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Administration.    [Placed    in Library. See 
No. LT-339/62.] 

THE      RAILWAY    PROTECTION      FORCE 
(AMENDMENT)   RULES,  1962 

THE DEPUTY MINISTER IN THE 
MINISTRY OF RAILWAYS (SHRI S. V. 
RAMASWAMY): Sir, on behalf of Shri Shah 
Nawaz Khan I beg to lay on the Table, under 
sub-section (3) of section 21 of the Railway 
Protection Force Act, 1957, a copy of the 
Ministry of Railways (Railway Board) 
Notification G.S.R. No. 1018, dated the 18th 
July, 1962, publishing the Railway Protection 
Force (Amendment) Rules, 1962. [Placed in 
Library. See No. LT-341/62.] 

TARIFF COMMISSION REPORT re PRICE-
LINKING FORMULA FOR SHARING SUGAR 

PRICE AND RELATED PAPERS 

SHRI RAM SUBHAG SINGH: Sir, on 
behalf of Shri A. M. Thomas I beg to lay on 
the Table, under sub-section (2) of section 16 
of the Tariff Commission Act, 1951, a copy 
each oi the following papers: — 

(i) Report of the Tariff Commission on 
the revision of Price-Linking 
Formula for sharing sugar price 
between sugar factories and cane 
growers. 

(ii) Government Resolution No. 8-63/61-
SEXP, dated the 22nd August, 
1962. 

(iii) Statement under the proviso to sub-section 
(2) of section 16 of the Tariff Commission 
Act, 1951, explaining the reasons why the 
documents referred to at (i) and (ii) above 
could not be laid within the period mentioned 
in that sub-section. [Placed in Library. See 
No. LT-356/62 for  (i)  to  (hi)] 

THE      EMPLOYEES'      PROVIDENT 
FUNDS   (AMENDMENT)   BILL,  1962 

THE DEPUTY MINISTER IN THE 
MINISTRY OF LABOUR AND EMP-
LOYMENT AND FOR PLANNING (SHRI C. R. 
PATTABHI RAMAN): Sir, I beg to move for 
leave to introduce a Bill further to amend the 
Employees' Provident Funds Act, 1952. 

7he question was put and the motion was 
adopted. 

SHRI C. R. PATTABHI RAMAN: I 
introduce the Bill. 

ALLOTMENT  OF  TIME  FOR CON-
SIDERATION   OF    MOTION RE 

SITUATION ALONG INDIA-CHINA 
BORDER 

MR. CHAIRMAN: I have to inform 
Members that under rule 153 of the Rules of 
Procedure and Conduct of Business in the 
Rajya Sabha, I have allotted the whole of 
today for the consideration of the Government 
Motion regarding the India-China border 
situation. The House will sit through the 
lunch hour. 

MOTION  RE     SITUATION   ALONG 
INDIA-CHINA BORDER 

THE PRIME MINISTER AND MINISTER 
OF EXTERNAL AFFAIRS (SHRI 
JAWAHARLAL NEHRU) : Mr. Chairman, Sir, I 
beg to move: 

"That the situation along the India-China 
border, particularly in the Ladakh region, 
be taken into consideration." 

Before dealing with this subject, perhaps 
you will permit me, Sir, to refer to one or two 
developments of international significance, 
which have no relation to this subject, but I 
feel the House will perhaps appreciate my 
references. One is the recent agreement 
arrived at between the Indonesian 
Government and the Government of the 
Netherlands in regard to West Irian. I should 
like to congratulate both those Governments 
on the peaceful settlement of a very difficult 
and 
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delicate problem and—I should like to add—
more especially congratulate the Secretary-
General of the United Nations, U Thant, who 
took the initiative in this matter, and also, if I 
may, Mr. Bunkers, who played an important 
role in these negotiations. This removes one 
source of conflict in South-East Asia. A little 
while ago there was the Laos settlement, 
which also has removed another source of 
conflict in South-East Asia. There are still 
other conflicts going on in South-East Asia, 
but the settlement of these two is a matter of 
good augury for the peace of South-East Asia, 
and we are particularly happy not only 
because of our intimate contacts with the 
countries concerned but also because, in a 
sense, we are part of South-East Asia, and we 
earnestly hope that there will be peace there. 

Another matter I should like to refer to is the 
recent de jure transfer of Pondicherry to India. 
This matter has been pending for a large 
number of years, and most of us and many 
Members of this House must have felt rather 
frustrated at the great delay jn this transfer. But 
ultimately it has taken place. We realized then 
and we realize now that France was going 
through a difficult period, and there have been 
big constitutional changes in France and 
therefore, although we pressed for it, reminded 
them of it, we did not wish to say or do 
anything which might injure our relations with 
France. I am glad that the policy of patience 
pursued by us has led to a successful result. 
Now, Pondicherry and the other old French 
Settlements are part of India, and presently the 
matter will come up before this House in 
another form. But the main thing is, we have 
done this, in accordance with our habit and 
practice, peacefully and without injuring in any 
way our relations with France, and I should 
'.ike to express my appreciation of the French 
Government and specially of its eminent 
President, President de Gaulle. 

Sir, coming to the subject of my motion, 
there is little that is new that I can place before 
the House. On the first day of this Session of 
Parliament I made a brief statement in this 
House as well as in the other and placed the 
latest White Paper on this question. That 
brought matters up to date so far as the giving 
of information is concerned. Subsequently, in 
the last few days there has been a debate in the 
other House also. Now, nothing in the shape 
of incidents has happened since then. The 
position remains much the same. There have 
been certain charges and counter-charges of 
firing taking place. But apparently if this took 
place, it took place at some long distance and 
it hurt nobody. At the present moment, 
therefore, the situation remains much as it was 
and I cannot say if it has definitely improved; 
it has certainly not grown any  worse. 

There are some indications—I do not know 
how far they are likely to be correct—that our 
post at Galwan may be reached by a column 
that we had sent by road. Meanwhile they 
have been sent supplies by air regularly and 
there is no lack of supplies to any of our 
military posts. In spite of the fact that the 
situation has not grown worse, essentially the 
situation is a bad one, is a serious one by the 
mere fact that, according to us, a large part of 
our territory is under the Chinese occupation 
and so long as that continues the situation is 
bound to be exceedingly serious. 

We have followed in the last few months 
and years, in fact, the policy of trying to 
strengthen ourselves to meet this menace, 
strengthen ourselves in various ways more 
especially on the borders themselves, by 
building road communications and the rest 
and by putting up posts, and at the same time 
not giving up our hope that it may be settled 
by peaceful means. We follow this dual policy 
because we feel, apart from our general 
feeling, that war, as is usually undesirable,    is 
peculiarly    so  in 
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the present age with the development of 
weapons, and because of the fact that India 
and China are so situated, any war between 
them would be disastrous for both and would 
be a very prolonged war. We do not want a 
war as I have said often enough, nor do we 
want any occupation of our territory by a 
foreign Power. We have, therefore, to proceed 
on these dual lines. It may be a little difficult 
to achieve our objective in the near future and 
we must, therefore, be prepared for some time 
to elapse before we achieve it. 

I just mentioned two cases, one was of 
West Irian which for ten years has 'been a -
matter of conflict. It has at last been settled. 
And even on the Pondicherry issue, many of 
our friends sometimes asked us to deliver 
ultimatums to the French Government. But 
we thought we would settle it peacefully and 
we have succeeded. 

Now, the present position is that in the 
military sense we are much stronger than we 
were a year or two ago. We have put up a 
certain barrier to further encroachment or ag-
gression and we, I think, in regard to these 
communications and ether factors, will 
increase our strength in the future but we do 
not intend to bring about a major conflict on 
our part. Of course, if the other party takes 
some steps to that end, we shall face it 
naturally. I still think that our case is so good 
that under a proper consideration I do not see 
any adequate reply to it. 

The Chinese make charges that we have 
occupied their territory, that we committed air 
violations because of our planes flying over 
their territory. They say that they have always 
had that territory. I do not understand on what 
basis they say that, because it is quite clear 
that ten or twelve years ago, anyhow they 
were not there, not even in Tibet. It was after 
they went into Tibet and took possession of it 
that they reached ■these frontiers. 

Now, the old Tibetan Government did not 
lay any claim to these wide territories in 
Ladakh. There were one or two points on our 
frontier about which there was some argument 
with the old Tibetan Government, long-
standing arguments. They were small points 
here and there. They never laid claim to it. 
Now, the Chinese apparently are there, and 
the Chinese Government is a successor to the 
old Tibetan Government and they claim this 
as a part of China which means part of China 
through its heing part of Tibet. Obviously, 
they were not there; they were not in Tibet at 
all. They came to Tibet about ten or eleven 
years ago and after that. But for some years 
there was no particular move on their part in 
this direction. Roun about 1957 they are said 
to have mad. that road in the north-east corner 
ot Aksai Chin, that is, made road over a 
caravan track. And it was really in 1959 that 
they marched into eastern Ladakh in a big 
way. There can be no doubt that they were not 
there before. So, I do not understand the 
argument of the Chinese that they have been 
in possession of these areas in the past and 
continuously, as they say. Maybe, it is some 
metaphysical conception of the Chinese 
Empire which existed in past ages. Even that 
does not hold water as the report of our 
officials clearly demonstrated and the abund-
ance of arguments and evidence that they have 
placed, which they have probably seen. 

I need not before this House justify our 
claim because I take it everybody realises, 
apart from the sentiment of it and the proof 
that has been produced in regard to it, the 
validity and strength of our position in regard 
to these areas. The question arises, therefore, 
what we should do about it. As I have 
ventured to state, our approach is a dual one, 
one is to go on strengthening ourselves and 
holding, as far as possible, the Chinese and at 
the same time to explore such avenues as we 
can find to achieve a peaceful settlement of 
this difficult problem. It is not an easy matter.   
I realise that. 
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It may take time, but it is better for it to take 
some time than for us to plunge into war. The 
main thing is we cannot acknowledge, or in 
any sense bow to their aggression, surrender 
to it or acknowledge it and we must strengthen 
ourselves to meet them in any way that it 
becomes necessary. 

I had once said and asked them, in order to 
prepare for fruitful talks and negotiations, to 
withdraw. That is, I had suggested that both 
sides should withdraw to the line of the other 
side, to the map line of the other side. That 
would have left a large area unoccupied by the 
military forces and there would be no question 
of any conflict and we could then consider the 
matter, consider the evidence and other factors 
concerning this place. The Chinese 
Government at the time did not agree with that 
proposal because obviously it involved their 
withdrawing over a large area and our with-
drawing over a very small area. I hope they 
will consider that because that, I think, is the 
fairest and the most reasonable request and it 
does not, in any sense, bring or lead to any, if I 
may use a popular phrase, loss of face of any 
party because it is obvious that while this 
major aggression exists, it is not possible to 
have any fruitful negotiations. We cannot 
negotiate when there is active tension, etc. 
Therefore, we have suggested or we are going 
to suggest to them that in order to prepare the 
ground for fruitful talks on the main subject, 
the first thing to consider is how to create a 
situation which will be free from tension and 
which will involve withdrawal and for that we 
are prepared to talk on this limited issue. If it 
leads to anything further, then further talks 
may be indulged in. That is our present 
position. I may say that the last Chinese letter 
came dated the 4th August. I have said the last 
but it is not the last because since then several 
have come—complaints—subsequent letters 
are complaints of our air violation on their 
space and one or two charges of our people in 
Ladakh firing 

at them and so on but they are charges. The 
main letter came on the 4th of August. To that 
no reply nas yet been sent by us. Probably, we 
shall send it on the lines I have indicated 
fairly soon. That is the position. I do not wish 
to take up the time of the House now in 
repeating what I have previously said many 
times because it will be better for hon. Mem-
bers to have more time for their comments 
and criticisms so that I can deal with them and 
reply to them at the end of the debate. I beg to 
move, Sir. 

The question was proposed. 
SHRI A. B.    VAJPAYEE (Uttar 

Pradesh):    Sir,    I move: 
3. "That at the end of the Motion, the  

following be  added,  namely: — 
'and having considered the same, this 

House is of the opinion— 
(i) that Government's China policy 

has been a dismal failure inasmuch as full 
eight years after China committed its first act 
of blatant aggression on Indian soil by 
constructing the Aksai Chin highway across 
our territory, Government has not merely 
failed to redeem Chinese-occupied territory, 
but has been unable to check-mate China's 
continuing forays and encroachments and, 
more deplorably still, continues to betray an 
utter confusion of mind and suicidal illusions 
in respect of Chinese objectives and inten-
tions, with the result that our attitudes very 
often seem humi-liatingly incongruous with 
the situation, provide positive encouragement 
to the aggressor in its misdoings and 
undermine our prestige and credit in the eyes 
of world opinion and particularly of our 
neighbouring countries in Asia; 

(ii) that the policy enunciated by the 
Prime Minister recently in respect of uncondi-
tional talks acting as a prelude to further 
negotiations,    consti- 
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tutes a major and retrograde departure 
from tho hitherto avowed Government 
policy about negotiations; 

(iii) that the Note of July 26, 1962, 
sent to China seriously compromised 
India's position because the Note, as 
drafted, impliedly committed India to 
acceptance of China's claim-line of 
1956 and was, therefore, tantamount to 
a virtual offer to cede a major part of 
the occupied area; but welcomes the 
Prime Minister's subsequent 
affirmation that India would not accept 
anything other than the traditional 
international boundary as the basis of 
any talks; 

(iv) that the continuing acts of 
aggression by China and the content 
and tone of its communications to 
India make it amply clear that China 
has not the slightest intention of relent-
ing its hold on the Indian territory it 
has surreptitiously or forcibly seized; 

(v) that in the face of the Chinese 
attitude, Government's present 
probings for opening of talks, whether 
in the form of the Defence Minister's 
parleys with the Chinese Foreign Min-
ister, or as indicated by the Prime 
Minister's recent pronouncements, 
reflect adversely On India's self-
respect, smack of a policy of abject 
appeasement and serve only to whet 
the aggressor's appetite; 

and this House, therefore, calls for an 
abandonment of this policy and a 
categorical declaration by Gov- ' ernment 
that vacation of aggression by China is an 
absolute pre-requisite for negotiations.'" 

SHRI A.  D.  MANI   (Madhya    Pradesh) :  
Sir, I move: 

2. "That at the end of the Motion, the 
following be added,  namely: — 

'and having considered the same, this 
House is of the opinion— 

(i) that Government should be 
congratulated on strengthening our 
defensive positions on the border; 

(ii) that no useful purpose would be 
served in Government offering to 
negotiate the border dispute with the 
Government of China unless the 
Government of China give clear and 
unambiguous indications that they are 
as anxious as the Government of India 
for a settlement of the border dispute 
on the basis of the traditional boun-
daries as indicated in the Government 
of India maps, and further the 
Government of China are prepared to 
vacate aggression on Indian territory; 
and 

(iii) that adequate steps be taken by 
Government to present the essentials 
of India's case on Chinese aggression 
in the forum of the United Nations and 
generally in countries abroad.'" 

SHRI SATYACHARAN (Uttar Pra-
desh):      Sir, I move: 

  1. "That at the end of the Motion, the      
following be added,  namely: — 

'and  having   considered the 
same, this House approves of 
the policy of    Government in 
this regard.' " 

     The question were proposed. 

SHRI GOVINDAN NAIR (Kerala): 
Mr. Chairman, the statement made by the 
Prime Minister in the House and also the 
previous statement on this is^ue leave no 
doubt in the minds of anybody that a new 
stage has been reached in our border dis-
pute with China. We were happy to hear 
that in the recent firing that took place, 
nobody was hurt but at the same time the 
armies are poised against each other and 
active tension exists.    It is true that the 
Heads    of 
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Governments of both these States have 
assured that they would see that these 
incidents do not develop into major conflicts 
but at the same time, because, of the fact that 
these armies are poised against each other, 
any moment, whatever be our policy, certain 
developments may take place which may go 
out of our control. So, it is our responsibility 
to see that the situation does not get worsened. 

AN   HON.  MEMBER:   Not  China's? SHRI 

GOVINDAN NAIR:   Both. AN HON. 

MEMBER:   Say so. 

SHRI GOVINDAN NAIR: Both the 
countries should see that the situation does not 
get worsened. That is why we wish to lend our 
support to the Prime Minister in his efforts to 
bring about a peaceful negotiated settlement 
of the border question even while taking 
necessary measures for the defence of the 
borders of the country. He has also suggested 
that, in order to lessen the tension, the armies 
in the border area may be withdrawn to the 
borders. He has made the suggestion that both 
the armies may be withdrawn to certain 
borders. So, either this or any other agreeable 
suggestion by which the tension can be 
lessened should be accepted. Against this 
policy now pursued by the Prime Minister, 
certain criticisms have been raised. I do not 
want to go into all the criticisms that were 
raised both in the other House and also in the 
press. I would however like to draw your 
attention to a certain line of thinking. 

Now, in one of the amendments moved by 
an hon. Member it has been suggested that the 
Chinese may vacate to the international 
boundary. I will be the happiest person if they 
have done so but unfortunately the fact of the 
matter is that they are disputing our claims 
and they are clinging on. 

SHRI M. S. GURUPADA SWAMY 
(Mysore):    Is it  not aggression? 

SHRI GOVINDAN NAIR: We have to find 
out some other way of setling this dispute. 
Even though some of the critics are paying 
lip-service to a negotiated settlement, their 
main emphasis is on a military solution of the 
problem. I feel it is quite wrong. This is not 
my view only. I will draw your attention to a 
statement made by Gen. Thimmayya where he 
deals with this question. He deals with the 
entire defence problem and when referring to 
China he says this: 

"Whereas in the case of Pakistan I have 
considered the possibility of a total war, I 
am afraid, I cannot do so in regard to 
China. I cannot even as a soldier, envisage 
India taking on China in an open conflict on  
its   own." 

And he says that it must be left to the 
politicians and diplomats to ensure  our 
security. 

SHRI ARJUN ARORA (Uttar Pradesh): 
What is the hon. Member quoting from? 

SHRI GOVINDAN NAIR: I am quoting 
from "The Seminar" of July 1962, a magazine 
which deals with the question of Indian 
defence, to which your  General has  
contributed. 

AN HON. MEMBER: He was India's 
General. 

SHRI B. D. KHOBARAGADE 
(Maharashtra): What are the views of General 
Cariappa? 

SHRI GOVINDAN NAIR: Let my hon. 
friend be enlightened by some other hon. 
Member about the views of Gen. Cariappa. I 
have just put forward the view expressed by 
Gen. Thimmayya. 

AN HON. MEMBER: You may enlighten us 
on that also. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA (West Bengal): 
Not that we particularly like him.    But once 
he has told    the 
truth. 
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SHRI GOVINDAN NAIR: When we say 

that we fully agree with the Prime Minister 
and his policy of negotiated settlement, and 
his defence policy for the country, we bear in 
mind this fact, that India and China are two 
newly liberated countries. We are 450 
'millions and they are 650 millions. Are these 
two nations to waste their energies in a mutual 
conflict? Or are they to utilise them in 
developing their countries so that they may 
catch up with the other modern nations of the 
world? 

SHRI M. GOVINDA REDDY (Mysore):   
Put it to China. 

SHRI GOVINDAN NAIR: Yes, I am 
putting it to them also. It is not a one-sided 
question. It is a two-sided question. Only 
those who want Asians to fight Asians will be 
pleased over  such   a   development. 

AN HON. MEMBER: Those who want one 
Asia? 

SHRI GOVINDAN NAIR: It is not a 
question of one Asia. It is a question of one 
India and one China. Do not mix up things 
like that. 

So, I feel what is needed in the present 
context is not brave deeds but real 
statesmanship so that without surrendering 
our interests, without surrendering our 
honour, we may have a negotiated settlement. 
Now, two examples were given by the Prime 
Minister himself to show how complicated 
questions were solved through negotiations. 

SHRI B. D. KHOBARAGADE: Goa issue 
was not settled like that. 

SHRI GOVINDAN NAIR: I will come to 
that. I would not take up the time of the House 
by quoting other examples. There is alsft an-
other factor which we have to bear in mind. 
India and China were two countries which had 
maintained mutual friendship for a pretty long 
time. For more than 2,000 years we were 
neighbours, there was no conflict  between  
'our  two   countries.   Of 

course, it may be said that during those days, 
according to our modern ter minology, those 
States were headed by fendal deposits. But 
today in-India We have in the person of Shri 
Jawaharlal Nehru one of the world figures of 
this century. And on the other side the 
leadership is in the hands of those who believe 
in proletarian internationalism. 

SHRI A. B. VAJPAYEE: Expansionism. 
SHRI GOVINDAN NAIR: So, if these two 

international figures were to come together, 
the problem could be solved. 

SHRI A. B. VAJPAYEE: Is the hon. 
Member giving a certificate to the Chinese? 

SHRI GOVINDAN NAIR: Otherwise  
posterity  would not forgive  us. 

SHRI M. S. GURUPADA SWAMY: What 
is this international proletari-anism? 

SHRI GOVINDAN NAIR: You come to me 
and I will teach you what it is. 

MR.  CHAIRMAN:   Order,  order. 

AN. HON. MEMBER:   Not here. 

SHRI GOVINDAN NAIR: So. that is why 
when they heard that our Defence Minister and 
the Foreign Minister of China had some 
informal talks, some people here were upset. 
They seem to be very allergic to the very name 
of the Defence Minister. Why should he clink 
glasses with the Foreign Minister of China? 
That is the question they ask. Well, if we had 
been tn mediaeval days when disputes used to 
be settled by means of duels, and these two 
had fought against one another and settled the 
dispute, I would not have hesitated to accept 
that settlement. But that is not the position. 
Times have changed and we have to stick to 
some norms of civilised behaviour and there 
was nothing wrong in the Defence Minister 
talking with the Foreign Minister of China. 
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SHRI M. S. GURUPADA SWAMY: Is 
aggression civilised? 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: They are 
opposing us when We support the Gov-
ernment. 

SHRI GOVINDAN NAIR: I will come to 
that. 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN (Andhra 
Pradesh): The support of your party makes his 
position awkward. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: You Bhould 
have more confidence in the strength of the 
Defence Minister and the Prime Minister. 
They cannot be easily embarrassed. 

SHRI GOVINDAN NAIR; I am not at alL 
bothered whether they are embarrassed or not. 
I do not hold any brief for the Defence 
Minister. Here it is not a question of attacking 
or supporting the Defence Minister. Behind 
this concerted attack on the Defence Minister 
there is this sinister policy of trying to reverse 
the defence policy of our Government, to 
weaken our defences and to drag us on to to 
some military bloc. (Interruptions.) 

MR. CHAIRMAN:    Order, order. 

SHRI GOVINDAN NAIR: The Defence 
Minister can defend himself. But I would say 
that the defence policy of the country is not 
the monopoly of any particular party or any 
particular individual. . 

AN HON. MEMBER: You are the saviour. 

SHRI GOVINDAN NAIR: You will 
remember the occasions when the Defence 
Minister was under fire. Everybody knows 
that no defence can be strong without the 
country having its own defence industries. 
You know when the Defence Minister started 
the development of those defence industries 
here, what an amount of attack he had to face 
from certain quarters. Also I remember 
another occasion when he was attacked. You 
know that according to the British tradition, 
the mili- 

tary was considered to be the preserve of 
certain races only. There were certain races 
called the military races, and they alone had 
the opportunity to serve in the military. That 
conception was given up and when people 
were promoted from all ranks, when the 
common man was allowed to come up . . . 

SHRI B. K. P. SINHA (Bihar): All this is 
irrelevant. 

SHRI GOVINDAN NAIR: It is all relevant 
All these are connected. Is it your complaint 
that the defence of our borders has been 
weakened after 1957? I put this question to 
you. Can you say that today our defence or our 
military position has deteriorated? 
(.Interruptions) It is not a question concerning 
the Prime Minister. It is a question of the 
defence of the country. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: It would be very 
economical of time and energy if we let the 
hon. Member proceed without interruptions. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH (West Bengal) :   
They are supporting themselves. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Why can not we 
support if we like? 

SHRI GOVINDAN NAIR: The defence 
policy of the country may be propagated by 
them but it is the common property, the 
property of all parties. So, what they do with 
regard to our defence is a matter of equal 
concern to us as well as to you. So, when I say 
that the policy pursued by the Defence 
Minister is something which has actually 
strengthened our defences and has tried to put 
it on its own feet, I cannot understand why 
some friends get angry about it 

SHRI M. S. GURUPADA SWAMY: We 
are sorry for you, not angry. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA; The hon. 
Member does not know the difference 
between anger and sorrow. 

SHRI GOVINDAN NAIR: I do not want 
again to go into that kind of controversy 
because these are friends who 
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are discussing amongst therpseives whether they 
should liquidate themselves or whether they 
should permit themselves to be liquidated by 
others, and. I do not take the comments of such 
people seriously. In the present | context, as the 
Prime Minister himself has pointed out, however 
protracted, however complicated the situation 
may be, we have patiently to follow the policy 
of negotiation and peaceful settlement. At the 
same time, we should not be left mercilessly at 
the hands of our neighbours and our defences 
have also to be properly strengthened. That is 
the correct policy which the Gov->ernment is 
pursuing and we 1^-nd our support to that 
policy. 

SHEI SATYACHARAN: Mr. Chairman, I 
have listened to the speech of our revered 
Prime Minister with rapt attention and I am 
glad to note that he has made a very candid 
and frank appraisal of the historic problems 
that confront us today here in India and •China 
too. Sir, it has been his persistent effort to see 
that the Sino-Indian border dispute is settled in 
the climate •of amity and concord but unfortu-
nately the situation as it is obtaining today has 
frustrated his hopes and of all of us who 
believe in the principle •of co-existence. 

Sir, before I come to certain conclusions, I 
would like to enumerate, certainly catalogue, 
some of the incidents that have been 
instrumental in frustrating the whole thing. 
Firstly, we see that there had been different 
claims on behalf of the Chinese Government. 
It was in 1956 that one particular line was 
alleged to be the Chinese frontier along the 
Indian border. Again, while handing over a 
map to our officials at a later period, they gave 
a different line which meant that they had 
gone further towards the west, a considerable 
chunk of territory being shown as belonging to 
them. Now, Sir, this is a most embarrassing 
position. If you want to have any kind of 
negotiation, you must have a precise line 0n 
which you can p^ce your argument, but be-
cause of the shifting ground so often by the 
Chinese Government, our task oecame 
extremely difficult in   matters 
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>f    negotiation.    Secondly,    very    re-
:ently, I am talking of the month of July, there 
had been a lot of   breast-jeating  about    the     
firing     business, accusations   and     counter-
accusations, jrotests  and    counter    protests.    
The Chinese     forces,  between    July      27 
ind       August    4,    fired    on    Indian 
Eorces on three occasions and the areas 
involved were Pangong Lake area, and the 
Daulat Beg Oldi area, and' as the Prime    
Minister    said,    no    material damage was 
done.   This was of course a  fortunate  
position.    On    the  other side,  the Chinese 
have also protested that our forces fired on 
four occasions in the Chip Chap River area, 
Nyagzu area and the Galwan area.    Our Gov-
ernment have probably sent a'note to them 
saying that this    allegation    of theirs is 
thoroughly incorrect.    Whatever the  position 
may be,  Si 
 r,  it    is quite obvious that because of the un-
certainty of this international line and secondly  
because  of  the    protest regarding the firing, 
the    situation    has verily become serious and 
the seriousness of the situation has been 
further heightened by  the recent    statement 
made by the Foreign Minister of China in  
Europe.    It was probably    on the Swiss-
Italian Television   that he commented on the   
statement of the hon. Prime Minister    that 
both    the forces, the Indian   forces and    the    
Chinese forces,  should withdraw    from    
.their present  positions  leaving  an  area  of 
about 11,300 square miles as "No man's land" 
which would create the proper climate for 
further negotiations.    This thing has been 
misunderstood    unfortunately and the Foreign 
Minister has said    that    under    no    
circumstances would the Chinese forces    
withdraw. He has gone a little further and has 
invo'ved   the     650    million     Chinese 
people by saying that they are in   no mood to 
brook this and that they would never  allow  
this  kind  of  thing.    He has  further accused  
our    hon.  Prime Minister  of  having     
designs   of  war. This is too much, Sir.    I 
deprecate it and I think the Government of 
China has not      properly      understood    our 
spirit. 

Now, Sir, the country has to know about its 
defence measures.   We have 
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absence of firmness in our foreign policy and 
we have been asked to take some radical mea-
sures. I do not know what radical measures we 
can take. At the present moment, I take the 
House into confidence and will enumerate 
only what the hon. Prime Minister said in the 
other House and elsewhere from time to time 
by way of cautioning the country. Just for our 
information and also for edification of our 
mind, I would like to say that our Government 
has not been allergic to all these challenges 
coming from the Chinese side. We have taken 
all precautionary measures to build long roads. 
Mind you, the difficult terrain and the enor-
mity of the distance—all these things have to 
be taken into consideration. Secondly, we have 
also built a fine airfield at Chusul and it is said 
that this particular airfield at an altitude of 
about 14,000 feet is the highest airfield in the 
entire world. Here is a fine engineering feat 
shown by our military engineers. Now, this is 
also a very important base for air supply to the 
army and that is how we are today in a better 
position, as the hon. Prime Minister has said, 
militarily. Sir, we have also formed a special 
Border Roads Development Committee to 
look after these things. Whereever it is 
necessary, either on the border of Assam, U.P. 
or Punjab, we have taken all possible 
measures to counteract the deep designs of the 
Chinese forces. 

Sir, I have to pay tribute to the hon. Defence 
Minister in this context. I knew that he was a 
good diplomat, a statesman adept in the art of 
diplomacy as is warranted by external affairs, 
but I have found him a genius in matters of 
production of military weapons. It is no mean 
achievement on the part of our nation to have 
supersonic aircraft and also certain other 
weapons within such a short period. This has 
been possible only because of the Defence 
Ministry which has been so ably guided by our 
hon. Defence Minister. Sir, these are a few 
things that I have quoted about the -
achievements of the Government    of 

India  to  counteract the    Chinese designs. 

Now, the question is, as is often said, we 
have to take radical measures. I wish to put 
this question to the hon. Members on the other 
side whether they would like to charge us with 
infirmity or lack of initiative. I say, what are 
we to do? Should we plunge into war? If not 
war, then the other alternative is only 
negotiation. If we wish to plunge into war, we 
have to think about the present situation. By 
'present situation' I mean the types of weapons 
that are being produced, the thermo-nuclear 
weapons with all their implications, their 
destructive nature and the money involved and 
whether it is at all desirable that we should 
take recourse to such a deadly war because it 
will leave in its trail something a most 
poisonous hangover to the posterity either of 
India or of China. Are we going to sully the 
entire younger generation? We have also to 
think about the Chinese side too. It is well 
known that the Republic of China is wedded to 
the concept of violence and constant struggle 
but in spite of it, they have been so far unable 
to annex the two tiny islands known as 
Quemoy and Matsu which lie under the very 
armpit of the Republic of China. May I know 
why? I know it and I say that it is certainly 
because of the presence of the American fleet 
in the Pacific just adjacent to these two 
islands. They serve as a deterrent to the 
designs of the Republic of China. Now, if a 
nation which is wedded to the concept of 
violence could keep itself in reserve, could 
keep itself away from any military adventurist 
design, there is some sense in it and we who 
have been nurtured in a different cradle, in a 
different atmosphere, an atmosphere of 
peaceful co-existence, can never think of such 
a war. War, as I said just now, would leave in 
its trail animosity, hatred and abhorrence to the 
next generation, that is, to posterity. 

We are also not to forget one very important 
thing which is confronting us today. And it is 
that we are today encircled, rather flanked, by 
two hos- 
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tile enemies. Permit me, Sir, to use the word 
'enemies' about those two countries in spite of 
our normal diplomatic relations with them. I 
am not satisfied with the word 'hostile' alone. 
It is in spite of their inimical designs that we 
have been patient enough to continue our 
diplomatic relations. I speak on the one hand 
about Pakistan and on the other hand about 
the Republic of China. If we plunge into war 
with China, Pakistan will have a heyday and 
get us sandwiched between these two nations. 
It is a job for the militarists to think whether it 
will be a right strategy or a wrong strategy but 
I would plead at this juncture that it would be 
folish to think of war. I would very humbly 
make my submission to those who think of 
radical measures, who challenge the 
Government on this score, that they should 
give some other proposition, a proposition 
which may prove    fruitful and also 
constructive. 

Sir, after all there is no other option except 
negotiations and the hon. Prime Minister has 
rightly said that before negotiations talks are 
necessary because negotiations is a very 
delicate instrument of international 
diplomacy. That has to be taken up or brought 
into action only when a proper climate is 
created, when a proper atmosphere is before 
us and that is why either Mr. Menon had talks 
with the Foreign Minister of China or some 
unscheduled talks go on between Indian 
officers and Chinese officers. It is only to 
create a congenial and cordial atmosphere for 
the greater feat of diplomatic negotiations. 

Sir, there is another matter. People have 
often said that We should align with certain 
Powers which are powerful. I do not know 
whom they mean. It appears to me to be an 
extremely foolish proposition. What does 
alignment mean? With whom are we going to 
align? Are we going to align with powerful 
Powers or with Powers inferior to us? These 
are the two pictures and naturally everybody 
would like to say that we should align with 
powerful Powers, Powers or nations which are 
in a position to give us military aid.    Sir, 
nothing is so abhorrent 

to me as this theory of alignment with 
powerful allies because this alliance is always 
a heavy burden on the weaker partner who has 
to play second fiddle to the greater nation. 
India, I must say, has a proud record of 
dignity. It always believes in the evolution of 
its own individuality and if we are to make a 
mark in the comity of nations, we can never 
accept the subservient position of having to 
play second fiddle to another big Power, 
however big it may be, by accepting military 
aid We have seen how Pakistan had to suffer, 
Pakistan being an ally or having alignment 
under so many Pacts, CENTO, SEATO and 
God knows how many. But what happened 
when there was the American U-2 episode? 
Russia gave a warning to Pakistan and 
Pakistan had the most anxious time. So, 
instead of military security it had to suffer 
from the most difficult position. This much I 
would say that the time is entirely different. 
Great nations have only the other day coun-
selled Laos to keep itself away from any sort 
of alignment and to be neutral and 
independent. This itself has proved the 
triumph of the theory of non-alignment which 
we have been pursuing and which we have 
been counselling the emergent Republics of 
A.sia and Africa to do and they are now 
following the same policy. Well, we do not 
take any credit to ourselves that we are its 
torch-bearers. Anyway we firmly followed 
this policy and I am glad that the same policy 
has been adhered to by many other emergent 
nations. Therefore, as far as the theory of 
alignment is concerned, I believe that we do 
not believe in alignment with other Powers. 
We have to look after ourselves and we 
believe in our own potentiality. At the same 
time I must make it clear that as far as our 
policy is concerned, we must have friendly 
relations with all other countries with no 
designs of frabbing others' territories. But at 
the same time we must be militarily equipped 
to see tnut no other nation has such a design 
as to throttle us and sully our position. With 
these words I support the motion moved by 
hon.   Prime   Minister   and   I   believe 
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AN HON. MEMBER: What about your 
amendment? 

SHRI SATYACHARAN: And my 
amendment is to that effect, to support the 
policy of the Government. I believe this will 
be whole-heartedly supported by all sections 
of the House, whether on this side or on the 
other side. 

Thank you. 
MR. CHAIRMAN: Prof. Mukut Behari Lai. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I hope the 
Professor has not gone to the borders. 

MR. CHAIRMAN:   Mr.  A.  D.  Mani. 

SHRI A. D. MANI: Mr. Chairman, in 
commending my amendments to the 
acceptance of the House, I should like to 
observe that from the statement of the Prime 
Minister this morning, it is quite clear that the 
Government of India are thinking of 
negotiating on the basis of the text of their 
letter of 26th July addressed to the 
Government of China. There are points in the 
letter to which the country and various parties 
have raised objection and I should like in this 
connection to draw your attention to a 
sentence occurring in this letter.   The 
sentence is:— 

"It is true that the Government of India 
contest the validity of the 1956 Chinese 
map claim, but the Chinese local forces 
should not go beyond their own claim 
confirmed by Premier Chou En-lai." 

The interpretation that has beer. 1 'aced on 
this sentence is that the Government of India 
somehow has mentally reconciled itself to the 
acceptance of the Chinese claim-line of 1956. 
Though the Prime Minister har, often stated 
that he would accept nothing less than the 
international boundary, still we would 
welcome a declaration from him on the floor 
of this House that this interpretation which 
has been placed abroad is not a 

correct interpretation and that the 
Government of India stands by the traditional 
boundaries as indicated in their maps. 

The letter of 26th July goes on to speak 
about the Government being prepared to enter 
into negotiations as soon as the current 
tensions ease. So far, the Government of India 
has been offering to negotiate with the 
Chinese Government on this matter and they 
have shown almost stoic patience in spite of 
the fusillade of abuse which the Chinese 
Government have directed against us. The 
question I would like to ,ask the Prime 
Minister is, whose responsibility is it now to 
create the climate of opinion for negotiations? 
This is a question which we have to ask him. 
because it is clear from the forest of press 
notes which have been issued by the 
Government of China that the Government of 
China is not thinking in terms of a settlement. 
In this connection, I would like to draw the 
attention of the House to a remarkable 
publication "The Rise and Fall of the Third 
Reich," by William L. Shirer, who has 
discussed the psychopathology of aggression 
by the Nazis. Almost an identical parallel can 
be drawn in the case of China, which has 
shown no willingness whatever to negotiate 
terms with our Government on a basis which 
is acceptable, with self-respect, to our country. 

All that I would like to ask the Prime 
Minister—now that he has made his point that 
he would like to negotiate on the basis of the 
1:6th July letter—\s, is there a climate on the 
other side? The climate has been there on our 
side from 1956 onwards, from 1951. And is it 
proper to continue negotiations with the Chinese 
Government, unless the climate is created by 
them? Further, we should like to make it clear 
that anything other than the traditional 
boundaries will not be acceptable to the country. 
The 1956 claim-line of the Chinese includes the 
Pangong bake and comes up to Demchok, which 
is regarded as I   the  gateway to    Himachal     
Pradesh. 
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That will be 130 miles away from the Chinese 
frontier. Now, the 1956 claim-line itself 
threatens our territorial integrity. The 
withdrawal of the forces by 20 kilometres or 
30 kilometres or 100 kilometres does not alter 
the situation that the claim-line and the 1956 
map of the Chinese Government are 
inadmissible as far as India is concerned. 
[THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN in the Chair.] 

Madam, therefore, I would like to press my 
amendment wherein I have said that we should 
not enter into j negotiations with the Chinese 
Government, unless a clear climate prevails in 
China and there are indications rhat the 
Government of China are going to settle on the 
basis of our traditional boundaries, as indicated 
in our maps. 

There is also a reference to our cong-
ratulating the Government on strengthening 
our defensive positions on the border. Being 
an unattached and independent Member, I 
cannot take a severely partisan line in this 
matter. Undoubtedly, the Government of India 
has improved our defensive positions in the 
frontier. In October 1959, on three consecutive 
days, there were clashes. One Indian patrol 
was killed and ten were captured. But in the 
Galwan operation in spite of the fact that the 
Chinese outnumbered the Indian forces by 
about 50 : 1, our forces held their own and 
today the Chinese Government is aware of the 
fact that if they try to push their border line 
and' try to take 2,000 miles of territory, so that 
the area which they occupy may be actually 
according to their 1960 map, they will meet 
with resistance and our Indian patrols will 
harass the Chinese patrol in the rear. 
Therefore, I think this House should 
congratulate those brave young jawans who 
are fighting at an altitude of 15,000 feet and in 
almost harassing conditions, and a word of 
cheer from this House will go a long way to 
strengthen them in their resolve to fight the 
Chinese. 

I would like to raise the point about the 
need for marking our stand quite 

clear on the maintenance of our international 
boundaries, because lhe attitude of the 
Government of India in the last few years has 
somehow not steadied the morale in Nepal,    
Bhutan and Sikkim.    Even our own 
neighbouring country, Burma, ten days ago 
brought out an official publication in which the 
Chip Chap Valley was shown as a part of  
Chinese  territory.     
  Somehow     in these  countries  the    
impression     has gone abroad that while there 
may be irritation on boi.-  sides, we    are not 
prepared to fight for our territorial integrity.    It 
is for that reason  that  I would appeal to the 
Prime    Minister to stand by the traditional 
boundaries and not by the letter of July 26, be-
cause the climate for negotiation is not there on 
the other   side.    We realise that while  we 
have been talking of negotiations,    we    have    
also     been strengthening our positions, but 
then it cannot be unilateral and unless the 
Government of China at least gives a very clear 
and unmistakable indication that they will not 
be rude, that they are  in  a moocT to  talk 
business, we should not enter into negotiations 
even on the basis of the letter of July 26.   I 
should like ~to~ draw'the attention of the Prime 
Minister to the attitude of the Chinese 
Government even to what he said in. the Lok 
Sabha.    In Tokyo on the 18th August, the 
Chinese news agency  "Hsinhua"  published  
the following statement:— 

" "The Indian Prime Minister,' says the 
despatch, 'devoted a great part of his speech 
to his Government's preparations for war 
and the progress it made in occupying 
Chinese territory, illegally in the last two 
years.'". 

While we are talking of negotiations, this is 
the reaction that they are putting out in 
foreign countries. 

In this connection, I should like to mention 
that we do not seem to have adopted an 
aggressive policy—I am uot using the word 
'aggressive' in any derogatory sense of the 
word—in putting our case across on China. 
We have got our publications on Goa.   We 
have got 
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Kashmir. I should like to ask the External 
Affairs Ministry whether any publication has 
been brought out about our dispute with 
China. 

THE MINISTER OF STATE IN THE 
MINISTRY OF EXTERNAL AFFAIRS 
(SHRIMATI LAKSHMI MENON): Yes, yes. 

SHRI A D. MANI: I have not seen that. In 
any case the official handbook which is being 
circulated abroad makes confusion worse 
confounded, because nobody has got the time 
to go through the forest of fresh notes which 
have been issued on both sides. In the other 
House during the lasT session a question was 
asked of the Minister of Information and 
Broadcasting whether the All India Radio was 
trying to do anything to counteract the 
Chinese propaganda, and his answer was 
"no". The All India Radio is not interested in 
putting out counter-propaganda jetting forth 
our point of view. While I agree that the 
Government of India's position has been 
appreciably strengthened and the volume of 
press support which we have received from 
froeign countries is overwhelming, in the 
Eastern countries, in the neighbouring 
countries We have not been able to make an 
impression. 

I made a suggestion in one of my 
amendments that in the forum of the United 
Nations we should somehow seek publicity 
for India's case. I had been on one of the 
United Nations' delegations, Madam,—thanks 
to the generosity of the Prime Minister—and I 
know that we cannot raise this matter for 
inclusion in the agenda, but at least when the 
question of China's admission comes before 
the United Nations, our permanent 
representative or the leader of the delegation, 
whoever he may be may go up to the forum 
and say that we are voting for China's 
admission because we believe that the United 
Nations will not be an effective organisation 
until China is admitted. Later on we can make 
a brief statement about our dispute with 
China.    I am most anxious that this 

point of view should be put forward because 
in this propaganda battle statements are made 
from time to time and there are a number of 
countries in the world who do not know the 
details of India's dispute with China. They 
think that it is a border dispute. We should tell 
them that it is a case of clear aggression. It 
requires, therefore, a little shift in the thinking 
of the External Affairs Ministry on the 
Chinese problem. We have put our case about 
Kashmir very vigorously, but we have not put 
the case of China as vigorously as we have 
done on Kashmir. My point is that we some-
how seem to think that with Pakistan it may 
not be possible for us to come to terms while 
it may be possible for us to come to terms with 
China. That is the impression that is left on the 
minds of those who have seen the propaganda 
statements, the publicity statements that have 
been put out on both sides. I do hope that in 
the forum of the United Nations, without 
being offensive and without being irrelevant, 
we should on the occasion of China's 
admission to the United Nations bring up this 
matter. I should like to mention that the House 
is grateful to the Government for not 
sponsoring China's admission last year. There 
was a change in policy when India voted for 
China's admission but did not sponsor it. We 
would like this to be carried a little further. I 
would also like the All India Radio to put out 
our point of view as often as possible. We 
need not be abusive because that is not in line 
with our tradition, but at least  let us put our 
case forward. 

I would like to make one final statement on 
this matter, and that is that we realise now that 
there has been a change even in the attitude of 
the Government of India towards the problem 
of China. I believe the Government realises 
that China does not understand Panchsheel as 
much as we do and that China understands the 
stutter of guns much better than Panchsheel. 
At least the Galwan Valley incidents have 
shown that when it comes to a question of 
fighting, the Chinese are prepared to respect 
us. While we would not like to place any 
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serious obstacles in the way  

 nego-
tiations with the Government of China, 
there is no point in weakening the morale 
of this country by trying to negotiate on 
the basis of any kind of a. •settlement 
because everything that we say in good 
faith is twisted by the other side. We have 
got an opponent who is unscrupulous—I 
am sorry to say that—and who is prepared 
to misuse every utterance of our Prime 
Minister; to slander us and to paint the 
blackest picture of our intentions. Thank 
you, Madam. 
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"In reply to a question whether he would 

consider calling a conference of non-
Communist countries in South-East Asia to 
discuss the question of containing Chinese 
expansionism, the Prime Minister      said, 

M 

 

"I should like to see the list of those 
countries and know how much strength 
they have to contain anything including 
themselves." 

 

 

SHRI  BHUPESH GUPTA: The Prime 
Minister wanted a list Let us have that list.     
We wanted a list of those  countries. 

SHRI A. B. VAJPAYEE: The Prime 
Minister has got the list ol those countries. He 
may or he may not convene conference of 
those countries but he should not refer to 
those countries in such a contemptuous 
language.    That is my objection. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Madam, on a 
point of order; it is not contemptuous 
language. 

SHRI A. B. VAJPAYEE: There is no point 
of order. It is a question of opinion. I hold my 
opinion. The hon. Member has no business to 
interrupt me. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. 
Vajpayee, he can raise it as a point of order, 
and it is for me to give my ruling.     
(Interruptions.) 

SHRI A. B. VAJPAYEE: Is it not for me to 
make my submission? I am quite right in 
saying that there is no point of order. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Anyway you 
have five minutes more and you may have 
your say. 
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SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: That five 
minutes may be utilised for supplying the  
list. 
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SHRI B. K. P. SINHA: Madam Deputy 
Chairman, the problems created by the 
intransigence of China on our northern 
borders have been with us for several 
years now. We genuinely desire a peaceful 
settlement of the issues created by her 
incursion. China also professes that she 
desires genuinely a peaceful settlement, 
but her actions belie her profession. They 
indicated a certain line in 1956, and in that 
line included several thousand square 
miles of our territory. After illegally 
occupying that area, the area up to the line 
indicated in 1956, she indicated a further 
line in 1959 or 1960, and by now the 
Chinese have occupied a portion of the 
line indicated by them in 1959 or 1960. 
We were under the impression that the 
Chinese at least recognised the McMahon 
Line, but the latest correspondence 
between the Government of India and the 
Government of China clearly indicates 
that they are not in 

1 mood to accept that Line also for, n 
several of their communications md in 
several of their letters, they save said that 
an area south of the 30-called McMahon 
Line India has accupied illegally. 
Moreover the foreign relations of Sikkim 
or Bhutan are conducted through us. In 
one of their latest letters they have tried 
to-controvert this position also. There-
fore, while professing peace, while 
professing a genuine desire for settlement 
by negotiations, they have been slowly 
and methodically encroaching on our 
territories, advancing into our territories. 

Madam, to me the intentions of the 
Chinese are very clear. The Chinese 
Government is a Communist Govern-
ment, and classical communism believes 
in expansion of communism by armed 
action. What happened in Eastern Europe 
after the last Great War is proof positive 
of that assertion. Chinese are no 
exception to that. They want to occupy 
strategic areas on our borders. They want 
to advance to a line south of the 
Himalayas so that in future, when they try 
to take advantage of that situation, there 
would be no natural barriers between their 
mechanised armed forces and the 
defences of India. That is their intention 
and, Madam Deputy Chairman, they are 
emboldened because there are Trojan 
horses in our country. On the one hand 
they prepare for armed aggression on our 
borders; on the other hand they create 
forces in this country, which are 
subversive of the security of this country. 

There is a party in this country, Madam 
Deputy Chairman, which has openly and 
also consistently expressed its sympathy 
with the claims of China. Only three days 
back or four days back—I refer to a 
Bengali journal, the "Swadhinata" of Cal-
cutta; that journal is edited and run by the 
Communist Party of India— in that 
journal, on the 15th of August, when this 
matter has assumed certain proportions in 
this country, a cartoon  appeared,   and  
that     cartooa 
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snows that, at the border of India and China, 
the armed Chinese soldiers with rifles are 
extending grains of rice or grains of wheat to 
the famished or starving Indians. This is how 
that party, this is how the representatives of 
that party, this is how the organs of that party 
are trying to break the will of the Indian people 
to resist aggression on the country's borders. 
With such Trojan horses, and with what they 
have done before •or propose to do in future on 
our border, the intentions of the Chinese 
become very clear. They are slowly and 
methodically advancing into our country. It is 
said, "China does not want war". They would 
be mad to go to war at this stage for they have 
been achieving what they desire without going 
to war. Lenin, one of the prophets of 
Communism, . has said so many times, "War 
is a continuation of politics by other means." If 
they can achieve their political aims, their 
strategic aims, without firing a shot, there is no 
reason why they should go to war. Madam, it 
is said that China does not want war. In this 
connection I am tempted to read a quotation 
from the greatest authority on military strategy 
and tactics Karlvon Clausewitz.    The lines 
are: 

"The conquerer is always a lover of 
peace. He would like to make his entry into 
our State unopposed." 

That is what the Chinese believe in, and that 
is what the Chinese have been doing and 
achieving. 

Madam, in face of Chinese action, in face of 
Chinese intention, what is it that we are to do? 
How should we meet this situation? Only a 
mad man will suggest that India should resort 
to adventurist armed action on our northern 
borders at tHis stage. That action is not 
indicated, because even now my feeling is that 
the balance is not so much in our favour that 
we can safely go to war to regain possession 
of our territory. But then what to do? In my 
opinion we  should  pursue     two     aims:     
the 

short-term   aim   and   the     long-term aim.    
The short-term aim    should be to increase our 
armed preparations or military preparations on 
the strategic regions to such an extent    that any 
further  encroachment  into  our  territory  by  
the  Chinese becomes  impossible,  and  this  we     
should     achieve, whatever   the   cost,   in   the      
shortest possible   time.     The   question   of  re-
gaining  territories  that     have     been illegally 
taken possession of by China, that in my opinion 
is a long-term problem. It is not going to be 
solved in a day   or  in   the  near  future. My  
own feeling  is  that  this  problem  will  not be 
solved  by  negotiation  because the Chinese   
Foreign   Minister.     after  he met our Defence 
Minister in Geneva and exchanged his views,    
thereafter referred to the will of the 650 million 
Chinese  people.    That  clearly     indicates that 
they  are  in no    mood  to solve  this  problem  
by  negotiation in the near future.    I see no 
possibility of the  Chinese  leaving  it  except By 
a     development     of     circumstances adverse 
to China.      But then let    us wait patiently.    In 
the meantime    we should go ahead with our 
armed preparation  on  the   border.    We   
should be helpful in creating a sitution     in 
which in future China would lie low and  
prostrate  because  only     in that contingency  
China  will  leave     those borders  which     she     
had     illegally occupied.    I do not    urge    that    
we should  give  up  our  policy     of non-i   
alignment here and now.    I    do not urge  that  
in  any  foreseeable     future we should give up 
our policy of non-alignment and     establish      
alignment with this bloc or that bloc.    That is 
not indicated  today.    That      is      not 
indicated    in       the  near  foreseeable future.    
But if a situation arises    in which China by  a     
combination     ot forces  is placed in a 
weakened position we should not then, because 
we hold fast  to  certain   high   principles, fail to  
take  advantage  of that situation   anrl  in that 
situation we should regain' those   territories.      
Till      then, Madam,  we  should go     ahead     
with our     armed     preparation     on       the 
frontier. 
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The rate at which our Government has been 

building up our defences is, in my opinion, 
satisfactory. But more effort has to be put into 
it because it is clear that even now there is no 
parity between the armed strength of China 
and India on the border. During the last few 
months while they have established twelve or 
fourteen check-posts, we have been able to es-
tablish only three or four. It clearly indicates 
that even now there is no parity. That parity 
has to be established in the immediate future 
and no sacrifice, no cost, should be too great 
for that. The nation, if told frankly of the 
situation that the nation faces on these 
borders, shall be prepared to make any 
sacrifice. 

We are told, Madam Deputy Chairman, that 
the nation must have morale. It is true that 
without morale wars are not won, without 
morale battles are not won. But then for 
morale it is essential to have adequate arms. It 
is essential to have adequate armed pre-
paration. Nations do not win battles, nations 
do not win wars, only on the basis of morale. 
They win wars with arms. As Nepolean once 
said, "Providence always fights on the side of 
stronger legions". Let us make our legions 
stronger than the legions of the Chinese on the 
border. Morale will come when the nation is 
assured that it is in a comfortable military 
situation, armed situation. The nation will de-
velop that morale. I have no doubt that even 
now the nation does possess adequate morale. 

But while continuing our build-up, while 
expanding our military production, we should 
not give up hopes of pursuing a peaceful 
settlement with China. We should negotiate 
because war, after all, is the last arbitrament. 
Tt is not the first arbitrament. Even our 
history, our genius, shows that in this country 
people have tried to evolve peaceful solution 
up to the last. In the Mahabharata it was only 
when Duryodhana said- 

 

fl-cH^T srq^ that Lord Krishna and 
Yudhishthira decided to go to war. And if war 
comes in such a situation, I am confident that 
the result of that war shall be in our favour 
because then the enthusiasm, the anger, of five 
hundred million people will be behind our 
armed forces, because we believe, Madam, 
that it is ultimately truth that prevails.   That is 
our motto— ^ifjfa 

But while pursuing our efforts for a 
negotiated settlement, we should not relax on 
the military front because I at least am not 
hopeful of a negotiated settlement. Therefore, 
while making every effort in that direction, we 
must go on strengthening our military position 
both on the borders and inside the country by 
developing our praduction. 

Then, Madam, in a negotiated settlement, I 
feel, the Prime Minister or whoever is in 
charge of these negotiations should have a 
free hand. I would simply put one restriction 
on him. Whether it is the Prime Minister, the 
Defence Minister or the Government of India, 
one restraint has to be put on them. The words 
"Nothing will be done which sullies the 
honour of India" appear to me to be too vague. 
I would put only one restraint: "In any bar-
gain, in any settlement, do not bargain away 
those territories which are of a strategic value 
to India, whose occupation and possession 
Would put China at a (positive [advantage in 
any future contingency. 

SHRI FARIDUL HAQ ANSARI (Uttar 
Pradesh):    Or any territory. 

SHRI B. K. P. SINHA: Anyway you are free 
to put your restriction. That is the only fetter 
that I would put on any negotiator who wants 
to pursue negotiations. Madam, it is a difficult 
situation. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Your time is 
up. 

SHRI B. K. P. SINHA: I will finish with this 
line. It is a situation in which the whole nation 
is united except for certain persons belonging 
to a; 

i 
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party of treason, and I hope in Whatever steps 
the Prime Minister takes, this country will 
accord him full support. 

PROF M. B. LAL (Uttar Pradesh): Madam 
Deputy Chairman, we all know that Communist 
China has played foul with us as well as with its 
professed faith in Panchsheel. It has proved 
more imperialist in : its attitude than even the 
Mamchu ■ imperialists of China. While the 
Manchus claimed some sort of suzerainty over 
Tibet, Communist China converted that claim of 
suzerainty into sovereignty and converted Tibet 
into a Chinese colony and I should say, a 
military camp. It has also extended its claims 
over territories which never belonged to China. 
It has no respect for international frontiers. It is 
expansionist. It wishes to expand its domain to 
the extent it can. It dreams of a sub-Himalayan 
federation under its control. 

It has proved itself absolutely unworthy of 
any trust in its dealings with India. It has 
played foul with our Prime Minister. For long 
it professed friendship with India, professed 
faith in Panchsheel but at the same time 
planned aggression and penetrated into our 
territories. For long China gave an impression 
to our Prime Minister that it does not question 
the international frontiers claimed by us but in 
1959 it presented us a map of 1956 wherein 
China claimed a large part of Indian territory 
as its own and in 1960 it presented to us an-
other map wherein it claims another additional 
chunk of Indian territory as its own. In 1961 
May, when our Secretary-General met the 
Chinese Prune Minister and had talks with 
him about Kashmir, he said: 

"Can you cite any document to show that 
we have ever said that Kashmir is not part 
of India?" 

^et,  recently it  sent another     letter where it 
says: 

"Can you cite any document to show that 
we have ever said that Kashmir is part of 
India?" 

in the first talk he says: 
"Can you cite any instance when we said 

that Kashmir is not part of India?" 

In the second document they say: 

"Can you cite any instance wherein we 
said that Kashmir is part of India? 

From all this it is but obvious that China is 
shifting its ground, trying to exploit our 
differences with Pakistan, trying to extend its 
domain over Indian territory to the extent it 
can. Its profession of friendship to Pakistan is 
also obviously untrue because of the fact that 
it is claiming more than 3,000 square miles of 
territory which is under the occupation of 
Pakistan today. 

With such a Power we must be very careful 
in our dealings and in our talks. In the 
international world, it is not possible for us to 
avoid talks. But the talks must be carefully 
carried on so that they may not be misused by 
Communist China. They must not give an 
impression to the world and the people of 
India that our Government has begun to 
pursue a policy of appeasement of the 
aggressor. I beg to submit that our letter dated 
26th July 1962 to China gave some such 
impression even to China. That is why China 
published that particular letter, though it did 
not publish any document or letter of ours 
before. The Prime Minister has told the other 
House that his letter was not properly 
interpreted, that he did not mean what China 
thought it meant. This statement of the Prime 
Minister is surely reassuring but we beg to 
submit that in future, in our dealings with 
China, in our correspondence with China, in 
our talks with China, we should be very 
careful. 

Our Communist friends wish to give us the 
impression that they stand by the policy of the 
Prime Minister, that they support the stand of 
the Prime Minister but this is really a travesty 
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knew that they do not 

endorss the stand of the Prime Minister. The 
Prime Minister definitely says that China is 
pursuing an aggressive policy, that China has 
committed an aggression on our territory, that 
China has occupied about 12,000 square miles 
of Indian territory, that the international 
boundary is chalked out by our Indian map. 
None of these ideas are ever endorsed by the 
Communist Party. They, LII the other hand, 
continue to say that a socialist party and a 
socialist government can never commit 
aggression. They have denied that aggression 
has been committed over us. In the other 
House their representative rather disliked even 
the use of the word 'unfriendly' for a Power 
which had committed aggression over our 
territory, occupied 12,000 square miles of our 
land.   .   . 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: In which speech? 
(Interruptions.) 

SHRI M. S. GURUPADA SWAMY: It is 
amazing. 

PROF. M. B. LAL: In the speech delivered 
in the Lok Sabha. While the Prime Minister 
makes a distinction between talks and 
negotiations and says .that while talks for the 
relaxation of tension for the creation of proper 
conditions may continue, negotiations would 
start when the Chinese troops withdraw 
themselves from Indian territory, the 
Communists make no distinction between 
talks and negotiations and wish to negotiate 
even when China is in possession of Indian 
territory. It is not possible for us to do so. 
India cannot condone China's aggression and 
India cannot accept the violation of the old 
status quo as an accomplished fact and cannot 
consent to start negotiations on that basis. 2  
P.M. 

It seems that the Communist attitude has 
cast some baneful influence on a handful of 
Congressmen also. But the interruptions here 
clearly indicate that the great bulk of 
Congressmen are as much opposed to the 
Chinese aggression as any man in opposition 
parties.   The questions from 

the Congress benches also clearly indicate 
that they do not wish to be identified with the 
Communist policy or the Communist attitude 
in this particular matter. 

Madam Deputy Chairman, the Prime 
Minister wishes to have freedom to talk. We 
are glad the Prime Minister has made a 
distinction between talks and negotiations. 
We are glad that the Prime Minister has also 
indicated the limits of the talks in his speech 
that he has delivered today. Madam Deputy 
Chairman, we do not wish to deny him 
opportunities of talk with China for securing 
the withdrawal of the Chinese troops from 
Indian territory so that under a peaceful 
atmosphere negotiations for a peaceful 
settlement may be carried on. But we wish 
him also to remember the distinction between 
talk and concession. We wish to request him 
that the talks should be so conducted that they 
may not give the world an impression of 
appeasement of China and may not lead our 
countrymen to suffer from complacency. They 
must be aimed, as he himself says, at the 
withdrawal of Chinese forces from Indian 
territory. Negotiations must be preceded by 
the vacation of aggression. 

Madam Deputy Chairman, the Prime 
Minister assures us that we are stronger and 
better prepared today than we were two years 
before. This is obvious to us also. But China 
gives us the impression that its preparations 
are progressing with much greater speed. Can 
the Government assure the Indian people that 
this is not a fact, that our defence preparations 
are at least equal to the Chinese designs and 
aggressions? Are our posts so manned and so 
equipped that further Chinese penetration in 
Ladakh is not possible? Madam Deputy 
Chairman, we must be careful on all our 
fronts. Are we prepared to resist aggression on 
all fronts? Recently, in one of the papers we 
read that China aims to build some air bases in 
or near Nepal. That fact also has to be faced 
now. We must be prepared no' only to face an 
emergency in Ladakh, but also on all fronts 
facing China and India. 
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The Prime Minister in his speech on 

Independence Day has appealed to the people 
of India to rise to the occasion .and to be 
prepared to face the situation "with courage 
and determination. I hope this appeal would be 
responded to by all in this country. All, irres-
pective of party affiliations, must stand united 
in the determination to maintain the territorial 
integrity of the country. Madam Deputy 
Chairman, the people of India should no more 
be fed with hopes and good intentions of 
China and then made to suffer from 
complacency. They should be awakened to the 
gravity of the situation and assured that our 
territorial integrity will be preserved inviolate 
under all circumstances. Of course, no one 
wishes to create an alarm or panic in this 
country. What we want is to steel the people's 
heart, to strengthen their determination to face 
aggression. This is necessary even to save the 
country from alarm and panic to which ill-in-
formed and ill-prepared people are an easy 
prey. The danger is not to be underestimated. 
It has to be faced ■with proper preparation. 
Resistance will have to be planned on all 
fronts, strategic, industrial as well as psycho-
logical Fear of panic and alarm will have to 
yield place to the desire for strengthening the 
people's will to resist. That way alone the 
morale of the.people can be sustained. 

No one wishes that so far as the 
Government's policy is concerned, it should 
give up its policy of non-a'lijjn-ment in 
international matters. But our policy of non-
alignment does not and must not mean 
indifference to the cultivation of goodwill in 
the world for the Indian case. It must, on the 
other hand, entitle us to mobilise and secure 
the moral support of the entire world. Madam 
Deputy Chairman, I feel it is our duty to keep 
this in our mind and to place our case before 
the whole world in as intelligent and 
convincing a fashion as possible and to give 
the world the impression that we are de-
termined to stand by our claims and are not 
prepared to yield to any pressure  against  our      
claims        Madam 

613RS—8. 

Deputy Chairman, worldwide, repercussions 
of the Chinese aggression cannot be ignored 
or belittled. This will have to be taken note of 
and world opinion will have to be created in 
favour of India's claim. This is all I wish to 
say now. Thank you, Madam. 

SHRI N. C. KASLIWAL (Rajas-than): 
Madam Deputy Chairman, I welcome the 
statement of the Prime Minister made this 
morning, because whatever doubts there may 
be among people in this House or outside 
about the policy of the Government of India, 
all those doubts, I am sure, would be cleared 
by that statement. As far as £ am concerned, I 
may say that the policy of the Government of 
India all along on this question has been cryf-
tal-clear. But ever since the letter of July 26 
was sent, all kinds of interpretations are being 
put on that letter. In fact, a malicious 
campaign of calumny is being carried on 
against the Government and some people are 
saying that there is a reversal of the policy. 

[THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M. GOVINDA 
REDDY)  in the Chair.] 

Some people are saying that the 
Government is agreeing to a cease-fire line, as 
though there was a war going on and India 
had the worse of it. Hon. Members on this 
side, most of whom have spoken, have also 
referred to the letter of July 26 and Mr. 
Vajpayee has put in an amendment to the 
effect that it is a compromise of India's 
position and is, therefore, tantamount to a vir-
tual offer to cede a major part of the occupied 
area. Mr. Vice-Chairman, I would like to 
point out that the interpretation which is being 
put on this letter of the 26th July is completely 
wrong and unfounded. I shall make a 
comparison of this letter with the letter of the 
12th July and point out that the letter of 26th 
July is nothing more than a repetition and a 
paraphrase of what has been said in the letter 
of the 12th July. Now, Mr. Vice-Chairman the 
sentences which are being impung-ed in the 
letter of the 26th July are these; 
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"Even if the Government of China are 
inclined to contest this boundary, the 
Government of India fail to understand why 
the Government of China do not restrain their 
forces from going beyond even their 1956 
Chinese map claim line which is capable of 
easy and quick verification." 

Then much is made of these words, 'It U true 
that the Government of India contest the 
validity of the 1956 Chinese map claim-line 
but the Chinese local forces should not go 
beyond their own claim-line confirmed by 
Prime Minister Chou En-lai'. Now, Mr. Vice-
Chairman, let me draw your attention to the 
letter of the 12th July which is contained in 
White Paper No. VI, page 84. I will again 
show that the letter of the 26th July is not in 
the least a departure from the previous letters. 
If at all, the letter of the 26th July is nothing 
but a repetition and a paraphrase of the 
previous letters, the letter of July 12 and other 
letters. In order not to take the time of the 
House, I will only refer to the sentence which 
is contained on page &4. 

"Although this 1956 Chinese alignment 
is itself fallacious and untenable .   .   ." 

Mark the words, "fallacious and untenable". 
We were even then contesting the claim of the 
Chinese. 

"... the fact that Chinese forces have 
pushed even beyond it is indicative of 
China's unlimited territo-trial ambitions- in 
the region." 

I would ask you, Mr. Vice-Chairman, in what 
way this letter is contradictor* to the letter of 
the 26th July? 

SHRI A. B. VAJPAYEE: Mr. Vice-
Chairman, I do not want to interrupt the hon. 
Member but the difference is. clear. 

SHRI N. C. KASLIWAL: If you listen to 
me, I will explain it 

SHRI A. B. VAJPAYEE: in this letter we 
did not say that the Chinese 

should confine themselves to the 1953 une. 
We did refer to the 1956 line bin. We did not 
implore them to confine tnemselves to this 
line. 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN: In that 
particular letter, we have referred to the 
international boundary. 

SHRI N. C. KASLIWAL: If you read the last 
sentence again of the letter of the 26th July 
and add the other sentence to this sentence, 
the sentence that I read out to you just now, 
you will see that the position becomes very 
clear. In spite of this, I fail to understand how 
it is presumed that we are going to give up our 
claim to the entire area as Mr. Vajpayee seems 
to think. The letter of the 12th July b"s gone 
further and says: 

"These new Chinese posts, deep inside 
Indian territory, constitute further serious 
violations of India's territorial integrity. Not 
only are Chinese forces now poised in 
menacing proximity to existing Indian posts 
in the area, but their incessant aggressive 
and provocative activities are increasing 
tension and, if not restrained, may create a 
clash at any moment." 

Mark the words "increasing tension". What is 
said in the letter of the 26th July is this. They 
have made a claim up to the 1956 line. All 
right, let us now proceed and have a 
relaxation of the tension in that area and 
nothing more. If you read it continuously with 
all these previous letters, Mr. Vice-Chairman, 
there is nothing in this particular letter to 
justify any criticism by Mr. Vajpayee or 
anybody else on the side of the Opposition. I 
would request that in a matter like this, which 
is a national issue, at least derogatory remarks 
on the policy of the Government should not be 
used in the way that they have been used. 

SHRI B. D. KHOBARAGADE: What are 
the derogatory remarks? 

SHRI N. C. KASLIWAL: Please read what 
the papers have said. They have 
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said that it is the joad to dishonour, that it is a 
reversal of policy and so on and so forth. 

Now, Mr. Vice-Chairman, I will come to 
another point. Supposing the interpretation 
which has been put on this letter by Mr. 
Vajpayee is correct, what would happen? It 
would happen and it should happen that the 
Chinese should jump at it for more than one 
reason. Firstly, Mr. Vajpayee has said that 
India is going to concede the claim of China 
up to the 1956 line and, therefore, the Chinese 
get about 12,000 square miles. Secondly, the 
Chinese say that the 1956 line is the same as 
the I960 line although we dispute it. In this 
case, the Chinese get everything that they have 
been asking for from Karakoram to Kangra 
and they should have accepted it but have they 
done so? Mr. Vice-Chairman, I will now point 
out to you the letter of the 4th August which 
is- in reply to our letter of the 26th July, Have 
they said that they accept what we say? On the 
contrary, in th« last paragraph it says that 
things should not be made very difficult for 
such discussion. It says that there should not 
be any pre-condition for such discussion. The 
Chinese are wiser than my friend, Mr. 
Vajpayee; they did not put that interpretation 
that he intends to put on this letter of the 26th 
July. 

SHRI B. D. KHOBARAGADE: Should we 
negotiate with them without any condition? 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN    (SHRI M. 
GOVTNDA REDDY) :   Order,    order. Let 
the hon. Member proceed. You are 
losing time, Mr. Kasliwal. 

SHRI N. C. KASLIWAL: Now, Mr. Vice-
Chairman, having said so, I will go further 
and say that no reference has been made to 
the letter of the 4th August which has been 
sent to us in reply to our letter of the 26th 
July. Now, one thing is clear and that is that 
this letter is couched in much more respectful 
terms than the previous letters which have 
been sent from the Chinese    side and there    
is 

another thing in it They have now, I believe it 
is for the first time, agreed to have some kind 
of negotiation on the Report of the two teams 
of officials. The words are— 

"The Chinese Government propose that 
such discussion be held as soon as possible 
and that the level, date, place and other 
procedural matters for this discussion be 
immediately decided upon by consultation 
through diplomatic channels". 

Mr. Vajpayee and our friend, Mr. Mani, have 
objected to the talks and as some papers have 
said, these talks are only about talks. Very 
well, if we are going to negotiate, some pre-
liminary talks must take place and all the time 
the Prime Minister has been trying to stress 
that certain preliminary talks, for the 
negotiations, must take place. 

Now, having said so, Mr. Viee-Chairman, I 
will again refer to this letter of the Chinese 
dated the 4th August. They have complained 
that India has set up 27 military strong points. 
This is the first time that the Chinese have 
begun to realise the strength of India. I 
believe, if the Chinese understand any 
language they understand the language of 
strength and I must congratulate the 
Government on the steps they have been 
continuously taking to step up all our military 
preparations and to set up check-posts in that 
area. It is not necessary for me to go into all 
the things of military preparedness, etc. 
Certainly, we must be prepared; we must 
build up our strength. A famous General has 
said that history does not long entrust freedom 
in the hands of the weak or the timid. We 
have never been timid; we have always been 
brave. The Indian nation as a whole has 
always been brave and courageous. Certainly, 
at times we have been a little weak and the 
Chinese have taken advantage of our 
weakness    in    that    particular    area 
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because as somebody has said those areas are 
unoccupied. And may I say that this 
interpretation which is being put on the words 
'unoccupied' is absolutely wrong? Unoccupied 
only means that there are no inhabitants, that 
there are no people living in those areas. That 
does not mean in the least that India had never 
had possession over it. 

SHRI A. B. VAJPAYEE:  Occupation 
means habitation? 

SHRI N. C. KASLIWAL: Definitely; 
occupation means . habitation and nothing 
else. "Unoccupied" does not mean that we 
have lost possession. Possession is 
constructive; possession is legal and all the 
time it has been the stand of the Government 
of India that we have continued to be in pos-
session of these areas although it is quite true 
that the areas were unoccupied in the sense 
that there were no people inhabiting these 
areas. Mr. Vajpayee forgets that in 1957 our 
troops which were under the command of one 
Capt. Iyengar came into clash at Hajilangar 
which is quite near the Aksai Chin road with 
the Chinese troops. So it is futile to say that we 
had no possession of those areas. 

Now, Mr. Vice-Chairman .  . . 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN: (SHRI M. 
GOVINDA REDOY) : You will have to wind up 
now. 

SHRI N. C. KASLIWAL: I was going into 
the question of strength. We must build up 
our military strength and the nation as a whole 
feels confident that under the great leadership 
of the Prime Minister and the dynamic 
personality of the Defence Minister we shall 
grow from strength to strength. 

There is only one last point which I want to 
make again .and that is with regard to the 
amendment of Mr. Vajpayee. In the last 
sentence it is said that "this House therefore 
calls for an 

abandonment of this policy and a categorical 
declaration . . ." Which policy? I do not 
understand. Does it relate to the policy, as he 
alleges, that is in the letter of the 26th July? 
And his amendment goes on: " . . .and a 
categorical declaration by Government that 
vacation of aggression by China is an absolute 
pre-requisite for negotiations." The Prime 
Minister all the time maintained that 
aggression must be vacated. He has all the time 
said that the international boundary must be 
the traditional boundary. Our case has been 
proved to the hilt by the two official teams and 
it is not necessary for me to go into all that but 
the whole point is this; should talks take place 
for negotiations or should they not take place? 
That is the whole question and I believe that 
the Prime Minister is quite right when he says 
that if we have to have aggression vacated by 
negotiations preliminary talks must take place. 

SHRI M. RUTHNASWAMY (Madras): Sir, 
as I rise to take part in this important second 
debate on foreign policy, I must confess to a 
sense of despondency because the Prime 
Minister makes a statement, his supporters 
support it and the Opposition bring in counter-
arguments but the result is the same, that the 
majority approves of the foreign policy and 
the conduct of the foreign policy by the 
present Government. The work of the 
Opposition in this respect seems to me like the 
work of Sizyphus who used to push a piece of 
rock up a mountain and when it reached the 
top the rock would come down and his labour 
would have to be repeated again. It is in this 
Sizyphian labour that the Opposition is 
engaged when it discusses foreign policy or 
for the matter of that any other policy of the 
present Government. 

Before I take up the substance of this 
foreign policy statement, may I appeal to the 
Prime Minister to refrain from indulging in 
ironic references to the Opposition, to the 
arguments of the Opposition, and to    the 
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leaders of the Opposition? I gladly confess 
and thankfully confess that the vituperative 
vocabulary of the Prime Minister is rather 
limited. He rings the changes on such words 
as "nonsense," "fantastic nonsense," 
"zamindari party", "gallant Maharajas," 
reactionary party  .   . 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHHI M. 
GOVINDA REDDY) : But the Prime Minister 
did not use them here. 

SHRI M. RUTHNASWAMY: But he used 
them elsewhere. Feudal, medieval and so on. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: And helicopter 
party. 

SHHI M. RUTHNASWAMY: There used to 
be a Minister in England in the early 
Victorian days who was in the habit of 
damning everybody and everything. Lord 
Melbourne who was the Prime Minister said 
when he attended a Cabinet meeting: "Let us 
take for granted, gentlemen, that everybody is 
damned and everything is damned and let us 
proceed to consider the business of the 
Cabinet." 

Now, this business of the border and the 
policy of the Government of India is a very 
anxious problem not only for the Government 
but for the people also. In my first speech I 
pleaded that the foreign policy of the Gov-
ernment should be founded on facts, 
geographical and historical, on the facts of the 
international situation. There is one fact which 
I should like to deal with in this debate and 
that is the character and the political ideas of 
the other party, in this context of China and its 
leaders. We must take into consideration in 
dealing with the Chinese and the Chinese 
policy, the Chinese idea of foreign relations 
and their conduct of foreign relations. 

Let us deal with the ideas of some of the 
representative leaders of China. Mao Tse-tung 
the maker of modern China and    *ne leader    
of    modern 

China, as early as 1938 in "Problems of War 
and Strategy" had said: 

"The essential and the highest form of 
revolution is to solve all problems by war." 

Again on the eve of the inauguration of the 
Communist regime in 1948, he said: 

"In order to attain victory and 
consolidate it we must lean to one side and 
one side alone, namely, the side of the 
Communist bloc." 

In 1949 writing in commemoration of the 
28th anniversary of the Communist Party he 
advised his people in external matters to unite 
in a common struggle together with the 
nations of the world which treat them as 
equals. He went on to say: 

"We ally ourselves with the Soviet 
Union and the Peoples' democracies and 
with the proletariat and the broad masses in 
all other countries and form an inter-
national world front." 

Then he designated the Powers which he did 
not like, the freedom-loving Powers, as paper 
tigers as contrasted with the real tigers of the 
Communist bloc. 

Then if we go on to Chou En-lai who is 
velvet glove to Mao's mailed fist, in his offer 
at Bandung of peaceful negotiations for the 
solution of international troubles, he reserved 
the right to liberate the countries in which he 
was interested, Formosa at that time, Tibet 
later and now Ladakh. In October 1950 in 
exchange of notes with the Government of 
India regarding Tibet he charged the Indian 
Government with submitting to "outside 
obstruction". 

Again, in a note of his Ministry dated 31st 
May, 1962, he characterised Indian 
commitment to the defence of Sikkim and 
Bhutan as "Great Power Chauvinism". Then, 
there are other ideas of liberation illustrated in 
the case of Tibet. Then, they have the theory 
of 
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[Shri M. Ruthnaswamy] two camps, that 
there is controversy perpetually and 
constant opposition between the two camps, 
namely, the camp of the communist Powers 
and the camp of the non-communist 
Powers. They also believe in cold war. 
Another Chinese leader, Huin ] Sin, said:— 

"We definitely cannot wait for 
peace. We must go to fight for peace." 

In other words, they must wage war for the 
sake of peace. 

'The Prime Minister himself had an 
inkling of these ideas of China and the 
Chinese leaders. He charged the Chinese 
with using the language of the cold war 
regardless of truth and propriety in his 
speech in the other j House on April 27, 
1959. Again, rnak-ing a statement in the 
other House on September 4, 1959, he 
said:— 

"If anyone asked me what these 
border incidents indicate, I shall say 
probably, I do not know what might be in 
the minds of the other party, whether it is 
just local aggressiveness, or a desire to 
show us our place or something deeper, 
we d° not know." 

Parenthetically we might say that these 
speculations of the Prime Minister in 
regard to the mind of the Chinese 
Government may be due to a number of 
causes. It might be irritation at the 
welcome given to the Dalai Lama when 
he had to flee from Tibet. And may I say 
that it was one of the finest acts of the 
Prime Minister in the whole of his 
political career? It" might be also 
displeasure at the overthrow of the 
communist Government in Kerala. It 
might be due also to internal troubles in 
China itself. 

To resume reference to the speeches of 
the Prime Minister on the subject, 
speaking in the other House on 25th June, 
1959, he recognised the need to see 
China as it is, as we have 

to deal with what is called a one-track 
mind, a one-track mind which has been 
proved by the history of Chinese  
imperialism  in these     latter 
days. 

That being so, what of the future? We 
must negotiate, aa more than one Member     
has     advised.    We     must negotiate  as     
the     Prime     Minister thinks we must.   
We may even go to the preliminary  "talks 
about    talks" without any preconditions, 
which th« Chine»e Government insist on.    
But while we negotiate, let us keep    our 
powder  dry,  negotiate and fight     at. the 
same tima    Fighting    need not. frighten 
us, because since the end of the last World 
War,  the peoples    ol the  world  and  the  
Governments  of the world have  learnt to 
spell  'war' with  a small  'w'.    There     are 
such things as local wars, fought in Korea, 
fought in Indo-China,   fought all over the 
world, which do not commit    the great 
Powers to the great global war.. And so my 
suggestion to the Government  of  India  
would  be,  fight  back any  further  attacks  
on  our     border,, while  negotiating  at  
the  same  time. Do not let the Chinese 
troops invade, make any further incursions 
into our border.    Let the  "green     light"     
go from the Government of India to our 
troops and officers on the border that any 
fresh attack by the Chinese troops must  be   
resisted,  whether  the Government is 
engaged in negotiations or not.    And let 
us have fighting Commanders on the 
border, Commanders who have had battle 
experience, who have been under fire, not    
drawing-room Generals.    For instance, 
why is not Lieut-General Choudhuri on the 
northern border?    Why is he allowed to  
cool his  heels in     Bombay or  in Poona?    
He is    a    man    with    war experience,   
experience   in      the   last World War, in 
Burma and    on other fronts.    He has    
had     experience of "police   actions"   in  
Hyderabad   ""and recently in Goa.    It is    
such a man that we must have as our 
Commander on our northern border.   And 
such a man must be given  confidence, 
must be given full freedom to act as he 
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pleases, that is to say, to fight these local 
wars and to prevent any further incursion 
of the Chinese into our territory. Let 
negotiations go on, but at the same time 
let us keep our powder dry, and show the 
Chinese that we will not stand any more 
of their nonsense, that we will not allow 
any further inch of our territory to be 
taken by them. It will not lead to war, as 
these local wars have not let to great 
global wars. And in this way, while 
negotiating and keeping .our powder dry, 
by being prepared to repel any further 
incursion into our territory, we may be 
serving not only the cause of peace, but 
also the cause of freedom. 

SHEI JAIRAMDAS DAULATRAM 
(Nominated): Sir, one naturally feels 
some hesitation in discussing matters 
affecting our relations with China, and 
also with Pakistan, under the 
circumstances which guide our deli-
berations here. I do not know if in many 
Parliaments discussions take place as they 
take place here relating to matters which, 
I think, need to be debated differently. 
We sometimes speak as if we are 
addressing public audiences and 
sometimes we are not conscious that it is 
not only the audience in India which is 
listening to us, but also audiences in the 
very countries with regard to which we 
have certain views to express. And these 
views relate to matters of possible war, 
defensive measures, then naturally one 
has to speak with great restraint. Now, I 
have no doubt in my mind that the 
manner in which we have been recently 
conducting our discussions will improve 
the morale of the countries which today 
may not be friendly with us and spoil the 
morale in our own" country. I have no 
doubt that patriotic feelings inspire what 
most people say here. But I have a feeling 
that an unconscious party complex 
influences what we say here and if we 
unconsciously even become subject to 
that complex, when dealing with China 
and Pakistan, it is a matter greatly to be 
regretted in *the interests of the    
country.   Until 

new conventions are established and new 
forums, maybe within Parliament itself, 
are created, where we can discuss matters 
in greater detail and with greater 
freedom, one has, while participating in 
discussions, to observe the maximum 
restraint. With these preliminary remarks 
I will deal only with one or two main 
points as there is no time to deal with all. 

There can be no doubt that the position 
of India on the border, specially Ladakh, 
is definitely as satisfactory as it can be 
under the circumstances. During the last 
few months, maybe a year or more, we 
have made a substantial advance" In all 
directions, and as a result of this advance 
we have reached a position where the 
maximum possible resistance, humanly 
maximum possible resistance, can be 
offered to any further advance by the 
Chinese. Most of us possibly are not 
familiar with the terrain there. I am not 
repeating a common place when I make a 
reference to terrain. High mountains 
overlap each other, hills overlap each 
other. It is possible for a party of twenty 
to be within two miles of you behind a 
hill and still be invisible to you. These 
things happen in all hilly regions. 
Therefore, it is possible that here and 
there we may be encircled as here and 
there we may encircle the other party. 
Therefore, we need not become very 
nervous when we come to know that here 
and there somebody has advanced a mile 
or two or three and when it may appear as 
though we were encircled. These things 
happen in all hilly and jungle countries, 
and we need not become unnecessarily 
unnerved. As, a matter of fact I consider 
it to be a sign of unconscious weakness, 
lack of self-confidence, when the smallest 
news of that type creates a sensation in 
our country. We cannot forget that an 
area claimed by the Chinese as their 
own—I do not know, they may be 
genuinely feeling on account of whatever 
reasons that it is their own—35,000 
square miles of    WEFA, 
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our occupation. Legitimately we have a 
right to occupy it. They think they have a 
right to occupy it. But the fact that 35,000 
square miles are under our occupation, 
administration and control, military and 
civil control, does not make them 
nervous, does not make them talk of 
declaring a war against India, because 
wars on small matters can be possible 
only between two small countries. 

I do not want to say anything which is 
derogatory to anybody, I am including 
myself in that, but we have no experience 
of preparing for and handling wars. For 
the last two hundred years, as I said on an 
earlier occasion, the British fought our 
wars. We did something in Kashmir. 
(Interruption) I do not want to be 
interrupted. We did something in 
Kashmir for a brief while. We did 
something in Hyderabad for a few days. 
We did something in Goa for a few 
hours. Big nations do not rush into a war 
for any small reason. It requires a lot of 
thinking and preparation before war is 
declared. We have not handled such 
affairs formerly and let us not be hustled 
into a mistake now. 

I think we need not also be afraid of the 
word "negotiation". Gandhiji fought all 
his life, Gandhiji negotiated all his life. 
He negotiated while he fought, while he 
prepared for a fight. It is an entirely 
wrong understanding of Gandhiji's tactics 
to think that he was only a fighter. He 
was a great negotiator, more a negotiator 
than a fighter. Fighting, struggle, war—
these are the ultimate unavoidable 
alternatives. War has to be for India also 
the last, unavoidable, ultimate alternative 
when forced upon us. I wish the Prime 
Minister were not present here when I say 
what I say because it is something 
personal, but I believe that nobody, in the 
politics of this country or in international 
politics, in internal problems or in dealing 
with persons, is using friendly  approach     
of    Gandhiji    in 

practical life as the Prime Minister does. 
If we try to repudiate what he does we are 
really repudiating the method and 
approach which Gandhiji always 
employed. I am surprised, pained, that 
there should be friends who should think 
that the Prime Minister will surrender or 
sully the honour of India. Among the 
millions that live in this country I know of 
no one who is more incapable of it, 
temperamentally incapable of it. I know 
also—many may not know-that he 
resisted Gandhiji himself when he thought 
the issue of honour was involved and here 
I am referring, to the Gandhi-Irwin Pact 
of 1931. Many may not know that he 
resisted. it probably right up to the end, as 
some of the terms were, according to him, 
not in consonance with the honour of the 
nation, or maybe the entire Pact. Though 
later events, must have led to a change in 
that opinion, for the time being he resisted 
Gandhiji, and possibly a night of great 
anguish was passed by him when that 
Pact was signed. Possibly the most 
sleepless night of his life was passed 
when that Pact was made, because he felt 
that the honour of the nation was involved 
and that we should not have that Pact. So, 
it is a very painful though significant 
indication that friends in India should be 
capable of saying that he-will 
compromise the nation's honour. I am 
saying this because the Chinese are 
listening. The press gallery is not 
representative of only India. I am really 
pained at the way in which we carry on 
our debates dealing with these problems. 

I would certainly say that after the 
definite declarations made lay the Prime 
Minister in the Lok Sabha with regard 
both to the question of sustaining the 
honour of the country and also keeping 
the Lok Sabha or Parliament informed, 
there should be-absolutely no hesitation in 
entrusting him with any task. It is when 
we feel nervous ourselves, we feel weak 
ourselves, we have no confidence in-
ourselves, we do not think we    are- 
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strong) that we are afraid of talking. I The 
strongest man in. India was Gandhiji, and yet 
the greatest talker. He talked directly, he talked 
indirectly. He talked to news correspondents, 
deliberately gave interviews to try to feel the 
way, to open the window, to open the door wide 
and create a situation where talks could take 
place. I think it is entirely wrong tactics, and 
even from the point of view of those friends 
who want that we should have this entire area 
vacated soon it is wrong to shut out all talks and 
all negotiations. My own feeling is that we 
should give the fullest freedom to the Prime 
Minister. Let him carry on talks with 
whomsoever he likes and in any manner he likes 
and prepare the ground for the major talks and 
the major negotiations. Let us give him on 
behalf of Parliament our heartiest good wishes 
and abundant goodwill to carry on those talks. 

I happen to be a nominated Member of the 
Rajya Sabha. I have also had for some years 
official association with the Government after 
Independence, but I am basically a nationalist. 
Many may not know of my national 
association going back to nearly sixty years. 

[THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN in the Chair] 

I went from my province when a mere 
school-boy to attend the Congress at Bombay 
in 1904 when, men whose names are a legend 
now were there, when Sir Henry Cotton and 
Wedderburn and all other great makers of the 
Congress were there. When I speak today I 
speak as an Indian nationalist. As an Indian 
nationalist I feel that great mistakes ar© being 
made in the manner in which we conduct our 
debates and sometimes we are overconscious 
of our being partymen. I also feel pained at the 
way in which we are coming in the way of a 
prompt, right, early and desirable solution of a 
very complicated problem.    We cannot 
always 

be at tension with our neighbours, whether it 
is Pakistan, or China. Here I may be in a 
minority of one, but I personally feel that we 
must evolve new conventions as to how, 
where, in what forum within Parliament, we 
can carry on most of our debates on these two 
countries. Otherwise I think we are not acting 
in the interests of our nation. In conclusion, 1 
repeat, let us give the fullest freedom to the 
Prime Minister with our heartiest  cheer  and  
utmost  goodwill. 

SHRI    ANTJP      SINGH     (Punjab): Madam 
Deputy Chairman, I am really very glad and 
gratified that the Prime Minister  at   the  very   
outset   of   his speech made a reference to the 
recent settlement    on.    West Irian  and    on 
Pondicherry.   I think it symbolises the triumph 
of peaceful negotiations, as he very  
appropriately  said.    Any   other alternative 
course, I think, is fraught with dangers.    That 
course has been tried  and  the result was 
Korea,  the Congo, Indo-China, Laos, etc.    
And I think  that  his  reiteration  of  a  very 
Arm conviction that we will continue to pursue 
the policy that we have been pursuing is most 
welcome and should1 be appreciated by all of    
us.    Some Members of the Opposition are in 
the habit  of seizing upon  a word     here and a 
phrase there and like a politician, instead of 
making two and two add up to four, they 
invariably make it Ave.    I do not think there is 
much in that so-much talked    about     and 
advertised letter which, unfortunately, was  
also   dramatised  by  our     press, particularly 
the English press, in our metropolis,    with    
editorials    characterising that letter as an 
ignominious betrayal that would bring ruin,    
dishonour and the rest.    Certainly,    our press 
is free but I hope that it will deal with such 
matters of great importance with  a little more 
sense of responsibility and not rouse unneces-
sary speculations, misgivings and ap-
prehensions in the minds of the people. 

Certainly,   the  Chinese   have     dis-
illusioned  us,   all  of us.   "We cannot 
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long ago, we were chanting 'Hindi-Chini 
Bhai, Bhai', and now it looks more like 
'Bye-Bye'. But I think the question that 
We should ask ourselves is, what the 
Chinese have gained, precisely what their 
reaction is and what is the reaction to it in 
the world at larga I recently came from an 
unofficial Congress in Moscow and what 
transpired there, I think, perhaps will be 
of some interest to the Members hera The 
Prime Minister of the Soviet Union 
addressed tha* Congress 'for two hours 
and thirtyseven minutes, and he eulogised 
the role of the Afro-Asian Group in 
particular. But he mentioned only one 
name— the Prime Minister is present 
here— of a person who has made—I do 
not remember his exact words—a notable 
contribution to the stabilisation of peace. 
Only one name was mentioned1 as an 
outstanding statesman o? the day. And I 
think that my friends who were there will 
bear me out that when  that reference was  
made, 

. there was a spontaneous, tremendous 
chorus of applause by everyone." We did 
not get a chance to see the reaction of the 
Chinese who were on the side and 
behind.   But I was told later 

" on by some people who had the op-
portunity to talk to some of the Chinese 
delegates that they were rather irritated, 
and one of them said 

. within my hearing later on that it was 
very indiscreet and  inappropriate  on 

. the part of the Soviet Premier to single 
out a man for appreciation and eulogy of 
his peaceful role, who was obviously an 
aggressor and was following a policy of 
aggression. That was the Chinese reaction 
but the reaction of the other people—
there4 were 2,400 delegates from 110 
countries in their unofficial capacity—
was different. Any reference to India 
immediately brought a chorus of 
applause, no matter what the subject-
matter was. 

In this connection, I might say that we 
should be prepared for a long , drawn-out 
crisis.   No one can predict, 

and we can only hope that it may end 
tomorrow. I had a very casual talk with a 
Chinese delegate. I do not think he could 
presume to speak for the Chinese 
Government or the Chinese people any 
more than I. I asked • him very casually, 
"How long is this situation between your 
country and my country going to go on?" 
And with a very cynical smile, he said, 
"Mr. Singh, like you Indians, we are also 
a very ancient peopla We have a great 
deal of patience." I said, "Anyhow, how 
long is it going to last? We do have 
infinite patience but certainly there must 
be some end to this present tension." He 
said, "Oh! it can go on for two or three 
centuries. What is two or three centuries 
in the life-history of a country like yours 
or mine?" Now, that may be said in a 
very casual and jovial way but I am 
inclined to think that they are also getting 
reconciled to the idea that this may persist 
and that we should get ourselves 
reconciled to a long drawn out dead-lock. 

Secondly, I believe that the Chinese 
have been isolated. I am not speaking in 
terms of what I witnessed at the Moscow 
Congress. Incidentally, their delegation 
was the smallest, even smaller than that of 
Ceylon. They could not tolerate the idea of 
Moscow sponsoring the Congress and they 
wanted to show their indifference. I am 
not talking about what the Congress 
achieved. They were talking about 
disarmament and the cessation of nuclear 
tests. Right i° the midst of the 
deliberations the Americans conducted 
high-altitude test. I think the Russians had 
perhaps been a little more discreet, they 
resumed their tests when we came back to 
Delhi. I am not saying that we have not 
achieved anything there. But the Chinese 
actually went out of their way to belittle 
this Congress. And I might say that they 
were rather irritated—and I speak from 
personal experience— . and when the 
Indians were pushed into the forefront of 
the Chairman or the Vice-Chairman, our 
friends, the Chinese, did not relish it. 
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Now, in another sphere what have they 
gained? There are obviously two great Powers 
who count and any kind of rapproachment 
between the two, I think, is an indispensable 
prerequisite to any kind of settlement 
anywhere. The Americans are certainly not 
approving what the Chinese have done. The 
Russians may have been discreet for 
diplomatic reasons but I think there is enough 
evidence to show that they are rather pertur-
bed at the Chinese behaviour, and they would 
like to see the end of this difficulty between 
the two countries. I do not know of any other 
country, big or small, or its delegates who did 
not privately confess to us that China was 
definitely the aggressor. They may not come 
out and say so publicly, and I think that is 
something that we should bear in mind and 
not be sidetracked by little things here and 
there. 

I repeat, Madam Deputy Chairman, that the 
policy that the Government of India has 
chosen to pursue with respect to the Chinese 
question has been correct. I think it has been 
"vindicated in the sense that our position is 
quite clear and that people are on our side. 
Certainly, a good deal of territory has been 
occupied and nobody is going to part with it 
even to win applause and platitudes of the rest 
of the world. But I think this is the only policy 
we should pursue. As one statesman in his 
message to another Congress said, he would 
rather have five years of protracted 
negotiations than five minutes of modern war. 

Thank you. 

SHRI B. D. KHOBARAGADE: Madam 
Deputy Chairman, India's Note of the 26th 
July has raised a great deal of controversy and 
created apprehensions in the minds of the 
people in this country. I would like to  say  
that  our attitude is this  that there are certain 
circumstances which compel us to draw' the 
inference that many people from India have 
drawn 

and people from many places have also 
drawn. Just now Mr. Anup Singh and 
previous to him Mr. Kasli-wal have pointed 
out that there should have been no strong 
reaction from the press. Madam, I would just 
quote one or two instances which compel UB 
to draw this sort of inference. 

3 P.M. 

Only about one month back we were 
informed that Indian and Chinese troops were 
facing each other in the Gal wan Valley. If I 
remember correctly, it was only one month 
back that the Prime Minister had given the 
clarion call to the whole nation that the whole 
nation should be alert. What is the meaning of 
this clarion call? Why this clarion call was 
given to the nation? And then within one 
month's time, what was the necessity to press 
for talks and negotiations after that clarion 
call was given. 

The second incident which compelled us to 
draw this conclusion or inference is about our 
Defence Minister's visit and his talks and 
parleys with the Vice-Premier of China, 
Marshal Chen-yi. Of course, I do not mind if a 
representative of this Government and country 
holds parleys and talks with a representative 
of the Chinese Government. Normally, I 
would not have minded it. Our Defence 
Minister can discuss this problem with 
Marshal Chen-yi, but I am worried and 
perturbed about the reaction which we have 
provoked from the representative of China. 
And what did Marshal Chen-yi say after-
wards? In a radio or television interview he 
said that the 600 millions of people of China 
will not tolerate this thing. Did we send our 
Defence Minister to Geneva to evoke this sort 
of reaction from the Chinese representative? 

   May  I  recall  one  more     instance, Madam?    
It  was  one  or   two   years back that we had 
ent our Secretary-|   General to China, as  ointed 
out by 
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discuss the same border dispute. And then also 
our country had to suffer dishonour and 
humiliation. Are we to go on talking just to 
suffer indignities and humiliation, to suffer 
dishonour? So far as I am concerned, there is 
no harm if we talk. We must talk if we want to 
solve the problem peacefully and if there is 
any hope of solving the problem that way. I 
will come to this question later. But then, 
Madam, in view of those facts that our troops 
were facing the Chinese troops in the Galwan 
Valley only one month back and the hon. the 
Prime Minister had given the clarion call to 
the whole nation that the whole nation must be 
alert to face this aggression and after that 
immediately these events were followed by 
our Defence Minister's visit and that ultimately 
the Indian Note of 26th July comes forth, are 
we wrong, is the whole press of India wrong in 
drawing the conclusion that we are rather re-
versing our policy so far as the border dispute 
is concerned? Why should we criticise the 
people, other political parties if they say that 
there has been some sort of reversal in the 
policy? Only the other day, while discussing 
this question in the Lok Sabha, the Prime 
Minister has said that the language used by the 
Opposition leaders was infantile nonsense— 
that is the word used, Madam. Supposing if we 
say that we have drawn this conclusion, are we 
wrong? We are not in a minority today, and I 
must point it out that everybody in this country 
is pointing out that there has been some sort of 
reversal. The parleys that took place along 
with Marshal Chen-yi created in the minds of 
the people the apprehension that there might 
have been some tacit understanding between 
the Defence Minister and Marshal Chen-yi 
that we are prepared to surrender our 12,000 
square miles of territory to China, which was 
claimed wrongly or rightly by Mr. Chou En-lai 
in 1956. There is 
that   apprehension   in  the   minds   of every 
citizen in this country. So, why 

should that word be used, the word 
"infantile"? 

Madam, I will quote another instance. 
Events have proved that sweet or abusive 
language will not solve the problem of 
borders, or they will not hide the failure of the 
policy of the Prime Minister. Madam, just 
now one hon. Member has referred to the 
opinion of General Thimayya. Let me point 
out to you what General Cari-appa said in 
1959. He had said that if immediate steps 
were not taken to dislodge the Chinese troops 
occupying Indian soil in NEFA and Ladakh 
areas, "it certainly will become a hundredfold 
more difficult and more costly in all respects 
to do so later." This was the warning given by 
Gen. Cariappa who knows something about 
our defence problems and who had headed the 
Army in this country. And what did he say 
further? "Panohsheel or no Panchsheel, non-
violence or no non-violence, we have got to 
be men, and act boldly and resolutely." And 
what was tht reaction of the hon. Prime 
Minister? The hon. Prime Minister in his usual 
way said: ''Gen. Cariappa was off the track 
both mentally and otherwise." And what have 
subsequent events proved? Was Gen. 
Cariappa wrong or the hon. the Prime Minister 
wrong? Did not Gen. Cariappa give the warn-
ing that if we did not remove the Chinese 
people from our land within a short time it 
would be very difficult for us and a problem 
for us to remove them later. 

So from all these facts, from all these 
events, if the people draw the conclusion that   
.   .   . 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You have two 
minutes more. 

SHRI B. D. KHOBARAGADE: Madam, I 
have been speaking for only eight minutes. I 
should be allotted fifteen minutes. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Two minutes 
more makes it ten minutes. 

SHRI B. D. KHOBARAGADE: Therefore,  
there  is some  apprehension in 
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the minds of people. Now, we do not mind 
solving the problems by negotiation and talks, 
but let us talk honourably. If we can solve the 
problem we have no objection. If we can kill 
the enemy by giving one chocolate we need 
not give poison. But what is the assurance or 
guarantee that we can kill them by giving 
only chocolates? 

I have already quoted the two instances 
when we sent our Secretary-General to China 
and when we sent our Defence Minister to 
Geneva. If we want to talk, let us talk through 
embassies. The Chinese Government has got 
their representative here. We have got our 
representative in China. Let us explore the 
possibilities, whether there are the chances of 
our coming to some sort of agreement even in 
talks, not even in negotiation. Let our 
Ambassadors or our Embassy people go there. 
Let their Embassy people who are here, come 
to us, talk to us and find out the possibility 
whether we can come and sit together, and 
then only let us send our people like the 
Secretary-General or the Defence Minister to 
other places to have talks even, not 
negotiations. 

Madam, I will refer to only one >',r two 
more instances and try to finish as early as 
possible. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Please wind 
up. 

SHRI B. D. KHOBARAGADE: The hon. 
the Prime Minister this morning referred to 
one analogy, and that is, if we could liberate 
the French enclaves by peaceful negotiations, 
why should we not try to pursue the same 
policy? Leaving apart the question of Goa, 
which we could not solve peacefully, let met 
point out that there is one basic and 
fundamental difference so far as the problem 
of French enclaves is concerned and so far as 
the question of Sino-Indian border is con-
cerned. The problem of French enclaves was a 
static one, in the sense that there was no 
danger of fresh incursion, there was no danger 
of fresh 

aggression from the French people. But here 
what do we find? Here there is danger of 
aggression at every moment. We sent our 
Secretary-General in 1959. Afterwards fresh 
aggression took -place. Then we sent our De-
fence Minister to Geneva and again 
afterwards fresh aggression took place. 
Therefore, whenever we talk or negotiate 
there is always the fresh danger of aggression. 
What sort of assurance is there that there will 
be no fresh aggression, that there will be no 
fresh incursion? And supposing there is fresh 
incursion, then in that case I would like to 
know from the hon. the Prime Minister what 
action he is going to take to stop the Chinese 
from making fresh inroads. 

In the end I would say: Let the hon. the 
Prime Minister tell this House frankly what 
sort of freedom he wants. Let him tell us what 
will be the basis of talks and negotiations. 
There have been three different lines of 
negotiations and talks. Firstly, he told us that 
we would not talk and negotiate with the 
Chinese people until and unless they vacated 
their aggression. The second position taken 
was: Let the Chinese people vacate the areas 
which we claim as our own and we will vacate 
the area which the Chinese claim as theirs. 
This was the second position. And the third 
position which we find in the Note of 26th 
July is: Let the Chinese people hold that area 
which Mr. Chou En-lai claimed to be his in 
1956. This is the third position. I would like to 
know from the hon. Prime Minister as to 
which one of these situations he desires to be 
the basis for further negotiations and further 
talks with the Chinese people. I have no 
objection to this problem being solved by 
negotiation, by peaceful talks. But if we 
cannot, let us strengthen our military forces. 
We do not ask you to ally with any other 
foreign Power, but at least   .    .   . 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You are 
beginning your point again. Please wind up. 
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SHRI B. D. KHOBARAGADE: I will 
finish with this po  int.   We do not ask you to 
ally with any foreign Power, but at least take 
military help from other countries to defend    
ourselves.Even on the 30th July we know that 
the Galwan Valley had been encircled. a  
heck-post had been established at Chip Chap 
by the Chinese Government as also at 
Pangong.   If fresh incursions are going to 
take place,   should we not  strengthen our 
military    strength bytaking militar;-  aid from     
whatever foreign country we can get it?    
Thatshould be done. If possible, we should try 
to solve our dispute with Pakistan. 
Only the other day   .   .   . 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. 
Khobargade, I have requested you to wind up. 
I have already given you more time. I do wish 
the hon. Members who are going to speak 
would restrict themselves to ten minutes so 
that we can finish the list of names that I have 
here. 
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SHRI AKBAE ALI KHAN: Madam Deputy 

Chairman, I agree with the line of discussion 
that has been suggested by my respected 
friend, Shri Daulatramji, in matters connected 
with international affairs, particularly so when 
we are dealing with a very delicate matter and 
that also with reference to definite and specific 
issues. There are two glaring facts before us. 
Let us recognise them. In view of those two 
facts, I submit my comments regarding some 
of the points that have been raised by our 
friends on the Opposite side. One thing is very 
definite and clear and that is that China has 
committed aggression and she is the aggressor 
and she has occupied our territory. As regards 
that, what should be our policy? The other 
thing is, these two big countries with such vast 
population are existing, they will exist and 
they will have to exist in a friendly 
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way.    Let us not forget this fact   If it   is so, 
having these    two facts in view,    what should    
be our    policy? How  should  we  conduct our 
foreign affairs,    how should we    tackle    this 
question of aggression?    That is    the question 
before the House.    I submit that so far as 
aggression is concerned, the fact  that  we  are  
determined to meet the aggression and the way 
that the correspondence has been conducted 
during the last two months which is evidenced 
by the copies supplied to us recently,    show 
that China feels a little perturbed which she did 
not feel before.    That shows that our defence 
preparation has improved    considerably.    I 
must pay my humble tribute to all those people 
who are standing now face to face against the 
Chinese people   to  defend  their     
motherland. That also shows that the position 
that we occupied a couple of years    back has   
considerably   improved  now     in view of the 
improvement in the communications      and        
other     defence arrangements.    So regarding 
that, let us be very clear and very definite that 
so far as that is concerned, we have to defend 
ourselves at any cost so far as this aggression is 
concerned but so far as this other question is 
concerned,   these two people have to live to-
gether.   Are we to irritate them? Are we to do 
an those things as suggested by some of my 
friends like   breaking away the diplomatic 
relations or    do propaganda against them and    
make the relations bitter in a way so    that even 
the remote possibility of    these two great 
people coming together    is excluded? Is    that 
the aim at all    of this august House?    I am 
sure,    'No'. Neither this  House      nor the     
other House  nor the  country desires    that 
anything should be done to aggravate or  
accentuate  the  feelings  that     are present now 
in these two countries. 

Shri Govindan Nair of course supported the 
Government's policy. We are thankful for that 
but he has put the aggressor and the aggressed 
on the same footing. Is it right. Do you really 
think that the country has not been 
transgressed? Have they not occupied our 
territory? This then, as Shri   Daulatramji    
correctly    pointed 
613 RS—9. 

out, in international affairs makes our position 
rather difficult in this way that there is a Party 
which does not consider China the aggressor. 
It is with great sorrow and distress that I saw 
the cartoon in the "Swadhinata" of my friend 
on the 15th August. I am sure that in the calm 
moments even the extreme Communist 
friends will feel sorry. On 15th August our 
people are being given food by the military 
men of China across the border. I am sur-
prised. Probably there are legal difficulties. 
Why should not this Editor and all concerned 
be called to explain? I think it is nothing short 
of treason to do anything like that. Let us be 
clear, let us not mince matters in such 
important and delicate things. So, I do hope 
that when they support our policy, they will 
also support us in all these matters and try to 
control their organs and their other Members 
by seeing that they do not do such things 
which really are tantamount to stabbing in the 
back. 

Now, regarding other hon. friends, much 
has been made of the letter of the 26th July. 
Let me say that I wish that it had been 
worded in a better way. 

AN HON. MEMBER: Tha is our point. 
SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN: But if you read 

the letter, the very next paragraph clearly says 
that our boundary is the international 
boundary, as we have pointed out in our 
several documents. In the letter of the 26th 
July, we have again emphasised the same 
thing, that our boundary is the international 
boundary.   It says: 

"It is obvious that the Chinese authorities 
are either themselves confused or are 
deliberately confusing the question of the 
international frontier that has been clearly 
established and indicated in the maps that 
have been handed over to the Chinese 
Government by the Indian side at the 
meetings of the officials of the two 
Governments." 

I can quote any number of letters and this 
point has been made   abundantly 
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somebody is determined to make 
propaganda or to do    things which would 
place India in the wrong box,    that is a 
different thing. 

PROF. M. B. LAL: The Chinese publish 
their documents. 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN: I know. So 
far as that is concerned, my professor 
friend knows very well that our methods 
are different from the Chinese methods. 
At the same time, let us see ahead and let 
us do nothing which would make these 
two big countries enemies for a long 
time. Let that period be reduced as much 
as possible. 

Some points were raised by my hon. 
friends, Mr. Mani and Mr. Vajpayee. 
What is this weakness that is being 
referred to? I want to know and 
understand what is meant by that. So far 
as that is concerned, we have always 
taken a firm policy, a policy that has been 
absolutely intelligible, a policy in which 
we have said that this is aggression and 
this should be vacated. Our point is that 
we should limit our dispute, our conflict, 
only to that portion of it and not make out 
as if it is a case which cannot be settled 
by negotiations in this peaceful way. 
Having this in mind, I would like to say 
that I was distressed, as most others have 
been distressed, by the statement of the 
Chinese Foreign Minister. I believe, that 
again is a matter of approach and history, 
and how they won their freedom and how 
we won our freedom. I am sure the 
junior-most Minister in the External 
Affairs Ministry would not have made the 
statement that the Foreign Minister of 
China had made. That is something 
demagogic, I mean speaking of 40 crores 
and 60 crores and so on. It may be all 
right from a platform or in some election 
meeting. But for a Foreign Minister to 
say that and in that way, did really pain 
me. But it is not right for me to say 
anything so far as the Foreign Minister is 
concerned. It shows that at least he does 
not  want things to improve.    So far 

as we are concerned, I think that in view 
of all that has been done so far, we must 
ungrudingly and most willingly entrust 
this matter in the hands of the man whom 
we have seen for the last fifty years 
serving the nation with the highest 
devotion and distinction that any man is 
capable of. I support the motion. 
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"What is the Commonwealth", 
published by Her Majesty's Gov-
ernment. On page 9 of this book there 
is a map of the world in which Kashmir 
has been shown as an independent 
State. 

 
"Jawaharlal    Nehru"    by    Frank . 

Moraes.   There is a map in this book 
where Kashmir has been shown as  a 
disputed territory. 

This book carries a few words from His 
Royal Highness, the Duke of Edinburgh. 

 

The Indo-Pakistan sub-continent, the 
Republic of India, the Republic of 
Pakistan and Kashmir. All the three have 
been shown as different states and 
independent states. 
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"What is the Commonwealth", published 

by Her Majesty's Government. On page 9 of 
this book there is a map of the world in which 
Kashmir has been shown as an independent 
State. 

 

 
"Jawaharlal Nehru" by Frank Moracs. 

There is a map in this book where Kashmir 
has been shown as a disputed territory. 
This book carries a few words from his Royal 
Highness, the Duke of Edinburgh. 

 
The Indo-Pakistan sub-continent, the 
Republic of India, the Republic of Pakistan 
and Kashmir. All the three have been shown 
as different States and independent States. 

 

'The   Living
Commonwealth' 
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SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Madam Deputy 

Chairman, immediately I would like to 
dispose of a rather unfortunate issue that 
cropped up in the debate which is supposed to 
be some cartoon in some paper. I have not 
seen the paper; if the cartoon is as is made out 
here, then of course it is entirely wrong but 
would it be right, Madam Deputy Chairman, 
to judge the policy of a party by the cartoons 
that appear in the various papers even though 
the papers may be associated with some 
parties? 

SHRI A. B. VAJPAYEE: It is the official 
organ of the party. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Whatever it may 
be, I have not seen the cartoon but I can give 
you my immediate reaction to it. I would have 
no hesitation in disapproving of any such 
cartoon if it offends national sentiments or 
goes against our policy. But then if you go by 
the cartoons always then many of us by now 
ought to have become women because very 
often I see us in the garb of women. Any way, 
it is not the right thing. Only recently our 
Party in its National Council meeting adopted 
a resolution on this very question and this has 
been published and it should be available to all 
Members. Tell us where we have gone wrong? 
Maybe we do not use the same accents or 
exactly the same words which many of you 
opposite use but tell us is essential policies 
where we have gone wrong. This is the crux of 
the matter. Now, it is all very well   to utilise 
this sub- 

ject for having a fling at us and, what is more, 
for attacking the foreign policy of the 
Government of India; but then are we thereby 
taking steps that take us towards either under-
standing the problem or its solution? I should 
have thought that this game had been played 
out. We are discussing this matter today in the 
context of certain new developments, whatever 
they are, and we are not discussing now as if 
we were discussing in 1959 when this tragic 
problem-arose. Well, must we be repeating the 
old things that we had been saying, criticising 
something exactly in the same way we had 
been doing not only in this House but outside 
more especially at the time of elections? It 
seems some hon. Members would like to live 
in the past and forget the future. I am not one 
with them because I believe that the right way 
to solve the problem is the peaceful way. 
However painful it may be, we have to go 
through it. The sooner it comes, the better for 
us and we shall be happy if the process could 
be expedited. Whoever makes a contribution in 
this direction would not only win applause 
from our country but from every country in the 
world for peace-loving people all over the 
world want a solution of this problem. This is 
what I would like to say in a peaceful way. 

I too attended the Congress on Dis-
armament in Moscow and there we took a 
common stand. There were 'my Congress 
friends. Did we speak in different voices? 
Ours was one delegation which had a 
unanimous report to the Congress and we 
proclaimed to the world—such a gathering 
included all shades of opinion—that Indian 
national opinion was united. What was the 
basis for it? All of us comibined together 
because of the foreign policy of Prime 
Minister Nehru, the foreign policy of peac« 
and non-alignment. It was these things that 
brought us together before that world 
audience. Has it not brought credit to this 
Government? Has it not brought credit to our 
country that we had done well by presenting 
ourselves before the audience    in 
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this manner or, should we have spoken in the 
manner in which some hon. Members 
opposite speak? I can understand these friends 
because they want to subvert the foreign 
policy. What would have happened if, for ex-
ample, today such a great personality as the 
Prime Minister was not on the scene? Would 
not these trickles of attacks on its foreign 
policy have developed into a treacherous 
torrent? It would then have been difficult for 
many to resist. Therefore today when we 
support it, we are supporting not merely the 
position with regard to the India-China border 
question but we support what is basic to our 
understanding, what is basic to our tradition 
and what, above all, is needed by all peace-
loving mankind, the policy of peace. India's 
stature today has gone up in the world at 
large, not by shouting aggressive slogans or 
by sabre-rattling of the type that we have had 
here. I know how the people like our policy, 
because it is the policy of peace. I know how 
the non-aligned countries like it, countries 
which believe in peaceful policies and I know 
also how the socialist countries like it. It is not 
for nothing that Prime Minister Khrushchev 
got up at the Disarmament Congress and to 
our applause—rightly so—mentioned that 
India is a country contributing to the cause of 
world peace and I am fully with him in this 
matter. So where is the difference? 

SHRI DAHYABHA1 V. PATEL (Gujarat): 
You are with him in everything. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I do not care 
who felt how. I support it; that is the main 
thing and Mr. Khrushchev was quite right in 
mentioning my country and the Government's 
foreign policy in this matter. That is what I 
would tell any Russian I meet, anyone I meet. 
Therefore, let us not debate over this matter. 
But the trouble is not that. Our friends dare 
not come out openly against this policy. They 
want to hit from the right and from the left 
and then they would like to deal a knock-out 
blow. They find the Prime Minister is  a  
tough  custo- 

mer and hence they choose the Defence 
Minister Mr. Krishna Menon. They think he 
will be more vulnerable to their attack. It is 
their strategy. I was in the Moscow hospital 
when I heard about the Prime Minister's 
speech and I had some American and British 
papers. They came out with an attack against 
him and they were quoting the Opposition 
speeches, saying that the entire Opposition 
was against the Prime Minister. Only they 
forgot that there was the Communist Party in 
the Opposition which fortunately for those 
who cherish peace occupies the first place in 
the Opposition in the Central Parliament and I 
can tell you, with the permission of my friend, 
that we did not give up that position in the 
third General Election, nor do we propose to 
give it up in the fourth. Now, that is the 
position. 

This India-China border question 
undoubtedly is an important one but you must 
also judge it in the larger context of the world 
situation. The Prime Minister advises Mr. 
Khrushchev and Mr. Kennedy to talk over 1 
such explosive problems as the problem of 
Berlin. He is absolutely right. Now, these 
friends here ask him to go with a sword in hand 
on the mountain top to fight the Chinese. Some-
body was asking, "Why not send Chowdhury 
there?" I should have thought that he should 
have suggested that Mr. Vajpayee should be 
sent there. This is a wrong approach; that is 
what I say. 

Now, the Defence Minister met the Chinese 
Foreign Minister and there was an uproar in 
this country. Many people did not understand 
that; I can tall you that much because 
whenever there is an occasion like this people 
talk. The Chinese are talking with the 
Americans. They do not have diplomatic 
relations for the last so many years. Mr. 
Khrushchev talked to Mr. Kennedy and Mr. 
Kennedy may also like to talk to Mr. 
Khrushchev. They met in Vienna. But even 
when they were signing a joint agreement on 
Laos, they would not like them even to have  
informal talks.    The    Prime 
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[Shri Bhupesh Gupta.] Minister has 
committed, according to them, perdition. This 
is how they are attacking. It is not the talk 
only, it is the approach in international re-
lations that you are attacking that has rightly 
brought our country prestige and honour. It 
pays in the long run as you will have seen. 

Then I found that the Prime Minister 
invited the Chinese Ambassador to lunch. The 
Jana Sangh did not lead a demonstration to 
disturb the occasion but certainly they started 
howling against it. Well, if people much more 
poised against each other, almost on the point 
of war, could sit together in order to have 
normal diplomatic relations, why should it not 
be done? But even these things will not be 
tolerated. 

Madam, the letter of July has been called 
into question. I found the same criticism of 
this letter being made in the American Press 
and in the British Press and, what is more, 
they were quoting some of the Opposition 
speeches, not our speeches, but the speeches 
of certain Opposition leaders in order to 
justify how the Prime Minister was wrong, 
how these papers were right and how there 
was a reversal of the entire policy. Now, am I 
to speak, am I to echo what is bemg said in 
papers in Washington or in New York or in 
the City of London or West Germany? I 
would liKe to know. If that is your politics, 
say it is your politics. Now, what is this July 
letter? Such letters are to ne written. We hope 
we receive also such letters and I would like 
this approach to be continued by the Prime 
Minister of India whatever tne provocation 
from whichever quarter. That is my approach 
because it sets a good example not only before 
the nation but in this world tormented by 
threats of war, it sets the tune of the world in a 
different way which makes for oeace. That is 
why we support it. 

Now, Madam, these are being attacked. All 
the essentials of India's foreign 

policy are being attacked. Only our friends do 
not have the courage to say, "We want this 
foreign policy to go". Mr. Vajpayee who was 
suggesting that the Prime Minister should 
have an alliance or a conference with South 
Bast Asian nations—he did not use the word 
'non-aligned' . . . 

SHRI A. B. VAJPAYEE: I did not say,   
alliance. 

'SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA; What did he 
say, Madam? 

SHRI A. B. VAJPAYEE: I criticised the 
Prime Minister's reference to South East 
Asian countries. I am not for any alliance; I 
stand for the policy of non-alignment. It is the 
Communist Party which wants alignment, not 
with the American bloc, but with the Russian 
bloc and the Chinese bloc. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: There you are. 
The Jana Sangh has never understood 
international politics perhaps because they are 
interested in internal troubles. A party which 
does not know how to keep two communities 
within the country together, how can you 
expect this party to know how to keep the 
world together on the common plank of peace, 
of mutual good relations, of brotherhood 
amongst nations? You will never understand, 
Mr. Vajpayee, I can tell you. 

SHRI A. B. VAJPAYEE: I can never 
understand the attitude of the Communist 
Party which is nothing but treason. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Of course, if you 
had understood the Communist Party you 
would have applied for the membership of the 
Communist Party or you would have at least 
applied for the membership of the Congress 
Party. You have done nothing of the kind. I 
can quite understand that. But that is not the 
point. Don't tell me which is obvious. Tell 
something which is new. 

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL: 
According to    you,    membership    of 
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the Communist Party is equal to the 
membership of the Congress Party? 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Of course, it is 
better to be in Congress any day than in the 
Jana Sangh. If I were to be a member of any 
other party than the Communist Party, I would 
rather prefer the Congress to Jana Sangh. But 
I found a better party in the Communist Party 
of India.   What can I do? 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. Bhupesh 
Gupta, you have only two minutes. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Madam, 
therefore let not Jana Sangh condition the 
politics of our country either in internal 
matters or in foreign matters. The Swatantra 
Party, as you know has also its politics more 
or less akin. Therefore, they join together in 
many matters. 

So, Madam Deputy Chairman, we support 
this policy of negotiations. If you rule out 
war, if you think war should he avoided at all 
costs. ... 

SHRI RUTHNASWAMY: At all costs? 

MANY HON. MEMBERS: At all 
costs?  

SHRI A. B. VAJPAYEE: At the cost of 
Indian territory? At the cost of honour? 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Not honour; 
honour is mantained by fighting for peace and 
Mr. Jawaharlal Nehru, above all, has shown 
how the policy of peaceful negotiations, how 
the policy of peace, enhances the honour of 
our country. You may not share that honour. 
But I would any day like to share that honour 
with the Members opposite as indeed I did at 
the peace Congress. Therefore, let us not go 
into that. I can understand their policy. It is 
one of war that presents itself in this 
language. But the moment you come to the 
policy of peaceful    negotiations    everything 

must conform to this basic approach. The 
policy of negotiations, the policy of peace, the 
policy of peaceful settlement, all these steps 
must be measured by that yardstick but not by 
the yardstick of those people who believe in 
warmongering.    And in    our country today 
you have seen 4 P.M.    how the right wing 
press, the millionnaire press, some right wing 
people have launched a vitriolic attack against 
Prime Minister Nehru and India's foreign 
policy by methods and suggestions of 
falsehood and suppression of truth. What is 
suggested clearly is that his policy is wrong. 
It is not only the border policy, but the entire 
policy is wrong. Panchsheel according to 
them was born in sin, according to them, lives 
in sin and according to them it should be 
discarded. And the sooner it is done the 
better. Then what will we have after all? This 
kind of stand and approach is totally wrong in 
international politics. Panchsheel has won the 
support of all right-thinking men throughout 
the world. Are we not to promote it? Are we 
not to proceed by it? Are we not to take to its 
fundamental tenets, whatever be the irritation, 
whatever be the provocation or whatever be 
the difficulty? Or are we to seek the pleasure 
of Jana Sangh or the Swatantra Party and 
abandon that policy and take to the path that 
1eads to ruin and war? This is the question 
that is placed before you. 

Therefore, I suggest we support this policy. 
I suggest we all support it. They dare not vote 
against it. Never. You will see that after all 
the speeches they will vote with me. 

SOME HON. MEMBERS:  No. 
SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I always vote for 

him, always as far as foreign policy is 
concerned. I have been in this House for ten 
years and when have I opposed the foreign 
policy of the Government of India? The 
border dispute came only recently, in 1959. 
Whatever they have said against us, however 
our bona fides may have been 
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[Shri Bhupesh Gupta.] questioned, we have 
not allowed our belief to be overwhelmed by 
passion or prejudice or by a negative 
approach in this matter. The basic policy is 
correct and right. The policy of peace and 
non-alignment appeals to all. 

SHRI B. K. P. SINHA: May I interrupt? 
What about the cartoon in the Bengali paper? 
Does that support the foreign policy of our 
Prime Minister? 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: The hon. 
Member comes. You see the cartoons. Now, it 
has been said that there is military in it. Not at 
all. I do not know how you make that out of it. 
Anyway, read it, because you could not read 
the paper, you do not even know the name of 
the paper. Therefore, you are saying all this. 
This is not right. It is bringing the debate to 
partisan acrimony, rather than approaching a 
broad national question. If we support you, 
you should accept that support, because today 
there are communist forces in the world with a 
good grace. I tell you there are communists 
also in the world and there are many 
communist countries. It would redound to the 
credit of your policy to have that national 
unity, brought about on the basis of that 
policy. Everyone who stands for peace 
supports it. Why bring in such acrimony? 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Please wind 
up your speech. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I do not wish to 
say much, but I hope that provocation will not 
be given quarter by any responsible person in 
this House. 

THE DEPUTY    CHAIRMAN:     Hon. 
Prime Minister. 

SHRI JAWAHARLAL NEHRU: Madam 
Deputy Chairman, first of all may I endeavour 
to clear up some misunderstandings    that    
may    have 

arisen? Prof. Ruthnaswamy advised me not to 
indulge in vituperation. As an example of 
vituperation he said I had called possibly . . . 

SHRI M. RUTHNASWAMY: I took care to 
say that the vituperative vocabulary of the 
Prime Minister is rather limited. 

SHRI JAWAHARLAL NEHRU: That may 
be so. But he gave examples of it, because I 
had called some statement of a colleague of 
his in the other House nonsense. I do not quite 
know if he expects me to applaud statements -
made by his colleague, which I consider 
nonsensical. I do not think 'nonsensical' to be 
exactly vituperation. It is often a statement of 
fact so far as his Party is concerned. 

Then, another thing which he took 
exception to was my referring to the leader of 
his Party in the other House as the gallaitit 
Maharaja. I thought that was hundred per 
cent, parliamentary. I really do not know 
whether he objects to his being gallant or 
being a Maharaja. I for my part would 
welcome the day when Maharajas cease 
altogether in this country. That is a different 
matter. But so long as they are there, I am 
entitled to call them Maharajas. 

Then, another gentleman, Shri 
Khobaragade, objected to my calling some 
argument infantile. Well, I confess that the 
word I used seemed to me to fit the argument 
raised. The argument was, I said, infantile. I 
did not call anybody infantile. I said it about 
this argument of not having tea with 
somebody, of my not inviting the Chinese 
Ambassador, or the Defence Minister not 
speaking to somebody. Quite apart from the 
fact that it is not good manners, it is not 
modern diplomacy. It is a perfectly infantile 
way of dealing with a serious problem and I 
repeat that—this kind of approach.    And I 
gave as an example 
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two countries which are entirely opposed to 
each other, more opposed than any two other 
countries probably are, that is, the United 
States of America and China. For many years 
their Ambassadors have been talking at 
Warsaw. They do not recognise each other, 
mind you. They have no official dealings with 
each other, no representatives. Yet, because 
they had no representatives they tried to meet 
in Warsaw. Their Ambassadors for years now 
have been meeting every month, sometimes 
every week, and trying to discuss problems. 
That is the normal Way. This kind of thing is 
,a relic of our ideas of untouchability, 
something which has been put an end to in our 
Constitution, to say that you must not talk to 
somebody, you must not have tea with 
somebody. I confess I have never heard of this 
before in my life in any circle in any country. 
I confess it must foe due to some relic of the 
caste system here and untouchability. Whether 
you are friendly with a person or you are 
hostile or inimical, you have to deal with him. 
You may have to deal with him in battle, but 
otherwise you have to deal with him in the 
council chamber and other places, discuss 
with him. In what form you deal with him 
depends on circumstances and it is nothing 
short of absurdity to say: "Oh, you must not 
do this till he conforms to all your wishes". 
That is not the way any country, even the 
mightiest in the world, deals with any other 
country. 

Then, may I say that I welcome very much 
what the hon. Member, Shri Jairamdas, said 
about the approach to this question? He was 
good enough to say a good deal about me. I 
am not referring to that part of his speech. But 
rather when we are dealing with any serious 
problem—even when we are dealing as 
between individuals but more so when we are 
dealing with national problems, great nations 
oppos-sed to each other—it is never right, if I 
may say so—we may fight, if necessity arises 
one fights—or wise to run down the other 
party, to curse it and to use strong language.   
Of course, one 

may do so m our own circle and it sounds all 
right. We may do so at a meeting in the 
Ramlila grounds here, it sounds all right, and 
we enthuse people by it. One always enthuses 
people by cursing somebody else or some 
other country. But when thji voice of ours and 
that language of ours reaches that particular 
country as well as other countries, then it does 
not produce the right result. It is obvious that 
by our strong language wTe do not frighten 
the other country or defeat it. If we have to 
gain what we seek to gain, apart from the field 
of battle, we have to do it by talking to it—
there is no other way—by political pressures, 
military pressures or other pressures. There is 
no other way. And if we merely shut the door 
to any such approach and also when we create 
a position by our language or other acts— the 
other party or ourselves, it applies to the other 
party too using that language—when it 
becomes a tremendous question of honour and 
prestige—that is how language makes it a 
question of honour and prestige when the 
other party does not give in at all, when it 
might otherwise—that is entirely opposed to 
all the training I had in the past. Shri 
Jairamdas Daulatram referred to the Gandhian 
period of our struggle for independence. 
Gandhiji was not a weakling, nobody called 
him a weakling, but he was always soft in his 
language and tried to win over the other party. 

Take even our reactions to China. Why are 
our reactions so strong and angry? Certainly it 
would be because they have occupied our 
territory. But I venture to submit that the real 
reason for our anger is not even that. It is the 
way they have done it and the way they have 
behaved and the way they have treated us, our 
country. It is conceivable that they could have 
claimed a frontier revision or something and 
asked us for talks without occupying it. But 
after all that we had done for them it would 
seem a peculiarly ungracious thing for them 
to 
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way. That has hurt us apart from the major 
hurt of their occupying the territory. They 
knew very well, I am not going into the rights 
and wrongs of this question, I am convinced 
that we are right, but apart from that they knew 
absolutely what our frontier was according to 
us, according to our maps. Our maps have not 
varied like theirs every few months or few 
years. Our maps have been there clearly 
defined, good maps which have been handed 
to them. Their attention has been drawn to 
them and for years past they never really 
challenged them. They did not accept them, I 
will admit that, and they said their own maps 
shouM be considered afresh, their old maps 
and all that. But they knew very wel] what our 
maps were, where our boundaries were. I do 
submit quite apart from the merits of the 
question that it was utterly and absolutely 
wrong,for them then to cross those boundaries; 
without reference to us or without telling- us 
that this is so and afterwards, when we raised 
this question, to produce maps which go on 
changing from year to year. 

So, my point is that we must be as strong as 
we like in our expressions but not use 
language which needlessly hurts national 
prestige, because that mikes it frightfully 
difficult for any kind of talks or any kind of 
possible, if it is possifre, settlement to be 
arrived at. This apnlies to everv country. In 
other words, we must not indulge in what is 
commonly known as the language of the cold 
war. The cold war does not help. You may 
disagree with a person, you may even fight 
him, but the language of the cold war is the 
language, if I mav say so with a1! respect, of 
lack of civilisation. We should behave in a 
civilised manner. Civilised manner does not 
mean behaving weakly, but it ultimately he^s. 
and it is becoming for civilised countries to 
behave in a civilised manner. 

Then there are one or two    other matters. 
Mr. Mani asked us about our 

publicity about this matter. I am sorry that our 
publicity has not reached him, but we have 
issued a number of pamphlets and books on 
this subject which have been widely circulated 
and often translated in French, Spanish, 
Arabic, Sinhalese, Burmese, Nepalese and 
Japanese among other languages. As for the 
All India Radio, the Radio broadcasts daily in 
Mandarin and separately in Cantonese, two 
broadcasts directed to China, one in Mandarin 
for 45 minutes, one in Cantonese for 45 
minutes; one in Tibetan for 45 minutes; one in 
English but directed to China, Korea and 
Japan for an hour, daily. In South East Asia 
the dai'y broadcasts are: Indonesian or Basa as 
it is called for 1J hours daily; Burmese for 1 
hour 35 minutes daily; English for South East 
Asia for li hours and French news for Indo 
China etc. for 15 minutes daily. 

SHRI A. D. MANI: May I draw the attention 
of the Prime Minister to a statement made by 
the Minister of Information and Broadcasting 
in the Lok Sabha on June 11th? I am reading 
from a newspaper report: 

"All India Radio does not intend to 
launch any special broadcast to counter the 
Chinese broadcasts beamed to India and 
other Asiatic countries." 

This was stated by Dr. Gopala Reddi in 
answer to a question from Mr. D. N. Tiwari in 
Lok Sabha. This is the basis on which I made 
the statement that the A.I.R. was not putting 
out broadcasts. 

SHRI JAWAHARLAL NEHRU: That I do 
not know. Presumably it means a special 
broadcast about the frontier question. These 
broadcasts, as T said, are broadcasts generally 
putting the Indian viewpoint, Indian news, 
Indian everything, to China and South East 
Asia in the course of which the frontier 
question also comes up. The hon. Member 
will appreciate that this kind of direct 
broadcasts for a particular matter have less 
effect, have less publicity value than    in    a     
general 
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broadcast of news etc. something being said 
relating to the frontier. 

Then reference was made to our letter of 
the 26th July. I really do not understand it. I 
have no doubt that some Members could have 
perhaps worded it better, but I really do not 
understand why so much stress has been laid 
on the fact that it has said something else than 
what it was meant to do. Possibly this is due 
to the fact that some newspapers went on 
repeating without rhyme or reason that it did 
so. As an hon. Member quoted it, apart from 
that, the very next paragraph made that further 
clear. It is obvious that the whole point of 
reference to the Chou En-lai map claim-line 
was to show that they have been misbehaving 
still further. It had nothing to do with our 
accepting that line. That is absurd, to say that 
it conflicts with all that we have said or that 
we are likely to say. But it was to lay stress 
that they are, even according to their own 
Prime Minister's statement, committing 
aggression. That surely does not mean that we 
admit the previous aggression. 

The hon. Member, Mr. Vajpayee, quoted a 
Burmese daily about Chip Chap Valley or 
River. The Burmese daily—that is what he 
quoted from—it was a quotation in the 
Burmese daily of a Chinese newspaper. 
iSubsequently that same Burmese daily gave, 
when its attention was drawn to it, a full 
statement about the Indian position in regard 
to the Chip Chap Valley. 

Shri Vajpayee referred to my reference to 
South East Asian countries. I should like to 
say that if any impression has been created in 
his mind or in any mind of any discourteous 
reference of mine to South East Asia 
countries, I am sorry because I did not 
certainly mean it. I could not have meant it 
because we have very friendly and cordial 
relations with all these countries. I did not 
mean it. Some of these countries and the 
SEATO are tied up with military alliances. 
And as the 
613 RS—10. 

House will know, the SEATO has not done 
any wonders in South East Asia. In fact, 
according to us, the coming of SEATO has 
made the position worse in South East Asia. 
It has not helped at all. However that may be, 
I was referring to this position that some are 
in the SEATO and others are non-aligned 
more or less. Others may, without belonging 
to any military alliance, incline one way or 
the other. We may agree with them here and 
there, and in some matters we may not. But 
Mr. Vajpayee is quite right in saying that 
anything that might be construed as any 
discourtesy, any reference, is quite wrong, 
and I certainly did not mean it. Of course, we 
have very good relations with them. 

Then, an hon. Member—I forget who it 
was—asked me: When I ask for a free hand, 
what kind of freedom do I want? My 
reference to a free hand was in relation to an 
amendment that had been moved which 
wanted to tie me up to that amendment. I said 
that I was not going to accept that 
amendment, that I wanted a free hand subject, 
of course, to the basic things that we stood 
for. But it is absurd to ask a person to deal 
with a matter and tie him up hand and foot. 
He cannot deal with the matter. He must have 
some freedom to manoeuvre. 

Now, most of the speeches in this House, 
apart from stressing this aspect or that aspect, 
have not been radically different, and I think I 
may well say that broadly, the policy pursued 
by us has been approved, although Mr. 
Vajpayee's amendment is thorough 
disapproval of almost everything that has 
been done or may be done. That is my 
difficulty because hon. Members talk in 
contradictory languages sometimes. They 
approve of it and yet they put something in 
writing or in words which is not only 
disapproval but condemnation. I have tried to 
understand their mentality and all this leaves 
me to think that there is a fundamental 
difference in our approach which comes out. 
Even though it may overlap    sometimes, it 
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is a fundamental difference in our approach. 
In spite of what the hon. Members of the 
Communist Party have said, there is a 
fundamental difference—not in this particular 
matter—in our approach to some of these 
problems. It comes out occasionally. Take the 
Swadhinata cartoon to which reference has 
been made. It may or may not refer to this 
matter but it is a highly objectionable thing, 
and he may not agree with it. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I would ask the 
Prime Minister not to give an opinion. I shall 
find out and send him this thing. And if it is 
wrong, we shall  admit  the  mistake. 

SHRI JAWAHARLAL NEHRU: I am 
merely saying that the ideas of the members 
of the Communist Party perhaps on non-
alignment may somewhat differ from mine, 
although they may   .   .   . 

(Interruptions) 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: We support 
everything that you say in that respect. 

SHRI JAWAHARLAL NEHRU: I said, they 
may differ. So also, when Mr. Vajpayee 
expresses agreement on non-alignment, I have 
some doubts in my mind about his idea of 
non-alignment. 

SHRI A. B. VAJPAYEE: May I know what 
the doubts are? 

SHRI JAWAHARLAL NEHRU: I would 
submit that your amendment itself indicates 
the doubts. 

SHRI A. B. VAJPAYEE: No, my 
amendment has nothing to do with the foreign 
policy or non-alignment. It is confined to the 
Government's China policy only. 

SHRI JAWAHARLAL NEHRU: That is 
true but it is all part of the whole. 

Some hon. Member—Mr. Khobara-gade, I 
think—suddenly in the middle 

of other things just put in one sentence: "Why 
don't you take military help from other 
countries?", which, of course, is basically and 
fundamentally opposed to a non-alignment 
policy. Taking military help means practically 
becoming aligned to that country. So, at the 
back of their minds there is that thing lurking 
which leads, them, I think, to utterly wrong 
conclusions. 

SHRI B. D. KHOBARAGADE: No, 
Madam, I would just like to know from the 
hon. Prime Minister what steps they are going 
to take to train people and strengthen our 
military defences, because in spite of these 
protests and our desire to settle those 
problems by peaceful negotiations, the 
incursions are going on. Even the hon. Prime 
Minister had said two months back that he 
had some sort of a hunch that China desired 
some sort of peaceful settlement. But even 
then, there have been fresh incursions. Sup-
pose tomorrow also fresh incursions take 
place, what steps are you going to take to 
strengthen our defences and our military 
position? Or should we allow China to make 
fresh incursions again into our country? 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Your 
statement is being interpreted. 

SHRI JAWAHARLAL NEHRU: I am sorry 
that I have not quite understood what the hon. 
Member has said. It is my fault. But I should 
like to assure, first of all, that this question of 
our trouble with China on our border is a 
military question and a political question; 
there are many other aspects of it as well. 
Limiting it to the military aspect, I should like 
the hon. Member, if he has ever considered 
military matters, to consider as to what 
country, and how, can give us military aid in 
this particular matter. In one way, of course, 
they can give it, by having a world war and 
diverting attention. But that is a different 
matter. About the defence of our frontier, how 
can any other country help us? They can help 
us in one way, if we are prepared to take it. 
That is they can give us free the things we 
wany whatever they may be,   aircraft  or  
either     things.     But 



2991       Situation along [ 22 AUG. 1962 ] India-China Border    2992
otherwise, how do you expect any big country 

or small country to send their armies to our 
North East frontiers to protect them? Obviously 
not. {Interruptions) That is what I have said. 
They may send us some equipment, maybe 
some aircraft, if we are prepared to accept it. 
And the cost we pay for it, not in money but in 
other ways, will be far greater than its possible 
value. I am looking at it purely from the 
practical point of view, and the cost of it will 
be far greater, and it will weaken us ultimately, 
weaken us actually in fighting on the frontier, 
apart from other ways. It surprises me that 
these patent facts are not obvious to everybody. 
Of course, the sympathy of the countries is 
always welcome, and it helps us. I think we 
have the sympathetic understanding on this 
issue of many countries. 

Some hon. Members have    referred here and 
elsewhere to the countries of South  East Asia  
and to Nepal     and said that we ought to be 
able to convince  them  to  act     differently  
than they  have  done     in  some     matters. 
Well,  I do not wish to go into each individual  
country's policy.     That is for them to 
determine but it is not an easy matter.     We  
either bring pressure  on  them  which  has   
the  wrong results or we seek to make them 
understand  our policy  and,  I     believe, 
normally we succeed    But they have to deal 
with all kinds of pressures on themselves, 
sometimes    the pressures may lead them in 
other     directions. Broadly   speaking,     most     
countries, whether   in  Asia   or   Europe,   
understand our position  in  this  and  sym-
pathise with us.    But there are very few of 
them which can really    help us except that it 
may be in regard to military equipment.   We 
take military equipment from countries,   we 
buy it. But the few crores that we may save if 
we got those military equipment as a  gift 
would  be  far  outbalanced by the tremendous  
loss in  prestige,     in position and even in 
sympathy    that we may  have from the rest of    
the world.    It is obvious.    Therefore it is 
essential,     so  far   as  I  see,     for    us 

to maintain our non-alignment policy and 
retain the friendship of all nations on that 
basis. Now it is agreed— and there is nothing 
much that I can say—about the broad features 
of this policy as applied to the frontier, that is, 
to strengthen our defences, and at the same 
time be always ready for any opportunity that 
might lead to fruitful results in the way of a 
settlement. I must say, looking at it at the 
present moment, that the prospects are not 
good. But that should not lead me to jump 
into a wrong direction. Maybe later, because 
of various things happening including our 
own position, as it Improves, it may lead us to 
better results. We may have to wait for it. 

Again to say that we must not negotiate and 
not have talks seems to me very unrealistic. 
You may say that negotiation should come at 
the right moment—what the right moment is, 
you cannot exactly define; broadly you may 
indicate it; that is all right— because 
negotiations at the wrong moment may injure 
us. That I accept. But you cannot rule out 
negotiations, much less can you rule out talks. 
It is an attitude; it is a brave attitude but not a 
wise one. Hon. Members should remember 
that in our history there has been no lack of 
courage, tremendous courage, superhuman 
courage, but tremendous lack of wisdom, 
which has made that courage to lose in the 
conflict. That is our history. Whether it is the 
Rajputs or others, there was no lack of 
courage, but the Rajputs did not win in the 
end because they did not understand things. 
They lived in a world of their own; they did 
not know that the world was progressing, and 
as I said in the other House, they did not have, 
and even the Marhattas, gallant as they were, 
did riot have a decent map of India, while a 
handful of Europeans, Frenchmen and others, 
in this country, had much better maps, had 
much better informers. In every Court in India 
they had their spies informing them, paid 
spies, and some- 
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Ministers of the Court were their spies, of the 
English people and the French, specially the 
English, apart from the fact that they had 
better weapons, modern weapans, and the 
other people simply ta'ked about hordes. And 
the result was natural; with all the courage in 
the world they could not face the superior 
weapons and superior organisation and know-
ledge. It is extraordinary, if you read history, 
how you find it, how these people fought 
great battles—and were fine persons—
without a map even, without knowing where 
they have to go to and knowing little beyond 
their borders. 

So, we have to look at the position today 
realistically. Certainly the personal element is 
of the greatest importance—determination, 
courage, unity, etc. But in war we have to deal 
with modern weapons, not only modern 
weapons but other modern equipment, and in 
effect, today a war is something very different 
from a few armies fighting it. It is a war of 
peoples. Not that I want it—I am merely 
saying that; it becomes a nation in arms. It 
means the development of industry, the 
economy and all that, and therefore, 
preparation for adding to your strength means 
developing your economy and industry 
essentially. It is not that we get a few guns or 
a few aircraft from another country and we 
defend our country. What happens if those 
aircrafts are destroyed, or do not fly? Then we 
are helpless. We have nothing to fall back 
upon. So, it is better to have slightly second 
rate arms with a nation behind them and 
producing them than rely on things supplied 
from outside, which may or may not come at 
the right moment, or the spares may not be 
there in hand. That is why our policy has been 
to build up defence industries, to build up 
defence equipment, and all that, and we have 
done that, not only in rather showy things, 
such as the   supersonic   aircraft,   H.F.24,   
that 

we have built at Bangalore—that is certainly 
a great feat for us to accomplish—but in 
hundreds of other things. The war-time 
equipment that we are making in our 
ordnance factories today were not made 
before. We started at the time of 
independence practically from scratch, 
because the British policy previously was to 
supply everything to us, everything including 
ideas, including policies— policies and ileas 
were made in Whitehall—everything came. 
Only in the last War some kind of simple 
ammunition was made in this country, 
because they could not get it from elsewhere. 
So, we started almost from scratch, and we 
have built it up and we have built it up well, 
and we have got some very fine specialised 
men, engineers, etc.; in the Army, the Air 
Force and the Navy, so that we have to take 
all these into consideration. 

Some hon. Member referred to Marshal 
Chen-yi talking about 650 million people not 
doing this or that. Well, with all respect to 
Marshal Chen-yi that does not impress any-
body, that kind of saying, nor does it impress 
me. When somebody tells me that we have 
got 45 crores of men, that we will stani as a 
man, it does not impress me at all. That is a 
source of weakness, not of strength unless 
those people are well-trained and well-fed and 
the country's economy is good. That is a 
source of strength—not numbers. Number 
have always been a source of weakness to 
India. 

Another thing; Shri Vajpayee referred, and 
others have referred to what the Defence 
Minister is reported to have said, namely, that 
a great part of Ladakh was unoccupied. Now, I 
really am surprised that they do not understand 
what the simple phrase means. He was asked 
what part of Ladakh was occupied by the 
Chinese forces. And the answer was that a 
great part of Ladakh was unoccupied, that is, 
even where the Chinese are, they have got 
only military posts here 



 

and there. And you may draw an imaginary 
line and say that all the land behind them is 
occupied or not. It may be, to some extent, 
under their control, but it is not correct to sfay 
that they occupied all the land. In fact, since 
then, part of the area which, we thought, was 
under their control, has come under our 
control. Out of 12,000 or so, about 2,500 
square miles have, in a sense, in that vague 
sense, come under our control because of our 
posts. So he said "unoccupied", not meaning 
uninhabited. Their posts are there—there of 
course it is uninhabited but not actually 
occupied by the Chinese, which is perfectly a 
correct statement. 

SHBI A. B. VAJPAYEE: May I know then 
why no contradiction was issued? The Prime 
Minister is giving quite a different version. 

SHRI JAWAHARLAL NEHRU: What? 
SHRI A. B. VAJPAYEE: The way in which 

the Defence Minister's statement was 
reported, it created an impression that he was 
referring to our own territory as being 
unoccupied. We should have issued a 
contradiction immediately. 

SHRI JAWAHARLAL NEHRU: Con-
tradiction of what? I do not understand. 

SHRI A. B. VAJPAYEE: That the Defence 
Minister made the statement in reply to a 
question whether the whole of Ladakh was 
occupied by the Chinese or not. 

SHRI JAWAHARLAL NEHRU: I confers I 
do not know. Perhaps, he is completely right. 
We should not use the English language—as I 
understand English, there is only one meaning 
and no other meaning—if people should 
pretend not to understand a simple phrase. 
The question and answer were given in the 
papers. It never struck me as anything else. 
But the fact of the matter is, as some hon. 
Members said today, some people have got an 
allergy for the Defence Minister, and they try 
to    exploit    every 

little phrase, every word that he says, in an 
attempt to show off their allergy. As a matter 
of fact, the growth of modern arms and 
production in the defence industries, the 
scientific progress in defence, is almost 
entirely due to our present Defence Minister 
who has taken great interest in it. Naturally, it 
is due to the fact that we have good men, good 
engineers and others who can do it, otherwise 
it is all his work. 
I would  like to say a few     words about the 

background of this frontier trouble.    As 
everyone knows, Ladakh is      a      part      of      
Kashmir      and Kashmir      was      a      State      
under a    Maharaja    and    the    defence    of 
Kashmir lay with the Maharaja except when 
necessity  arose—in  the  British times—the 
Government of India might be called upon to 
help.   Th 

 ere was no fear in those days of any attack 
from the  Tibet  side  or from  any side  in fact  
on  Kashmir.    The  only  fear  in the olden 
days was—the fear of the Britishers, that is, 
what the    British felt was—that possibly 
Russia  might come down through Kashmir to 
India or through Afghanistan id India. That was 
the fear in the old Czarist days. I am not talking 
so much of the later developments     in       
Russia.        Right through the 19th century, 
there   was this  fear  of Russia  in     the     
British mind.    Anyhow,  that has nothing tc do 
with what I am saying.   I say that the eastern  
borders  of Kashmir and Ladakh with Tibet 
were never considered by the Maharaja's 
Government at all necessary to be protected 
from Tibet.    There was some slight argument 
about one or two parts.    In fact there were 3 or 
4 villages in the heart of    Tibet,    far      from    
the     Ladakh border,   which   were   the   
zamindari of   Kashmir and every second or 
third year the Kashmir Government sent a little 
Mission to get some revenue.   It was not  very 
much.    I think  it was Rs. 100 or Rs. 200.    
Just to assert its zamindari right it sent them to 
the 2 or 3 villages and the thing was peaceful.   
No question arose of having any protective   
apparatus   in   that   border in the Maharaja's 
time.   Of course, as 
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the border itself and all the territory was a 
very difficult terrain and hardly inhabited. 

Then came independence and together with 
independence, almost a month or two later, 
came the trouble with Pakistan over 
Kashmir—the invasion of Kashmir by the 
tribals and later by the Pakistani troops. 
During the whole fighting in 1948, part of 
Ladakh was occupied by the Pakistani troops. 
In fact they cut off the main access to Ladakh 
which is the main road from Srinagar to Leh, 
passing the big pass Zoji-La and we were 
compelled to use another route, a very difficult 
route from Manali in the Kulu valley over 
very high mountains in a round-about way, to 
reach Leh. We did reach Leh but it was impos-
sible to do much if the main route was 
occupied by the Pakistanis. It was a 
remarkable effort of our army to drive the 
Pakistanis from the Zoji-La Pass. In fact they 
built the road. Some hon. Members may have 
seen it. It is a sudden rise of about 3,000 feet, 
2,500 to 3,000 feet and you have to go in a 
winding way up the mountain and if you reach 
the top of the mountain, you see on the one 
side the wooded valley of Kashmir and on the 
other bare rocks, tree-less rocks of the uplands 
of Central Asia, the little Tibet as Ladakh is 
called and it goes on to Tibet. So they built a 
road there and took the tanks up there and thus 
drove out the Pakistani troops and gradually 
assured the protection of Leh and east Ladakh. 
Even then, a part of western Ladakh was in the 
possession of the Pakistani troops and even 
now the area occupied by Pakistan in Kashmir 
is a bit of Ladakh also and when I say the 
northern part, I mean the border part about 
which they want to talk to China. 

So, this is the background. There was no 
kind of defence or anything in the Maharaja's 
time and after that, for a year or two, we were 
busy fighting the Pakistanis there and we 
drove them out.    Just  about this time, the 

Chinese came to Tibet and without suspecting 
them of any evil intentions, we saw that the 
situation had changed. A great Power was next 
to us. It is not a weak Tibet and this would 
have serious consequences in the future. Oar 
judgment of the situation was that the danger 
lay from the NEFA part and therefore, from 
then on, we tried to protect the NEFA border. 
Gradually we have built up outposts and much 
more than that, administration has gradually 
spread in NEFA. It was an unadministered 
territory. We also, even at the same time, 
thought of Ladakh too, not that we realised 
that they were going to come in in such large 
numbers but still we thought that this has to be 
protected, but it was a very difficult task to 
reach the place where now our posts are. It 
takes about 3 weeks or a month's journey by 
road. We sent some small teams to survey and 
they did go several times, backwards and 
forwards from the actual frontier, crossed 
Ladakh and that is the evidence we have that, 
no Chinese were there at that time. These 
repeated teams had crossed Ladakh and we 
established an airfield there, not against the 
Chinese there but because we wanted to cover 
Ladakh and not leave it unprotected and I 
remember— I forget the year—about 6 years 
ago or 7 years ago, I went to that airfield and 
flew there simply through curiosity because 
our Air Force were very pleased to have made 
an airfield. This they called the highest in the 
world. It is about 14,000 feet. You must re-
member that in the whole of Ladakh, 
practically speaking, there are no trees because 
trees do not normally grow above 11,000 feet. 
You can grow them. In Leh there are some 
trees and we have a farm in Leh too but that is 
by very special efforts. Normally no trees 
grow. It is a bare rock or some very small 
shrubs and sometimes even flowers but no 
trees. So I went there and it was interesting and 
I told Mr. Chou En-laif "Yes, I can speak from 
my own evidence, apart from others'. I went to 
our airfield then, you were not there anywhere 
near that and  I 
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went another time and I saw your people, not 
at the airfield but at the hill-top nearby. So 
you have come since." To that he had no 
particular ans|wer. That is the position. The 
main thing is, quite apart from any claims 
based on. history, they were not there and 
they are there. It was a peaceful frontier, it is 
not now a peaceful frontier, not because we 
have done something but because they have 
come here. These are the arguments which we 
placed before them but I was pointing out 
how difficult it was for us to organise any 
defence system in Ladakh. We were doing it 
and we have gradually done it but you cannot 
simply put forward a defence post 
unconnected with the rest. It has to be in tiers, 
connected especially hundreds of miles from 
any base. The very first thing necessary was 
to build the road to Leh. There was not even a 
road to Leh. That was built and a good road 
exists now. Other roads have been built. Even 
now it is far. Roads are being built, but mostly 
our communications are by air and our Air 
Force have done a very fine piece of work in 
supplying these posts hy air. And of course, 
the actual military that are there at the posts, 
they are a fine lot of men and I should like to 
express our high appreciation of them. 

This background may lead the House to 
understand that just before the Chinese came 
to Tibet, we could not hold them, I mean, to 
say, we could not hold them at the frontier. 
There was nobody at the frontier who could 
help us to hold them. We are proceeding 
gradually. The one place which we adequately 
protected, more or less adequately, was the 
NEFA border. There we succeeded. I am quite 
sure if we had not held them there, they would 
have walked in. They did walk in, more or 
less, on the Ladakh border. First of all they 
built that road in the Aksai Chin area, in the 
northern area of Aksai Chin. That was an old 
caravan route which probably had been used 
previously too. 

They made it a road and they used it for 
communication, between Tibet and Sinkiang. 
That was in 1957, or may be, a little earlier. 
But the main advance came in 1959 which 
coincided with the Tibetan revolution, when 
large forces of Chinese came over to Tibet. 
So, to say that we did not protect Ladakh is 
rather to ignore the circumstances that existed 
in those times, in the Kashmir Maharaja's 
time and subsequently. 

One thing which has been mentioned—a 
thoroughly opportunist adven-iture—is 
Pakistan and China trying to collaborate 
together in this matter. It is very surprising 
that Pakistan which is the champion standard-
bearer against communism, and a member of 
CENTO, SEATO and all that, should now try 
to club up with China, and that China should, 
to some extent, appreciate this and meet it, in 
spite of their utterly different policies. Ap-
parently, the only policy in. common between 
them is a certain dislike of India. There is 
nothing else in common. 

So we have to face this situation, and in 
facing it remember that it is not merely a 
frontier incursion or aggression. That is bad 
enough. But it is something much deeper that 
we have to face. It is the future relationship of 
two of the biggest countries of Asia, namely, 
India and China. It means a great deal, what 
that relationship is going to be. An hon. 
Member said that some Chinese gentlemen 
had told him that they would wait for 
centuries for a solution of this problem. Well, 
the world moves much faster now. Still it may 
be a" long time and it may involve some 
years before we can solve this. But in this 
changing ^world frontiers may cease to have 
significance. Of course, we see these 
cosmonauts and others flying all round the 
world and no frontiers count. The world is 
changing very rapidly. But apart from this, it 
is an important matter for us to consider, the 
future between our two countries. 



 

[Shri Jawaharlal Nehru.] because continuing 
hostility for gen« rations will affect us, affect 
China an affect Asia and have other far-reach 
ing effects.    It will be a tremendou burden for  
all" countries     concernec When this world is 
changing very fas to something different—I 
hope some thing better—for us (to be tied up 
witl these continuing wars, would be un 
fortunate.    At   the  same   time,   it  i obvious 
that no country    worth    iti strain,  and 
certainly  not India,    car submit    to bullying 
tactics, can    submit to force being used to take 
awaj its   territory   and   otherwise   to  show 
that it can. be treated casually, by any other 
country.   It is impossible, whatever the 
consequences might be.    So we have to face 
this difficult situation with our courage and 
strength.    And may I say, strength, of course, 
depends on  what we do  on the frontier, but 
strength ultimately depends upon our unity  of  
effort  in the country,     and everything that 
comes in the way of that unity of effort is really 
weakening the country and our campaign or the 
efforts that we make on the frontier.'   I would 
particularly like to say this,   because some  
people     live     in compartments.    They talk 
about our unity in connection with the frontier 
and  yet,   in  our   work  for  economic growth 
and so on, they  come in the way all the time—
work for industrial growth, economic growth 
and all that. The two do not fit in.   I do not 
mean to  say that  everyone    should    agree 
with  the Government's    policy.    But there are 
certain broad features of it which we must keep 
in mind, features which  go towards the  unity    
of the country and the growth of    our economy 
and industrial progress. 

I am grateful, Madam, for the general 
support that hon. Members have given me. I 
regret I am wholly unable to accept Mr. 
Vajpayee's amendment which is a negation of 
all that we have done. As for Mr. Mani's 
amendment, part of it is unexceptionable, but 
part of it does not appear to me to be right. I 
shall accept Mr. Satyacharan's amendment. 

SHRI A. D. MANI: On a point of  
 

information, Madam. May I ask the Prime 
Minister whether the latest claim has been 
staked by the Chinese for 3,700 square miles in 
the Pakistan-held part of Kashmir? I understand 
that they have now staked a claim for 3,700 
square miles which is an area now occupied by 
Pakistan in Kashmir territory. I would also like 
to ask him whether this area has been shown in 
the 1960 map which the Chinese have prepared, 
or whether it is outside the 1960 map. 

SHRI JAWAHARLAL      NEHRU:   I don't 
know exactly where their map line goes, but they 
have claimed part of this territory, I don't    know 
how much.    In fact,  it may interest    the House 
to know that when I went to Pakistan two years 
ago, or maybe two and a half years back, I tried 
to profit by that occasion and I discussed China 
and the frontier issue with President Ayub Khan,  
because    whatever    our differences were on 
Kashmir or elsewhere, I thought it would be 
advantageous to have a uniform policy with 
regard to the Chinese aggression.   And We 
showed them various   maps    and other things,  
even in regard to    the territory  (occupied   by   
Pakistan,   the Kashmir territory, and they told    
us what their line according to them was. There 
was some slight difference between them and us.   
There was another question  which  related     to  
the  area which belongs  to  the Mir of Hunza. 
We discussed that too.   But I am sure that the 
Chinese map claims some area which  according 
to us,  even    in the Pakistani—occupied 
territory,    should be on this side. 

5 P.M. 

SHRI B. D. KHOBARAGADE: I just want 
to make one clarification. When I referred to 
military aid, I did not have in mind our 
inviting foreign troops to assist us in getting 
the areas accupied by the Chinese vacated. 
What [ had in mind was something different. 
We have got enough number of people who 
can be converted into troops. iVhat I wanted 
was that we should get nodern military 
equipment from other 
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nations even though we do not desire to ally 
ourselves with them. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Before you put 
the amendment, since they say that they are in 
broad agreement with this policy, may I 
request Mr. Mani and Mr. Vajpayee to 
withdraw the amendments as a good gesture 
and indicate to the world that we have a broad 
agreement here? 

SHRI A. B. VAJPAYEE: Provided my 
friend is prepared to call China the aggressor. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: There is no such 
amendment before the House. 

SHRI A. D. MANI: Madam, I b :g leave to 
withdraw my amendment. 

*Amendment No. 2 was, by leave, 
withdrawn. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:    The 
question is: 

3. "That at the end of the Motion, the 
following be added, namely:— 

'and having considered the same, this 
House is of opinion— 

(i) that Government's China policy 
has been a dismal failure inasmuch as full eight 
years after China committed its first act of 
blatant aggression on Indian soil by constructing 
the Aksai Chin highway across our territory, 
Government has not merely failed to redeem 
Chinese-occupied territory, but has been unable 
to check-mate China's continuing forays and 
encroachments and, more deplorably still, 
continues to betray an utter confusion of mind 
and suicidal illusions in respect of Chinese 
objectives and intentions, with the result that our 
attitudes very often seem humi-liatingly  with 
the situation, ■ provide positive encouragement 
to the aggressor in 

*For  text  of  amendment   see cols. 2883-
2884 Supra. 

its misdoings and undermine our 
prestige and credit in the eyes of 
world opinion and particularly of our 
neighbouring countries in Asia; 

(ii) that the policy enunciated by the 
Prime Minister recently in respect of 
unconditional talks acting as a prelude 
to further negotiations, constitutes a 
major and retrograde departure from 
the hitherto avowed Government 
policy about negotiations; 

(iii) that the Note of July 26, 1962, 
sent to China seriously compromised 
'rndia\s position because the Nota, as 
drafted, impliedly committed India to 
acceptance of China's claim-line of 
1956 and was, therefore, tantamount to 
a virtual offer to cede a major part of 
the occupied area; but welcomes the 
Prime Minister's subsequent 
affirmation that India would not accept 
anything other than the traditional 
international boundary as the basis of 
any talks; 

(iv) that the continuing acts of 
aggression by China and the content 
and tone of its communications to 
India make it amply clear that China 
has not the slightest intention of 
relenting its hold on the Indian 
territory it has surreptitiously or 
forcibly seized; 

(v) that in the face of the Chinese 
attitude, Government's present 
probings for opening of talks, whether 
in the form of the Defence Minister's 
parleys with the Chinese Foreign 
Minister, or as indicated by the Prime 
Minister's recent pronouncements, 
reflect adversely on India's self-
respect, smack of a policy of abject 
appeasement and serve only to whet 
the aggressor's appetite; 

and this House, therefore, calls for an 
abandonment of this policy and a 
categorical declaration by Gov- 
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eminent that vacation of aggression 
by China is an .absolute prerequisite for 
negotiations.'" 

The motion was negatived. 
THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The 

question is: 
1. "That at the end of the Motion, the 

following be added, namely:— 
'and having considered the same, 

this House approves of the policy of 
Government in this regard.' " 

The motion was adopted. 
THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN1: I shall 

now put the amended motion to the 
House. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Shall we all 
stand to indicate unanimity? 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The 
question is; 

"That the situation along the India-
China border, particularly in the 
Ladakh region, be taken into 
consideration and having considered 
the same, this House approves of the 
policy of Government in this regard." 

The motion was adopted. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The 
House stands adjourned till 11 A.M. on 
Friday, the 24th August, 1962. 

The House then adjourned at 
three minutes past five of the 
clock till eleven of the clock on 
Friday, the 24th August 1962. 

  


