can tell
you that.

SHrRI CHANDRA SHEKHAR: You are in
the company of Mr. Chou En-
lai.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I do not think so.
You may think in terms of Mr. Kennedy and
somebody else. Am I speaking for Chou En-
lai here?

SHRI CHANDRA SHEKHAR: Yes, yes.
You have been speaking. (Interruptions.)

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Please ask them
to hold their souls in rest for a little while
when [ am dealing with a serious proposition.
Is or is not Parliament committed to the 8th
September position? This is a very crucial
question which has been put and it has to be
answered.

Now, Madam Deputy Chairman, on the
10th of December the whole thing was
discussed by way of a Motion in the other
House—Lok Sabha—The India-China border
developments were discussed. A Government
Motion was there and the Motion in its final
form as follows—

"This House, having considered the
border situation resulting from the invasion
of India by China, approves of the
measures and policy adopted by the
Government to meet it",

was carried with none voting against. That
was the Motion that was passed,
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and the Prime Minister made two speeches
there, one the opening speech, and the other in
reply to the debate. Well, he spoke in reply to
ihe debate on the 10th of December, 1962—
before this Motion was adopted *with none
dissenting—and he said—

"We decided long ago, two or three
months ago, to suggest this 8th September
line because, if accepted by the Chinese
Government, it shows that all that has
happened since then has been their
aggression. It is a very big thing for them to
accept, and they have not accepted it. It is
an obvious thing that it will be a great gain
for us to do that politically, diplomatically,
psychologically and militarily."

This is what the Prime Minister said in reply
to the debate before the Motion was put to
vote and was passed.

(Interruptions)

Then Madam Deputy Chairman, in this
connection I searched the proceedings of the
other House to find out if anybody had moved
an amendment to this Motion, asking for the
rejection of the 8th September position of the
Government, because that was one of the
crucial points in that policy statement. Only a
substitute Motion I found and that was moved
by the Socialist Party Leader, Mr. Yadav. And
what did he say? It is here.

"This House, having considered the
border situation resulting from the invasion
of India by China, is of opinion that the
policy of the Government of India to start
negotiations on the condition of withdrawal
by the Chinese aggressors to the line of
control as on the 8th September, 1962
should be rejected, and no negotiations
should be undertaken till the Chinese
aggressors withdraw to the Indian boundary
as it existed on the 15th August, 1947."

That was amendment No. 6. This was the only
amendment which was put to vote.
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Dr. SHrRIMATI SEETA PARMANAND
(Madhya Pradesh): Can the proceedings of
the other House be quoted in this House?

SHri  BHUPESH GUPTA: From my
memory. This was the only amendment which
was put to vote. When I am supporting your
case, why are you not helping me? That was
the only amendment which was put to vote.
And do you know how many votes it got?
Thirteen votes in favour and 288 against and
the amendment was negatived. When I looked
up the Division List—Division was taken on
this amendment—to find out who voted in
favour of it, I found not even our friends of
the Praja Socialist Party in it. (Interruptions.)
The Leaders of the Praja Socialist Party
thought it fit not to join the elegant company
of 13 consisting of Shrimati Gayatri Devi and,
if you like, Professor Ranga, although now
they say, "No". Therefore Parliament stood
committed when Parliament unanimously
adopted that Motion .

HoN. MEMBERS: No, no.

Surt BHUPESH GUPTA: ... on the basis of
the speeches made by the Prime Minister
where he reiterated forcefully in the begnning
and also in the reply the Government's
position with regard to the 8th of September.
Well, after that, now you oppose it by saying,
"No, we did not commit ourselves to it." Why
did not the Praja Socialist Party move an
amendment there to this effect? Why did not
the Praja Socialist Party get up and say, "We
oppose the 8th September position." 1 have
looked up the proceedings. Let them bring a
single speech to show that they were opposed
to the 8th September position. Now it has
come. They thought it will never come. Now
that it has more or less come, they are
opposed to it— wise after the event.
(Interruptions.) 1 am very fond of
interruptions. Shall I yield? All right, I do.

SHRI ROHIT M. DAVE: To this Motion
before the House the Communist Party has
not moved an amend-
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[Shri Rohit M. Dave.] ment that the
Colombo proposals should be accepted. Are
we therefore to take it—because this
amendment has not been moved—that they
are opposed to the acceptance of the
Colombo proposals?

Surt BHUPESH GUPTA: This is very
interesting. My friend Mr. Dave is a learned
man and sometimes he asks questions. Praja
Socialist Party politics does become the
greatest obstacle to the flowering of all
potential and actual erudition and
scholarship. This is what I find.

SHRI ROHIT M. DAVE: Instead of
answering the question he is just evading it.

SHrR1 BHUPESH GUPTA: I am coming
to that; I shall try to answer to your
satisfaction. After all you are my dear
colleagues. If I cannot convince you, why I
am here? I shall try, and it will be my
misfortune if I do not succeed.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You have
five minutes more.

SHrR1 BHUPESH GUPTA: But there have
been so many interruptions.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Five
minutes.

SHrRi BHUPESH GUPTA: 1 am just
finishing. Let me leave that point then. In
this House also on the 12th of December
1962, Prime Minister Nehru made a speech
in which he gave answers to the three
Chinese questions that were put to him, and
this is what he said. The Prime Minister had
stated:

"I made this reference first in the Lok
Sabha and then here and I stated that if
the present aggression, since the 8th
September, is vacated, then—and I have
stated it repeatedly in the letters as hon.
Members would have seen—we shall
consider various peaceful methods of
deciding this problem. I have said that
even if we have talks and they
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do not yield fruitful results, I would be
prepared for them."

Even he dwelt on the question of— well, I
need not go into it. He again reiterated "8th
September". 1 knew that it would be better to
clinch the matters.

SHrRI CHANDRA SHEKHAR: Please also
read my objections raised on the point made
by the Prime Minister.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: He will take
a lot of time to find it out.

SHrl BHUPESH GUPTA; Please do not
take my time. After the Prime Minister made
his speech, Madam Deputy Chairman, you
will remember that I had observed .

SHRI G. MURAHARI (Uttar Pradesh) : 1
made a categorical statement rejecting the
September 8th position in the last Session.

SHri BHUPESH GUPTA: If you have to
interrupt, why don't you come to the front? I
had said: —

"I take it that my sentiments are shared
by this House because I would like the
Colombo Powers to know it that
Parliament, when today, on the last day, the
Prime Minister has made the statement, is
unitedly behind him."

And, then, Mr. Atal Behari Vajpayee, Madam
Deputy Chairman, I would like you to note—
and that is very relevant—did not get up to
oppose the 8th September position. On the
contrary, he observed: —

"Sir, the Colombo Powers must know
this that even the Communists are behind
the Prime Minister."

Most strangely, the point for him at that time
was not the "8th September" proposal but that
the Communist Party was supporting this
thing. Then I said that the Colombo Powers
must know that the Jan Sangh, of all the
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people, is behind the Prime Minister. I put
that question straightway to Mr. Vajpayee and
Mr. Vajpayee did not object to it.

SHRI M. S. GURUPADA SWAMY: All
this is irrelevant.

SHrRl BHUPESH GUPTA: And, Madam,
then the Chairman remarked:—

"As long as both the Communists and
the Jan Sangh are with you, everybody is
with you."

Therefore, from the debate a clear inference
was drawn that not only myself but Mr.
Vajpayee was also joining in supporting the
Prime Minister with regard to the S8th
September proposal. Then, Madam, the
Chairman concluded the topic by saying:

"It is absolutely obvious that we are all
united in our stand and we stand united
behind the Prime Minister."

The proceedings end. Mr. Vajpayee or
anybody from this House did not come to
protest against it. Now, here is the "Times of
India" of December 13 which gives what
happened in the Rajya Sabha on the 12th
December. (Interruptions.) Please do not
interrupt.

SHRI G. MURAHARI: Do not misinterpret.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: And this is what
the "Times of India" reported: —

"Unlike in the Lok Sabha, there was no
debate after the Prime Minister's statement
nor was there any formal resolution seeking
to endorse the Government stand. The sense
of the House, however, was clearly in
favour of a suggestion made by Mr.
Bhupesh Gupta (Com.) that Members
endorse the statement. The Chairman's
concluding remark, That we are all united in
our stand behind the Prime Minister' was
received with loud applause."”
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After all that, are we to question what
happened in Parliament with regard to the
Government's stand in regard to the 8th
September line or are we to stand by the
commitment that we had made at that time
without a voice of dissent .

SHrRI ROHIT M. DAVE: We have not
made any commitment.

SHrRI BHUPESH GUPTA: It is there. I have
confronted them, with facts, Madam Deputy
Chairman. My esteemed friend, Mr. Ganga
Sharan Sinha .

SHrRi M. S. GURUPADA SWAMY:
Madam, even the Prime Minister has said that
there is no commitment on the part of
Parliament. It is only commitment in
principle by the Government of India. It has
been made out by the Prime Minister himself.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: It is strange, Mr.
Gurupada Swamy. How could Parliament
make a commitment with regard to the
Colombo Proposals on December 10 or 12?
These proposals were not there then. The
Conference was meeting. The question arose
as to how Parliament viewed the Prime
Minister's suggestion that he was prepared to
talk provided the Chinese forces withdrew to
the position held by them before the 8th of
September. I do submit before the House that
Parliament fully, wholly, without a voice of
dissent, endorsed the stand of the Prime
Minister. This is what I have to say.

SoME HON. MEMBERS:
Complete distortion.

No. no.

Surr ROHIT M. DAVE: Parliament
endorsed only the Resolution.

Suri BHUPESH GUPTA: The hon.Member is
certainly entitled to havehis disagreement now.
But from thespeech of my Esteemed friend,
Mr.Ganga Sharan Sinha, which he madei on
the 8th of November in this House\ it is clear
that he never opposed the]  8th September
proposal.
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SHRI GANGA SHARAN SINHA (Bihar):
Madam, I rise on a point of information. It
would have been better if Mr. Bhupesh Gupta
had not dragged my name. I would request
him to confine to himself. He must not put
certain things in my mouth which I never
said. It would be better if he eosfines to
himself. I would request m, friend that
whatever he kas to say he may go on telling
the House but he must not tell things about
others which are not correct. Let him not put
wrong things in others' mouths. This is not
proper. This is not fair. He is taking undue
advantage of the fact that he is speaking after
me. He is telling again and again things
which we never agreed to.

SHRIM. S. GURUPADA SWAMY: May I
point out that there was no formulation either
by the Government or by anybody in regard
to the September 8 line? It was a vague
statement made by the Prime Minister and
that does not mean that the Houses, both the
Rajya Sabha and the Lok Sabha, endorsed
the statement. The statement was very vague
and it was not put in the form of a formula-
tion,

SHRI GANGA SHARAN SINHA: So far
as the question of general support to the
Prime Minister was concerned, that was
there. But the question of support to the
Proposals did not arise. And, therefore, we or
the House never agreed to it. Whatever the
Prime Minister said in a statement must not
be taken as the agreed view of the House.
Madam, if the general support given to the
Prime Minister is taken as the support to the
8th September proposals, it will be taking
undue advantage of the goodwill shown by us
and the House.

SHrRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Madam Deputy
Chairman, I should not like to have undue
advantage of anything, least of all, of the
speech of our friend, Shri Ganga Sharan
Sinha, and I will
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be very sorry if | have taken undue advantage
of his goodwill.

SHRI GANGA SHARAN SINHA: I have
never accepted the 8th September proposal.
Let the hon. Member show any document
where we have accepted it.

SHrRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Madam Deputy
Chairman, I can understand his saying this. I
never said that he accepted it. All I say is that
he never raised his voice against it, even in
his speech. Not only that, when we discussed
foreign affairs, with special reference to the
border, I believe in August, then the proposal
before the country was that the
representatives of the two powers would
meet, and in fact, they would have met in
October but for the development that took
place since the 8th September. In that debate
also nobody said that the Government of India
should not meet the Chinese Government
representatives for discussion. None said it.

DRr. SHRIMATI SEETA PARMANAND:
The question did not arise.

(Interruptions.)

SHRI GANGA SHARAN SINHA: The
whole thing has' been put in a very wrong
perspective.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. Bhupesh
Gupta, please come to the next point.

SHRI G. MURAHARI: Let Mr. Bhupesh
Gupta read my statement wherein I rejected
the September 8 proposal in the last Session.

SHrRi BHUPESH GUPTA:
interruption.

Another

SHRI GANGA SHARAN SINHA: Because
you are wrong. You are saying things which
are not facts and if it is not contradicted,
tomorrow you will take undue advantage
again. If you do not want to be interrupted,
say correct things.

(Interruptions)



4681 Colombo Proposals on

SHrRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Must all of
them interrupt?

SHRI M. S. GURUPADA SWAMY: On a
point of order, Madam. Is it justified for the
hon. Member to persist in giving a distorted
account of the proceedings of Parliament,
persisting in misleading this House about -
what happened in the previous Session, which
is not consistent with what an hon. Member
said at that time? He is deliberately
misleading this House about the proceedings
of the previous Session.

SHrRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I want to speak
on the point of order.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. Sinha
has clarified it. It is a matter of opinion.
You pass on.

SHrRi BHUPESH GUPTA: 1
answer his point of order.

want to

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN; There is no
point of order.

SHrRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I would request
you to reject outright this point of order
because the proceedings of the House are
before you. You can judge. Was it not a
distortion of the proceedings of the House
yesterday and the day before when it was
almost tried to make out that our heroes of the
P.S.P. were all opposed to the 8th September
line when they could not prove by
documentary evidence from any positive
utterance to that effect from the proceedings
of either House.

SHRI ROHIT M. DAVE: You are to prove
positively when we are declining definitely.
SHrRI BHUPESH GUPTA: That is all right.
I leave it at that. I think I have got that point.
(Interruptions.)

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Please wind
up.
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SHrRI BHUPESH GUPTA: How can I wind
up

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN; I will give
another 5 minutes.

SHrRl BHUPESH GUPTA: They are
winding up.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Your one
hour is over. That point has been cleared by
Mr. Sinha—that distortion point.
Everything has been cleared.

SHri BHUPESH GUPTA: You may ask
me to stop but you will understand that for
the last 15 minutes what is going on is no
speech. It is all interruption. It is all right, if
the hon. Members have doubts, certainly they
can interrupt me but why should I be
victimised for their interruptions?

SHRI GANGA SHARAN SINHA: No
doubts, when you say wrong things.

SHrRI BHUPESH GUPTA: If you think that
I say wrong things, do by all means interrupt
but do not victimise me for your
interruptions.

I think I leave that subject. All I can say in
this connection is that if you look back to the
debates for August last year in connection
with the proposals for talks between these two
countries, of the House, you will find even
there that nobody opposed it and were it not
for the fact that aggression took place in
September, perhaps these talks would have
started. That is all I say. Therefore whatever
way you look at it from, you come to the
conclusion that the country and the Parliament
are committed to this position. Individual
voices can be here and there raised. Now I
com, to the concluding part and I hope there I
shall not be interrupted. Even the Manchester
Gurdian of 12th January has supported that
this proposal should be accepted and you
cannot accuse "Manchester Gurdian" of being
a party to international communism.
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SHRI M. S. GURUPADA SWAMY: When
did you become a lover of "Manchester
Guardian"?

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: When you
gave it up.

AN HoON. MEMBER: Never.

SHrRI BHUPESH GUPTA: If I can love the
P.S.P., why 1 cannot, for a change, in order to
prove my case, be a lover of "Manchester
Guardian"? Now this is: what appeared—I
need not quote it. They have said that it
should be accepted. The "Manchester
Guardian" is a paper which takes a very anti-
Chinese position. Here I would like to quote
what Vinoba Bhave said. He wrote an article
in the Amrita Bazar Patrika of 30th December
after his meeting with the Prime Minister in
Bengal. This is what he said:

"We must not say that we are not willing
to talk with her; if our opponents give us
the smallest opening for talks we should
seize the opportunity to meet them half-
way. It is those who have no self-
confidence, who lay down conditions and
insist on the letter rather than the spirit.
These matters cannot be resolved on the
basis of conditions. We must be bold
enough to enter upon negotiations as soon
as there is the slightest opportunity. That is
the demand of our times."

Vinoba Bhave certainly is not a party to what
is called international communism. Then he
went on to say:

"Now it takes as much courage to leap
into the area of peace as to leap into the
battlefield of war. The timid and the
cowardly can have no place either on the
field of battle or in the councils of peace—
they are doomed to defeat alike in both. It
ig th, brave who go forward boldly to play
their part in peac« negotiations."

[ RAJYA SABHA ]

India-China Relations 4684

He, a wise man of our country not attached to
any political party but an apostle of peace and
goodness, gave this counsel to the country and
the Government after he had had talks with
the Prime Minister. This appeared in the
Sunday Magazine section of the "Amrita
Bazar Patrika" under the title: "Sino-Indian
conflict—the right approach". Are we to
reject it? Are we to denounce him by labelling
him that he is an international communist or
are we to turn to him, at this hour of crisis and
need, for his wise, mature counsel, derived
not only from long years of rich experience in
his public life but from his close and deep
association with the Father of the Nation
Mahatma Gandhi. This is something I would
ask.

In this connection I would also like to say
something. When we endorse the proposal
with clarifications, it is the position that we
take with regard to the proposal and the
clarifications. Well, we are not giving an
opinion on what the Chinese are doing. We
have been called upon in this House to ex-
press our opinion. I think they should be
accepted as the basis for starting talks. Why
should we give it up? Now, there again one
point I would like to know. These
clarifications have been given to the
Government of India after Mrs. Bandaranaike
had talks with the Chinese Prime Minister and
the leaders. As you know, they went first to
China, had talks there and later on they came
here. The question arises therefore whether
these clarifications were given with proper
reference to them and whether they sounded
the Chinese opinion in regard to these
clarifications. That We do not yet know.
However, as far as we are concerned, we take
the proposals and clarifications together. The
clarifications form a substantive part, as
indeed they have mentioned in the Colombo
proposals, and we would like them to be
accepted as the basis of talks. Unless China
accepts them, the talks cannot start, obvious-
ly. But I am called upon to expres» my
opinion on the proposals pluj clarifications.
A¥* far « >tk Septom-
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be* position is concerned, 1 need "t say
much. Substantially our position is met by the
Colombo proposals with the clarifications. It
seems that there are two points in the Eastern
Sector which should be decided in the course
of discussions. As far as Ladakh sector is
concerned, except for two posts, all posts fall
on our side. Only two of our posts fall on the
Chinese s'de after the 20 kilometres with-
drawal but here again, from the study of
maps, I find that in that area of 20 kilometres
which was taken after September 8th or 20th
October, there were not only Indian posts. We
had 43 posts but the Chinese too had a large
number of posts and it seems to me that they
had more personnel there than our personnel.
If, for example, any parity is obtained in the
matter of joint control, as has been suggested
by the Law Minister, it seems to me that even
if two posts did not fall on our side, with
regard to the other posts, in the matter of
location of posts, we will have reached a
better position than it was before S8th
September and, what is more, the personnel
would have been less on the side of China. |
do not know about that. This aspect is also an
important one to be considered especially in
the context of our disengagement and so on. I
need not say much on this proposal.

I support the proposal and clarifications
and the talks should start and I hope, once the
talks start, they will produce good results and
naturally the strength of our case lies in its
justice, in its validity. The Prime Minister did
a signal service to the nation when he
declared on the floor of this House that
should the talks tail, he was for one prepared
to let the matter to go to the Hague Court or
certain other mediation, thereby ruling out the
path of militarism or the path of armed
actions as far as India is concerned. I can tell
you that at the time when he made that state-
ment ** the floor of this House on 12th
December the Colombo Powers

1081 RS.—S5.
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were meeting in Colombo and this
particular  statement created a  pro
found impression on the Colombo

Powers and it will be for the historian
to record how this statement of peace

and goodness and reasonable
approach in the matter made by the
Prime Minister on the 12th Decem
ber in this House created a favourable
impression even in  quarters where
there was doubts and  questionings
about our case in India.

I hope once these talks start they will not be
continued in a protracted manner, because as
far as India and China are concerned, the cold
war between th »ra assumes particular im-
portance. It always helps the reactionary
forces in the country to thrive in that cold war
atmosphere and to put pressure on the
Government and to make attacks on the
democratic forces in the country, and on the
democratic life of the nation. It is not like a
cold war as between India and Pakistan.
Therefore, 1 take this opportunity on the floor
of this House fe» address my words to each
and every quarter and Siy that this should go.
Once the negotiations start, we hope this
problem will be solved to the satisfaction of
our country and a peaceful settlement will be
arrived at speedily, of course, with honour for
our country and our national self-respect. I say
this in all seriousness, because I want the
whole world to know that we are anxious for a
solution and for a settlement of the problem in
a peaceful and honourable way, that we do not
want to keep up the cold war atmosphere for
Americans and others to take advantage of and
to put pressure on our Government to present
Kashmir on a platter to Pakistan or some other
power, in order that Kashmir can be turned
into a military base against India and the
neighbouring countries. We have een what
these countries have been doing. We want to
defend our independence and we want to
strengthen our defence potential without
reliance on others. We have seen what it
means to rely for arms on other countries—for
the arms that we need. They give you arms
with one hand
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[Shri Bhupesh Gupta.] after some delay and
then ask you to barter away your sovereignty,
even a whole State of the Indian Republic, as
has been done in the case of Kashmir.

AN HoN. MEMBER: Who has done that?

SHrRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Therefore, we
must reiy on ourselves and I do hope that once
the negotiations start India's position will be
well explained to the wh le world and I
sincerely believe that our stand will succeed
because our case is just and we are a peace-
loving nation and we want to promote peace
not only on our borders but throughout the
world. At the same time we want to see that
our national independence is maintained and
that our territorial integrity is upheld with
honour and dignity. This is the task of the
leadership and I trust the Prime Minister in
this matter to combine on the one hand our
stand for peace and our pledge to maintain our
territorial integrity on the other. It is to be
peace with honour, peace with territorial
integrity, peace for the sake of the good of all
people. That is what we stand for. I appeal to
this House in all seriousness. Let us on this
great occasion rise to the call of the occasion.
Let us not be carried away by pettiness, by
small considerations of political advantages to
be taken either against the Congress Party or
against the Communist Party. Let the national
unity which was symbolised and expressed
when the country was subjected to aggression
in September, October and November, be
again reiterated and revitalised and asserted in
our efforts for peaceful negotiations—and for
peace, with honour of course. Let the world
see that India knows how to stand up when
subjected to aggression. Let the world also see
that India also knows how to rise and respond
to the call of peace when it c“mes from
friendly non-aligned nations. That should be
the approach, and, Madam Deputy Chairman,
in my speech I have indicated our approach
with regard to this

[RAJYA SABHA ]
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matter and I stand by it. Our colleague, Shri
Govindan Nair, has explained the other
aspects of the matter and I need not deal with
them. Even as we were united in war, let us
show that we are united in the context of
peace.

SHrRI CHANDRA SHEKHAR: You were
divided when there was war. Now you are
united.

SHrRi BHUPESH GUPTA: Mr. Chandra
Shekhar, you do net seem' to be a good
fighter, otherwise yoa; would have been in the
front here.

SHRI CHANDRA SHEKHAR: We have
seen

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Please sit
down. Mr. Gupta, please wind up now. You
have taken too long a time.

SHrRI BHUPESH GUPTA: My final word is
this. Just as we have registered our national
unity and symbolised in our speeches.

(Interruptions.)

Sk CHANDRA SHEKHAR: We have
seen how his friends have been arrested
throughout the country for promoting disunity
and subotage.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order, order.

SHrRi CHANDRA  SHEKHAR: Mr.
Bhupesh Gupta is going on challenging other
parties. So he must be ready to hear others
also. They should go> into the proceedings of
the House.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. Gupta,
you should finish now. Please den't start your
speech all over again.

SHrRi BHUPESH GUPTA: As I have
explained, let us accept the Colombo
Proposals, again unitedly. Let us display the
same unity and goodness and let us show that
we stand for peace before the whole world and
whatever might be our party positions, let us
all combine together in bringing-about such a
constructive response to-constructive
proposals and glory shall:
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be that of our country and we are partners in
that glory. That is what I say. As far as my
friends of the P.S.P. are concerned .
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THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You need not
refer to them.

SHr1 BHUPESH GUPTA: They feel that
non-alignment is no good and they want to
keep up the tension. I would bag of them to
give up this attitude. They should take up a
constructive attitude and not an entirely
negative attitude which will not bring any
good to anybody, certainly not to India.

SHRI N. C. KASLIWAL (Rajasthan) :
Madam Deputy Chairman, this is the first
time that I am speaking in this House after the
wanton and dastardly attack on our land and I
would like, first of all to take this opportunity
to congratulate our jawans for their
magnificent performance on the battle-field.
They have shown great valour against heavy
odds and have upheld the finest traditions of
the fighting spirit of the Indian people.

Madam, Deputy Chairman, yesterday, after
the debate began a new note had been injected
into this discussion. We have come to know
that the Chinese have not accepted the
Colombo proposals in toto, and the Prime
Minister has said yesterday in the Lok Sabha,
and very rightly, that if China does not accept
the proposals together with the explanatory
memorandum, then we will not go to talk to
them at the negotiating table. This is not to
say that [ am in any way belittling the efforts
of the Colombo Powers. On the contrary, [
express my appreciation of the efforts that
those six non-aligned powers have displayed
for getting a negotiated settlement of the
border aggression.

Madam Deputy Chairman, when I listened
to the various speeches here yesterday and
today from the side of the Opposition, I
almost felt that the Opposition was absolutely
against any sort of negotiation, whether it be
on the basis of the 8th September line or
anything else. 1 would like to point
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cut to this House that on the 12th December,
the Prime Minister had made a statement and
in that statement he had referred to the letter
which he had written to the Chinese Prime
Minister in reply to a letter of the Chinese
Prime Minister of the 28th November.

2PM.

Madam, it will be borne out by a reading of
that letter that so far as the question of
negotiation in principle is concerned, it had
already been agreed to between two Prime
Ministers and when the Prime Minis'er made
that statement on the 12th. December here—
and the Chairman, who was presiding at that
time, saja that the whole country was behind
the Prime Minister; he also said that the
House should be grateful to the Prime
Minister for this statement— not a single
voice from that side was raised against it. [
want to take this House through that letter of
the 1st December which letter was in reply to
the letter of the Chinese Prime Minister of the
28th November. We on our own accord, on
our own volition, never made any move for a
negotiation. On the contrary, it was the
Chinese Prime Minister who made the
proposals. It was he who came forward with
certain proposals in his letter of the 28th
November and I want to take this House
through that letter of the 1st December. The
letter reads like this:

India-China Relations

"In the letters that have been exchanged
between us since the further aggression by
your forces commenced on 8th September
1962, the following principles, on the basis
of which our differences can be resolved
peacefully, have emerged:

(i) We should create a proper
atmosphere for peaceful settlement of
our differences. (This has also been
mentioned in your message of 28th
November)

(i1) We should settle our differences in a
friendly way through peaceful talks
and  discussions. (This has also been
reiterated in your message of 28th
November)
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[Shri N. C. Kasliwal]

(iii) There should be no attempt to
force any unilateral demand on either
side on account of the advances gained
in the recent clashes. (Ycmr tet-ter of 9th
November 1962)

Colombo Proposals on

(iv) Tha necessary preliminaries for
talks and discu siona suggested should
be consistent with the decency, dignity
and self-respect of both sides. CYour
message of 28th November)

(v) The implementation of these
proposed arrangements will not in any
way prejudice either side's position in
regard to- the correct boundary
alignment. (Your message of 4th
November and your message of 28th
November 1962)"

Now, the House will see that so far as the
question of negotiation in principle was
concerned, it had already been settled between
the two Prime Ministers and that this House
had endorsed on the 12th December. Not a
single voice was raised when the Prime
Minister referred to this matter and not a
single voice was raised when the Prime
Minister referred to the letter of the Prime
Minister of China which contains these
proposals. What did the Colombo Powers do?
The Colombo Powers, if they did anything at
all, put a kind of international seal on the
agreement for negotiation which had taken
place between the two Prime Minis'pr*. The
Colombo Powers stepped in only with regard
to the withdrawal arrangements. There were
disputes between the two Prime Ministers as
to which side should wi'hdraw and where. We
stuck to the 8th September, and very rightly
and even today we stick to the line of the 8th
September. The Chinese Prime Minister said,
"No. Let us go back to the 7th November,
1959 line". It is ther, that the Colombo
Powers have stepped in and it is there that the
Colombo Powers have made constructive
suggestions. Now. Madam Deputy Chairman,
it has been reiterat-
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ed in this House more than once that the
Colombo proposals conform mostly to our
point of view and I will point out how. In fact,
they go even a little beyond. My hon. friend,
Mr. Vajpayee, waxed eloquent over the
question of Thagla Ridge and very rightly
because Thagla Ridge at that time was in our
possession but he forgot that the Chinese have
all along questioned the location of the Thagla
Ridge, whether it was on the south of the main
water shed or on the north of the main water
shed. This is a matter which has to be
discussed by negotiation and the Colombo
Powers have said nothing so far as the owner-
ship of Thagla Ridge is concerned. All that the
Colombo Powers have said is that we should
sit down across a table, discuss and decide for
ourselves where Thagla Ridge lies and to
whom it should belong. Longju and Bara Hoti
are on the same level. Neither is it in the
possession of China nor have we moved up
our forces in those areas. It has been so for a
long time, for a number of years, I believe
since 1959.

Now, Miadam Deputy Chairman, I should
like to come to the question of Ladakh and it
is rather unfortunate that although certain
speeches have been made io which it has been
suggested that most of the posts we took up
would come back to us, only a few pests
would be lost, it is forgotten that if the
Chinese accept these proposals and if the
Chinese act ur> to what they are saying, so far
as these proposals are concerned, in ceriain
areas the Chinese would have to go beyond
the 8th September line and much further.
There are also the areas which they had taken
surreptitiously and by theft in 1959 and 1960.
I will point out, Madam Deputy Chairman,
those areas from which the Chinese are
supposed to withdraw, if they accept the
proposals. They are bound to withdraw from
Demchok, they are bound to withdraw from
Koyul, they are bound to withdraw from Rea-
mg La, they are bound to withdraw from Hot
Springs when they withdraw from Yula and
Spamggur. Madam Deputy
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Chairman, our great and mighty post in
Chushul will be relieved and here I want to
pay my tribute to our great fighting forces
who, in spite of tremendous pressure on them,
continued to hold one of the highest airfields
in the world located at Chushul. They will
withdraw not only from these areas but also
withdraw from Chip Chap valley; they will
withdraw from Galwan and they will
withdraw from certain other minor areas. This
is the position, Madam Deputy Chairman.
Demchok, Tshigong and certain areas were
not taken after the 8th September; they were
taken much before and we have our civil posts
stationed in those areas, do we lose or do we
gain? This is a matter which I hope the
Opposition will take into consideration. It is
quite true, and I entirely agree with them
when they say that the Chinese should
withdraw from the existing area. I am in
agreement, and I am in agreement with all
those who have said that so far as the
November Resolution is concerned, the'
enemy must finally leave our sacred territory.
I am in pgreement with all that but the whole
point is this: Do we or do we not negotiate?
Madam, I think it is right '.h?.t we should go
to the negotiating table; it is right that we
accept the Colombo proposals; it is the right
thing that the cease-fire should be stabilised.

Madam Deputy Chairman, there is only
one more point to which I would like to refer
and that is to what Mr. Vajpayee said today
and Mr. Mani said yesterday that if we sit
down on the negotiating table and talk to the
Chinese, there will be slackening in our war
effort. It is very unfortunate that they have
said so. There is no ground whatsoever for
saying this. In fact, the fact that they have
made such a statement might lead to the
slackening of the war effort. So far as we are
concerned, we shall see that there is no
slackening of our war effort; we shall see that
there shall Ibe no slackening in the build-up
of our defence potential and we will do our
best to see that we grow" strong.
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We shall do our best to see that if another
attack takes place from the Chinese side, we
shall be up to them, we shall rise to the
occasion and kill every armed Chinese who is
found on our soil. But, Madam Deputy
Chairman, we must remain united, we must
remain undaunted, we must remain inflexible
and let our actions and deeds be such as
would burn and glow in the gloom that
surrounds us for the moment.

India-China Relations

Thank you.

oY e g smramfy wEE,
IR TG &H Kraral e & a1 §
F2H F7 W2 & T F qUF QA qT
# g9 A 1 % Fwav agm a0
faemas 2ee3 & T2y 9 T #1
AF T G ) T A2 a1y gree w7
2 ST 30 WA, 1RSI FY FSAT TAT 97
HYT IAFT OF TUUTE & @BFT ATTHI
g §

"While the Government of India are
always willing to negotiate with the
Government of China, they cannot
obviously  compromise  witnT  any
aggression on Indian territory. . . Nor can
they negotiate as long as their territories
remain under Chinese occupation."”

UF AT 93 WA, 8% F AAT
war 4v fomr "o & o |/ gegar
B —

"The Government of China have,
however, in recent years, disturbed the
status quo by forcibly occupying an area
which has always been the territory of
India. The Government of India hope that
the Government of China, in accordance
with the principle which they have them-
selves stated so clearly, will withdraw from
this territory and restore the status quo.
Such a restoration of the status quo through
the wih-drawal of Chinese forces
from
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{4t mg gzl
Indian territory, into which they have
intruded since 1957, is an essential step for
the creation of a favourable clima'e for any
negotiations between the two Governments
regarding the boundary."

g feNs W TE-Ay F4T § 7
Y WTE, LeW9 R AT FHTA AT
9 g7 FAFT LK1 A @ qr ?
afea wror U AT A7 FEr AT 8
f& gu = faawac 1 srgg = afaw
4T F< a9 F4r | 98 « fagrac @
e &1 AT A9 4 FT qAT & AT
< fas=re & avg = g F gwar fwan
TEF . 1A g 7 ¢ 1 g Ew S
gUH & arg woAr g fagr &1
A SATAT, g EAA | gH T 4TI &
ST 3T F9 ATAA W IAY AT FIA
# fau d=r Y OUdd, q3 OF TAHAH
Fa # | 9 fgegenT ¥ g 79 F
a1z $7 fgear w93 ot H FLHAAT§ )
YT IuH 4% uF 9§ ardE v g F
THE ATZ ATTAIT B AT GFAT § | FAT
A8 q o foaava< o ardva 1 ara W@
g\ o 3z w3 & 7 o faaeae #y
T 9T qEEE F9 F fAw darT
q17 (BT ZHAT FT 397 X AAT a7
STAM | T q9E ¥ 4% uF 9§ avda
am A fee gwar  F@r W@ oo

R AFET, LS W AT AT FI=raT
oy IgF a1 § W1 37 Fg aFar ¢ (&
arira #1 A3 § AT FEAT | TH
avg & famfarea 78 &9 & | 9z W war
srar & f& a4 & aer Qv
F1i fafaarees fagfaar a1 & 0 &
qEAT F1Eat g fF qoAr sty # 9wt
FH, ATH-AHIY F& (T amaHa
qarAT Fa7 ag faf @mew & # O
71 fafaergsy wmadr & @ g
gd v fafaaress a@ v =nfgd
gw & g A Fgr snan § fv fudt adr
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# oY @A AT & IAE g e
Fed ¥ A dare war fey | T
& fem gu ot dare § afew few afew
9T A1 fFa fasr ox amasa gefr ?
Tt a1 a9 &) 21 aHdr § 99 UH-UEw
g9 Wi gy i ardr T qar 2 |
Wq dF dg AT & g G qwn
STAT § 9 aF Iq6 Q19 AT FT FTET

a7 TE & |@Far 2

ST % FIAEA ST #oard
FET oTAT & gt 9wt faw Fv ana
Ft v fzar smar & 1 v A ¥ =
T3 FT UATT FIA F FeAeqeq T4
faar & 7 st ot &7 fewe &7 avgw
FI ATT FIAT ¢ F4T 98 I5F ATIA T4
g fm g ? a1 foc eaw w1 oo @97
wrrs faa &t ag w oyw oy # 7
Zw i arren oo /i die # A
Fig FT arfaq FEa7 Mg § F g gw
FIAFET & G190 KT AW F7 F4 &
|1 ATAET AT A A A WA
FHTL A0 AT & | T AT H werd q
qg S FATL GrSirae o 399 8w
@z &1 /v fae @ & gw qor we
F arq A A 72 § A g gane fa
T I AT | W A@ F A1 gAR
e #7 atar § 9% ww A d F
fergeam & @& i § ot frgeama &Y
FHIA FT ZUATET F 19 & @ 974 &
AT T F A1 TEry T 9T § |
TafaT gw a7 g9 WA Y
FATIAT T g ¢ fw 7 wfaem @
98 WY 9T fawry S 73 ) fergeam
T qgA qA ¥ fA0U T A #Y A
FTAT TET AT G 7T 77 a7 ¥ FHAIN
fzara & F1 wraE a8 2 | Fwera
& §Tq gW A § qraia @ w7 qw
2 | sfagr ag ageman & fF ot 3w ax
AT HOAT AT FZAAT @l & TAFT 1§
ferrm afi g Wk o g for 9 &
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qrq ATHT FIA AT @ § qg ATAT
ard 9 fear @ gwa o $1 fomrn
Tt & | Tafaw g% ag daw @ifey fF
7 qrrer o s & aY SuE seEsT
guTe 37 1 #ay feafq grir 7 gw arrar
foat o AT Fe A @ e § A4
THFT waad g e fw faer ofr fam
=1 Ty A9 H I TE AT AFATE |

fRe FTesaT TTAF A AT SIS
@ # F gane fAu w3l $a4Ew g0 7K
w41 ga & &gr wav & fF gy et ?
% fad ag s@ar |/war § 5 aw@
1 iy Aifa w @ § 92 0 s
difa & | gure T HAT ST wAFEL FRr
Foar g e uw argdy o T |/Teer
FTAT T% T & | T7 a7 W gurn fam
FY AATATAAT & AT Y FT T T F
29 ¥ wgr o g f& st aad &
SIS F FAA FL AAT AET )
Wag W Ay & a8 3] &
aTq T E | EW W & T
gi #1§ waaa a1 § 1 gardy yfw e
oI Fed H FL AFA & AHT gH
g7 v 9% fewr g =ufed | gura
7z g g aifed v oew wifae
N aF a3 WT | WA aal dl
gfzra # o3t 05 a0 < wven-md o fedr
fwdt 2 & MadrT w1 7 sg Ew A
sre-Tagn gl e & @ fea oavg
¥ W A F AT ATAT T AT G |
ST TF AT WA 1 AT A/t (6
ATTATT T T qATA A T27 AGY rav
RIS A RAR s (-t it |
/IS AT T, TTRI F1E TLATF AZT
s ot @ErE FTA-Fd AT F1 T
agT &Y, A g Wt A 9T e
wgar arfen | fezaw 7 fagdr @z A
A AT T FEay F% forar g &
gt & wrew-aagr w7 far oqr 7
I §724 qrEA A1 BAF AT A
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qrT T A0 4T 67 4 3317 wres-
Faim 74 fem o fgze ¥ aey
& @ 1 ¥n A Fre & Fnfadem
FLAT A& 7 fam a1 ? 737 fezere
F faars aer sdr vdt At 70 F
avdr ¥ # BT F a¥ g §=d
qrad fgeae #1 g ¥ | 37 A A
dra 1A fgd, 37 awg 1 wAEA
g afed AT e gz 2wy 3
AT ATRTT RIAEAT AATAE0 BT 777 5
AT AT FTAT ATeAT § AT I
7@ At ® afrnuer @ ot =
CEARE I P RIC i &t - ut I |
78T 770 g a9 faaw A wed
& TF 976 ¥g1 4 % nfermie .
Frfed FvC w190 T4 F Fng A
a7 a9 ¥ qivig 139 ¥ fE
&1 “in principle” ®TAFAT TrTATT
F WA ST g 1 TTF 739 w AT
BH A ATEATH (T ARSI H TF 9ETA
ar fFar ar (99 & gwa ow 9041
&1 #7017 5 90 0T v g (e
#ZA | BIAEAT ANAET & ard qrg
@ 2 dar 92 fqsEraam w7 a3 a3t
8, ¥ a2 miaaraee & arq (qEaraTE
g A3 § 7 37 9% § a7 A%
qIT ATAT THT A% AT T30 Y qAar
&\ & 73 w1 g § % ww a0
Ft T F ar9 315 T0E F FI0E AIAN
&, 99 2 H AATAT § AR FIAE
azrs 3rF qvg q s AT wfEy
7 @ a4 9% faa” @ s @
azr§ A0 FAr A AEAT & | TR
F1 42 413 a7 F a4 J1leq 7w ag
AIEH-TATT FTAT NEAT & a1 721§
ST T@T AIEAl & | 4g A5 % 0w
a1 @3 % 77 I (67 Fra 7 41 3adf
F a9 w4 F fa a7 g1 g v
Ia% faw i 20w & 1 93 & oar
& g fo6 9T § arpe wrr o &

ST & Wi a2 # gw ¥ ggar § Fr Ay
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[oh ¥ rerefie]

Trra 3w A TF W, "R
fwz a¢ arar @gar & ¥ ag a1 s=a
Sriraa § Wity & a1 59 & 7% R
TH, UF Tg T Ia% qva a0 7
SH TR 1 AIRATH] (@RI &AW
qagr graad | ey d s g
FEAT ATZAT (4 30 A ® Rrerd
TITAeH I MAA @ 5% a9
INFH WAAA F ORI A FL AT
qfl @ F g1 ;A T9.9q€7 B
e w5 3 | oA A g AT &
fgmgT 07 71w ayq oy oraw 2
i (&7 I0F 74T F1 TG & FTH
AT F0 AT F AT & 29 HT 7T A7
wifen & # 7 Tw g7 g & a9 e
g ar g ?
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Dr. SHriMATI SEETA PARMANAND:
Madam Deputy Chairman, I feel at the outset
I should say that
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it is a pity that this important matter has taken
such a turn in the debate in this House. To
begin with I would say that the Law Minister
has clearly stated the Government's case and
as far as the points to be clarified are
concerned, there is very little to be done
because other speakers also have gone into
details, I would only mention two things
befor, I touch those points, namely, whatever
we accept with regard to civilian posts in the
areas vacated, we wil] have to see that this is
discussed further and further clarfication is
sought. As a matter of fact, I think, even with
regard to this, since the Prime Minister spoke
in the other House some further information
seems to have come from which it appears that
the clarifications sought by India hav, not been
agreed to by China. Therefore, it may be one if
these points on which clarification has not
ome forth. So, the Prime Minister himself—
whom we consider is the bsst custodian of the
country's honour and who has given his life
and everything for the country's indepen-
dence”—can be trusted to do that. Secondly,
with regard to the two posts, namely Dhola at
Thagla Ridge, and Longju, it was stated that as
far as the latter post was concerned it had been
in the hands of the aggressor for a long time.

SHRIARJUN ARORA: No, no. ,

Dr. SHriMATI SEETA PARMANAND:
Negotiations have been going on over Longu
for the last five years.

SHRI ARJUN ARORA: It has not been in
the possession of the Chinese or anybody
else.

Dr. SHRIMATI SEETA PARMANAND:
Madam, You might remember with regard to
that post that Dr. Kunzru always used to ask
questions and there was a dispute over that
point.

SHRI ARJUN ARORA: The Chinese
withdrew and we did not occupy it.
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DRr. SHRIMATI SEETA PARMANAND;
Neither the hon. Member nor I have gone
there. So we do not know what actually
happened there. But with regard to the other
pasts at Thagla Ridge, we have to see. On
that we need to consider here openly on the
floor of the House that the enemy by
insisting on keeping it does nat get an undue
advantage. Perhaps that woul ! also be one
of the points on which there may not be any
agreement.

Colombo Proposals on

Having said this, I would like to express
my thanks to the Colombo Conference,
especially led as it was by a woman and I
feel that if there had been a woman in power
in China perhaps things would not have
come to this stage.

SHRI A. B. VAJPAYEE: And also in
India.

DRr. SHRIMATI SEETA PARMANAND: No,
I do not agree. We know that women have got
the Hindu Code only because of our Prime
Minister, who understands the sufferings of
the down-trodden people. The Jan Sangh may
not agree. Anyway, let me not be diverted
from my point. What I want to say here is that
negotiations could have started since 1959 or
1957—since the time Mr. Chou En-lai had
promised that he would, when I he got time,
have these discussions— ' and then the
officers from both sides had gone into details.
If there had been a woman in power in China,
I am quite positive that just as in the case of
the lead given by the Colombo Conference,
things would have taken a different turn. But it
is no use speaking in an assembly of men
when one is bound to be contradicted on the
point. I would like to refer to the point which
has been cleared up by another Member
namely, the point made by the Swatantra Party
Leader in this House in calling into question
the appellation of the word 'Powers' to these
countries—that it was sans decorum. After all
every country can be called a power.
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There is no international measure of power.
It may be a small power or it may be a big
power. Similarly, to say that they have come
forward to help us only to save their skin, as it
were, also smacks of ingratitude. There is
nothing wrong perhaps in trying to save a
conflagration when it is at a distance. There is
nothing wrong in saving the world from a
conflagration. They have taken courage in
both hands. Why should we not take it from
that point of view? Perhaps if things take a bad
turn, will not these very small powers, whom
you do not want to call as 'powers', be the first
target of that cruel tyrant who wants to have
the leadership of Asia? Therefore, we should
not be petty-minded and to say that is really a
sign of an unhealthy mind. There is a good
saying in Sanskrit: —
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Just as a good saying has to be accepted even
from a child a good gesture even from a small
nation should be accepted. When we have to
deal with people who talk in this manner, we
can describe them only by: —

“7 frqatea faogs qufed T & 4
EinicEa

I will not go further into this. I would leave
the matter at that.

I would refer to another Member who used
the word 'defeat' in the case of India, when
the battle was in progress and is still in
pogress. Who knows—and the Prime Minister
has himself said it—we should always be
aware of it that it may go on for years. He
said that China declared a unilateral cease-fire
only out of contempt for our defeat. Now, the
same Member was pleading that the Govern-
ment should not take recourse to negotiations
because the enthusiasm engendered in the
country cannot be created again and again.
Does he realise what type of effect it will
have on the enthusiasm of the people in the
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[Dr. Shrimati Seeta Parmanand.] country
when the word 'defeat' is openly mentioned?
After all, even if some forebodings are seen,
people who are well-wishers, people who want
to .give a fight, do not give expression to such
words. Take the case of a person who may be
very ill in the house. Even if his condition is
not very satisfactory, it is very rarely that peo-
ple who have the interests of that person at
heart and affection for him would ever say that
his condition is critical. I would, therefore,
urge these people not to go on talking in this
demoralising manner because it is their words
which would be more demoralising than any
attempt at negotiations. Let us look at these
negotiations. Before I go into that, I should
like to mention one or two points about the
cease-fire, because my hon. friend said that it
was India's defeat that per. h3ps made China,
out of contempt, to declare a unilateral cease-
fire. Did that hon. Member make sure that the
cease-fire was not the result of the round-the-
clock help given by the western countries or it
was not due to the intense cold weather that
came in the way of taking supplies from Pek-
ing right up to our borders or it was not due to
the attitude of the Russians or it was not due to
the sudden end of the Cuban affair Were these
not at the back of the cease-fire? When we do
not know anything of this for certain, to say
only that it was because of our defeat that
China had out of contempt declared a
unilateral cease-fire is not doing any service to
the country whose cause these Members are
out to espouse by wanting to put the Govern-
ment in the wrong.

I would like now to refer to one other
important matter, and it is only for that reason
that I am on my feet here today, because I feel
that as far as the Government's case is
concerned and as far as the two points on
which the country's honour is to be consi-
dered, are concerned, we can safely leave
them in the hands of the Prime Minister. I say
this not only because I belong to the Congress
Party but even as a citizen | feel that there is
nobody else in the country today and
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even Mr. Kripalani, the leader of an other
Party, has said that there is no better person to
lead the country today than the Prime
Minister. Anyway, I would like to know
whether we have given thought to the question
that,—in our anxiety to safeguard our
democratic rights in Parliament and to prove
that we are an effective democracy—in regard
to delicate matters where questions of war are
concerned it is neither diplomatic nor
profitable to discuss these questions by loud
thinking. Has any other country done it? In
countries like the United Kingdom, where the
mother of Parliaments was born, when such
questions are discussed behind closed doors,
there is a guarantee that the proceedings are
kept secret. Experience here has shown that
when there is any effort to keep secrecy about
proceedings of even ordinary meetings of
different Parties, not only of one Party but of
different Parties, a distorted version comes
out, and therefore it is felt by those people that
it is better to keep the proceedings open and
not secret. It would have been in the best inte-
rests of the country and it should have
occurred to all people and to Members of the
Opposition too to send representatives of the
various Opposition groups to discuss matters
with the Prime Minister from time to time and
to g've their views, and as far as individual
Members are concerned, both from this side
and from the other side, nobody would have
questioned their r'ght to send any valuable
suggestions which they wanted to make in this
connection. It is no use publishing slogans in
newspapers which only serve the purpose of
publicity. Here what are they doing? We are
here openly discussing what should be done,
what should not be done, what would be our
military asset, what would be poT\ical and
economic asset or something else, and so on.
Therefore, a country like China which would
be in a bargaining mood, when it heai's that
the other side considers a certain point as an
asset, would naturally like to turn the screw
tight on that particular point. I therefore feel
that it is very necessary in the future at least
not to have such questions about dedicate
points of nego-
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.tdations discussed openly on the floor of
the House where in spite of our de-
termination to present a united front,
spectacle of disunity, though it may not be
real disunity, is presented to the eworld. I
feel that this type of exhibition should be
avoided in the future, and I hope that the
leaders opposite particularly would give
their thought to it.

I want to say one thing more about the present
situation. I do not know what India should
have done as a sane, modern nation if it
was thought that she should have refused
these proposals of the Colombo Conference
nations. After all we have to depend on help
from the outside world, from whichever side
it comes. In this case, it will be more from
the Western bloc, there is no question about
that. They have already given proof of that,
and we have always thanked them profusely.
Would it be right to make those people
feel that India turned down every chance of a
reasonable and honourable negotiated
settlement? Whether the settlement was going
to be honourable and whether the conditions!
attached to those proposals were going to
be honourable could be seen only if we gave
it a trial. Under these circumstances,  after
all the Prime Minister had to say something,
and I do not think he has done anything in
contravention of what he had said earlier,
that in principle he would accept it. The
Prime Minister certainly  would not
ultimately do something which the
country as a whole would not think
honourable and which he would not think
honourable. After all, somebody might
question me, I do not know why the question
has not been put, as to what has happened
during the last four, five, six or seven years.
The answer to that also is very simple. I do
not want to go into that. It is a very simple
answer, and all of us know the reason behind
it, that we had to chose between bread and
guns. So we  thought that we being a
peace-loving nation, nobody would, in spite
of the great hatred any nation may have for us
in spite of the great desire, that China may
have to be the leader in Asia—China has al-

[ 24 JAN. 1963 ]

4706

ways felt that way—attack us. I am glad Mr.
Bhupesh Gupta is here. I do not know whether
he thinks that it is in keeping with the pride of the
country to let China feel, simply because she has
the oldest civilisation and she is the largest Asian
country with the biggest population, that she
should be allowed to do anything to cripple any
other country. I do not know whether China,
which believes in equality of men and full
opportunity for all, should think that because
she has not had the opportunity she should come
forward and cripple any other country like India
which has been accepted as the leader of Asia—
without India's seeking it, but other people
thought that India was a fine country and so all
the Asian people have been loo ing to India for
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lead. There is no denying, let the
Communist leader hear it, that China feels that
a success of Indian democracy spells the

death-knell of her creed, and there-, fore China is
trying to come nearer not for the sake of a little
land here or there but only to show her might to
the weaker nations in ~ Asia that she can even
cripple or harm or ruin any country that they
consider is the biggest in Asia. Therefore, I feel
that we have to give a fair trial to the
Colombo”proposals to proceed as far as they
could with honour; and that °xpression "with
honour" will always be there, and the only good
this particular Session could have done is to
have emphasized as If we are taking it for
granted that that is the one thing irrespective of
the cost to the country that the people want and
that whatever be the sacrifice, the honour of the
country would be kept first in mind.

I would make one last appeal. The solution of
this problem is in the hands of the Soviet
Union to my mind. If the Soviet Union wanted
to give us some MIGs, I would ask why it was
necessary for the Soviet Union, which pos-
sesses so many transport planes, to send the
MIGs all th, way by sea so that it took them a
month and a half, when they could have been
sent within three or four days. The cost in-
volved was mentioned somewhere in



4707 Colombo Proposals on

[Dr. Shrimati Seeta Parmanand.] tiie Press, I
remember. In such things ..jither this country
would have nought of the cost nor the Soviet
Union should have thought of the ;t.
Whatever the number being sent ;s, they have
to come all the way by

.a. 1 feel that if tne Soviet Union L.amas
China for not believing in coexistence, she
should see to it that she dos-s not give war
material on which China has to depeni entirely
on the Soviet Union—petroleum, aeroplanes,
etc.—and that will teach her a lesson very
soon. Neither does the Soviet Union believe
that China has done a wrong-. China never
consulted the Soviet Union i, taking this step
of aggression and so the Soviet Union

Dr. A, SUBBA RAO (Kerala): Why don't
you ask Australia and the United Kingdom
also not to supply them wheat and other
things?

DR. SHRIMATI SEETA PARMANAND: I do
not think that the sense of justice of the
Communist friends is so warped that they do
not see the justice of the Western Powers in
giving their help when India was attacked.
India did not go and attack China. If India had
gone and attacked China ths question would
have arisen. And that shows how the minds of
our friends work where the question concerns
China or the U.S.S.R. Anyway, I am making
this appeal on the floor of this House to the
people of the Soviet bloc that this thing should
stop if world peace is not to be disturbed
because there is no denying the fact that if this
conflagration flares up, it might spread into a
world war and the thing which Russia and the
United States tried to avoid by calling off the
Cuban affair, might again come up and also
because of the position to which this country
would be reduced ultimately if this goes on
for a long time, and I do not know in what
manner.

SHRI B. D. KHOBARAGADE
(Mabharashtra): In the present circumstances,
it is not possible for us to accept the proposals
of the Colombo

[RAJYA SABHA ]
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Conference. I do appreciate the efforts
of the non-aligned nations who have tried to
bring together India and C'....ia and to
resolve the differences which we have
experienced during the past few years. But
the first mistake the non-aligned Powers have
made is that they hav, not named China as
the aggressor in this conflict. It was explained
that  the object  of the Conference was
to being these two nations together and
therefore they did not think it desirable to
name China as the aggressor. But apart from
this, even before the Conference, during the
whole period of conflict these  non-aligned
nations have nowhere branded China as the
aggressor and this fact we must take into
consideration. We have noticed that during
this conflict  all other Western friends have
definitely pointed out that China has
committed treacherous and naked
aggression against Indian territory butto  our
greatest surprise, those  non-aligned nations
and certain interested ~Communist countries
have not named China as the aggressor.

Coming to the proposals of the Conference,
as I have already said, we cannot accept these
proposals. Firstly, these are most unfair to our
country. It had been made out yesterday by the
hon. Law Minister that these proposals are
favourable to us. But if we consider all the
three Sectors in this boundary, we will find
that these are most unfavourable to us. In the
Eastern Sector, the proposal is favourable to
China because the two important posts will be
in possession of China, Longju and Dhola. It is
mentioned that these two posts are of
importance, but the post of Dhola is more
important to us. It was admitted by the hon.
Law Minister yesterday that the massive
invasion in October in the Eastern Sector was
launched through the Thagla Ridge. This was
mentioned by the hon. Law Minister
yesterday. Therefore, the Thagla Ridge has got
more strategic importance. Through the Thagla
Ridge only can the Chinese people in future
launch another mas-
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sive aggression against India and
therefore it is very essential from th defence
point of view to have possei-*ion of the
Thagla Ridge.

About the middle Sector, yesterday the
hon. Law Minister said that Bara Hoti was
never in our possession during past few years.

[THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRIMATI
JAHANAFA JAIPAL SINGH in the Chair].

But here I have got one map which has been
prepared by the Government of India. In it it
has been mentioned that Bara Hoti was in our
possession. It is written, "Frontier separating
Indian and Chinese forces on 7th September,
1962." This map shows that Bara Hoti was in
our possesion on 7th September, 1962. I want
to know from the hon. Law Minister whether
the statement made by him in this House that
Bara Hoti was not in our possession on 7th
September, 1962 is correct or this map which
has been produced by the Government of
India is correct.

So far as Ladakh is concerned, it hag been
mentioned that the number of posts that India
will have to give up is a small one that the
number is six or seven. It is not the question
of the number of the posts. There are three
important posts which India will have to lose,
Sumdo, Dehra and Qizil Jilga. It is not a
question of how many posts India will lose; it
is a question of the territory that India will
lose, if we accept this proposal. Qizil Jilga is
about 50 or 60 miles away from the line to
which the Chinese forces will withdraw.
Dehra is about 25 to 30 miles from the line up
to which the Chinese forces will withdraw.
The total area of this particular portion will
toe about 2,500 square mites. If we accept the
Colombo proposals, it means that in Ladakh
also, we have to give up about 2.500 square
miles of additional area. Therefore, all these
proposals are unfavourable to India and it will
be difficult for us to accept

"[ 24 JAN. 1963 ]
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the proposals of the Colombo Conference.

The second objection to accepting the
Colombo proposals is that the neutral non-
aligned nations have put India and China on
an equal footing. There can be no equality,
whatsoever between the aggressor and the
victim. Madam, I may quote from the Note
which was sent to the Chinese Government.
This Note is dated the 19th September, 1962.
It has been mentioned there that this proposal
which was made by the Chinese Government
for withdrawal by 20 kilometres "suffers from
the serious defect that it leaves the aggressor
who altered the status quo by unilateral action
over the last few years in possession of the
fruits of his aggression." Therefore it will be
noted that if we accept these proposals, then
China will be able to enjoy the fruits of
aggression and therefore, as earlier mentioned
by the hon. the Prime Minister, until and
unless the whole aggression is vacated and the
aggressor is not allowed to reap the rich
harvest of his aggression, there should be no
talks, which had been the earlier stand of the
hon. the Prime Minister. So for these reasons
the proposal is unfavourable to us. It hap
placed China and India on the s'-no footing.
Thirdly, since it leaves a large territory as the
fruit of aggression in the hands of China, it is
difficult for us to accept this proposal.

Madam, in the past, w? have always
noticed that whenever we have tried to
negotiate or talk with the Chinese
Government, fresh aggression has been
perpetrated on our territory. About two or
three years back, we had sent our Secretary-
General for negotiations with China, and
immediately after that fresh aggression took
place. Only last July our Prime Minister,
Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru, declared that the
situation on the border wa3 extremely serious
and that, therefore, our country must be pre-
pared to face any eventuality. But
immediately after the statement of the Prime
Minister, we sent ouT then Defence Minister,
Mr. Krishna Menon,
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[Shri B. D. Khobaragade ] to Geneva to
have talks with China's Vice-Premier Chen-Yi
and discussed and negotiated this question
there. But immediately after that we have
noticed that this Vice-Premier of China, in a
radio interview or in some television
interview, said that China had got 60 crores of
people and that China would never tolerate
any solution which is not acceptable to China.
We got this rsbuff from the Chinese
Government. So, after that, even after we had
sent Mr. Krishna Menon to Geneva, there was
fresh aggression on this country. It means that
whenever we express our willingness to talk
or to negotiate with China, fresh aggression is
perpetrated on our soil. Apart from that, what
has been our stand in this respect?

Suri BHUPESH GUPTA: Madam Vice-
Chairman, just a little correction. Mr. Krishna
Menon did not go there to talk. He went to
sign a certain Agreement at a Geneva confe-
rence where China was a party, and they met
there. This fact may be noted.

SHRI B. D. KHOBARAGADE: Mr. Krishna
Menon had definitely negotiations or talks
with  the  Vice-Premier of  China.
(Interruptions.) Well, he did have talks there.
It does not make any difference. And what has
been the policy of the Government in this
respect? In the beginning the Prime Minister
stated that until and unless the whole
aggression was vacated there could be no
negotiations, there could be no talks whatso-
ever. That was the first stand taken by the
Government of India. After some days the
Prime Minister declared: Let the Chinese
forces withdraw to that line which we accept
as our boundary-line and India will be
withdrawing to that line which is accepted as
the boundary line by China, thus preparing a
sort of no-man's land between these two lines.
This was the second proposal given by the
Prime Minister. Then we come to the third,
the 8th September position. That was not
endors-
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ed by the Parliament, but it waa the view of
the Prime Minister and his Government that if
the Chinese force* withdraw beyond the 8th
September line, if the status quo as on 8th
September, 1962 is restored, then we would
have no difficulty to talk to or to have a round
table conference with the Chinese people.
That was the third stand. Now today's line is
this. It does not matter even if we do not get
whatever we wanted, even if we do not get all
the posts that we had demanded. It does not
matter even if the position before the 8th of
September is not restored. But even then we
must go and talk with the Chinese people.
That is the policy of the Government now.
These are the three or four different stands
taken by the Government, Madam. Therefore,
we have to think in the light of all these
developments. Let us not shift our stand from
time to time, because it only indicates our
weakness. We are not afraid of China. It does
not matter if in the beginning we have
suffered certain reverses. But after that the
whole country rose and was determined that it
would fight to the last with the Chinese
aggressors and remove them from our land.
This firm resolve was expressed in this House
when during the last Session ethis House
resolved to "drive out the aggressor from- the
sacred soil of India however long and
however hard the struggle might be". That
was the firm resolve of this House, the firm
resolve of the whole country.

Some people say that there is no parity
between the Chinese forces and the Indian
military strength. It is not a question of
military parity or military strength. It is a
question of determination and our people are
determined to fight to the last moment. They
have sacrificed blood, gold, money,
everything. We have got our friends in the
international sphere, in the Western world,
who have come to our resecue and help, who
have given us every sort of military help, mili-
tary equipment, and therefore we can
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face boldly and heroically the Chinese
military forces. We need not be afraid of the
Chinese forces when we have got the support
of our own people and the support of the other
nations. Why should we be afraid? When we
are determined and when we can count on the
help of our friendly nations, China will not
dare to attack India again. Can China dare to
attack Quemoy, such a small and tiny territory
which belongs to China as a matter of fact?
And if China cannot dare to attack such a
small territory like Quemoy, how can China
dare to attack India? It is because certain
people show weakness in dealing with China.
Let us not accept that we are weak. Let us
have the strength. As Professor Galbraith,
United States Ambassador, said a few days
back, if we want to negotiate, it does not
matter, let us go and talk, but let us negotiate
from a position of strength. If we assume a
position of strength, no matter how strong and
powerful China may be, China will never dare
attack our territory again.

As to why I oppose these Colombo
proposals, there is another reason. It is
because it has already dampened the
enthusiasm of the masses so far as defence
preparations are concerned. This may not be
acceptable to certain Congress Members who
have spoken now. But let anybody go to the
countryside; let anybody go to the rural area
and find out. There is no enthusiasm among
the masses so far as defence is concerned, the
enthusiasm that we had found about two
months back. What is the reason? It is the
vacillating attitude of the Government and the
Premier that are responsible for slackening
the defence efforts. About two or three
months back there was solidarity and unity;
everybody was resolved, everybody was
firmly determined to defend our country. But
today, unfortunately, because of the policy
that has been pursued by the Government,
what do we find? In this House, except a few
Communist friends, the whole Opposition is
opposed to the policy of the
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Government and they say that there should be
no negotiations, whatsoever, as it will be
affecting the solidarity and unity of the
people, which is very vitally essential for
defending our land. In view of all these
reasons. Madam Vice-Chairman, I do not
accept the proposals of the Colombo
Conference, and they should be rejected by
the House.

SHrRI K. K. SHAH (Maharashtra): Madam
Vice-Chairman, let us not be -lost in
appropriating blame. Commitment or no
commitment, I am not one of those who would
like to take shelter under what happened in this
House, when we decided and took a pledge to
fight the Chinese. If the proposals are bad, they
are bad. If they are good, then they must be
looked upon as good irrespective of by whom
they are presented and when they are presented,
and therefore I would like to analyse the
arguments of my friends from the Opposition
Benches. The points that they have made out so
far are that acceptance is an affront to
Parliament. Another point made was that
"Government is staging another Munich; it is a
repudiation of the clear directive of Parliament
to drive out the aggressor". "We are endorsing
Chinese aggression", and as one of the friends
put it, "The Prime Minister is in the habit of
tight-rope walking", "Non-alignment has gone"
and so on. These are some of the arguments
which have been advanced by our friends.

3p.M.

Now, Madam, let us look at the proposals.
What are the proposals? Are we giving up any
stand that we have taken? The Conference
says by the sixth clause of the Colombo
proposals that they will not be binding on any
party. Whatever decision today you take will
not be binding; it v/ill be subject to
negotiations that will be carried on.
Therefore, before we go to the table, the
Chinese are withdrawing 20 kilometres. Then,
we have to decide about the posts. Even if
you do not come to an agreement
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[Shri K. K. Shah.] about posts, the Chinese
will be o;cu-pying a position which is 20 kilo-
metres behind the position they are occupyiag
today. Nov/, is it to our advantage or is it to
our disadvantage? Today, when the six
nations call upon us to negotiate, they ask the
Chinese to go back 20 kilometres. The
question of force will be decided on the table
by mutual agreement. If you do not come to
terms about the mutual force, then also they
will be 20 kilometres behind the present posi-
tion when you will be attacking them. Is that
position militarily a disadvantageous position
to India? We are taking it for granted that we
will come to terms about posts. They have yet
to come to terms about posts. If today Chushul
is threatened by three, four or five posts, and
if they are going back from those posts and'
the future posts are to be decided are we not
gainers? What was the pledge, what was the
statement made by the Prime Minister? The
Prime Minister's statement was that unless
they go back to the position of 8th September,
1962, we have nothing to do with them. The
question of future posts has to be decided after
they have gone back. Therefore, the statement
made by the Prime Minister is hundred per
cent, accepted. On the contrary, when we go
to the table, the number of posts that China
had occupied by 8th September would have
remained and we would have occupied our
posts if China would have accepted the stand
taken by the Prime Minister. Today, in
addition to their going back, they will be
vacating the posts which they would have
otherwise continued to occupy. They would
have taken the Prime Minister at his word that
they are going back to the position of 8th
September. May I know in what way these
proposals are disadvantageous to us? May |
know in what way the Prime Minister is not
keeping his word?

My friends have been saying that when we
are talking, we are negotiating our
sovereignty. Are we negotiating our
sovereignty or are we

going to the table to decide what should
happen in future, where they should go back
and what should belong to us?

My friends have been saying that the Prime
Minister was wrong in writing to the Prime
Minister of Ceylon that in principle he
accepts these proposals. May 1 point out,
Madam, that in Parliamentary practice it is the
right of the Government to talk and it is the
right of the Parliament to make a
commitment. Now, does the Prime Minister
make any commitment by talking? Can you
take away the right of the Prime Minister, the
right of the present-day Government to talk?
There is no commitment made. The sixth
clause of the proposals clearly laws down that
there is nothing binding on us.

SHrRi CHANDRA SHEKHAR: He is not
talking to the pressmen in Delhi. He is going
to talk with Mr. Chou En-lai.

SHrI K. K. SHAH: If that is the response to
my appeal I have nothing to say because I do
not want tempers to fly. Is not discretion a
better part of vtlour? Well, if you are for val-
our without discretion, you are entitled to take
any line you like my friend, Mr. Vajpayee, I
appreciate his sentiments. He is a good orator.
But mav I point this out to him? He said that
if the Prime Minister, inspite of our warning,
goes to Ceylon, he will W31k over our bodies.
But does he also rsalise that if a mistake is
committed his sentiments will walk over the
bodies of millions of our countrymen? This is
not the time for an attitude which is dictated
only by emotions. This is the time which re-
qui-ei that our approach must be guided b'
discretion.  Discretion does not mean
weakness. Discretion does not mean giving in.
Valour without discreti n is foolhardiness. At
times exhibition of these sentiments is good. It
is good that your oratory is utilised for
expressing sentiments but sentiments alone
will not helpus. If he
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expresses sentiments guided by wisdom it will
be an asset to the country. We want such
oratory. But in these times let not that oratory
lead us to something which is devoid ctl
wisdom. We have many instances in the past.

He was talking about our negotiating the
sovereignty of this country. What are we
negotiating with Pakistan? What is the case of
President Ayub Khan? President Ayub Khan
says that because there are Mohammedans in a
large number in Kashmir it should go to
Pakistan. And what is our case? Our case is
that Hindus and Mohammedans enjoy equal
rights in this country and therefore, Kashmir,
which is legally a part of India, must remain in
India. And if we accede to the claim of
President Ayub Khan, it means that you give
tip your secular character and you also say that
because there are more of Mohammedans in
Kashmir they must go to Pakistan. In other
words it means that if you accede to the claim
of Pakistan, you admit that Pakistan is meant
for Mohammedans and India is meant for non-
Mohammedans. This is so far as Kashmir is
concerned. You are not only negotiating your
sovereignty there but you are negotiating the
soul of India which is secularism in this
country, and you are not ashmed of it.

Those friends who have been saying that we
should have been ready to defend Tibet, that
Tibet should not have been given up, may I
point out to them that as soon as we became
independent, unluckily we got involved in
Kashmir. Now, do you want this country to
open a second front? Is not Tibet as useful to
Pakistan as it is to India? Would not a joint
front have been helpful? But if Pakistan tries
to exploit the situation ecreated now, do you
want to have another front and allow
somebody to take undue advantage of these
developments? A day will come when both of
us when wunited, shall fight back this
aggression in Tibet. But
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till then you cannot open up another front and
allow somebody to take undue advantage.

May I also point out that those who have
been trying to understand the proposals put
forward by the six Powers.

SHRI M. S. GURUPADA SWAMY:
Madam, may I just tell the hon. Member that
Kashmir is a very wrong analogy because the
Kashmir problem arose out of the partition of
India and the India-China dispute is
something different.

Dr. GOPAL SINGH: No, no. It arose out
of Pakistan's aggression not out of the
partition of the country.

SHRI M. S. GURUPADA SWAMY: The
present approach is reprehensible.

SHRI K. K. SHAH: I am rather surprised to
hear from a very informed Member like Mr.
Gurupada Swamy that the Kashmir problem
arose from the partition of the country.
Nothing of the kind.

SHRI M. S. GURUPADA SWAMY: It is a
problem which arose after the partition of
India.

SHRI K. K. SHAH: The few minutes which
you have taken will not be added to my time.
Whether the Kashmir problem is on account
of the partition or not, one fact that my hon.
friend admits is that we were involved in
Kashmir against Pakistan. He is not quite
right. Kashmir is not the outcome of the
division of this country because after the
division of this country it was left to every
Princely State to accede to any Union it liked,
and the Maharaja of Kashmir validly acceded
to India.

Therefore, when it has validly acce-ded it
has become part and parcel of the territory of
this country. It is not only an onslaught
against the sovereignty of this country but it
is an onslaught against, as I have put it, the
soul of this country, against the secu-
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[Shri K. K. Shah.] larism to which We are
wedded and my Mohammedan friends are
right when they say that Kashmir is the
security for equality of rights for
Mohammedans in tiie country. If we want
Kashmir then we have got to give equal
treatment to the Mohammedans in India. So
long as we give them equal treatment we can
keep Kashmir.

Again, one of my friends was saying—it
was Mr. Vajpayee and he will forgive me if |
take his name—that the Chinese have gone
back on account of the valour of our jawans. It
is true partly that it is because of the valour of
our jawans that Chinese were obliged to go
back, but are you quite sure that it is only on
account of the valour of our jawans that an
invading, victorious army, from their point of
view, not from my point of view, went back
before the American and English help could
be utilized? Does this not demand an answer
Mr,. Vajpayee?

SHUT A B. VAJPAYEE: What answer?

Surt K. K. SHAH: Does it not
require  an  answer? (Interruptions.)
He has made a good speech from his
point of view. Good emotion he has
let loose. One must appreciate that
he is capable of doing that. If we ask
him to let loose other types of wisdom
and emotion, he will also rise to the
occasion. Why should we not take
advantage of it? I am only appealing
to Mr. Vajpayee. (Interruptions.)
You have been quite sure that your mind has
been searching for the solution of a question
that has been posed and that question is: Why
did the Chinese who were advancing, go
back? If they are going back to the positions
which they had occupied before 8th
September, 1962, all this labour js wasted.
Was it only intended to create an impression
upon the weaker nations that they are the only
Power that counts?

[RAJYA SABHA ]
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[THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN in the Chair]

SHRI A. B. VAJPAYEE: May I submit that
he has put me a question and I am prepared to
reply to it?

(Time bell rings)

SHRrI K. K. SHAH: My time is up and so |
will finish.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. Rajendra
Pratap Sinha.

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN: Mr. K. K. Shah
was at a few more points.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: He has had
his time-limit. He has set a very good
example.

Mr. Rajendra Pratap Sinha.

SHRI RAJENDRA PRATAP SINHA
(Bihar): Madam, we are considering today the
Colombo proposals and the clarifications
given by the Colombo Powers on the question
of the India-China dispute. I have no quarrel
with the lofty motives and the ideals with
which the Colombo Powers were moved and I
have appreciation for the efforts they
undertook to resolve the dispute, but I am
sorry to say that their whole approach has
vitiated the very concept of non-alignment.
The Colombo Powers have equated the
aggressor and the aggressed and they have not
unequivocally said where the aggression lay.
India has been championing the cause of non-
alignment ever since she  attained
independence and on many occasions when
aggression was committed, while keeping
neutral and non-aligned, India never minced
words and while trying its best to bring about a
peaceful  settlement of the disputes,
unequivocally declared where the aggression
lay. Today I am reminded of the attitude which
India and the non-aligned Powers took when
Egypt was invaded and also when Indonesia
was a victim of aggression. On both these
occasions, India played its part, not only to
vacate the aggression but also to eay definitely
who were the aggressors.
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Today, we find that we have been put on
even keel with the aggression al China. What
the attitude of India for all these years has
been I w”uld like to examine. Our dispute
with China is not only a long drawn one but a
multiphased one and today one phase is over.
The military phase has receded to the
background and we are face to face with the
diplomatic onslaughts of China. We have to
be very careful so that we do not meet the
reverses in the diplomatic field also as we
have met the reverses on the battle-field. The
position is that we are asked by many friends
on the other side, but not by any positive
resolution moved by the Congress Party or by
the Government that we should give our
approval to the Government accepting the
Colombo proposals. The reasons advanced by
the Prime Minister are that the Colombo
proposals largely and in substance meet the
Prime Minister's demand that the Chinese
should withdraw to the position before 8th
September, 1962. Does it mean that we were
in a position to talk with the Chinese before
8th September? We were not. We had un-
equivocally, not once but on various
occasions, declared that unless the fruits of
aggression were vacated, we would not
negotiate our dispute of the border with
China. I would refer you to the White Paper
VII—a passage appearing in the Note given
by the Ministry; of External Affairs to the
Embassy of China, on 22nd August 1962,
which says:

"If the Government of China are
genuinely desirous of resolving the
differences between the two Governments
on the boundary question by further
discussions and negotiations, they must
realise that these discussions cannot start
unless the status quo of the boundary in this
region which has been altered by force
since 1957 is restored and the current
tensions are removed. There can be no pre-
judging or acceptance of the Chinese claim
before discussions start."
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Not once, but also on 25th September, 1962
in their note to the Chinese Embassy and also
on the 6th October, 1962 similar sentiments
were expressed and the positions were re-
iterated thus:
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"The Government of India are prepared
to hold further discussions at the
appropriate level to define measures to
restore the status quo in the Western sector
which has been altered by force in the last
few years and to remove the current
tensions in that area. The implementation
of such measures will create a climate of
confidence between the two Governments
which alone can make possible constructive
discussions to resolve the differences
between the two Governments on the
boundary question on the basis of the report
of the officials."

May I ask the learned speaker who preceded
me* whether that was not the corner-stone of
our policy before the 8th September. After the
8th September, after further aggressions had
been committed, in November 1962,
Parliament resolved with hope and faith and
affirmed the firm resolve of the Indian people
to drive out the aggressor from the sacred soil
of India however long and hard that struggle
may be. Now, if we accept the principle of
starting negotiations on the basis that the
Chinese withdrew to the positions occupied by
them on the 8th September, 1962, I humbly
submit that it would be a climb down from the
position that we held before that. At this stage,
I would like to say that the country and
Parliament have never been committed to the
policy of the Government, they have not com-
mitted themselves that they would agree to
negotiate when the Chinese withdrew to the
position of 8th September, 1962. Whatever
my freind Mr. Bhupesh Gupta may say, the
Prime Minister has himself stated
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fShri Rajendra Praitap Sinha.] yesterday in
the other House that the House was never
committed to that position and what he said in
both Houses of Parliament was merely a
policy statement of the Government and
nothing more. There was no commitment on
the part of Parliament to accept those
proposals.

I understand from very unimpeachable
sources that when the proposals were being
discussed at Peking, the Chinese leaders
stated that India considered her head was tall
and, that they had invaded once and if neces-
sary they would invade twice and thrice, to
teach India a lesson. Now, these proposals
have been prefaced by S"ch threats by China.
Are we going to submit to such threats and
bully-ings?

There is continuing aggression today as
will be evident from the White Paper given to
us only yesterday—White Paper No. 8. There
you will find that there is an exchange of
notes about Sikkim and Bhutan. The Chinese
have been alleging that we have been
violating Tibet on the Sikkim border. That is
their old story. Before they commit
aggression at any part of our border, they first
allege that we have been committing
aggression at that part of the border. I also
understand that China has put up puppet
regimes for Sikkim and Bhutan Governments.
All this means that the aggression is
continuing in one form or the other. Is it right
for us to accept the Colombo proposals under
these threats, when there is this continuation
of the aggression, may not be armed
aggression but aggression ir many other
ways?

What has been the image of India? The
image of India has been that whatever may be
the consequences, we shall never submit to
aggression, that we shall never submit to
threats, that we shall never submit to bullying.
That image is withering away. If we accept
the Colombo proposals, what shall we  be
giving up? Shri K. K.
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Shah has stated that we will be giving up
nothing if wa accepted the Colombo
proposals. I humbly submit to him that we
will be giving up everything if we accepted
these proposals. We are abandoning our vital
principles. What are those vital principles?
The principles are that we shall never submit
to aggression, that we shall never negotiate
unless the occupied areas—the fruits of
aggression—are vacated. It is not as if the
danger is only .to us. It is a danger to all the
countries lying on the periphery of China,
because we should remember that it is not a
border dispute that is going on between China
and India today. China wants to humiliate
India in order not only to weaken her will to
fight the Chinese, but in order that a lesson
may be given to the powers, the Asian powers,
particularly those on the periphery of China
that they must fall in line with China's
diplomacy, otherwise they will meet with the
same fate as India. It is not a question of the
alignment of the border by adjusting a few
hundred miles this way or that way. It is a
question of bringing to their knees the
countries which border China. We had seen
some time back how China came to terms
with Burma so far as that boundary was
concerned. She gave up some 25,000 square
miles of territory in return for Burma's ac-
cepting the position of toeing the Chinese line.
Take the case of Nepal. Here they have been
more generous and even the watershed
alignment has been given up by the Chinese
and what is it in return that Nepal has given to
China? They had to accept the hegemony of
China and to systematically undo the goodwill
that ex’sts between India and Nepal. They
have done it in the case of Mangolia and they
are going to settle the border with Pakistan.
China thinks that it will loosen the bond that
exists between Mangolia and the Soviet Union
and also the bond that exists between Pakistan
and the Western Powers. So they are carrying
011 their systematic approach to the problem.
They
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are not very much interested In conquering
those countries, including India. I have no
doubt in my mind that they will never try to
occupy any of our territory. The whole pur-
pose of theirs is to weaken our will to resist
them in the political and in the diplomatic
fields and in this it appears they have largely
succeeded.

Now, coming to the proposals of the
Colombo Powers, 1 find, Madam, that they
are more akin to the proposals of the Chinese
than the Indian proposals—the proposals of
the Prime Minister of India when he said that
they should withdraw beyond the 8th
September line,

[MR. CHAIRMAN in the Chair]

Let us take, for example, Ladakh. Their
proposal was that both the sides should
withdraw 20 km. from the line of actual
control and that there should be a
demilitarized zone of 40 km. The proposals
are that the Chinese should withdraw 20 km.
beyond the line of actual control and they had
waived the corresponding obligation on the
Indian side. The Indian forces will not
withdraw but that element of demilitarized
zone is there only, instead of 40 km. it is 20
km. Not only that, but our forces cannot
march into the demilitarized zone.

SHrRI AKBAR ALI KHAN (Andhra
Pradesh): I would like to point out to my hon.
friend their reaction. From their reaction to
the Colombo proposals we get an idea of their
attitude.

SHRI RAJENDRA PRATAP SINHA: I.
am saying only that.

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN: You said,
China gave it

SHRI RAJENDRA PRATAP SINHA: No, I
am merely saying that these flow out of the
proposals. Now, we inannot move our forces
into the demilitarized zone and we are asked
to recognise civil posts which the
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Chinese will have on the demilitarized zone.
We are asked to accept tnese proposals
because then there will be parity. Moreover,
they will only be civil posts. These are the
two points that have been made by the Prime
Minister. The Prime Minister said that they
were in a larger number in that area than we
were and instead of military posts there will
only be civil posts. As Mr. K. K. Shah said
just now, any time we like, we can march our
forces because it will be easy for us when
there are not military posts.

SHRI A. B. VAJPAYEE: Did he say like
that?

SHRI RAJENDRA PRATAP SINHA: Yes.
SHRIA. B. VAJPAYEE: Wonderful.

SHRI RAJENDRA PRATAP SINHA: It is a
peculiar argument which passed my
comprehension. We are giving de jure
recognition to a de facto arrangement,
establishment of the posts by the Chinese
against our will. While we were resisting,
they had put up those posts and now we are
asked to give de jure recognition to the
occupation of our territories by China. We are
then asked to sit on the table to negotiate
about the number of posts and also the
number of men and the arms that those men
will carry in these posts. This is what the
Chinese have been asking us to do, that we
should come and negotiate with them and for
all these years we have been refusing to fall
into that trap. Now, by the Colombo pro-
posals, we are asked Jo fall into the trap of
Communist China.

Let us take the Eastern Sector. Here also
we find that we are asked to vacate the Dhola
post. It is here that the battle of NEFA started.

SHRI K. SANTHANAM (Madras): You
mean, not to occupy it. We had vacated it
already.
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SHRI RAJENDRA PRATAP SINHA: Yes,
not to occupy it; I am sorry.
Now, we cannot move our army there and we
cannot occupy this Dhola post
which I regard as very important from the
point of view of defence of the entire NEFA
region. Here, we are asked to give up the
watershed prin-

. ciple. Dhola post is on this side of the highest
watershed. If we compare the maps that have
been given to us, Map No. IV, we will find a
green line and again comparing it with the
mauve line in the map supplied to us lately,
we find that we are not going up to the
September position. Dehra was on our side on
the 8th September and now it is about a few
miles inside the Chinese line of occupation.
We say that the 8th September line is no
position that we should accept but even if we
were to accept that or be guided by that, I still
think we are not getting whatever the Prime
Minister wanted in regard to the 8th
September position. We are also told that we
want time to build up and to organise our
defences. Here, we differ from many of our
friends, not all the friends, because many of
the Congressmen also do not agree with the
proposition given by the Prime Minister.

DiwaAN CHAMAN LALL (Punjab): Who?

SHrRI RAJENDRA PRATAP SINHA:
Many of my friends who could .

DiwaAN CHAMAN LALL: Name one?

SHRI RAJENDRA PRATAP SINHA: Why
should I name anyone? You see the
proceedings of the Executive Committee of
the Congress Parliamentary Party.

SHRI A. B. VAJPAYEE; He is not a
member.

SHrRI RAJENDRA PRATAP SINHA: He
may not be but he can find out from the press
reports of what happened in the Executive
Committee meeting of the Congress Party.

DiwaN CHAMAN LALL: May I interrupt
my hon. friend?

SHR1 SONUSING DHANSING PATIL
(Maharashtra): What my hon. friend is saying
is wrong.

DrwAN CHAMAN LALL: Utterly wrong.
What my hon. friend is saying is utterly
wrong.

MR. CHAIRMAN; He is only giving his
impressions.

SHRTI RAJENDRA PRATAP SINHA: Even
the entire Congress Party is not behind the
Prime Minister so far as this question is
concerned. It Is there in the press.

DiwaN CHAMAN LALL: Which press?

SHRI RAJENDRA PRATAP SINHA: It is
in the press of Delhi” the "Hindustan Times",
the "Times of India".

MR. CHAIRMAN: Don't be too inquisitive.
He is only making a general statement.

SHRI RAJENDRA PRATAP SINHA: I am
merely saying that the whole country is not
behind the Prime Minister so far as this issue
is concerned. Not only the Opposition but
many Members in the Congress Party also do
not agree with this.

HoN. MEMBERS: No, no.

SHrRI CHANDRA SHEKHAR; The voice is
very weak.

SHRI RAJENDRA PRATAP SINHA: Are
we going to gain time by going to the
negotiating table? That is the point. Our fear
is that our borders will get permanently
frozen as it has happened in so many other
cases. It will be very difficult for us to start a
campaign to drive away the aggressor at a
later stage if we once accept the position as
has been adumbrated in the Colombo
proposals. Not only that, the very fervour
of our people
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will get softened and we will not be able to
organise and mount our defences as we are
doing today. There is the other aspect of the
question. There will be relaxation not only in
this country but also externally, in other
friendly countries. With the tensions dying
down, no other friendly power will try to rush
military equipment that we so very badly need
in order to protect ourselves. The whole
diplomatic onslaught of China today is to see
that we do not get the military equipment that
we are likely to get if the dispute continues. I
am perfectly clear in my mind that even if we
reject these proposals there would be no major
invasion of India by China.

AN Hon. MEMBER: How do you know
that?

SHRI RAJENDRA PRATAP SINHA: I will
tell you. Firstly they made this unilateral
proposal to withdraw, Why? They could have
marched further ahead. They knew that the
Indian Army will give them a very stiff fight
once they come down to the plains. Secondly,
they know that there are other friendly powers
who will come to our rescue and aid. That is
why they chose that particular time to attack
India when the other powers were engaged in
the Cuban affair. When the Cuban question
was amicably settled, China was most aggrie-
ved against Soviet [tussia. That time is gone;
there is no appropriate time now for them to
mount another major offensive against India.

SHRI SANTOSH KUMAR BASU (West
Bengal): If my learned friend thinks that there
is no fear of invasion of India again, does he
expect his mounting crescendo of aid from
foreign countries?

SHRI RAJENDRA PRATAP SINHA:
Please do not disturb me; I am making my
points.

Sir, another reason, why there will be no
major offensive, is that there is today a)
complete  disruption of
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Soviet Russia and
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relationship between
China.

SHRI A. D. MANI (Madhya Pradesh): 1
am not so sure about it.

SHRI RAJENDRA PRATAP SINHA: That
is my reading of the situation. You may differ
if you like.

MR. CHAIRMAN; please do not interrupt
him. I would, however, make use of this
interruption to remind you that you have
spoken for more than 25 minutes.

SHRI RAJENDRA PRATAP SINHA: These
are the three grounds—they, will not have the
support oi the" Russians, the time is not
appropriate, and they also know that there are
other powers who will come to our aid if
democratic India is attacked as they came to
our rescue during their last invasion. So they
are not going to invade our country. Therefore
to ask for time by accepting these proposals is
not a very wise thing to do at this stage. There
is no fear of invasion and if we keep our
border simmering, it will give an edge to our
efforts both externally and internally to build
up the country and to mobilise the country to
meet the aggression. As the Prime Minister
himself has said, this is not going to end for
some years to come. This is a long-drawn
battle and for that we have got to get prepared
and the only way to get prepared is not to
enter into any negotiations with China. This is
my submission.

Thank you.

SHRI S. C. DEB (Assam): Mr. Chairman,
Sir, I thank you for giving me this
opportunity to speak.

MR. CHAIRMAN: First of all, I would
request you to make your speech very brief
because there is a very long list and there is
not much time left now.

SHRI S. C. DEB: Thank you, Sir. I appreciate
the stand taken by our Government and I also
appreciate the
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elaboration that was made while bringing the
proposals before the House. First of all, I
would like to offer my gratitude to those six
powers who have taken upon themselves the
trouble of bringing together the contending
parties for a peaceful negotiation of this
important matter in the interests of world
peace. They ara trying to bring the contending
parties together for negotiations for the sake
of world peace. That is the whole intension of
the Colombo powers. Now, we are saying that
they are small powers. There are no small or
big powers. All the powers are equal; may be
the area is big or the area is small. So it is
very wrong to argue like that and say that
small powers are meeting there and that they
are afraid of China. It is not the spirit in which
we should express ourselves in the House.
This is a sovereign House it has a dignified
position and so when we talk we should talk
in a dignified manner.

Now, coming to the proposals, the whole
spirit behind the proposals is to ask the two
contending parties to come together and
discuss round the table all these matters of
importance. They are not binding any country
to go beyond their sentiments and ideals and
common thinking. That is the whole attitude of
the Colombo powers, and we must appreciate
it. While we discuss the proposals we must
fully appreciate this attitude of theirs. They are
coming to India and they are going to China,
discussing with this Government and tihat
Government, so that they can make the two
parties meet together. And what is our
attitude? When the aggression by China was
very intense, our Prime Minister appealed to
the countries of the world saying that we are a
peace-loving country and that we are always
for peace in the world. Should we now forget
that? Should we forget that spirit when we
approach these proposals now? Should we
take a onesided view? Should we not have an
optimistic outlook, that outlook of diplomacy?
We know that the Chinese
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fay their diplomacy put us in the
wrong, when they invaded India, by
their false propaganda and other
things. Now, we should be on our
guard. We should have courage and
that diplomacy so that we may turn
the world opinion to our side, so that

we may sever China from the rest of
the world and single them out as
aggressors. Our Prime Minister said in
the other House that China has not
accepted these proposals. Now, we be
ing a sovereign Parliament, should we

also say like that? Certainly not. We
sihould have that diplomacy; we should
have that courage. We have got the
backing of  the nations of the world
which China could not get. We must
think over that. The Opposition mem
bers should think of the proposals in
that spirit. They are saying that by
these proposals we are not honouring
what tihe  Prime  Minister has said—
that we shall not negotiate if they do
not go back to the position as it exist
ed before the 8th September 1962; first
of all let them take that position; if
they do not there is no argument. What
we have done is, we have got the most
powerful nations on our side. That is
one thing. Another thing is, we have
attained the friendship of Russia. They
have declared openly. Yet another
thing is, now in the Communist world
there is a tussle going on between
China and Russia.  Should we not
take advantage of that situation? We
must have that outlook. How are we
moving? How things are shaping?
How America and Russia are compro
mising in their attitude? What powers
they are? One should know the back
ground, how these proposals were
being shaped by these six powers,
'small powers' as they are called, how

in flhe very time of aggression these
six countries met and discussed the
matter how the Chinese were moving
every country, placing their view
point, propagating their own views

and taking them to their side. We must
understand all these before we express
our opinion. Now, one thing T ask
of our Government. Our propaganda
machinery should be such as the Chi
nese. They are making all this pro
paganda, n
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SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN: They are
saying lies.

SHRI S. C. DEB: I do not mean that. I am
saying that we must have a powerful
propaganda machinery, so that we can combat
tine world propaganda of China. That is my
attitude. It is not the attitude of speaking lies.
Ours is a great country. It has a great culture.
It has a great future and it has a great heritage
also.

SHri BHUPESH GUPTA: But the All
India Radio is not so great.

SHRI S. C. DEB: May I ask our PSP friends
Wihether they were not trying to be friendly
with China some time ago? They are now so
furious even before our Government have
committed themselves. They were very
enthusiastic to befriend China. Now,
everybody in India is very careful about the
Chinese attitude. We know that it is very
deceptive, it is cruelly deceptive. To meet that
our Government is preparing themselves mili-
tarily. Also, we are strengthening our
propaganda machinery. Not only that. Also,
our diplomatic channels should be
strengthened and geared up.

Thank you.

SHRI K. SANTHANAM: Mr. Chairman, I
feel that this discussion is rather premature
and somewhat hypothetical. Yesterday the
Prime Minister told the Lok Sabha and the
Law Minister read here a telegram from the
Prime Minister of Ceylon that they have not
accepted our clarifications. So far as India is
concerned, the clarifications are even more
important than the proposals, because, it is the
acceptance of the clarifications that will
indicate whether China is really in a mood to
talk in a reasonable manner. If China does not
accept the clarifications, it means that it is still
in the same arrogant temper and there can be
no talk. The Law Minister has made it clear
that without the acceptance of the
clarifications there is no question of any kind
of talk. Now many people have been speaking
about negotiations and bor-
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ders. The entire proposals are not in relation to
a settlement of the border dispute or
negotiations. They are on the question
whether there should be a cease-fire between
India and dhina, If there is no cease-fire, it
means that at its wiil China can invade India
at any place where it may find us weak, while
we shall have the same liberty to get into and
get back occupied India as and when we find
we are strong enough. Should that condition
exist or should there be a cease-fire which will
pave the way for further talks for creating a
climate for negotiations and then further
negotiations? All that we are asked to decide
is whether it is desirable to have a cease-fire
between China and India or not. Now, as I
have said, the acceptance by China of the
clarifications will mean that China is anxious
to have a cease-fire. Now, why should China
be anxious to have a cease-fire? We should
consider that. It may be due to many reasons.
To give it the most generous interpretation,
the Chinese Government may feel that it had
embarked upon a foolish adventure from
whidh it wants to withdraw with as much face
as it can.
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The second reason may be that it is not in a
position to carry on its war or attack against
India and, therefore, there is no purpose in
having the quarrel and it wants to settle the
quarrel. A third purpose may be that it wants
to disorganise the united front of all the
civilised world in favour of India and show
that because India is unreasonable it is not
able to have a cease-fire or peace. From all
these three possible standpoints, I would ask
my friends in the Opposition whose patriotism
I do not in the least doubt and whose
emotions I share t0 a great extent, whether it
will not be advantageous to India to say that
we are ready to have a ceasefire on reasonable
conditions? Prom the very beginning of this
invasion our Prime Minister has declared
from every platform, over the radio and on
(fee floor of the House that if the Chinese will
vacate their aggression and go back to the
position on the
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[Shri K. Santhanam.] 8th September, we
shall be ready for talks to prepare the way.
Here our Opposition Leaders were very
anxious to clarify that it will not be for nego-
tiations, but it will be for talks to make a
preparation for negotiations.

SHRI GANGA SHARAN SINHA: It was
the Prime Minister who initiated this. He
made a difference between talk and
negotiations.

SHRI K. SANTHANAM: What about my
friend, Mr. Vajpayee?

SHRI GANGA SHARAN SINHA: It was
the Prime Minister who made this difference
between talk and negotiations. He started it.

SHRI K. SANTHANAM: But you were
very anxious to have that clarified.

SHRI A. B. VAJPAYEE. Do you think that
this distinction can now be maintained?

SHRI K. SANTHANAM: That is another
issue. But you were very anxious to make
that  distinction between talks and
negotiations. There is no doubt about it. [ am
only stating facts.

SHTO M. GOVINDA REDDY (Mysore):
Do not quarrel over words.

SHRI K. SANTHANAM: Now, Sir, it may
not be advantageous to declare to the world
that we are not willing even to accept a cease-
fire on the conditions which our Prime
Minister had declared from the very beginning
and which nobody repudiated. Whether we
accepted it or not, nobody thought of
repudiating it because we never expected in
those days that China would unilaterally
withdraw. We thought that we would have to
fight every inch and drive them out of our
country. Therefore, if we could find the
strength to drive them out to the 8th
September position we knew that it would be
a favourable situation for us to think of a
cease-fire. Now, because the Chinese have
voluntarily gone back, whatever be the reason,

India-China Relations 4736

j can it be a proper reason for us tol that we
shall not now want a. cease-fire? Some
people suggest thatif we accept this proposal
for a cease-| fire, our British and American
friendsj may not be willing to help ,s. 1
think]  they are doubting the intelligence
andwisdom of our American and British|
friends.  They are not foolish enoughj to
want India to be engaged in thial fighting,
day-to-day fighting, before

India becomes strong. Some one, myfriend
Mr. Mani, I think, said: Canwe have talks
across the table andthen prepare
ourselves to be strong?

4 p.M.

SHRI A. D. MANI: I did not say that at all.
What 1 said was that with people who have
broken their word every time there can be no
question of talks. You are confusing
somebody else's speech with mine

SHRI K. SANTHANAM: [Ithink Iam not
confusing. He had better read his speech.
This was also another point he made. He
made the clear point that once we go to the
table, we shall not be able to prepare ourselves
for a future battle. I say we can and we must
prepare. We know that during the Second
World  War while the U.S.A. was at peace
with Hitler it was preparing for war.  Simi-
larly, even though Stalin had signed a pact with
Hitler, he was preparing for war against Hitler.
Therefore, so long as we do not believe in the
bona fides of tihe Chinse, we axe bound to
prepare, and at the same time it is not right for
India with all her historical backgrounds, with
all her ideological backgrounds and with all
her professions of peace, to neglect any
opportunity to have a cease-fire and negotia-
tions when we can do it witth honour. I say that
when a body of powers, friendly powers come
together and make proposals which nearly
approximate to the conditions which we our-
selves wanted, it will be highly foolish on the
part of India to say that, because we want to
have revenge, because we have been
humiliated, because the Chinese have
invaded our
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soil, unless we fight them militarily and
defeat them, till then we shall not talk of
peace or negotiate.! What else does it mean?
What does the oration of my friend, Mr.
Vajpayee, mean when he says tihat unless we
defeat the Chinese armies, we shall have no
peace on our frontier?

SHRI A. D. MANI: It is necessary for the
moral of our forces. Unless we defeat them in
the battlefield, we will not be successful in
the negotiations.

SHRI K. SANTHANAM; 1 think it is a
fifteenth century idea to say that unless you
fight and kill a man, your honour will not be
safe. But we are not surrendering, we are not
submitting. We are accepting as reasonable
certain proposals made by our friends and that
too not unconditionally. They have gone very
near to our conditions, and it has been
declared that unless China accepts these
clarifications we do not accept them.
Therefore, I think our position is entirely safe,
it is entirely honourable. I say it is the only
reasonable position, and I hope that if the
Chinese see it fit, see reason to accept the
clarifications, flhe Government of India will
have no hesitation to accept the proposals, and
the whole country will stand behind the Prime
Minister not only during the talks but for all
the preparations and. for all the sacrifices
w*hieh will be necssary if the talks are to be
real and fruitful, because the Chinese will be
watching how India is getting stronger; the
stronger we get the greater will be their
inclination to come to real peace with us, and
when they know that India lhas become very
strong and that they cannot dream of again
invading India, then their mind also will
change and they will think it worthwhile to be
at peace with us, if not as friends. For them
strength is the only thing that counts, and it is
neacssary that we should get the strength, and
it is also necessary that to get strong we
should be reasonable, and we should uphold
our desire for peace with as little blood-
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shed and with as little violence as possible.

Thank you.

THE PRIME MINISTER AND MINISTER
OF EXTERNAL AFFAIRS (SHRI
JAWAHARLAL NEHRU) : Mr. Chairman, I must
apologise to the House for not having been
present here while this debate has been going
on. I have endeavoured to read the transcript
of some of the speeches delivered here but I
cannot say I have read them all, and therefore
if I do not deal with any point referred to by
any hon. Member, I hope he will forgive me.

What exactly are we discussing? We are
discussing, considering, the Colombo
proposals. How do tihese Colombo proposals
come before us? The Colombo Conference
idea started towards the end of November. It
was originally suggested that they should
meet on the 1st of December; then they met
on the 10th. The Prime Minister of Ceylon did
not ask us to hold that Conference or invite
some people. We were informed that they had
invited some people, and naturally we waited,
we wanted to see what they did. They were
not invited at our instance or at our consent.
Now the questions before us are rather
limited. We are not thinking—we may in the
larger context—of the Chinese aggression, our
reverses or all that they have done or which
we have done previously. We can deal with
that too to see the full context of events. But
the real question before us is this. First of all
the question has been raised about the 8th of
September line because Government has
stated that ever since November last. Why do
I say ever since November? I think the first
time they stated it was the end of October
when the Chinese first proposed it, on the
24th October, they made a proposal, a three-
pointed proposal; I need not repeat those
points, we rejected those points, that proposal.
Subsequently three weeks later or more than
three
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[Shri Jawaharlal Nehru.] weeks, nearly a
month later, they came out with that proposal
with some changes in it, and the main change
was that they proposed unilateral ceasefire
and withdrawal. There that matter rested
because we asked them for some
clarifications or explanations, whatever it
was, but we did not express our opinion in
regard to them. Meanwhile the Colombo
people met, and ultimately about a month
ago or a little more than a month ago they
framed some proposals which they sent to us
requesting us not to publish them; because
they were under consideration, our
consideration and Chinese they would like us
not to publish them. So we did not publish
them.

Then Mrs. Bandaranaike went to Peking,
discussed 1Jhem, and then she came here and
discussed these. The first thing we did when
they came here—the Prime Minister of
Ceylon, the Prime Minister of Egypt and the
Justice Minister of Ghana—was to ask them
what exactly those proposals which they had
made in the Colombo Conference meant,
because there was some doubt about them
and there was a possibility of interpretation
in various, ways. We put them some ques-
tions and they elucidated those proposals in
writing. T)hen we told them that we shall
consider them. We told them before they
were leaving that we were prepared to accept
them in principle but we should like to place
them before Parliament. That is the past
history.

Now, when they made those proposals,
naturally we looked upon them from the
limited point of view of how far they met the
8th September line which we had suggested
towards the end of October, which we had
repeated many times subsequently, repeated
in this House and in the other House. Some
hon. Members, I understand, have said that
this House has not accepted them. That is
perfectly true in the sense that this was not
put to the vote here. As a matter of fact, it
was put to the vote in the other House

and both positively and negatively, negatively
in the sense that an hon. Member asked the
House to  reject this, the 8th September line,
and that was defeated by a large majority, and
positively because the main Resolution, the
main argument that I had put forward, was
broadly accepted there. But apart from that, a
government functions in such matters or in war
matters not by constantly referring to Parliament
and taking their vote. Government would in
all important matters keep the House informed.
It is open to the House, of course to move a vote
of censure or disapproval of ,ny action of the
Government. That is a different matter. And I
have taken the trouble, since the end of October,
repeatedly to mention to this House and the
other House that this is what we have suggested
in the counter-proposal to the Chinese proposal.
And the basis of that proposal was that the
aggression that they had committed since the
8th of September or in a sense from the 20th of
October should be vacated and the original
position should be restored. Then we said that
we were prepared to discuss matters with
them, first of all, as to how to reduce the tension
and create conditions for talking and then to
talk about the merits.

Now, the first objection raised here, so I am
told, is that this House or Parliament is not
bound by the 8th September proposals. Well,
whether that is so or not, one can argue about
that. I should say that it is not bound in that
sense but it is in another sense, because it was
repeatedly stated—this Government's policy.
Government kept both the Houses fully
informed. And in fact, the presumption is,
even from reading the proceedings which I
took the trouble to read today, that this House
accepted it. But even if it did not expressly
accept it, the fact is that it was repeatedly laid
down before both Houses that this was the
Government's policy. Government obviously
cannot go behind its own statements, its own
attitude which it has taken up before the world,
before



4742 Colombo Proposals on

the Colombo Powers and anywhere and
before our own people. The position was that
if a certain thing was done, if they vacated
those territories and restored the position of
the 8th September, then we would be prepared
to take the next step whatever that might be.

Therefore, when the Colombo Powers sent
us these things, we looked at their results, first
of all, before Mrs. Bandaranaike came here,
and we were not quite satisfied because those
results were not quite clear in regard to one or
two points, important points. So, we waited
till they came and asked them to elucidate
them and they did elucidate them very much
according to our thinking. Then we felt that
this matter was worthy of acceptance in
principle and of putting forward before

Parliament for its consideration. That is the
simple position.
Now, for hon. Members to deliver

impassioned speeches about the evil that
China has done to us, they are perfectly
entitled to do that. But it somehow by-passes
the issue before us. We all agree that China
has done a great evil to us, China has commit-
ted aggression, invasion on us, China has
betrayed many things. All that is said. It is
agreed to, and we have taken a pledge to resist
that. We agree to all that but the immediate
issues are these. As I have said, the two things
are—again | repeat—whether we are in some
sense committed to the attitude that we have
taken for the last two or three months and re-
peated innumerable times not only in the two
Houses, but also in public speeches, in the
press and in the radio —everywhere this has
been repeated —whether we stand by that or
not.
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The second thing is how far that is fulfilled by
the Colombo resolutions. These are the
immediate issues. The larger issue of China
and India is, of course, a vital issue about
which we have spoken and we shall speak
again. The House will remember that almost
from the first day of this major issue, of this
major aggression from the 20th of October, I
have repeated it, I have often said it; on the
24th October I said so on the radio that we
were in for a struggle which might last five
years or more, a long time anyway. That is, I
considered it a very serious development, and
as undoubtedly we are not going to submit or
surrender and we have to meet this very
serious invasion, I thought that this would last
for years. It is a serious matter. I could not fix
the time or say what would happen. But I saw
that apart from the fact of their having
invaded us which hurt and pained us, in the
context of history something very big had
happened, the conflict between India and
China, two very big countries and actually or
potentially powerful countries, two countries
which are situated in a way that they are
neighbours, they cannot run away from
geography. Therefore, it is going to last a long
time. I am not referring to other points of
conflict between China and India, their
different outlook, their different structure,
their different ways of doing things and all
that. So, I have looked upon it all the time as a
long-term struggle. And [ have stated
subsequently, even when these proposals, the
cease-fire and the withdrawal took place, that
we must not be misled by these into thinking
that the struggle may be over. It may be that
fighting is not taking place on our frontier or
wherever that may be. It may be that the so-
called cease-fire may last for some time.
Whatever that may be, the real struggle
between the two countries, the basic struggle,
will remain. How long I cannot say but it will
take a considerable time, because I did not see
it resolving itself soon or quickly. I have also
stated that if we look at the struggle between
the two countries
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[Shri Jawaharlal Nehru.] situated as we
are, it is a little difficult within any
foreseeable time to imagine that China is
going to defeat us in the sense of real defeat
or that we will be able to defeat China in the
sense of real defeat. I am not referring to
battles. Battles may be won and lost. But it is
the country's defeat. For instance, in the last
Great War, Germany was defeated, utterly
defeated. That kind of thing between India
and China, I have said, is not likely to happen
in the foreseeable future. We may defeat
them, we may create pressures, that is
accepted. It is extraordinarily difficult for
either country to do that completely, whatever
its strength, whatever strength it may gather,
so that we would almost be having an
indefinite war till something happens
internally or externally, whatever it may be.
Here I may say, I understand from reading a
part of Shri Atal Behari Vaj payee's speech
that he has taken exception to my having said
somewhere that India has been humiliated to
some extent. And he said, "Why to some
extent?" I do not understand it. I refuse to say
that India has been humiliated, even to some
extent. What is this business of everybody
feeling humiliated

SHRI A. B. VAJPAYEE: Why did the hon.
Prime Minister said that India has been
humiliated to some extent?

SHRIJAWAHARLAL NEHRU; I am trying
to explain it. Humiliation does not come from
a battle lost or won. It in the limited sense.
We felt—Mr. Vajpayee felt and 1 felt—some
what humiliated. That is the reaction of
events. To say that India has been humiliated,
if I said so, is not one hundred per cent,
correct because humiliation comes more from
an act that -we ourselves do. Suppose we
surrender to evil, that is greater humiliation.
That is one's own, but a battle lost is
humiliating in the sense, if you like, that our
soldiers have lost a battle but it is not national
humiliation. That is a much deeper and gra-
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ver thing. However it is a matter of words.
What I am surprised at is that you should take
strong exception to my saying that India has
been humiliated to some extent and that I
should have said "to a large extent". I do not
understand  this  mentality at  all
(Interruptions).! do not know what the hon.
Member said.

SHRI A. B. VAJPAYEE: Was it necessary
to qualify that humiliation by saying, "to
some extent"?

SHRI JAWAHARLAL NEHRU: Of course,
because I refuse to say that India has been
humiliated to a large extent.

SHRI A. B. VAJPAYEE: But you did say
that India was humiliated and then you
qualified it by "to a certain extent".

DiwaN CHAMAN LALL; What is the
wrong with it?

SHRI JAWAHARLAL NEHRU: I do not
understand, this at all. I simply said it. As a
matter of fact, a very truthful way of saying
for me would be that India as a nation has not
been humiliated, but something has happened
which has to some extent hurt us and
humiliated us, Indians, but as a nation we are
not humiliated because something happened
here and there. But if I go a step further and
say that India has been humiliated

SHRI G. MURAHARI: Accepting the
Colombo proposals would be humiliating us
further.

SHRI JAWAHARLAL NEHRU: On
reading through the proceedings of this House
I find, if you permit me to say so, that they are
mostly interruptions and less speaking. I
would beg that I may be permitted to say
whatever I have to say. If any hon. Member
wants to ask me a question, certainly he can
ask me a question, but it is impossible to go
on amidst constant interruptions as [ saw them
when my colleague, the Law Minister, was
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speaking here—one barrage of interruptions.
It is impossible to speak in those conditions.

So this is merely a minor matter, perhaps
an understanding of words and phrases and
sentences. May be my understanding is
somewhat different from the hon. Member
opposite. It has no great relevance. The fact is
that something has happened which has
pained us deeply. We may say that we have
been humiliated by some just as I may be
humiliated by any action taken by my
colleagues, or others.

SHRI A. B. VAJPAYEE; Is there any
comparison of the humiliation from your
colleagues and the humiliation that India has
suffered at the hands of the Chinese?

MR. CHAIRMAN: He is explaining it.

SHRI JAWAHARLAL NEHRU: There are
two ways of considering this. I refuse to
consider India such a country as to be
humiliated solely by a battle being lost. A
country is a much bigger thing. You might as
well say that in the last Great War England
was utterly and absolutely humiliated when
Hitlerite forces drove out the last remnants of
the British Army into the sea. As a matter of
fact, in England, by the Prime Minister of
England, that has been described as the finest
hour of England. There is a way of looking at
it. He described that moment when the British
Army suffered the last reverse, when there
was no British Army left and England was
being attacked by air all the time, as in fact he
headed his book, as The Finest Hour of
England". That is known. That is the way of
looking at th'ngs. One looks at disasters as
great things when you overcome them.

(Interruptions.)

I am afraid this House has the practice of
interruptions more than the other House. So it
is a way of looking at it. Let us put it at the
worst. A disaster has occurred. A disaster
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has occurred which has pained us, pained all
of us, pained the country. Well, we do not
bow down before the disaster. We prepare
ourselves to meet the disaster, to overcome it,
to do what we can, but we do not sit down
and tear our hair and shed tears. Because a
disaster has occurred we are humiliated Is that
the way for a brave man or a brave nation to
behave? I do not understand this at allL

There is another matter. Mr. Vajpayee said
something about boundary dispute because
sometimes it is referred to as a boundary
dispute, sometimes as something bigger. But
it is both; obviously it is both. If it is meant by
a boundary dispute just a narrow strip of the
boundary, it is a narrow strip. It may be
described a3 aggression, as invasion, as every
word that you can think of of that type. It is
not incorrect to say that it is a boundary
dispute. A boundary dispute may be about a
strip of the boundary but here it includes vast
areas of India. I do not understand this
business of catching hold of words, just like
people catch—hold of the word "aggression".
I am asked, "Has so and so, that country
somewhere in Africa or Asia, described it as
"aggression"? Some have, and some have not.
But it is of no great import, because the
import is their general outlook on this
question, and if their general outlook is
against us, well, it is against us; we regret it;
we do not approve of it. But to catch hold of a
word and say that they do not describe it as
such does not make any great difference to
the meaning. We do not, and it would be a
good thing for us, if I may say so, to see
ourselves as others see us. We are an inbred
people living in a world, which is a large
world, and rather forgetful of what we appear
like to others in the world. It is a good thing,
because others do not have exactly a high
opinion for ourselves just as we have, which
may be said of every country, but more so a
big country like India, more so of China. We
suffer from the same disability to a lesser
degree than
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[Shri Jawaharlai Nehru.] China. China is a
terribly  inbred country, which is its world,
and nobody else counts and the others are
barbarous and the rest. They always thought
that, they continue to  think that, and since
they have become Communists, they think
just still more, in fact, rejecting other types
of Communism in other countries, so that we
must not get excited as to what others say
about this. Others have their difficulties;
they cannot do otherwise. May be they
are wrong; may be itisa  weakness  of
theirs; may be probably they do not
know enough facts—whatever it may be
just as we are accused of our
propaganda being not adequate. That may
be so. [ am prepared to accept that our
propaganda is not good enough. We try our
best. It does not always succeed; it
fails. But hon. Members forget that the
chief propaganda from India is not our
pamphlets and other things, but the horde of
foreign correspondents, who live here, who
send their reports. They live here. They
take their facts as they can. They get, of
course, all the facts from us, but they make
their own judgments and report accordingly.
Their judgments are often wrong, they
are coloured.  They are coloured because
they have preconceptions about India and
they go wrong. But this amazed me.
Recently a book appeared—I shall not
mention the name otf the book—in which I
appeared as one who had been frequently
interviewed by the particular person, and I
“* amazed to see  that utterly  wrong
things are said which I am supposed to have
said here. I cannot help that. The point is
this. We seem to think that if we can sent a
report, let us say, of the speeches in
Parliament to foreign countries, well,
everything will be clear to them, they will
fall  on their knees before us. Well,
they don't. They have other ways of
judging, a wrong judgment if you like, but
they don't. So in this matter of propaganda a
thing appear, somewhat differently from
different points of view, just as we look
atthe world
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situated as we are. We are geographically here
in Delhi or in India and ther, is the world, a
certain  world near, Pakistan one side, Burma,
Ceylon, further  China, further  Russia,
Afghanistan and all that, and further away,
Europe, and further Africa. Now think of a
person looking at the world from the heart of
Africa. How does he look at it?  India is a
very big country, he knows, which is a distant
country.  He is not so frightfully interested in
India as we are— Indians—or a person
sitting in Washington or London  or
Moscow. Each has a geographically different
viewpoint apart from other things, apart
from the knowledge  he may have.  The
nearby countries  appear to him. Well, they
are nearby and he is mor, interested in them, and
a far country is not so important to him— it
may become important—so we must not
think that there is only one viewpoint.  Surely
this is not, and if I may refer to it, this has never
been the viewpoint of Hindu philosophy, that
this is one thing which you must believe and
nothing else. Truth has many faces. So facts
have many faces too. We see some facts and
others do not.  That has nothing to do with
China and India, but I am merely referring to
it.  We ar, so inbred, and living in a large
country we thing this i is the world, this is the
nation, and ', the others outside th, nation are
some outside the world.  Of course, China has
been peculiarly prone to this obsession,
right from old times  and even now.  They
consider all the rest of the world as some
inferior species; they do not accept  them as
civilised human beings.

So, I was talking about the boundary dispute. It
is a matter of saying it. We all agree. Th, world
agrees that it is a major issue, it is a major
invasion, whether you call it invasion or
aggression or what ever you like. It is that.
Som, people, even if they call it a boundary
dispute, they are not wrong. It is a boundary
dispute because a boundary may be 100 miles
or 200 miles. It is a major boundary.
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Boundary does not mean half a mile boundary
or strip. Thes, are words. So, to come back,
here we are first of all facing a, issue of
enormous importance, to us of course, who
have suffered from it but of enormous im-
portance to Asia and the world because it
matters a great deal to Asia and the world,
what happens between India and China. We
are two huge countries, developing countries,
inci-piently powerful, if ot actually so, likely
to becom, so mor, and more and power today
depends far more on industrial growth and
modern science than merely on putting up
some armies. Armies are the outgrowth of that
power. The great countries of the world today
are the industrially-developed countries, not
others. Others may borrow som. guns, may
borrow an atom bomb or two. They do not
become powerful in that sense. That is why the
two biggest Powers today are the U-S. and the
Soviet Union which are industrially developed,
scientifically developed. So anyhow, China
and India are countries which have everything,
given time and opportunity, to make them
strong prosperous and powerful. They may
work in different ways, as they do completely
but they have everything. We have no desire to
be a great Power in that sense. Certainly I have
none. I do not believe in this great power
system but India has everything in her, given
the time and development, to make her a great
Power, even in that sense. So has China of
course. Now when two countries of the size of
India and importance of India come into
conflict, it is a major world event, apart from
boundaries, this and that. It is a major world
event which will affect the history of Asia and
the history of the world, apart from the fact
that this itself may lead to a major clash in the
world, a world war. Therefore it has to be
considered with the greatest care and in some
perspective apart from the immediate
difficulty. That has to be considered; we have
to meet it and prepare for it but it hay to be
seen in perspective and what it might lead to.
That is as the background I am
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saying. If I may venture to mention again,
from the very first day this happened, I hav,
been looking at it— immediately of course w,
have to but in perspective I am mentioning it
all the time, five years, be ready for five years
and I hav, mentioned it again and again. It
does not matter whether there is a so-called
truce or cease-fire or fighting has stopped but
the struggle, the real struggle continues and
w, have to be ready for it I am saying that
merely to show the approach, my mental
approach to this problem and I think that is
the approach which every hon. Member here
who has to decide these major questions,
should take.

Secondly, it is a huge problem and I gladly
agree that all Members of the Opposition are
very patriotic. I hope they will agree that we
are also patriotic. Patriotism does not depend o,
the passionate speeches that we might deliver
her, or elsewhere. It requires a deeper insight
and a deeper character and ultimately it ig
exhibited by a person's life not by a few words
or phrases that he might use. Now the question
is—this has been the background—what in the
present instance we are to do. Normally, as I
think I said, one does not come to) Parliament
for every step that one take; just as every
General does not come to Parliament or even to
his Government. He is given a certain broad
direction as to how to proceed or how to
function and he does so. Even if he is referring
to Headquarters and the Headquarters refers to
the Government authorities, that is all right but
he has to do it; otherwise it is impossible to
fight a war. Somebody said, I forget, I think it
is Macaulay who said it; "Many bad Generals
have won battles but no debating society has
even won a battle." It i; obvious. You have to
decide immediately and do something but it is
right and I personally believe in it that in a
democratic structure like ours, Parliament must
b. kept fully informed of what happens so that
Parliament's views may be known and
Parliament may stop a certain
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process or a certain procedure if it disapproves
of it but we cannot stop the course of events
merely by consulting Parliament, by calling a
sudden Session of Parliament for it. Now,
therefore, when we had this proposal of the
Chinese Government, almost immediately
after the October attack—on th, 20th October
they attacked and on the 24th October they
made a proposal to wus, this three-point
proposal which we rejected— within a day or
two we rejected it, we coiuld not leave it at
that, it was impossible to leave it at that, we
have to put forward some kind of proposal on
our part. It is a position which, I think, is not
only morally wrong, politically wrong but
impossible to justify anywher, that we will
never talk to them. That I do not believe in. |
shall always be prepared to talk but we may
say that the talks should be under certain
conditions, or, not conditions about the talks
but certain things may be done before the
talks. That i, a different matter. Therefore we
could not morally reject their proposals but we
had to say something positive arid the positive
thing that we said was—if they retired to the
8th September line etc. There was no virtue in
the 8th September. 8th September was the
date on which they came into* NEFA. That is
the only reason why we took that line. Before
that there were many aggressions in Ladakh.
They were there but it would not have been
quite practical or had any meaning if we said,
"You retire completely to China before we
talk to you." Hon. Members may in their
enthusiasm say that but that is not a
practicable proposition. We said therefore,
"You must retire to your 8th September line
and all your recent aggression must be put an
end to, vacated, before we can discuss any
other subject with you." Any other subject
was, first of all we said: "We will discuss how
to reduce tension and then discuss th, merits."
Now when I stated about the 8th September
line, I shall repeat it, I stated it in thi;g House
and in the other
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House, though there was no formal Resolution
and you were pleased to say after my
statement that the House agreed to it. I do not
bind down any Member to that but so far as
the House was concerned, this was expressed.
In the other House ther, wa, an actual
resolution to this effect and that was passed
and an amendment against it was rejected by a
huge majority and we have gone on saying it
in the world. Obviously, so far as the
Government is concerned, it is completely and
wholly bound by it. No Government . ..

SHRI G. MURAHARI: Not the House
(Interruptions.)

SHRI JAWAHARLAL NEHRU: The hon.
Member might be given some time . . .

SHRI G. MURAHARI: The House can
change the Government . . .

SHrI JOSEPH MATHEN (Kerala): You
cannot change it.

pdivigy ¢ (k) glass 8
- o5 2l B Sl U axy g sekeo Py

[t st wmg=m oy (dona):
fopTen suw? @1 @1 T@T @
SR ST 1]

SHRI JAWAHARLAL NEHRU: The hon.
Member has golt into a bad habit Let him
speak occasionally. He cannot suppress
himself while others are speaking. If I may
say so, in considering any matter of
importance, international or national matter,
one cannot proceed in this casual inter-
ruptionist way.- It shows a mentality which is
neither deep nor anything. It is a shallow
mentality which Is bubbling ever all the time.

Now the Government, I say, was
completely bomnd by it and the Government
wa, bound by the 8th September line and I
would say certainly the other House was
completely bound because it allowed us to go
on and

tt ] Hindi transliteration.
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this House was not completely but to some
extent also. However, even if this Resolution
had not been passed in Parliament, the fact
that it was repeatedly mentioned there and
they knew our policy and they allowed us to
go on itself is consent in the normal
Parliamentary practice. What happens is the
Prime Minister or a Minister comes and
declares a policy and there the matter ends,
unless that policy is rejected later On by the
House. So when these Colombo Proposals
came, the only way we could look upon them
was how far they satisfied the 8th September
line and ™" * they did not. That was the only
thing left. We could not start afresh with some
other proposals. That would have placed us on
the wrc*ng box all over the world, that what
we have been saying we are going back on
them. Today, the question now that we have to
deal with is how far the Colombo Proposals
satisfy the 8th September line.

I have read some of the speeches delivered
here with amazement, astonishment and I am
surprised that even without trying to
understand what these Colombo Proposals are,
some hon. Members have used the strongest
language in denouncing them. And—I do not
know if it was done here—some of them
denounced the Colombo Powers. That again,
if I may say so, is an inbred habit of looking at
ourselves in a mirror and not seeing what
other; are, imagining that the world should be
according to our liking. It is not according to
our liking, unfortunately. Well, I want an
examination of these proposals on their merit.
It does not matter whether the Colombo
Powers are good or bad. We have got some
proposal? from them and there is some
importance in the fact, though not a vital
importance, there is some importance in the
fact that som, friends of ours, some friendly
countries of ours have, through goodwill I
think made some protposals, and we should
give them the courtesy at least, if not more, of
examining them carefully and
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try to see what they have tried to suggest to us,
unless it is harmful in which case no matter
what the powers have done, if it is harmful and
dishonourable, we cannot accept it. There the
matter ends. I think Mr. Vajpayee used strong
words like "dishonourable" this and that. I am
really totally, wholly unable to see what is
dishonourable in these proposals. One might
agree or disagree on this matter, that they do
not go to the 8th September line. But what is
dishonourable is beyond my poor intellect, and
I submit it would be beyond the intellect of
other Members also, including Mr. Vajpayee,
if he examines the matter carefully. Now, how
far these proposals fit in. First of all remember
that the Chinese proposals went very far. They
said that we are to retire 20 kilometres in
NEFA and in Ladakh, from the whole territory
which is an amazing thing to do—that they are
also going to retire; and in the space we retire
from we will put up civil posts, and they will
also put up some civil posts. We rejected it.
These were their proposals right up to the end.
Well, I am not going into all the details. Now,
the Colombo Proposals state that we are not to
retire in any place. In fact, in NEFA we are to
advance right up to our boundary. Two points
were left for decision later, one being Longju
and the other Dhola near where there is a
ridge. For the rest we are there covering all
that territory. These points were not decided.
On the other part we are not at all to retire.
They were told to retire. Now, where were
they to retire these 20 kilometres? What do
these 20 kilometres mean? They did not pro-
ceed, rightly or wrongly, on this basis for their
vacating and reaching the 8th September line
But that will be the consequence. But they did
not proceed on that basis.

Hon. Members may also say and complain:
Why did they not say that China is the
aggressor It is for them to answer. But the
answer is obvious. If a person comes and tries
to mediate between two parties, that person
may
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be entirely in favour of one party, but it is not
his job as mediator to go about shouting that
the other fellow is the wrong party, is the evil-
doer. The job of the mediator ends then and
there if he does it. He cannot say so, even if he
felt so. It is obvious. Take a particular case,
the Prime Minister of Egypt—MTr. Ali Sabri—
who came here. Now I should like to pay my
tribute to the Egyptian Government for all that
they have done for us in this matter. They have
not only individually but their whole
Government, their Cabinet, have passed a
strong resolution supporting us. I think—I am
not sure of the word that they used—they may
not have used the word "aggressor" but they
used something stronger than "aggressor", and
they passed it, Mr. Ali Sabri has been helpful
throughout. And when he came here as a
mediator our newspapermen cross-examined
him and said: "You say whether China is an
aggressor or not". It does not pay. I am sorry, I
cannot pay much tribute to the intelligence of
the newspapermen who were at that
conference. It is absurd, when a man comes as
mediator to try to pin him down to a thing. It
makes his position difficult and uncomfortable
and it spoils the work that he is trying to do
here. So their approach could not and should
not have been that, and if any hon. Member
here was in their position, it could not have
been. Whatever they believed would have
affected them, but they would not say: "Accept
the Indian point of view hundred per cent, and
give effect to it." 'That would not have led to
any result. But what they did did lead to that
result. They did not talk of vacating the
aggression etc. But having accepted this point
of withdrawal, what was the result? China had
to withdraw from all further aggression they
had made since the 8th September. There is
some confusion about what some people call
"dual control", "partnership" and what not,
which is wrong. In that area which becomes a
corridor between the area where our forces
are
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and the area behind where their forces remain,
in that area—I do not know exactly—about 40
or so posts were there and about an equal
number or more of Chinese posts. Now, at the
present moment, of course, our 40 posts have
been liquidated because they advanced over
them, overpowered them. The Chinese posts
remain there and many others. In fact, it is the
Chinese front. There was no line there before.
What was called the 8th September line was
no line. There wag a jungle of posts, Chinese
and Indian posts, one behind the other, one to
the side of the other. Suppose it is restored as
we have said and they say: "All right," we will
have to accept it, because they have repeated
whatever we have said, then it is not a happy
position for us. It is not a good position,
because of this intermingling of posts, and in
the balance they will be much more powerful,
talking in a military sense. They are much
bigger posts and they have communications
behind, roads where lorries can come and
bring them reinforcements and supplies, while
we have to go over various mountains. So
their remaining there, even if our posts also
were there as they were on the 7th or 8th
September, would not have been very much to
our advantage. But we have made a vague,
general statement about the 8th September
line, and if they had said the 8th September
line, we would have accepted it. But what was
suggested was that they should retire
completely from these areas and posts. And
we shall retire—in fact we are not there now.
And in this area a few civil posts should be
allowed, an equal number of civil posts of the
Chinese and an equal number on the Indian
side, whatever it may be, not the 40 or so
posts, but about seven, eight, nine or ten each.
Where they are to be allowed is a matter to be
determined by India and China. Their officials
will meet our officers and decide on the basis
of fh's. There must be parity, parity in the
number of the posts, parity in the number of
the people who remain there, parity in the
arms they possess, and because

India-China relations
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these are civil posts the arms would be more
or less police arms, not more. Now, it seems
to me that this situation is far better from the
Indian point of view than what would have
resulted in the old posts being revived,
interlaced and being dependent upon the
others. Therefore, in looking into this whole
picture, undoubtedly the object of our saying
that the 8th September line should be revived
has been attained fully, attained hundred per
cent. I say, there is no question of less. People
say, you have not obtained this, you have not
obtained that, one post has been left out. One
post may have been left out but the total effect
is withdrawal from the aggression that had
taken place there. That is the effect. I am not
entering into small details but that is the effect
and I think it can be shown clearly that this is
clearly the effect.

Then, there is no choice left for us but to
accept that as a fulfilment of the 8th
September line. Now, as it happens, the
Chinese have not agreed to that. Well, that is
not my lookout. I have to agree to what we
have said we would agree. The Chinese have
raised some points. They had raised them
previously. I do not yet know what all the
objections may be but one important objection
is that they do not want us to come into this
corridor, both in NEFA and here. They do not
want us there. They are vital areas. They
object to that. It is for them to object and we
cannot agree to their objection if their
objection holds, then there is no agreement on
these points and whatever else may follow,
this particular matter falls, the Colombo
proposals are not agreed to by the two parties.

Now, the line we took up in regard to the
Colombo proposals was that if they were not
good enough, we would reject them and if
they are good enough, as we think they are,
we should accept them in toto, not arguing
about this and that because the
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moment We start arguing about this and that the
Chinese would also start arguing about this and
that. We say, both the parties should accept
them or not. The present position is that we
have expressed our acceptance in principle to
these proposals and if we are so directed by
Parliament, we shall accept them but acceptance
always means that we accept these plans and
proposals  without any qualification or
lessening, without any change in the various
matters but the real acceptance comes in when
both the parties accept. That is obvious and that
is the reason why, one oi the reasons why, we
had not put forward a precise resolution for Par-
liament to pass, for us to accept them or not. In
fact, it is acceptance. I might submit that if we
lay before Parliament something, and after
hearing everything, they are broadly of opinion
that Government should follow the policy it had
been following, then we go ahead and deal with
it because final acceptance will only come in
when they have accepted it. If they are not
accepting, there the matter ends. I submit to you
that there is nothing dishonourable at all. Some
people say that by our accepting this, we
recognise their position m certain parts of
Ladakh or certain other parts. That is not correct
because the whole purpose of this exercise is
like this: These are talks bet- ween two parties
that have been ia conflict, at war. Even in the
middle of war, people talk, Generals talk, others
talk. It does not mean that they give up any
right. As a matter of fact, they have to retire
everywhere; we have not to get out of any
place. We go forward. Now, are we to say that
we refuse to go ahead and occupy part of our
own territory till they go out? That seems to be
rather ridiculous. As a matter of fact, in NEFA
they have withdrawn almost entirely except for
a tiny little bit beyond Tawang. We have
occupied it and our civil administration runs
there. Are we to tell them. "No, we will not go
there. We do not accept your proposal"? It will
be manifestly rather absurd.
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SHRI G. MURAHARI: We go further
than that. It is not just a question 01 going
along there. It is our own territory. It is an
absolutely ridiculous way of putting it.

SHRI JAWAHARLAL NEHRU: The
gentleman comes up again. I am sorry, I do
not wish to be rude but there is a story
which I remember from my childhood, Jack
in the Box.

They conquered it and they came with
their military forces. We did not agree to it.
By their withdrawal, we go part of the
distance. We do not agree to their
remaining anywhere eise. It may be said,
that we agree, but while there is truce or
whatever it may be, we do not attack  them.
That is true but the truce itself is of short
duration. I do not know what duration but it
is for us, if it comes about, to determine for
how long it has to last. =~ When we want to
do anything else, nobody can force us. The
choice is ours and that has to be judged from
many points of view, as the House will
realise, the military, political and other
points of view, to put us in a better position,
to  deal with the situation later and we must
not refuse to take the better position because
we want the best position straightway, and
we cannot realise the best position
straightway. 1 do not think that is a valid
argument practically or in any sense
morally right. Therefore, I would submit
to this House that in this particular matter,
there is, far from there being any
dishonour, a definite, if I may use the
word, I do not want to  use strong words,
advantage to us gained by diplomacy which
we should accept and use it to our
advantage later, whatever steps we may
take. This is the general opinion, if I may
say so, of the press in other countries which
consider this a diplomatic  triumph for
us. Now, if the Chinese refuse to accept
this, they are in the wrong. Well, let them
refuse it. We remain where we are. If they
accept it, it is to their disadvantage, I do not
say any major disadvantage but it is to their
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disadvantage and to our advantage and if they
do not, well we are happy either way. If we do
not, then, their refusal will be covered and our
refusal will be played up. That was their
game, to make us do something which taey
can take advantage of in the larger context of
things. One of the deunite attempts of the
Chinese, it is almost admitted by all political
analysts and those who examine these things,
was to force us into giving up our policy of
non-alignment. They wanted to do it. It is an
odd thing but they wanted to do it. This is a
fact and this is the conclusion that most people
have arrived at in various countries because
they want a polarization of the position in the
world. Well, they have failed in that.

Mr. Chairman, I do not wish to take much
more time but I want to make it clear that
unless Parliament tens us not to do something,
we shall naturally proceed with what we are
doing. It is obvious. In fact I would have had
no objection but would have gladly put up
here and in the other House a specific
amendment or resolution to this effect that you
allow us to do but, as I said earlier, I do not
wish at this stage, particularly when the
Chinese position is uncertain, to commit the
House to any particular thing.

5 P.M.

But I would like the House to realise and I

beg the House to give me a directive,

indirectly the authority, to carry on the policy
we have been pursuing in this matter. And I
submit that that policy is honourable, wis, and
will he:p strengthen us. It Won't solve the
problem. I do not expect any solution of the
problem so easily. I have said previously that
we are prepared to submit the merits of this
question to the International Court of Justice
at The Hague or to arbitrators or anything
because we are not warmongers. But war we
have to accept when it is thrust down upon us,
and fight as hard
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a; we can. At the present moment it is largely
a question on the one side of preparing, of
strengthening ourselves, as much as We can
and, secondly, of diplomatically gaining as
much advantages and impr'ove-ing our
position a; w, can. These are the two
approaches. And for the rest the problem, as [
referred to right at the beginning, is a very
difficult one, very big one, and although we
have to consider our own side of it very
carefully—that affects us— we should also
look at it in its broader perspective of the
world. That also affects us and only then
would We see our problem in the proper
context. I am no prophet to say what will
happen in the world but we must remember
that the world is a changing world—AlI kinds
of big things are happening—and also that
while as I have said we have to fight and fight
well—it iy no use fighting indifferently with
the best weapons—either you produce them or
you get them from abroad—but even while
we fight I think we must not give up our basic
approach which is, that international problems
are settled peacefully and that it is rather
gradually, rapidly getting out of date to think
of war to settle international problems. If it is
thrust upon one, if one i; invaded one has to
fight. We shall fight and we are fighting; that
is true but nevertheless the method of peace
has always to be kept in mind, and more so in
our minds because wars are created in the
minds of men as the UNESCO Preamble says
and we should keep peace in our minds even
though we handle the sword ard the gun from
time to time.

SHRI A. D. MANIL
clarification, Sir.

On a point of

HoN. MEMBERS: No, no.
(Interruptions.)

SHRI A. D. MANI: I am very happy that
you are giving an exhibition of your
intolerance before your leader.
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On a point of clarification, according to a
Reuters message from Hong Kong this
morning Mr. Ofori-Atta has said that there
was no need for China an” India to agree to
ali the Colombo proposals before going to the
conference tabl, to settle their border dispute.
This is an interpretation given by one of the
sponsors of the proposals. Does the
Government accept that interpretation? It
means that even the mental reservations that
the Chinese have, the Conference may begin
immediately. Does the Government now
share this view?

MR. CHAIRMAN: 1 think the Prime
Minister made it abundantly clear.

SHRI A. B. VAJPAYEE: No, no. It has got
to be made clear.

(Interruptions.)

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL (Gujarat)-.
H, has said, no.

MR. CHAIRMAN: I do not think that
clarification is necessary if you hav, heard the
Prime Minister.

SHRI JAWAHARLAL NEHRU: I have
answered now, no.

SHri BHUPESH GUPTA: Sir, May I draw
your atenti'on to another miner matter .

MR. CHAIRMAN: Prof. Wadia.

PrOF. A. R. WADIA (Nominated): Mr.
Chairman, Sir, I do not feel very happy that
this debate is taking place in this House on
account of the questions of the type that we
are discussing. It is really the duty of the
Government and not so much of Parliament
and even if it was felt that on dem'ocratic
grounds Parliament should have the right to
discuss these questions it would have been
much better if there had been a secret session
and not an open session where our opinions
would be broadcast over



4763

[Prof. A. R. Wadia.] the entire World. Sir,
the Colombo proposals are not in themselves
very precise. I am afraid both sides are
expected to go to the conference table ¢ with
certain set conceptions and that would not
create a clear field for really frank
negotiations. Whether we agree to Colombo
proposals or not I do feel that we should be
grateful to the six nations who have come
forward in the interests of peace and as friends
of India and also of China to persuade us to
come to some reasonable terms.

Colombo Proposals on

SHRI FARIDUL HAQ ANSARI: Sir, we
cannot hear him.

SHrRi AKBAR ALI KHAN: I would
respectfully move for adjournment. I think
after the explanation given by the Prime
Minister, we can now close the debate.

MR. CHAIRMAN: There is a long list of
members. Please continue.

PropP. A. R. WADIA: Sir, I felt very
pained yesterday when some of my friends
on the other side made practically a frontal
attack on all the six nations. I do not think it
was justified nor was it in good taste.

Suri BHUPESH GUPTA: Comparisons
were made to Munich.

SHRI A. B. VAJPAYEE: He is talking of
the six nations, not of the Prime Minister.

MR. CHAIRMAN: I think it is enough
that he is talking; not you two.

SHRI A. B. VAJPAYEE: I have to talk
because he interrupted.

Suri  BHUPESH GUPTA: He
interrupting all the time.

was

PrROF. A. R. WADIA: Sir, we should
express our gratitude to the six nations for
the interest that they have taken. Now, I do
believe in negotia-
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tions. My friend, Mr. Pathak, yesterday waxed
very eloquent on the need for negotiations but
unfortunately 'on this occasion the conditions,
in which negotiations can be successful are
not there. We have tc recognise the fact that
there is no common ground between our
country and China on the boundary lines.
Practically every statement of ours has been
almost negatived by them sentence by
sentence and all the maps in which we put tour
complete faith have been negatived by China
and they have put forth their own maps.

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN; But the-Report
of the officials is largely in, our favour.

PROF. A. R. WADIA: In these
circumstances it is extremely difficult for the
two countries to come to at common
understanding. My own feeling is that we
have been—to use-legal phraseology— guilty
of contributory negligence. I am afraid we
have been too soft to China. We have been
trying to appease them too much and ever
since the time we gave up Tibet perhaps China
got the impression that we wanted peace-at
any price and that we were not prepared to
fight even for a good' cause as of our own
country, and that has probably encouraged
China to take up a very warlike attitude. Now
that is very unfortunate.

Well, Sir, I do not know what the-reasons
are behind the cease-fire, behind the unilateral
cease-tire on the part of China. It is something
almost unheard of in history that a victorious
party or a victorious army should voluntarily
declare a ceasefire and go back. It is
conceivable that a Power which is high-
principled might do it but unfortunately we
have no reason t0 believe that China would
come in that category. There must be some
deep play behind it. What that deep play is, it
is very difficult forus tosay.  Ordinarily
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fr«m the commonsens, standpoint it i would
have been open to us to have taken advantage
of the cease-fire and continued fighting and
tried to regain our lost posts. We have n'ot
cared to do it.

I dare say that there are very valid reasons
for it. These ar, military secrets and I do not
expect the Government to giv, them out on
the floor of this House. Perhaps, the reason i
obvious that we were not quite prepared to
fight. We ourselves stood in need of time to
build up our forces, to produce our equip-
ment, to get as much help as we could from
our friends across the seas. That may be one
of the reasons way we did not take any
military advantage of the cease-fire.

Now, Sir, there is only one humble
suggestion that I should like to make. I am
not confident that these negotiations are
going to be successful, nor are we at the
present moment in a position to fight. I think
a suggestion has been made in certain papers
and I think it is a very reasonable suggestion
that we should refer our case to the United
Nations. Now, we did it once in the case of
Kashmir and burnt our fingers very badly.
But on the present occasion circumstances
are all in our favour. I am perfectly certain
that all the Western nations would supp'ort us
and I am equally certain that the Afro-Asian
countries will also support .us. And I hope I
am not unduly optimistic when I say that
even the Soviet bloc countries will support
us. if not by openly voting, at least by
abstention. Now, that will be a great victory
for India. We shall stand justified in the eyes
of the world and when the highest
international body in the world today
supports our cause, it would mean that India
is not humiliated but that India is able to look
up and to stand up on her own feet. I think
this is a possibility which should be explored.
Now , I do feel that the United Nations have
even got the power of imposing economic
blockade. If that is done and if China
feels

[24 JAN. 1963 ]
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completely isolated, apart from her half-a-
dozen followers in South-East Asia, China
will be brought d'own to her knees and she
will be able to understand that she is fighting
a losing war. I think that will be a great gain
to our country and I do wish the Government
will seriously consider this possibility before
we take up serious fighting.

One thing is certain. All of us, even perhaps
including the communists, have lost faith in
China. We n'o more believe in their honour or
in their capacity to abide by their agreement.
And, therefore, in future, I am afraid we shall
not be able to be as peace-loving as we have
tried to be all these years, and we shall have to
build up our military power to the best of our
capacity, so that the experience that we have
had in recent months may never again be
repeated in the history of independent India.

SHRI P. N. SAPRU (Uttar Pradesh) ; Mr.
Chairman, after the great speech of the Prime
Minister my task has been very much
lightened. The first point which has been
made by some speakers, notably Mr.
Dahyabhai Patel, is that the Prime Minister
has not kept his word that no decisions on th,
proposals would be taken without consulting
Parliament. The position as I see it is that
under a parliamentary system of government,
it is for the government of the day to supply
leadership on all questions of policy.

[THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN in the Chair.]

The conduct of diplomatic negotiations is
invariably a matter within, the hands of the
executive, and what this Parliament is asked to
do and what, I think, it was intended that this
Parliament should do is to approve or
disapprove of the action which has been taken
by the executive Government. Considered in
this light, ther, is, according to my way of
thinking, no breach of faith with Parliament. It
was clearly incumbent 'on the Prime
Minister to indicate-
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[Shri P. ,N. Sapru] what his reaction to the
proposals was. He could not have conducted
negotiations or have had talks with the
Colombo powers had he taken the line that he
was not in a position to indicate his reaction
without first finding out what the reactions of
Parliament were. I am, therefore, unable to
endorse the view that has been propounded
here that there has been a breach of faith with
Parliament. I think this Parliament has been
consulted and that the Prime Minister has
consulted Parliament in the only way he, as
the constitutional Prime Minister, could do.

Colombo Proposals on

The second point which I would like to say
is that the part which the Colombo Powers
have played in endeavouring to bring China
and India together is a worthy one. I do not
definitely agree with the view that has been
emphasised by some Members like Mr. R. P.
Sinha, that the Colombo Powers, whose
sincerity they do not doubt, are in some way to
be blamed for not denouncing Chinese
aggression. The object of these Powers was
not to accentuate the trouble that has arisen
between India and China, but to find a basis on
which they could have direct talks regarding
the manner in which negotiations can take
place on terms honourable to both sides
regarding the border issue, which has led to a
virtual state of war between two big countries
of Asia and which would, if prolonged, have
had serious disastrous effects for the entire
world. It would not have been right for the
Colombo Powers, acting as they were as
mediators, to take violent sides in disputes
between the two parties. Had &',-L been their
approach, they would not have carried any
weight at all with China. The task of a
mediator is not an easy one. It is more parti-
cularly difficult when questions of national
honour and prestige are involved in disputes
between two great rTho Colombo Powers, be

[RAJYA SABHA ]
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it said to their credit, approached their task,
knowing their strength, in a spirit of humility
and with every desire to find a via media
between countries which were finding them-
selves unfortunately engaged in hostilities. I
am, therefore, full of gratitude for the goodwill
that prompted theim in endeavouring to bring
about conditions which would make talks
possible between our two big countries. What
the Colombo Powers did not say is not of so
much importance as what they actually did.
Reading the proposals as a whole, with the
clarifications which the Colombo Powers have
given and which, in our opinion, are
indispensable, there is little doubt that they
looked upon China as the party responsible for
invading our country. Had they said this
openly, they would have been out of court with
China. It was not on their military strength, but
upon their skilled diplomacy and their concern
for the future of the sub-continent that they
were relying. Tribute is, therefore, due to the
noble lady, Mrs. Bandaranaike, who took the
in-tiative  in  arranging the six-Power
conference, which is responsible for the
Colombo proposals. The question raised is not
one of alignment versus non-alignment but of
the future course of events, for a continued
struggle between China and India is bound to
have world-wide repercussions just about the
time when the world is expecting some re-
laxation of tension. A tribute is due to the
Colombo Powers for the dedicated service they
have rendered to this country and to the world
at large. I would, apart from Mrs. Bandara-
naike, pay a warm tribute to Mr. All Sabri, the
Prime Minister of the U.A.R., for the part that
he has played in evolving these proposals. The
U.A.R. has been a good friend of this country.
It has not hesitated enough to denounce China.
The House will be lacking in realism if it will
not approach a proposal which they have put
forward in a spirit of understanding and
sympathy for their efforts.
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Having said this let 'me go on to add that o,
a fair analysis of them the proposals were
such as a well-intentioned mediator might
well put forward. They may not have men-
tioned the 8th of September line to which
pointed reference was made by the Prime
Minister. But their proposals more or less
approximate to the position that the parties
must go back to the position as it was before
the date on which the recent aggression
started.

In regard to the western sector, the Chinese
will have to withdraw 20 kilometres from
their military posts. In regard to the eastern
sector,, without prejudice to a solution of the
border dispute, and this is important, the area
vacated by the Chinese will be a demilitarised
zone to be administered by civilian posts from
both sides. Undoubtedly, for the time being
Dhola and Thagla Ridge will be in Chinese
hands. But all this is temporary. What is
important to remember is that the proposals
do not constitute the basis for peace, they con-
stitute the basis on which peace can be
negotiated.

I said in the speech which I made
in this House on the last occasion that

there should be no extreme rigidity
about our attitude regarding  this
matter. The attitude of '"no parley
with the enemy" is no doubt heroic
and appeals to the dramatic instincts,
but the business of the serious states
man is not to indulge in heroic atti

tudes but to find solutions in a spirit
of realism for the problems facing
us. We have to take a realistic view
of what is practicable with thfei re
sources, military or otherwise, at our
command. It is not defeatism but
realism and a sense of responsibility
towards our country and our future
generation that makes nie think that
there should be a positive response to
the proposals on our side. We should
accept them, with the clarifications of
course. !

[24 JAN. 1963 ]
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It is not correct to assert that world opinion
as voiced by organs of public opinion in the
West is against these proposals. It was pointed
out by Mr. Bhupesh Gupta that the
"Guardian", which is a leading radical paper
in Britain, has supported these proposals. I
have got the cutting from the "Guardian" on
this point. The "Guardian" thinks that the
proposals form a reasonable basis for talks.
And I think this is the view which the "New
Statesman" and the "Economist" have also
taken. I do not know what the reaction of the
Americans is. But I believe it cannot be very
much otherwise.

We shall neither be serving our country nor
the cause of world peace which we have
consistently espoused if we show ourselves to
be regardless of the fact lhat the cessation of
nuclear tests and easing of world tension is
now a near-possibility. This attitude cannot
win for us the support of peace-loving people
the world over. My sympathies are with the
people of Tibet—and 1 say this because re-
ference was made "to it by some of the
speakers. J3ut we cannot be Don Quixotes
fighting other people's battle. Our attitude
cannot be that of jingoes and chauvinists. I am
afraid that some of our Opposition Members
have displayed an attitude hardly different
from that of jingoes and chauvinists.

Much was said about Munich by 'Mr. Mani
yesterday. It was a powerful speech. But I
wish he had delivered that speech for a better
cause. I was one of those who criticised
Mur.ich at the time when it was enacted. But
reflecting over world events, I am not sure if
Mr. Neville Chamberlain did not do a good job
in agreeing to Munich in 1938 because it gave
to Britain a year for preparation. Our altitude
is not definitely one of surrender at all costs.
China has rejected the proposals in toto or is
prepared to accept them only with such
modifications as are not acceptable to us. W,
have made our position clear. We have made
a positive
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[Shri P. N. Sapru.] response to the
proposals. It would have been contrary to our
history, to our tradition, to the attitude that we
have taken up as a peaceful country, had we
acted otherwise and the Prime Minister would
not have been worthy of the great office which
he is holding if he had taken a different line.

I must emphasize that it will be a long time
before we shall be able to trust China, before
we shall have normal relations with China.
We have, therefore, to build up our military
strength not necessarily by massive aid from
Western or friendly countries but by
concentrating on our own industrial strength
for it is industry and technology, health and
education that in the ultimate analysis make a
people great even in the military sphere.

There is a desire on our part to indulge in
talks but I see little appreciation of the dangers
involved in continuing a struggle which may
spell disaster for this sub-continent of ours. I
am, therefore, all for a peaceful approach
towards this problem. A peaceful approach
does not mean that our approach should be one
of complete surrender. But a peaceful ap-
proach does mean that there should be desire
on our part not to accentuate the unfortunate
developments which have arisen between us
and China, not to accentuate the trouble on the
Indo-Chinese border, but to bring about, as far
as possible, a peaceful solution of the
problems which are facing us. If we approach
our task in this way, we shall have the support
of all th, saner elements in all the countries of
the world, whether aligned or non-aligned.

There is a group of politicians who think
that this is a suitable occasion to attack the
policy of non-alignment which this country
has pursued so far. I am afraid they are living
in a fool's paradise if tney think that even the

[ RAJYA SABHA |
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power blocs are genuinely anxious that India
should belong either to the one or the other
bloc. I do not think that the U.S.A. would
welcome India as an aligned country. I do not
think that Britain would welcome India as an
aligned country. I think we serve a more
useful purpose so far as the maintenance of
world peace is concerned by remaining as a
non-aligned country. So far as military aid is
concerned, well, we have got it from all
friendly countries, and we could not have got
more aid had we been an aligned country.

The position has, therefore, got to be
viewed by us realistically, and we should not in
a light-hearted manner reject these  proposals.
We do  not know how the future will shape
itself, and the path of wisdom lies in accepting
the principle of these proposals, and if that is
possible we should negotiate with China so that
the border issue may be solvedina manner
which is consistent with the honour and
dignity of our country. It may be that this is
not a mere border issue, it may be that China
has greater ambitions, I am not prepared to
deny that, but this is not the occasion to go into
the real motives behind the Chinese
attack. We have before us a limited issue.
That limited issue is whether we should accept
the proposals which have been placed before
us for consideration by the Colombo Powers or
not. This Parliament will be lacking in a sense
of realism if it were to say "no". Fortunately,
the Opposition can only impede the work of
this Parliament by interruptions but it has
not got the strength to form an alternative
Government, and we may be certain that,
say or do what they may, the caravan will pass
by. I would not wish to repeat the phrase which
was used by Sir Samuel Hoare on a famous
occasion; he said; the dogs bark but the
caravan passes by. I do not say that Members of
the Opposition can be compared with dogs.
That is far from my intention. But I do say that
responsible men shout but the caravan passes

by.
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e wegm ot wE
fecdr Faoda mfgar | o9 o7 fF
# qg w1 wes # 3w fagr i,
qropsy Aifa @t e £ Aifa & wnfas
g, § Hevdl qEd 7 AT WA
#7ar g f& == e faw, 9m &
far atw gfar & swa & fa? 90 472
FT FEH ISAT ) F wOAT 5ERIT F
A JATE [ AT I qA H 41, 6197
qrEd 4, FOITFLET AZT RIFHET
| ¥ ¥% v 0w qF
qzar 2 5 ars feaea €7 sir ama 80
W ¢ a8 faege a6, 27 a9 A
 framwet o w7 fat off 2 e #
Y AT FwAr (F foad 3o 39 529 7
#47 Ziefrar, 7T FEAl gy 41 g,
# ag 4@ ¥ Fear § wilw W
ai Fen £ fa oaw qavme, Qeud #r
JroEE # 9T WEd § WIT g6 FE
#fF o faasas, qees &t off 9oi-
o A7 7z aww fwesr aifea A eEw
a1 &1 07 fF fede H A T
AT IHH UTH W AT F 1 FHIT AIH
fafaezs & ar gar? arew fafases &
arfadl 7 7z &1 sgwa marer AF &1
az 7 f e ve W™ 5 famsas 953
& &9 7 Ja7 AT TET AT A1 AHAT
FNTL TATH ® WET IH W gHA 5eE
e / 721 faam, avea & 227 o, o
F Ty g2 foar s a7 & 221 famw
7z A s A & 3t qr
argA a7 o go At o F A & fw
o7 fgegeama & grew fmfaeee 47 =t
T aF givem I3 FET AT 97 A
A o7 F7dr F wEr aAdE A=
TAT FT AT 4es W AT HER1 A0
a1 gfam 41 3aF Amias ag awEE
q@TE T AT a7 F@d F Hw ¥ oo
% WY WO T AW ey ot e gfey

f ]_ Ehglish transliteration:
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& AT I F A § o wa-
a1 F1, o fasemme far o afea
o faqee &1 3 7 FT 97 e
ffar fs 'ye Tam gw Arr A7 E A
qz 2 A 74T AT A FT AL FEAl 2
ff 9cys W w71 42 4 T7F &30 g4
FAT T | T7Z 22T qET ATAT AIEH
o77 A7 qg  ATET FT OATIT IAT
YT W AIEC & FAET EATY
HTHT AT 2 F7 97 ZAT T7ATY 7T
& ¥ Az A1 e & AqrEed g,
AAMETT F IAF qAteww 574 47 337
Frfaa7@ A4T A 2, FA I
T F osreqe faar 2, 3HH w9
FmifrFEaur AT a0 §
wz AAAa wae fF = e &1 A
gz fafaezs 4 a3 &3 91 9r 39T
TEAHT T FA A 3w o a4 fE
d & faaegs 1 @134 7 T 22 J09 |
fafadt a7 a7, ®eiT AT A 92
2 AT A T ZAT A ARA ITR
TfFai 9% 724 9 72 ) ABEA 9]
TH ATE FIWIE ATT AWA W AT AAL |
g faa 7z 7z f& @z 0 S
2, Aavwrw ¥ a7 faega &9 7 9%
ST ZAT AT A FET AT | WY wa
# mz 7d qa 2, 93y qAaf § A
ToF & AT FA AT 2§ a3 qa
glaazzag: Wi f& wgamand
fe zaa a0 Arar apEET g@AiE #1
2 W T qEA F1 AT AF FEAT AR
gfem 2 #ifs 320 ¥
wrferer #ir 1 At & 397 20 2 6 379
AT AT AT Fi, TZ wATT & F TN
fw7a & z@mr 7 TaE qAfew® A9
A1 IARI YT ARAT ] | AT AT AHFAS
Sa A FF g, oA A= Al i,
Az & g7 97 &t qr | AL AT H
ag W gIiataana gE g A, # aw_I
wiar | & 430 @A ;ifF ag 39
AT A § AT AFEI A

[ 24 JAN. 1963 ]
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A1 2 % g 7 T g g i gwrer
gifufaaea &t il o 2 araz
aizq fafmzz w3 g7 A9 fame
W AAT A 0YE F AW 7T
S qUT A AR AT gl w oA
gFr f it g ggT W, ad aw
|, ZHTE WrTA FT "O-gAIT 07
HTA A W 72 E, 3far It qHra |
o FEAEA ariamd A w5
TaEta W feam @ v@r 2 oTAwr Fs
ARAT | W7 IR AFT TR WA
W w3 A1 oy e w7 2, e
9 Z | FAT A% 99 9§ AUOE A
AT TE A AT AT AH AT A7 v
IAE] AT FT AN | 9T TZ 415 AT
W FHA I 47 v (T e afeae
F ZIW A1 41 & wagw W w0 are
FT W AT | 47 A AORD & wvEged |
a1 | W AT qEF &I ATHA T AH-
17 @1 A1 foer g F Ay qar
faar sma |

W7 ZHTE AATEr Agr o A1 e
AT 7 foaw w0/ &k 34
T 7@t 7T | foee ZET ¥ oA
foged 29 ¥ am ®maE o widr 2
HifF W1 a8 § —

frear 2 87 zarmm 7 47 wdt 71 5z,
7 AT A7AT 2 F9 T WA A 1)

qi4 a=0 7z # [% garv qrga (afaeg
A3 A7 qAA AU 0F TE A TAT
EE R EEE R R G E T e T o
WyE 7 W7 AEd ¢ % oaw A awa
aF) 79 & T g2 T ZH 1L ZE ATy
AFi 21 W IAm, qEW, 47 #FA g uA
F7T # [ Ut a7 97 77 £, 92 fege
WA T T ST TE & | g AN A AT
o7 721 2 % 38 3 a7 3 & Ay A
g giw fFoaw i fa
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[+ s WY
FNATAT T4 FE ATATT FA @ AF-
daa-asima 91 zart w9 § 47 7w
AT ZH FET A | ¥ AT qF F2A 9 fw
A AT q@A ZATY FHYA 9T &1 AL
Tz 71 ag fafady A o7 98 2= I )
TAT 77 qg F24 4 A1 {e® &l ATATH
AT 431 2 W WT AE IAA fRANT
# 2 fa Gay & 1, A=W, F9 99 A9 99
@ A N7 | 9T TFw JoqgA
Y wgr a1 9 & o7 e 39 wEan §
ik g1y f5 ga ferma & @Y faw
famelt # #1 fagteeny #a 3@ | ITH
TedE Fedr areft aE fAad st ag
F# & 70 979 FIo05a] TGN HY qAATAISA
%t T e A g g, e
faeera 7df & o7 T g A faeaa
76T & | & 7T w3w ¥ wEa § oA
1T At 9TE ATHA & AWUL ¥ g qEHT
g af¥w 97 gw =7 aerdre &7 I@T
AT T ZH TAFT 7@ § a7 g0 TAH &y
ad EW F4d & | 0% 9g fr o awm
THHT AT Zf9AT & WA F FATE |
a4z 723 § T8I ArAY A T AT Y AT
§ THA TATF TE] FL AFAE | TARD
A F€ AT UF ATT 9T TARD T
FaT g fF e WA g g g o arsd
#1 AL ATA W W@ g A §F ATEAT
& g8t 1960 T T AT T FI TAR
qAET fEar 41 W) 6T @ arr &
tfams gg aff <@t ot | Fqfaeel
TEd AETT HIA AT | AFHT 99 ATATET
fasft gardr GfF draa 9z 6t fr gw ag
fergrarifaai &1 oA &1 &% |
w1Zd 9, g9 93 @ 17 9 FF segfaee
T I 7w FAT A w7 fFaAr Av ) A7
g% & gardy I[ATHRAT & IA9T FA
WO gHAa g F1 917 oA Sfee
IuF a7 W 57 ug TEgW "
Fepfaez a7 7 T 7 femgram o
STETAT guen fFar, gary faarfaat &5,

|
|
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FAT? FETEA FY WX AL ATl FY
AR AT A2 Ay a1 AT 56 €N a9
UF A F, 0F f@wer 7 97 0w F=my
& T ZEAT & VG gUT 1 I FFa A
gegfaez aréf ara &t feeat # 42 ) oF
€19 & 7% § 97 9T UK ®F F7 g9 €40
ar | AfEe FE o W "aTTr 7 AEN qv
f& 7 & wrea 9T SEET gwET ey
g 1w 3z wfed JzE &1 wefy wrdf
F1 qATg AFT WAL T FAAY FT JE
fgarn wmgd & | ag ATT-TATIAAE &Y
qiferedy, & wgm § %, wroer qarew
g &fFT .rT A9A Z24t 97 grg T &7
Ffguw fF #a o9 wry ag arfes
FEHE 1AM ETAN F AU AT g fw
g0 F9q Frqfaes qfeT Fg® A Iy
qrEt ww § AT ;T qeF IqH f@aTs
& | wATEARZ AT A1 8 TW A Fegfaee
T FTAA OF & | 37 G0 F00 & 418 §
3T 7g wear & f g qw H o &
Ay g2 7@t g+ fafafags s
TN | ag O 7 aww § uv v v o
TqIged & g W9 2 | afFT 5T oar
g a1 & 378 Fgan § fF Fedew amw
gfrgar &5 &7 AW FFT AT AET
FT 9AUE F{H WY I qAEATS & FF
gU g A AT FIA ATAT qTE AT AA
afe o F1 A ATg AE F AT HHG |
ATTH! A Fq I3 AT FT AL
F1 FTSAT 10, EWIT 04T ¥ gawfear
AT g1, gt aiEt ® afear gredy
gt o gart = ¥ afemi § o
g 1 4 Z faet oF arEt a Y g,
WAaET AT AR A S s wa A
W FE F | 9T 918 R w1 g
73, w12 fadlt &t Fragardt 3 w1
uTTF g4 ® WUy Ag @ Afwd, qIw,
U ¥ F9T AT I AT & 99 qfeq
Yg® & ardt 77 & fr soic 1 2 77
agt & ¥ FLT HAGATAT FT TAAT 2 )
9% faega naa & | AEAATAT $7 FAAY
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[ 24 JAN. 1963 ]
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agt w1 fawr @, wwt w1 AWfow § | gl a1 6 smmm e s & i

IAFT WOAT A E, IARI A HT
TN & | W A A9 E IR Y
wgenrAl #1 fae s aifge qumg
o% & Foftc &7 a3 81
# g ara F1 A7 TET " B sidy ¥
g w71 a1 fF e qa o Wi
IHT AT ATTH] AW FLA | TOH1 T
HA RIAT AL F BAA TH T HW
foFam | FolTT & s & S W & Ay
AT |G & | T AT 7 A FGA A1
TATFIT AT | qHH g W qEerA
agl & 7z Weq 7 & 98 W & arq
@ | TfEwEan w9 JE &1 39 qfiwar
AEEr Bl A e FIH, TEE
T, AT BT FHAATET KT HIIIT 5T T
FIT & uF faeq o< F=a &7 fagr oy
garar fewem @ | # g wgmn g fe
FIHIT WL FT AT | T HIT FTHT
9T AT AT 7 weor T ar guE
fars @zt & @11 7% qG gegesr A
@IATE ¥ AT T ST AGTGIIAT
wFTaet fFwar | wrer W arferae o
THET § A1 79 79 F2d ¢ FF ouw o
SITHT AT FTT | #T s #7
weft & dar A g1 ! (Time  bell
rings ) # &1 fagr WX wET
g W@ FEAT a1 i a7 1 T fw
oTq 521 Tl @Y AT a7 79 q A
TET 40 g |

# a7 w9 FC @ § & T A
gaT | FTAT F waATT § A1 gAY AT
T & WK A F1E AA0EE qE ¢ W
ara & fF we WS SO wEw B
ATT FATT FT FHET TC ATAET 918
@ a7t & gard @i afew @i fe@g
Y A FATT @ (A0 AT g
ATR ATEAT HEEA H WA, AT AT
qETEE W | FAC S # AT ad

q T4 1T g AT A1 1 qg G9AT
a1 o g 9zt % ¥ = | ar F qifas
& WIT 3i7 7g Fgr A f gw arfgem
& firerst & ot dem 2t s | e agi @
a1t 7 #Er fF 78 gw tar 7@ amd
a9 F g1 7 7w 7@l & q9d A Wi
¥ a9 @ | wfag 4 A ve
FEHIT U § qEAATE] T T 77
AT At 3 F7T E, wow Fegafon 0
@ w § al wow fawm A @A
FW & T Fgar § 5 o aw A0
w9 wOAT ET F7 9q7 agy faar A
TET AT HF AE 2 | a duE
afar s #ifsg @ o F afew
yzg ¥ wfgy fF s wwar oo g4 faar
@ & a8 T A a1 Al &1 aarar
T T §, W 7 a7 w qavar gur
TG E, A AUET FT AT ZAT
T, & A gNE Ara & sfagre wr
AT gun T @, afew ag v faems
ToORL AT SER g 39
WiTg ST @ | 9 gw & fgwwm guit at
gfrn gaTe ame gl w1 A wwfae
E g, e A A FF ET, A
ag fic srfaaarl 1 &A% g1 "7 9
Zfaar Ft AT guTe @rg gri ar A
@A § & a8 aws a1
3 g7 gur? §ATF F, FATY qgeAd B
AT g FEREE #1wT w@ E
T Foeerar glY 1T 370 g
AfF W W WA 9NE # g2 W
4 (w7 =9y afews ¢ 1 ey fafaee
dTFd A4 FEH H Al A8 TE & °F
0 7 giea 2 AW 39 &1 AW
st wTfen f W WY T g A
3 A1 & wea ofwt & g, S5 A
AIATE FY WAT AT F FAL, IT AT
T qUTd g W oATE A
(4 A9 & &1 I FY q9AG T PAT | T
gfar &1 argw fafaee Gar @
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[+ wg=r 1Y)
2 ara & 77 & o1 ¥ 3w
4, FO WA Oq FE a1 oA
#, B ® famge anffes  amsw
9T AT fFar AT T F araqg I E
TEfE 7w & 1 3w F faw wwreowm
g4 f o wamy #1 a7 q1 W
HowAy # U F ) AW W TG
= & fom 58 afi § ) 97 § 45 3¢
WA AR ATHTC FT A, TZ AHA  HL
fe g Y 97 faoemr & &9 S T
T N FF gAfET ARET
qfFw qEt #r swatea €1 faqr 97
w7 grai w1 wpevfera w1 faar 97
FATHE FOT FAM FT fFEAT w7
HAET F F A% e A § ) & q
w7 g

oI T FT FA AT
AT @ g GAT
g TEreTr wrey A7)
W TR wgm (7e7 wI) 9T

T T, % O GO

adt 41 {F F< a1 T W q FE al
T AT EW A T 9T | IT & AR EW
A A 9gT 41 9% T2 41 {F oF qIAy
T4 ¥ & WL g §g T 2
afFq oF FEAT AT A AW B AT

¥gaT § 43 & 59 399 W A @ w0

B

[THE VICE-CHAIKMAN  (SHRI M. P.

BHARGAVA) in the Chair.]

wR aF weAd g g v 39 g
Wz da @ g X | o
AT ATEA A1 A UF TTH AT qg QATA
Fva 4 fF A9, 99, & a9 ¥ o
qoEHem N TE AT A9 ¥ qUAC
i @WE 43 @ M7 arg @ oI
atg 7 ag Y g0 a7 FE 4 fF

FA7 g9 T(eT @1 T 4% ¥ w7 fav |
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fe Sw # zzr foar T o 3T
qAAR AT OF #Y 7124 ¥ H{Z F fAwaar
Y WA AT AT, 39§ EIT A
gfes g agdr @& &

uﬂ"‘fiu-é'-'._;w’éﬂ._gﬁ
xS S a g e
¥ dgpl e oS $ £ adp'P
P ol 8L e -l e
- b6 S

T wmgmody - & 7 ag +0
TR H T 9% A9 w owg g
T g a1 ¥ oTH aaEF FogW 2
fom 1 & & az & w1 fA o3 A
et 7 1]

sf} T agm AT & TAT WA
FOA A TE ZUM, qZ AT AT AT orT
# 0T 1 qET w7 AAAT w7 ARG
FCA ATAT AT F7 ZFE T W7 48
it % \fF arar gfam, @O fag-
& 39 & 79 0 2 97 TE AFGTATH
A F | g7 OF WEHT FT AT FAT
] FZ AT 2 A1 FA F FW A4
qfeqed @1, A9 Zfaaa &1 eqra &
™ FT & IT R T FAT A4,
fa@n a7z § @17 F1 {47F7 0F 3192
F1OAFW AA AT AT AZT AT
A AT FEAT, I A w0 AW AL
N A E ) 3A | AT (FAT A A
T 2 gwr ¥ afew w13 w6t
g odwr 3 & 1 AT Iq A7 W
T w7 & A faam w F fw
AT AT AT F AT £ W 33
SaTET qEL FT A%T § )

o7 F TAAT fATTA F7 F 7 F1vam
ITIAST ST ZHTL ATAA A 2 37 F
ey § A3z w€w v 39 97
gw  aefvarnaFs  faare ¢ mw
G | M ag A°A & WiAgr 7

t[ ] Hindi transliteration.
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fr @l 321 WX FwEEE w9,
el &30 W A | 9
7k far ag wer a7 am 2 fF
zart grew fafiee 3 o am w6

o &1 AE FRr e oaw o @A
A TH GHT FY a9 § at F qE¥ g
f& 39 g=mEl #1 A9 W gH w®y
HElg FAT AT | TF 43 qoAE

#t ard ag & T foor sz &, moe-

Hz & o qurgd 7, qade & fom
MAmAATE N AT aF e s
o 7t Yar 3 g 48 20, @ aw
W I AT T FE, A 9T
721 2 & 77 fewiz a-Tede g0 2T
z2 7@ 3 ™ AW, =R fF oA
AT &1 34T @ 8, el 3
HTHATT 1 #7471 far 2, S el
FT TR AT &, AN el AT & (7 gL
FzaT 9T 7 gea 2, fagia s
T F1 3T AL 2, faegig I &y
#oft 7Y T@T 8, 99 a9 W A FE
f 7z gardy femis &1 Q0 a8 Faar
g 9z UE I aeEAR AT g | qF
=1 @A gar § fs a8 faviaw
FEE H 3 FT FW TH AW W AT
w1 | 77 Fg qgAtaq TE4 |

ol mifFem W iw
39 WEATAT W FET WT TAT T 1 S
grmal & g9 fEer qvg & o gmaeR
7@l Z &, 7 e 2w E gred
5 2w FAw gaqar wd £ fF oaw 43
FT UG A AT FIA & | gW agdd
FerTH & fagra &1 ad Jw g

[ 24 JAN. 1963 ]

India-China Relations 4794

AT GATT FATT FEE ¥ | WA
g% A9 AT FT A4 § a4 &7
AN aaH fF R W T ¥
Tiada &%, a1 77 wartam ¥
felt &7 & W a7 st ara @
AT FFAT | AT FW AT FA &
3 a7 wrwr # fw wrd oe fasw
AR W a@ &7 & fag ot aFr
qza & a1 foT a7 oY w99 g9TC W«
@ a1, 77 q9a1 e F gw a1 am
Frq & fax daa1 =gy & afew 7 741
37 & 9 oA-rEET AT § 99
it H4 dF@r 2 A I A Z g 1%
Fiferr & & gfrar & =g anfge =%
fr g Y a1 a1 Foar qmEa F |
3 areAre wga & fF @ 431 917
A1 F AT G AFT G2 F IRA
fegeam #1 wq@T FEAW &
F¥ Fifa # & 1 & W oAw wEAT
7z & % g7 ®rAeET gEEl @ gw
st gy ff s @ §, 97 faega
WAt & WY a7 9g 2 {7 guer 43
FT IT A TAHT FET §, A TGR
F are § o o fow ywe ¥ W I
auawa ¥ I 9% F gW fAvag w40
q17  IAH AAHT LT WL IA AT
qATT FT wIwA wGr 1 ar gt e
AFTTHT AT A G, TH AFC F AR
FOT 7 g Pt ok T o7 g
a5a |

Shov ¥ 4

i

T3 et AR § FE gL A
ara ot A | wEr F gw T W A
TG FT¢ | WO qH  FAT 9% ¢ fw wwrd
F7 ot wfEdy Ao e & I f
g AT AawmAr afer 1 faee
ward St g 41, AR feeAr 999-
qqe 7§, L W &7 AfAmE a9
forz AT 41 AT g g a4 &7 39
I TEAT TET 9T HIT HYAT TEAHE
FAET 98T 47 | afHT feg F AT
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[+t T wera]

|l 9T Aiftw gu A ww AT 3
YA AT 9 gEAT ¥ @ & (A ag
1A g WIAT WG] F AAT g FH
MfEd | 97 g a1 § 9 W a@
F1 qré-aga arm g1 & o & | 99
ZadT @ wizar @1 ot efeac a%
uF gt 2 &, a1 ag fet 39,
faeft wwmy o7 gwew Fan, q| IW
F wfuww 4y 9ty T—aw a1 a1
wgEt FEf 4, 9 T 97 6 I
A WEl Ay agl gwen fEw—eT
9 &1 a9z ¥ gH AFO ISMT I,
affq ag Fgm f& gw @@ @ @
AT F@Ted g€ U wed dra e )
gIE SaEl 7 Wt & fEur € 3@
IR §, IWI A FATL W A AT
& faur sy o swwE Fifae & aEd
a1, ag A1 & "7 ga o FT @ 2 |
g9 T WEW FT TR ¥ AT dgH-
warfgar ¢ a1 3w & a1 ;1% @ard
AT ST ST AFAT | IW H A1 EH A9
fawmr ®1 AT "oE F¢ §F F AW
fawmr @ ot mife @9 afen s A
ot g 4317 F7 37 & WL TH 78 WEY
AF WA F A # W AE FT
& ) wer ows Fem Ag ¢ fw 0w
WY 97 7 F1 Agd mba 8wl
feafs &1 e ® wwa go, @
S AHE § S39 AW R eq HTEW
gu—fagr Fvar Z, oy gw fa
WEN qAr 9T 9F9 a%d § | Hew
W A7 A &7 A (F gW 3@ F Aga
aT Wy ¥ WX gW 9gd 937 §G FT
a7 2, 4% A1 a8 g | ew 7 foaAr
afsa &, 3w ofaw &1 "z &
0T g Han Fv & A% f6T I
1 qifad )

¥ gHIT A1 AAEAT A ag e ‘
& g

fiF T NEET w7 SFTL T
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TG WY A1 AT, W F NG FEILAT
ara WTqH g 39T 2T AT A9 A
W T SARTCHT W@ & | gATL ATy
qTZT 7 UF TG TH 4% H @ A
F1 grar fwar 91 f& wmaEar 0
w=1f # Il AW AW faar & o
Fg AT A I aifadl, i I
g FEAAAr A7 qerd q o e
qT, GIT FT FHL TG A9 A § ATHA
9 F GO AT A T 97§53
g g & W1 wEgd F g A
FI WA TG T FL AA VE §, I
Al AT R AT A oI F
fawmer % =7 51 AT §, 98 § 90 aweaarn
g5 i &) & o qa weE
ZET ¥ | A% OF GETC ¥ AW @
ST @i wegd mWodl 9T & aame
¥ WAT & | I g€ 1% TEAT AEd,
I 47 WIGH F a1 A0feq, fF wgrar
wrefl & W W@l #, "Ewwr Ay
T fsa w1 Agar swafaEd aamEr
& g ai falt wa & 79, 37 & N9
HYAT WTAT 2% 7E] 9% & | 7 A7
TAAHAT I & BATS H G FHT7 4 1
a8 mwrg | faw 9w F1 geaw
ECACEE Lo B e e e G
aers, 4 F1E A 37 GEET & ATl
W A 2 ) R A AT |y 5 I &
fammr %1 3951 & S SR 4 @i
for wa #Y ¥91% ¥ qg 99 A1 FE A
w & & awmw g 5 fow e &
FAH W TN I 4T 8, 98 0% 09
quT # @z arfaw g o § e a
3 wu feardr a1 & w17 ol F1m
T BRIL FAT WA & ATeA 0T,
TH GEATET 1 WA F FTIO FFTL FIAT
FamEr | WMy A WS FIAT ATAT §
fr T waTe &1 #1E @@ I yEAral
i ot At g Al T A1 g qw A
sfagre & o & oy @@ wwsl
ardifred & fg w@ ¥ am &)

6 P.M.
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¥ oo & oy Few 5 AEval
Y& i ST gEdy ama way vk & fF |
?oﬁmﬁqﬁr—:aﬂaﬁ‘rtﬁéaﬂaﬁ‘gﬁ‘
a1 97 Jo fFAMET g2 99 ¥ 97/
¥ AT =9 Fr o Afwar 3w a0 #
g, g aard & W T Ay ag
q off oF 9FTT § FETG F AT
o7 79 W difEa 9% T8t 7
G azwr 4, AT YT ATE A
AF FHATT A T I A A Ay
far ST & 1 AL AT AFETR AT
¥ g ww w1 AAE @R
i 9w fg w® ¥ W den
faare &€ & To0Ew ag 9@E
et far wwe § fawe AT €,
AT ¢ 1 34 97 fqmre & & A
7 T 43 ft 4 a7 Fu qutee
21 AT & | WA W o TAo Hlo
qA AT ATA FIA F AR ATTT W
45 &% A F9AT g9 q0 auad
E oug vwm omAE At g1 &
7w owa FEq fFogwr AmEe W@
TEATT £ 3 F1 9 HFEA F E=HTT

2
é:-

ot e waw g o #1E aEma
qAl & T T F )

Y YR WgW . FHET FIA H
T Hawa A% Aal & F qEATE A4r
Frwrd At & | W wawa ag & fF
AT ALET IRl AT F, A FeEA
Zn & wrar &1 2 fF gw faeas
FE ATAAT HL, ¢ 79 FI HIAT AMET |
qg HFTL FH KT oATT AT FAIT
HAAT T FC A A1 AL AT AT
AT F1E Adrar qg0 AEEd e
g W Ty T &7 A &, 99w
AR T F1 7FAQ fewrean =fay |
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A WT 7 AT Fe 5 0L GAA
A9 TR AW AT % wifeed 45 9,
I A9 5 A4 fFFT 4, 9y IwiA
FF A a9 AT 4 AT FW F I4A
THT ATAT FH Agd & i gA
ar, 43 & wrer W gave gmar & R o9m
N TeATE 9% A1 fawea Y gura
¥ aga =i 3 A g gfen &
AT THY a9 @ T fw faew A
gfar &1 wrw & fF AT A 2w oA
74 & 7 w1 are sfara g
aredY 8 f oy faaar ot 3o & a7 53
fergeamm 71 o w@r & 1 #amm
qdd WY WEAEALET FT AT FA0L
AT AT a7at & foraet 2 1 foe gw
Tl e awd fw fEw 9w 7 oew
3T AF A1 FI AACAIT FL 459 &
At &9 gfaar #1 S\ T aE §
I qFT F

# awgar g v dfea oft Fagme
F A% 39 v ¥ 9T FY #AAF
Fgd FT AAATAT AEL & | AT § FAAT
& WA FIAT ST g

'KuMARl SHANTA VASISHT: Mr. Vice-
Chairman, I think all the point* have already
been covered by the previous speakers and
after the Prime Minister's speech there is not
much clarification of anything to be given. But
I would like to say a few words to some of
those hon. Members, particularly Mr. Ganga
Sharan Sinha, who said that many of the vital
papers were not available and, therefore, how
could they give any opinion on this matter. |
would also addres; a word to Mr. Mani who
pointed out that when Parliament was meeting
here, why did the Prime Minister talk with the
Colombo Powers and why, even in principle,
did he accept their proposals, and so on and so
forth? I think my hon. friend, who must be
well-versed
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[Kumari Shanta Vasisht] with the facts of
history, will appreciate that it is only our-
Government that places all the facts before
Parliament, before the country, whenever any
major decision is taken, or whenever any major
development takes place in the country or any
plans are made, or any schemes are made for
the country itself. Here everything is placed
before the public as well as Parliament and
nothing is kept secret. If you look at the history
of the European powers, the Western powers
or the Communist bloc, you will notice that
they have always made all kinds of
international  treaties, various types of
agreements with other nations, as well as taken
decisions affecting their own country,
sometimes even appropriating territories of
other countries which became a part of Russia
or of America or of England, they even created
their own sphere of influence in other parts of
the world, without taking their country or
Parliament into confidence. Many vital
decisions affecting international politics were
taken and they became known to the people at
large after twenty, thirty or even forty years.
Therefore, to say that on this matter, which is
hardly a week old, or to say that in the last
session also the meeting of the Colombo
Powers was known to us and the proposals
were communicated to us only a few days back
is hardly fair. Sir, the entire proposals of the
Colombo Powers and their clarifications have
been placed before Parliament. I would like to
ask those hon. Members who are great
champions of freedom, democracy and the rest
of it whether these democratic countries
always took their own Parliaments into
confidence before making agreements or
treaties and all sorts of things. Therefore, to
find fault with our Government, which has
always placed all the fundamental things be-
fore the country and Parliament is very unfair
indeed. I am sorry that we do not appreciate
the fact that at every step Parliament and the
rest of the country i taken into confidence. I
am sorry that we do not give the Government
that much credit.

[RAJYA SABHA ]
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So also, Sir, some of our hon. Members said
that this should not have been done and we
should not negotiate with China. Mr. Vajpayee
asked as to what decency and good manners
were involved while talking to a country
associated with evil and bad manners and so on
and so forth. Sir, twice the Chinese proposals
came before us and the Government of India
rejected them. The Government had the courage
and the confidence and the strength, to reject
them though we were losing post after post and
we continued fighting. In October and
November last the Government refused to talk
with the Chinese Government about any sort of
negotiation or truce though peace offers came
and we were losing. Now, the pre-condition to
these proposals is that the Chinese withdraw to
the position of 8th September. They are the
people who have won, who have com, further
into our territory and now they are willing to
vacate all that they have occupied so far, and
even beyond that, that is 20 kilometres, they
will go in the Ladakh area and so on. They will
give up all the military posts which they had,
much larger in number than ours. Even their
personnel that was there is in much larger
number than ours, which . will be removed by
them. They have been able to occupy a part of
our territory from which they are going to
withdraw and then we call it bad manners to
talk to them and all that. I think it is good
manners if we talk to them when they are
withdrawing from these areas. Of course, it is
quite proper to say that every nation should talk
on honourable terms. At no stage has the Prime
Minister ever said that he would be willing to
negotiate without honourable terms. The Prime
Minister has said it repeatedly, he has put it
time and again, that we shall have negotiations
only on honourable terms. But the propaganda
is carried on that we do not want to have any
negotiations with them, and if at all we do, that
will be on very bad terms or we will be selling
away our country. Nobody can imagine
particularly the Prime
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Minister or his present ~ Government doing
anything  which would  go against the
interest of the country. While we may talk
with China, while we may discuss various
proposals with that country, the fact remains
that our country must be  defended against
any type of foreign aggression in future.
China has awakened us to the reality of the
modern life, to the modern type of warfare
to which every country is exposed. We
cannot ever forget that fact, at least now be-
cause in previous times, we  were going
on, more or less like a medieval society or, so
to say, a society or a State or a country taking
to modern way of life almost in its very early,
preliminary  stages but  this  Chinese
invasion has certainly shocked us in a way, it
has hurt us and it has made us alive to the
realities of the modern world and that we can
be open to any attack from any country -at any
time. Therefore this is a war, this is a
defence of this country for  which every
single citizen, man, woman or child, has to be
ready and this is not only what we have to be
ready for but I think even our children  and
grand-children will have to be ready to look
after the defence of this country.  This is not
going to be settled today or in six months or
one year or across the table with China and so
on. China may attack, Pakistan may attack
or some other trouble maycome and it
may be that anything may happen in this
world. Therefore, to think that we should not
talk with China and all these proposals are
very bad and we should not even look at them,
this T think is very incorrect and unrealistic.
If we are realistic, we do not want even
diplomatically to antagonise the Colombo
Powers. We cannot be sure and I do not know
how Mr. Vajpayee and other Members say
that there shall not be any

attack from China. How do they know about
it? Have they had any consultation with China
or have they any authority or have they their
own C.I.Ds. in China that they can say that
there shall not be any attack?
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SHRI RAJENDRA PRATAP SINHA: Have
you any information that they will attack?

KuMARl SHANTA VASISHT: We have to
be ready for any attack from anywhere. It is
not a question of whether they are attacking or
somebody else is. When for the last two times
we have been having consultations and
meetings with Pakistan, why is it that all these
parties who become so disturbed and con-
cerned and feel disconcerted about these
particular negotiations today, do not worry
about our talks with China? Have they asked
what is it that you are discussing with China
and what is your basis and what are you
discussing?

SHRI RAJENDRA PRATAP SINHA:

Pakistan.

KumMARl SHANTA VASISHT: I am sorry,
Pakistah. Why is it that these parties who are
worried about the Chinese are completely
silent about the negotiations with Pakistan
though Pakistan had also committed
aggress'on, though Pakistan had also violated
our territory? Is it that the Pakistan's violation
of our territory and invasion becomes a d~e
jure and correct thing because it has been 15
years' old and therefore a compromise there
will be all right? Or is it only that China's is a
new wound and therefore it hurts us more? I
think the hon. Members should apply the same
criterion while dealing with China or Pakistan
or any other country. It is our territory and we
want to fight for it, to look after it and we
want to be prepared for it in the future for ever
and ever. They are so worried about any talks
with China; even when six other Powers are
intervening they ridicule them, they spoil the
atmosphere; but when the talk with Pakistan
was going on, our Members, even the
Opposition Members and others, quietly felt
'No, we should not mention anything about
Pakistan. This is a very delicate matter'. But
when anything concerning China comes, then
that is not a delicate matter at all. There we
can be
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[Kumari Shanta Vasisht.] brutal, we can
ridicule them, we* can jeer at them, we can
make fun of the Powers and mediators, poor
people who, in their goodness and friendliness
have come in and tried to help to bring the two
parties together to talk about matters affecting
our country. We have not the decency to
appreciate and pay tribute to, those non-
aligned powers who have tried in their
goodness and in their way to bring about some
sort of agreement between India and China but
we jeer at them as if the Chinese problem will
be solved by really making fun of them or
laughing at them. That is not how your battle
is going to be fought. It is not making fun of
them or rediculing them that is going to take
us very far. For that we have to be prepared at
the industrial level and the country has to be
prepared militarily. There has to be
preparation and diplomatically we have to see.
We criticise the non-alignment policy of the
Government, that it has gone out of the
window and so on. I beg to submit that it is the
non-alignment policy which has been
appreciated by both the blocs. That is the
reason why we have the support, as much
support as they could give, from America and
England and from the Western Powers, and
from the Communist countries. It is a very
great development of history, of the world'
history. It is a very outstanding and significant
development that the Communist Parties have
not appreciated the aggression committed by
China but they have really condemned it. It
goes greatly to the credit of Russia, East
Germany, Poland and other countries * in the
Communist area that they have taken a very
objective view and I think their prestige and
status have certainly gone up by this objective
outlook on their part. If they had taken the side
of China, we would have been somewhat
disillusioned and somewhat disappointed that
they did not take an objective view. I am very
happy indeed that they have taken a very
objective view and have condemned China.
China stands today very

Colombo Proposals 0, [ RAJYA SABHA ]

India-China Relations 4804

much isolated and condemned not only by the
other powers and most of the world opinion
but by their Communist countries also.
Thereby the status, position and standing of
the Communist countries have gone up
because they could say that one of their own
Communist countries that is China, has not
been very fair to us and has committed
aggression and has violated our territory and
so on. That is a very outstanding development
of the modern world, if I may say so, and it
goes to show that our policy was successful
and has done well for us to have been able to
get the appreciation of almost the over-
whelming nations in the world, all the
countries of the world more or less barring
one or two or say North Korea, North Viet-
Nam and China and maybe a few others but
mostly, by and large practically all the coun-
tries of the world have supported India and
have even appreciated our policy of non-
alignment. Had we been aligned one way or
the other, things would have been very
different. Automatically the Communist bloc
would have gone against us if we were aligned
with the Western powers and the Western
countries would have supported us. If we were
aligned with the Communist bloc, we would
have the sympathy of Russia, automatically
the Western countries would have been
against us. Today we are in a fortunate
position and we are grateful for that that all
these countries have been sympathetic
towards our stand and that I think is a very
great gain for the foreign policy of our country
and the fact that we have been able to get their
sympathy by our following the present policy.

So also Mr. A. D. Mani was rather very
categorical about various points yesterday. I
fail to understand all that and I think he is so
much used to benami transactions as Mr.
Arora said the other day, that I never know
whether he is speaking on behalf of the Jan
Sangh or the Swatantra Party or on behalf of
the P.S.P. or all of
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them together. Nevertheless, 1 wish he
would speak for  himself rather than for

other people and people's tone and style and
give their views.

SHrRi BHUPESH GUPTA: He is a
general distributor of all those

KuMARI SHANTA VASISHT: Shri Ganga
Sharan also said that other powers would be
angry with us and would not like us to
proceed. Mr. Mani also said 'We will lose the
sympathy of Western countries and we should
not accept these proposals and we should
reject them'. I think more than anything else,
the Western countries always want that you
should, for a change follow your own con-
science. You should be independent in your
opinion. You should stand for your own
convictions. If you are only going to toe their
line, this is not the spirit of democracy by any
means at all. Even the democratic people
want—they may use various people and
sections for their own purposes to propagate
this or that— but even their own basic
principle is this that paople do live as they
want to live, they follow their own beliefs and
their convictions and their opinions and they
govern their own country in their own way, as
they think best. If we are only going to be
guided in our country's affairs by what so and
so will say, the Americans are not the people
who ever -even say: 'l am doing this because
so and so will say this'. They follow all they
want to follow and what their own convictions
may be. If we want really to be truly
democratic In our country and truly free
people, we must follow our own conviction
and our own conscience and our own
judgment in this. We cannot be guided only by
fear that the West will not side with us or so
and so will not side with us or so and so will
be angry or so and so will not like it. The
funniest thing is this. How can we say that the
West will not support us? I think they have
already given us support and they
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will continue to give us support and in no way
are we likely to alienate the sympathy of the
Communist countries or of the neutrals now in
the world, by accepting these proposals. It
may interset Mr Mam to know— I am sorry
he is not here—that some of the newspapers
and some of the opinions expressed in
America as well as in the United Kingdom
have supported the Chinese stand and have not
supported our stand. Even a great man whom
most Indians like very much and for whom we
have great regard and respect, I mean Sir
Bertrand Russel, has asked why India should
be a war-monger. Why Does she not want
peace, with China when the Chinese Prime
Minister has put forward his peace proposals?
Why is it that the Prime Minister of India does
not want to have peace talks and negotiations?
Why have they become so haughty that they
do not talk about these things? Therefore, they
also want us to talk and it is not fair and we
should not mistake the Western powers jn this
way, and create this impression that they will
not like it. They would not mind it. Our own
leaders will, do everything to have a
settlement and an agreement that is
honourable" and fair and befitting the spirit of
our country and the aspirations of our'
country. It is going to be a long, long battle. It
is not going tc- be settled at on, table. It is not
going to be settled sitting across one table, or
two tables or three tables. This is a question
which this country will have to look after and
be prepared for, by preparing its own
defences. Therefore, bringing forward these
observations at a tangent and these arguments,
etc., does not really help us. These proposals
have come to us and we should try to
understand them and appreciate them and also
the spirit of these proposals and the spirit in
which the great powers have tried to intervene
to help us in this matter and to bring the two
parties together to s:>rt out the various points.
We should try to appreciate the work of these
neutral nations and what they are trying to do
and
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[Kumari Shanta Vasisht.] we should leave
it to the Government to  take further action
as it thinks best.

SHRI ARJUN ARORA: Mr. Vice-Chairman,
it is very interesting to find men like Shri A.
D. Mani referring to the spirit of Mahatma
Gandhi. Few people in this country read the
newspaper which Mr. Mani has been editing
for a record time, but I happen to be one of
those who do and I remember very well that
when Mahatma Gandhi was alive and was
leading the freedom fight, Mr. Mani's paper
distinguished itself by attacking him and the
freedom fight. It is all right for him to talk of
national honour now. But when national
honour was at stake he was attacking the
fighters for freedom. It is also very interesting
to find that Mr. A. D. Mani now reminds us
and the U.A.R. of our condemnation of the
Anglo-French invasion of Egypt in 1956. Mr.
Mani probably preserves the files of his
newspaper and it will do him and his friends a
lot of good to turn back those files of his
paper. His paper was one of the few in the
country which attacked the Government of
India for rushing to condemn the Anglo-
French invasion of Egypt in 1956. He thinks
public memory is very short and like a
chameleon he can change his colour today and
indulge in heroics.

It is very strange that a serious political
leader like Mr. Atal Bihari Vajpayee should
get up and ask yesterday the. question whil,
interrupting a learned Member of this
House—Shri Pathak—that we should ask Col.
Nasser how he would have felt if India had not
condemned the Anglo-French aggression
against Egypt in 1956. He probably reads only
"The Organizer", his own party's weeikly. He
does not know a word, I should think, about
the attitude which the United Arab Republic
had taken. I would like to remind the country
and particularly the Jana-sanghites that the
U.AR. tried to
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convene a conference of Afro-Asian nations
even before the Colombo Conference was
held. The U A.Pi. was the first country to take
the initiative in the matter. It is another matter
that that initiative failed and that conference
was not held and ultimately the Colombo
Conference was held. Then again at Colombo,
the spokesman of the U.A.R took a very firm
stand. He took his stand on this principle that
aggression is> not to be rewarded and it was,
thanks to his efforts, that the Colombo pro-
posals, as they are, have emerged.

It is true that all the non-aligned countries in
the world do not see the-truth in this India-
China dispute. But if they do not see the truth it
is; not the fault of India or of the UAR. After
all, the non-aligned countries are also non-
aligned among themselves, and once they are
non-aligned they have the right to judge each
issue on its merit. While we may disagree with
their judgment, while w, may not Tke it, we
cannot deny them the right to do so. All the
same, the fact remains, the Prime Minister has
mentioned, that twenty-six non-aligned
countries, many of them of Asia and Africa,
have supported us in this stani. Ay the Prime
Minister correctly pointed out this evening, it is
immaterial whether they wused the word
"aggression" or not. As far as the U.AR. is
concerned, its stand has been clear and it has
been made much more clear recently. The
official magazine of the UAR has published an
article on this issue and that article has, by
chance, been reproduced in this country only
by the 'Statesman'. The papers which beat so
many drums about their patriotsm have not
reproduced. it or have not said a word about it.

AN. HoN. MEMBER; The "Hindustan
Times' also has published it.

SHRI ARJUN ARORA: In that article, the
U.A.R. has come out openly in condemnation
of Chinese-aggression.  That article reveals
that
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the U.A.R. thinks that it is proper to give India
full support. So, let us recognise our friends
and what they do. Let us not run away with
the idea that we are left alone and, therefore,
we should jump into the lap of some
American millionaire. We are grateful for the
help that we received from the West, from
America and Great Britain in a time of crisis
but the quantum of that help has to be
remembered. The  American  sources
themselves have revealed that this help was
worth fifteen million dollars. Now, this sum
of fifteen million dollars only comes to seven
crores of rupees and even my friends of the
PSP will recognise that this sum of seven
crores is nothing. If we mobilise our own
resources, if we build up the economic
potential of the country, arms aid to the tune
of seven crores should b, nothing. We are
forty-five crores of people and if this sum of
seven crores is to be distributed to each one of
us, we will get less than fifteen naye paise per
head, just enough to buy a good Gold Flake
cigarette. Now, is it for this that Shri Ganga
Sharan Sinha gets up again and pleads that
before we do anything we should consult our
Western friends.

Colombo Proposals on [ 24 JAN.

SHRI ROHIT M. DAVE: At no time has it
been said.

SHRI ARJUN ARORA: He has said
it.

SHRI ROHIT M. DAVE: No, it has never
been said. Becaus, there is no argument in
this debate, they are putting words and words
in our mouths which we have never uttered.

SHRI ARJUN ARORA: T will remind Mr.
Rohit Dave of the exact time he said. He said
it in November, when the Prime Minister
announced that the cease-fire had taken pi ice
H. got up and said it. You check up the
proceedings.

SHRI ROHIT M. DAVE: We have checked
it up and we know exactly what he said. H,
only said that these
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powers should also be informed. At no time
has it been said that their views should be
taken into account. My memory is quite sharp
and 1 what he said.

SHRI ARJUN ARORA: You should know
it. The learned spokesman, the weighty
spokesman of the PSP, Shri Ganga Sharan
Sinha, got up and said that if we accept the
Colombo proposals, the Western powers
would come to the conclusion that we are not
serious about fighting.

SHRI ROHIT M. DAVE: Where is the
question of advice? He said that the Western
powers should be informed. He never said that
the ad- * vice of the Western Powers should be
taken into account. He has never said that.

SHRI ARJUN ARORA: He used the word. It
was a rare phenomenon of Mr. Ganga Sharan
Sinha speaking in English on the 22nd
November, 1962. and I remember the word
correctly and in spite of the protest of my
friend, Mr. Dave, I will stand by the * truth.

SHRI ROHIT M. DAVE: It is strange the
hon. Member using the statement in a manner
which is nothing but lie and falsehood.

Surt  ARJUN ARORA: Lie is un-
parliamentary. That, I think, he should know.

SHRIROHIT M. DAVE: It is not.

SHRI ARJUN ARORA: Now, a . truth will
not bacome a he merely because Mr. Rohit
Dave makes it a point to say so and repeats an
unparliamentary phrase again and ag :in.

SHRI ROHIT M. DAVE: It is not
unparliamentary.

SHRI ARJUN ARORA: I hope, Mr. Vice-
Chairman, you are aware that lie is not
parliamentary.
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SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I rise on a point
of order. I think the statement the hon. Shri
Arjun Arora made was on the basis of whai
claims to be the reading of the proceedings in
English. When that statement has been made,
Mr. Rohit Dave should have contradicted it by
pointing out that it was not in the proceedings.
Instead of that, he said that he told a lie. First
of all, it was very unparliamentary and,
therefore, it should be expunged from the pro-
ceedings, and ...

SHRI ROHIT M. DAVE: It is not.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: You can-jiot say
'lie'.  You can say untruth.

SHRI ROHIT M. DAVE: Mr. Bhupesh
Gupta himself used the word 'lie' a dozen
times.

SHrRI BHUPESH GUPTA; With eregard to
other things, not in this econtext. Here, the
hon. Member was making reference to the
proceedings.

SHRI ROHIT M. DAVE: He has said that
the Minister was telling a lie.

SHri BHUPESH GUPTA: Mr. Vice-
Chairman, Mr. Ganga Sharan Sinha is
supposed to have said it. He has 'said it on the
basis of the proceedings of the day. Mr. Rohit
Dave, who is not in possession of the
proceedings at the moment, could certainly
refer to it. Instead of that, he said that it is a lie.
I think, this is unparliamentary and should be
expunged. I would request you to consult the
hon. Member, Shri Arjun Arora, and find out
from the relevant proceedings what exactly
Mr. Ganga Sharan Sinha said. I am also
reminded that something of this nature he said
on that but I cannot vouch for the words
because I have not consulted the proceedings
but none the less, it should be found from the
proceedings exactly what he said.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHrRI M. P.
BHARGAVA) : A point of order has been raised.
I have got a book

before me, "Unparliamentary Expressions"
and I find that 'lie' used in some context is
unparliamentary.

SHRI .ROHIT M. DAVE; What is it in this
context, parliamentary or unparliamentary?

SHRI ARJUN ARORA: Only yesterday,.
Mr. Ganga Sharan Sinha gave expression to
similar sentiments when he said that because
the Western countries helped us, they would
not take us seriously if we entered into
negotiations on the basis of the Colombo
proposals. So,, the whole idea is that our
friends of the PSP led by their weighty
spokesman Mr. Ganga Sharan Sinha, are
prepared to surrender Indian sovereignty to
America for seven crores  of rupees.

SHRI ROHIT M. DAVE: No.
i
SHRI ARJUN ARORA: That is the point
they want to make.

SHRI RQHIT M. DAVE: ...
Russia and not to your
bloc either.

and not to

SHRI ARJUN ARORA: Our blo, is the
Congress bloc which rules this coutry ,nd will
continue to rule the country for times to come.

SHRIROHIT M. DAVE: Unfortunately.

SHRI ARJUN ARORA: As far as your party
is concerned, of course, it is likely to
disappear in two or three weeks' time to *be'
merged in Dr. Lohia's group.

Coming back to American aid, I am not
ungrateful. I am grateful but I do realise that
the aid so far received amounts to seven
crores of rupees and because of that we are
not going to surrender our sovereignty to
America, as Shri Ganga Sharan Sinha pleads,
nor are we going to .
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SHRI RAJENDRA PRATAP SINHA:
What is the point in saying that Ganga
Sharan Sinhaji said this or that, that we
should surrender our sovereignty to
America. He has never said like that.

. SHRI ROHIT M. DAVE: A lie repeated a
dozen times does not become the truth.

SHRIRAJENDRA PRATAP SINHA: Nop
is it necessary to put undue emphasis upon
words

SHRI ARJUN ARORA: Certain con-
clusions from his speech emanate and I am
drawing the conclusion from his speech. We
are not going to surrender our sovereignty
on Kashmir either, as some Americans hope.

Coming back to the Colombo proposals

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M. P.
BHARGAVA): It is time to wind up.

SHRI ARJUN ARORA: I am winding up.
I will take two minutes more. But for these
interruptions I would have finished long
ago.

I do feel that as clarified and explained by
the Mission to Delhi, the Colombo proposals
come very close to India's position of the line
of the 8th September. The Colombo propo-
sals are based on the principle that the latest
Chinese aggression must be vacated. The
Colombo proposals naturally do not seek to
undo the Chinese aggression which began in
1956 but they are of advantage to us because
they are based on the principle that th, latest
aggression which came to notice on the 8th
September, 1962, should be undone. Then,
the Colombo proposals envisage the with-
drawal of the Chinese forces both in NEFA
and Ladakh. They nowhere envisage or think
of the withdrawal of the Indian troops even
by an inch. It is strang. that people who
shout hoarse about their patriotism have in
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this House, yesterday and today condemned
the Colombo proposals and used, what I
should say, not very dignified language
against the Colombo Powers because they
have put up proposals which may mean the
Chinese withdrawal and not our Withdrawal.
They never want us to withdraw.

SHrRI BHUPESH GUPTA: On a point of
order, Sir. When the hon. Member was
speaking, his statement was challenged and in
a most unfair way. Here are the proceedings
of the 21st November, which show the inter-
ruption of Shri Ganga Sharan Sinha and Mr.
Arjun Arora was absolutely right in what he
said. Mr. Ganga Sharan Sinha said,

"... I would personally lika— and I think
all hon. Members also would like—that
those who have come to our aid should also
be taken into confidence and I do hope our
Prime Minister will keep these things in
view."

After the Prime Minister
repeated,

spoke, he

"I did not mean that on every one of our
letters or notes on every matter, they
should be consulted. But in coming to a
final conclusion they should be taken into
confidence and we should consult them."

This is what Shri Ganga Sharan Sinha said
and I think it is most unfair for an hon.
Member of this House to challenge another
hon. Member by saying that he had lied- It is
unfair on his part not to have seen the
statement. Without verifying the statement
from the proceedings here, he used that
expressions, 'lie'. It is most unfortunate that
Mr. Rohit Dave, an intelligent person like
him, should have indulged in this kind of
acrimony and attacks against the hon.
.Member there who seems to be,
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TShri Bhupesh Gupta.] according to the
proceedings, one hundred per cent, correct
in what he said in this context.

SHRI ROHIT M. DAVE: Exactly what I
said. He has said that they should be taken
into confidence; not consulted.

SHri BHUPESH GUPTA: Taken into
confidence and consulted. The Americans
should be taken into confidence and if I read
the whole thing you will find that he was
saying that if you did this there will be a lull,
arms will not come and so many other things.
I need not go into all that. You can see it for
yourself. I have read out the relevant portion
word for word and I think we should con-
gratulate Mr. Arjun Arora for having taken
pains to read this thing and inform this House
on matters on which we ar, sometimes liable
to be misled by some hon. Members.

SHRI ARJUN ARORA: Thank you, Mr.
Bhupesh Gupta. I will take only one more
minute, Sir.

The only substantial criticism against the
Colombo proposals relates to Dhola. It is
really surprising that the Chinese do not
recognise the well established principle that
the highest water-shed is the international
border, and that is the crux of the dispute.
Onc, the Chinese accept this internationally
accepted principle they will have to go back
many miles in Ladaikh and a few miles in
NEFA. The Colombo proposals do not insist
on Dhola, I think, merely because that
involves the crux of th, whole dispute. The
Colombo proposals are not aimed at a final
solution of the dispute; they are only aimed at
enabling the two parties to meet at the nego-
tiating table.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHrRl M. P.
BHARGAVA): Your one minute is over.

SHRI ARJUN ARORA: Thank you.

India-China Relations 4816

st mdyrewr  fawganta (wer
g35) © ITAATERS  WEEA,  HTTA
qF 7 AEfAAE Fgm W FEA A
waa far 1 qE swTAr AEAT A1 AR
Fafsa o fay gn wEar A
AT FIAT ATEAT Z /AW gwiY
qgE S FAam A @A e, oA
oAr ET WIAE TIAT & WA foaar A
T AT FRrET T fawer g o
feraolY aga WYR wTa A, AT A a
qY7 ZUAT O A ATA A | A AT
FHTY AN A, AN Az 4 9y
TZE W1 A 470 AEE ®] AfFA AT A
a7 /MFATE AT gan ) 39 gHT a7
geir ®oA qF o omfar w
WENTAT OFT OATE E1 T 4T | AT ag
FAHF A TATAT T 2 qg A7 wwey
famr smm o zme wEa fafasEe
ATEE q AU faEgAr miET 0 aEr i,
IF ATE qA TATIT VAT AT FIA T
FIOAT Gl 2| AFE AT A Aeq H AT
v afan ammAdy ¥ fno s dr Am-
afad ®T FEgEr FqvE FAD AR
T2 Wt TwwAar SifEn fvogav, €|
T # WY geIgY i E, Fmasa Wv E
foeata AT97  Sraq TwEET ¥ feo
AT 2 a2 wE fawrga 98 fa
FHT a7 FAr # FmMTE | 4
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qg® St & A7 7w A, E7 0w
T ena d, fF 39 F g3 wwidg=y
A afga, wIw gfame @
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AFA T TF
agr  SrEer e fZEr 4T qE
a¥ ¥ wa 997FeN W 4 IH A
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T 9T q| A 47w g wr
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‘A" zAW AAAT F om faega
frodz #ear & 1 gafam wre ZuTy
TEANE Fgdr &R W Iawr gqa
dAama & W ‘gA ZE wmad
AT w77 AT war g A A #
AT AT qfeE qAT AT TAEE &
far #1¢ gifqsrow a8t 2 =@ gan
T & fard oft erfadresr 781 2 aowr 7
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