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STATEMENT OP ESTIMATED CAPITAL AND 
REVENUE RECEIPTS AND EXPENDITURE OF 

THE DELHI STATE ELECTRICITY BOARD 
FOR 1957-58. 

THE DEPUTY MINISTER FOR IRRI-
GATION AND POWER (SHRI J. S. L. HATHI) : 
Sir, I beg to lay on the Table under sub-
section (3) of section 61 of the Electricity 
(Supply) Act, 1948, a copy of the statement of 
estimated capital and revenue receipts and 
expenditure of the Delhi State Electricity 
Board for the year 1957-58. [Placed in 
Library. See No. S-98/ 57.] 

TWENTY-FOURTH     REPORT      OF 
THE PUBLIC ACCOUNTS COM-, 

MITTEE  (1956-57) 
SHRI S. D. MISRA (Uttar Pradesh): Sir, on 

behalf of Shri R. M. Desh-mukh, I beg to lay 
on the Table a copy of the Twenty-Fourth 
Report of the Public Accounts Committee 
(1956-57) on .the Central (Civil) Appropria-
tion Accounts showing excesses over the 
grants and charged appropriations for the year  
1953-54. 

MOTION      ON      INTERNATIONAL 
SITUATION 

MR. CHAIRMAN: We now take up the 
Motion by the Prime Minister. I should like to 
tell you that the Debate should conclude 
today and at 4-15 Mr. Krishna Menon will 
reply. We will sit through the lunch hour. 

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

"That the present international situation 
and the policy of the Government of India 
in relation thereto be taken into 
consideration." 
Only a few days ago this House considered 

or rather debated on the President's Address 
and the debate consisted largely of questions 
relating to international affairs. There have 

been other debates too in the other House and 
it is rather difficult to cover new ground within 
such a short space of time. Nevertheless, I am 
glad that this House, which takes so much of 
interest in international affairs, should have 
frequent opportunities of considering this 
question. I think it is important not only that 
Parliament but our country also should take 
this interest in international affairs, not at the 
expense, of course, of our domestic problems, 
which are and must always remain our primary 
consideration, but even the domestic problems 
are affected so much by international events 
that it helps to have this larger perspective. I 
shall endeavour not to say too much at this 
stage-because I think it is due to Members of 
the House that they should have as much time 
as possible to express their own opinions and 
other suggestions and advice for Government's 
consideration. 

One problem which often comes up before 
hon. Members—and it is no' doubt in 
their'minds—is that of Kashmir. Much has 
been said about that in the course of the last 
few days, and hon. Members know that Dr. 
Jarring: has been here for some days at the 
instance of the Security Council of which he 
was President last month. And we have had 
talks with him,, frank and friendly talks, in 
which we have endeavoured to place before-
him the views of the Government of India in 
regard to this matter. Those views are not 
secret; they are well known. More I do not 
wish to say about Kashmir itself. 

In considering foreign affairs, naturally . we 
consider specific problems, specially those 
problems that affect us or that might affect us, 
and yet the situation all over the world 
becomes more and more an involved one, 
each problem leading to the other —it is very 
difficult to separate them. In the old days 
people talked about roaming about from 
China to Peru* presumably considering China 
and Peru as two remote outposts of the world. 
Well, neither of them is very 
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remote either politically or even, if I may say 
so, geopraphically. In some sense Peru might 
be, but even geography has altered its outlook 
so much because of the development of com-
munications. China of course is our 
neighbour, and China is something more than 
a mere neighbour. It has grown into a great 
country with great influence and increasing 
capacity to influence affairs. Peru may be on 
the other side of the world, but even Peru to-
day, as every other country, is a kind of 
neighbour. Every country is a neighbour of 
the other to-day, we cannot ignore that. It 
happens in South America or anywhere, but I 
mention China just now. The House knows 
that the question of China has exercised us, 
that is to say, the position of China in regard 
to the United Nations more especially It has 
exercised us a great deal because we have felt 
that in this after-war world in which we are 
living, one of the major things that has 
happened is the changes in China, where a 
great united powerful country has arisen. 
They follow a policy which is not our policy; 
we follow our policy. But it would be as 
wrong for us to interfere with their policy as it 
would be wrong for them to interfere with our 
policy and the way we function here. That is 
the only way in which I feel that nations can 
function without coming into conflict and 
unnecessary conflict. Therefore we have 
developed friendly relations with China and 
we co-operate in some ways and I hope we 
will co-operate in more ways, each following 
its own way. But the fact that there has been 
this difficulty about China's representatives 
finding a place in the United Nations has 
undoubtedly added greatly to the tensions in 
East Asia and to some extent in the world, 
because obviously China is a country which 
counts in the world, whether we like it or 
dislike it. We have often sr.id this before in 
this House and elsewhere, but unfortunately 
for various reasons this question is postponed, 
put off in the United Nations year after year, 
and I do not think that this postponement 
helps in easing the situation 

at all. We continue to think that it is of the 
highest importance that China,, that is, the real 
and legitimate representatives of China should 
find their place in the United Nations. In a 
sense it is there and if you look at the United 
Nations list you will find that China is 
represented. Of course China is; it is not a 
question of China being taken into the United 
Nations;, it is there. Only somebody else is 
called China, which seems rather peculiar. So 
here on this occasion again I should like to lay 
stress on this point, on the importance of it, not 
only from China's point of view, not only from 
our point of view but from the world's point of 
view, that facts should be faced. One cannot 
solve problems if one started on an artificial 
basis or if one closed one's eyes to the real 
objective facts of the situation. No one, I take 
it, anywhere, in any country can imagine-that 
China, as it is to-day, will fadeaway or the 
People's Government of China will cease to 
function there. If" that is so, it is inevitable that 
that has to be recognised, if not to-day, then to-
morrow, or the day after; it seems to follow 
naturally. If it has to be-recognised in that 
sense by other-countries,, as we do, and if 
everybody knows this has to be done, then 
what purpose is served in1 delaying it and 
thereby helping to add to the tension or con-
tinue the existing tension? I submit. Sir, that 
this is important. The issue-is not being argued 
hotly to-day as sometimes, but it comes up 
from time-to time and it is a basic issue in 
regard not only to South-East Asia but the 
world and the United Nations. Whatever step 
the United Nations-may take, if it ignores a 
vast country like China with a tremendous 
population, that step cannot be very effec-
tive—let us say, a step relating to dis-
armament. Suppose the United Nations comes 
to some agreement, as we hope it will, and 
suppose th^ great powers come to some 
agreement about disarmament and China is left 
out. Well, it will be a dangerous kind of 
disarmament in which one of the biggest 
powers with the largest population hn 
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out, where possibly it may be free to arm 
itself as much as it likes while other countries 
seek to disarm. In fact that very thing would 
prevent others from disarming. So we go 
round and round. 

Take another question    which   has nothing  
to  do  with  normal  political matters—atomic 
energy. There is the Atomic  Energy 
Commission, which I am  glad  to  say has  
resulted  in  the formation  of    the    Atomic     
Energy Agency on which our representatives 
have played some part.    Now    again this 
Atomic Energy Agency wants to know facts, 
scientific data about   the world, about uranium 
and other atomic minerals    all    over    the    
world, about power resources and a hundred 
and one things, and China just does not know 
what is happening there. So every day we face    
these difficulties arising from this incongruous 
position. I hope therefore that other countries 
will consider this matter    from    the strictly 
practical point of view. I am not making any    
appeal    from    any sentimental point of view; 
there is no question    of    sentiment    about    
this. Sentiment may  sometimes  be    good, but 
it does not help    in   considering political 
problems. Unfortunately it is sentiment that 
comes into the picture, which  prevents  reality  
being  looked at. Now we may consider our 
problems here and there in the world, but it 
does  help  a  little perhaps  to try to think of 
the broad world   picture, this dynamic    
revolutionary    picture, which has arisen out of 
the last World war.    All kinds  of  big  
changes have happened including our own 
independence. We tend to think of countries or 
groups of countries, a great country like the 
United States    of    America, another very 
great power, the' Soviet Union, and other great 
countries,   the United  Kingdom.       France,     
China, Japan and so on, and we tend to think of 
each country as some solid    body which is this 
way or that   way.    Of course that is not a fact 
with regard to any country. Every    country    
has •different types of    opinion    coursing 

through  it,  some clashing with each 

other, and we normally consider   the opinion  
of a country,  the one which is represented by 
the Government of the day. Naturally that is so 
but it is rather misleading to think of    these 
countries as solid individuals   having this view 
or that view and that is apt to mislead  us  
whatever  country     it may be, the biggest or 
the smallest, the most authoritarian or the most 
democratic. We see in all these   countries 
progressive forces at work, reactionary forces 
at work   and,    well,    just negative inertia at 
work and it is as well to recognise this because 
this prevents us from falling a victim to dis-
liking a country as a whole or in   the 
alternative to liking a country    and swallowing 
everything   that   country has to offer. Both are 
not very correct attitudes because every country    
has these various forces    at    work,    fine 
human beings, idealistic human beings working 
for noble objectives,    others tied up with 
vested interests,  others again, maybe, having   
some   peculiar approach of their own. Here is   
this jigsaw puzzle of humanity spread out all 
over the   world   represented    by 
Governments    here    and    there,    but 
nevertheless gradually changing    the pattern    
of    things.    Therefore    one should avoid 
thinking of a country as bad because one 
dislikes   its   present policy, or as wholly good 
in the sense of thinking that everything they do 
is right. That may not be very helpful to us 
because that would be a kind of    approach    
for     which—whether Members of this House 
and I are fitted for it or not, I do not know—but 
for which our Chairman is peculiarly fitted, 
being a philosopher and a thinker who is not 
swept away by momentary gusts of sentiment. 
Nevertheless    one should try to do that and not 
be led away in this way in this rapidly changing 
world. Now, in    this    changing world again 
where do we come    in? Yesterday, if I may be 
permitted to say so, you, Sir, Mr. Chairman, 
made a reference in another place to   what 
happened 17 or 18 years    ago   when Poland 
was invaded by the Nazi forces. And the matter    
I think    was    that Gandhiji was asked about 
it, what his opinion was and what India should 
da 



729 Motion on [ 27 MARCH 1957 ]    International Situation    730 
about it, and you reminded us oi what he said. 
I do not exactly    remember the words but I 
think more or less he said that a fallen and 
subject nation cannot serve humanity. India or 
any other country can only serve humanity or 
any cause if it is free enough to serve it. Now 
of course when that is said it sounds an 
obvious statement, though many people do not   
see   the obvious in these    things.    Well,    
we became free and independent   and in a 
sense our capacity to serve ourselves and 
others increased. Naturally, it is limited; there 
are many conditioning factors to it. We are 
involved in in-numberable economic and other 
problems. We tend to get    involved    in 
international issues however much we may 
keep away and we tend to get involved in these 
international   issues partly because of the 
circumstances of the case and partly because of    
our own inheritance of thought    and    of how 
we had considered these   problems in a 
different context in the past, and so we get 
involved. Apart from that, no country can 
escape involvement when    we    have    
international organisations like the United 
Nations or its many subsidiary bodies.   In the 
old    days    a    country's    involvement 
usually was through    its    neighbours or  
through  a  country  with which  it might have  
an  alliance.   Today,  first of all we are all 
neighbours, as I said, and  secondly in  these     
international organisations  we  have   to  deal   
with every country in the world.   This was 
involvement enough for us and so we decided, 
also in keeping with our own thinking, not to 
get further involved or in any way involved 
with military alliances     and pacts.    Every 
military alliance or pact is not only an involve-
ment but it is a promise to do something under 
certain circumstances, and thereby a certain    
commitment    and thereby  a  certain   
limitation  of your freedom of choice when an 
occasion to decide that question    arises    
because you  have    become    committed  to  
it. However, for a variety of reasons we 
adopted  this policy  of     non-involvement, of 
not entering into any pacts, military or the like. 
We have friendly pacts   and  treaties   about  
trade     and 

12 R.S.D.—2 

other matters for our mutual advantage but 
none has anything to do with the military  
aspect,  with  defence or offence.   To some 
extent of course we are involved in the United 
Nations, in the broad policy  laid down    by the 
Charter  of the U.N.    This policy  of ours  is  
called    sometimes    a neutral policy.    I  have  
often   said  that  it  is not neutral.   Of course, 
it is an independent   policy   of   non-
involvement and      it    means     that    we    
decide issues in so far as we can    on    the 
merits as they appear to us. But apart from that 
it also means that in this world of ours today 
when there is so much tension and fear of   war    
and nuclear    and    thermo-nuclear    weapons  
round the corner all the time, what basic policy 
should   a   country pursue in order to avoid a 
catastrophe happening? Whatever policy a 
country may pursue, inevitably it must be a 
policy to its interest. Well, no country pursues 
a policy against its own interest, against its 
own national interest, and national interests can 
be viewed in a longer perspective or   a   
shorter one. One may think of some immediate 
gain that the country may get and yet that 
immediate gain may result in some ultimate 
harm.    Or    one   may think more of building 
up a   country so that it may go step by step in 
the right direction, even though the process 
may be slow and   even   though there    might    
be    some    injury    or harm for the   time   
being,    apparent injury—it is not real injury. 
Now, in the present context of the world when 
we are so much intimately allied with other 
countries, any policy, first    of all that 
obviously leads    to war, and secondly which 
leads to    an    atmosphere  which  might  
create  war  and, if I may add to it, any policy 
which leads  to  continuing    hatred,    tension 
and fear between nations is a policy, well, 
always in the short run which is bad; but 
certainly it is bad in the long run obviously. 
Now, this    is    a statement    with    which  I      
imagine everybody will agree, not   everybody 
here only but in any country, and yet the fact is 
that policies are   pursued apparently in  the    
national    interest which  tend  to push  the 
world in a 
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disaster may overwhelm it. There is 
something wrong about the logic or the 
reason. It is thought, I suppose, that by the 
addition to a country's military might it might 
control other countries which might, 
misbehave, and so this process of adding to 
armaments and all these nuclear explosions, 
experimental tests and others go on. Yet it is 
very well known that we have arrived at a 
stage, more specially in regard to some of the 
major countries, the very few which are in 
possession of these nuclear and thermonuclear 
weapons, a stage when no country can even 
wipe out the other without suffering grievous 
injury itself and the world suffering it. So that 
leads us nowhere, and almost everyone is 
satisfied that we should not go in for doing 
anything which would lead to a major war. If 
that is so, why then is everything done which 
creates an atmosphere for it, which it does 
today? All these questions arise. 

Some people say, it has been said elsewhere 
the other day, that we, that is the Government 
of India, should not adopt a sanctimonious 
attitude. Well I do not know what a 
sanctimonious attitude in regard to foreign 
affairs is. I dislike a sanctimonious attitude in 
regard to everything, foreign, domestic or 
personal. It is an irritating attitude. There is no 
question of the Government of India doing 
that. We are further reminded that we must 
remember the type of world we live in, that it 
is not a world of Gandhiji's creation or a world 
which Gandhiji would have liked. That is 
perfectly true. In fact few of us like this type 
of world, and therefore one cannot follow in 
this world as it is the policy which one might 
follow in a better world, which is perfectly 
true. Nevertheless I hope and try to follow a 
policy which might lead to a better world. We 
are not pacifists in the Government of India. 
We may talk about peace and non-violence. 
We maintain an army, a navy, an air force, 
etc., police force, because no responsible 
Government, so far as I can see 

can do otherwise, but nevertheless we dislike 
these trends to war. We think that they are 
dangerous. We think that these experimental 
explosions, nuclear and thermonuclear, are not 
only bad in the sense that they take us in the 
wrong direction but they actually, according to 
scientists, do tremendous injury—tremendous, 
I am sorry for the use of the word—anyhow 
they would do injury to the whole of mankind 
today, gradually. But if that is considered 
moralising, well, I do not know what to say. It 
is the hard fact that we have to consider. I 
think that many of our friends in other 
countries, and may be in this country, who 
consider that they are following a practical 
policy, are as far from following anything 
practical* as anybody can be. It is not a 
practical policy if you are going on a journey 
just looking at the tip of your nose. You have 
to look further ahead, otherwise you would 
stumble and fall. But there is another aspect to 
this question of what India can do and should 
not do. Many hon. Members often tell us that 
the Government of India must do this or that, 
whatever it may be, whether in tke world, 
whether in regard to Kashmir, whether in 
regard to Goa, things which on the face of it 
may be desirable or not. But we can only say 
things and do things which we are capable of 
doing. It is no good striking up brave attitudes 
which may elicit applause from our people or 
elsewhere, and then we are unable to follow 
them or, if we try to follow them, we get 
involved in putting greater difficulties. 

Take this question of Goa which those 
people imagine should be very easy of 
solution because Goa is a very small area, tiny 
area in India, because even the so-called 
metropolitan power behind Goa, that is 
Portugal, well, by any manner of reckoning, is 
not a strong power. That is so. Nevertheless 
this question becomes involved in all kinds of 
international issues. It gets involved there and 
therefore to do something wrong there 
involves us in many other things and creates 
difficulties for us.   Quite apart   from the 
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lajor issue that if we adopt a policy 1 regard 
to Goa which is in opposition o our broad 
approach in the world nd in India, that is the 
broad ap->roach which I would call a non-
nilitary approach, well that broad approach 
of course ends. Then of course ve are neither 
here nor there in regard o our major policies. 
I am not for the noment defending what we 
have done ir not done in Goa—that is a 
separate ssue. But I should like hon. 
Members o realise that the question is not a 
juestion of that little tract of territory, 
mportant as it is, but it involves all rinds of 
international issues and our jroad policies. 

The other day I said   in the   other Souse that 
we feel that   this    whole policy of Goa, not 
the broad policy but •ather the narrower 
interpretation of this broad policy should be 
given careful consideration, and I further    
said that in this matter we should like   to 
consult with Members of   Parliament not only 
of one particular party but all parties.   I do not 
wish people   to go away with the idea that we   
have evolved some big weapon to be wielded 
by us in the near future.    That would be a 
wrong notion.   All I said was that this matter 
is a national issue of course, and it is an 
irritating issue, and it is a human issue. A 
Member of the other House who    spent two   
or three years in Goa    prisons    gave a 
horrifying      account    of    the      Goa 
prisons—he has just been released a little 
while ago—and that applied to the Indian 
nationals who were    prisoners there, because 
the condition of the Goans- themselves who 
have been there—hundreds of them are there 
in prison and    thousands    have    passed 
through  prison—is  much  worse.   All this 
human aspect and national aspect is imprtant 
for us, and yet the major policies that we have 
pursued are also important, and we do not 
think    that by giving up that major approach 
we will be doing the right thing by India or 
Goa.   Nevertheless, as I said, this is   a   
matter  requiring   careful   consideration and, 
as far as possible, consultation with others so 
that we may have the advantage of other 
people's 

advice and opinion. We propose to proceed on 
those lines. What exactly we shall do and how 
far it would produce any kind of results I 
cannot say at this stage. To quote, Sir, you 
referred yesterday to what Gandhiji said in 
connection with the invasion of Poland—a 
fallen and subject nation cannot serve 
humanity. That idea may be extended 
somewhat. A country which has tied itself up 
to powerful nations even though it may get 
help from them, has not only reduced its 
capacity for independent action and any 
servipe that it may render, but is also strictly 
limited in scope. To that extent,. it becomes a 
projection of some other country's policy. It 
may vary in small matters slightly, but in the 
major things in the world it is merely a 
projection of some other country's policy, and 
that is not, I think, a kind of thing which I 
should like India ever to do—to project some 
other country's policy. We have seen this 
happening in Europe and in Asia. I do not 
wish to criticise any countries, but many a 
country which is called independent, so far as 
its foreign policy is concerned, hardly follows 
or can follow a policy of its own choice. I 
admit that no country can follow ft policy of 
its own choice completely. It is conditioned by 
events, it is conditioned by its own strength or 
weakness. That is true. But nevertheless to 
give up the right to follow one's policy by 
being tied up in this way, and just to spell a 
shadow of somebody else's policy, is not my 
idea of independence or of developing the 
capacity to serve ourselves or humanity. That 
is why we have regretted this development of 
military pacts in the world. They may have 
been necessary somewhere. I am not here to 
judge as to what fears and apprehensions of 
the countries might lead them to, because after 
the last war there was a great deal of fear and 
apprehension, and that fear and apprehension 
continues in Europe. The whole of the 
question of German unity is hung up  because 
of that. 

I suppose only a few   persons   can oppose 
the idea of German unity. And 
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everybody in theory agrees with it, the 
consequences of it   make people afraid, 
and make   people    on every side  afraid,  
whether it is  the so-called West or the so-
called East, because Germany is not a     
country which can be trifled with. It is a 
very great country, great in its capacity in 
war and peace both. And   so,    many 
people are afraid that if in a new context 
German unity is achieved, as    I hope it 
will be, in    the   context    in which it is   
achieved,   many   results may follow 
which may not be desirable to this side or 
that.     Now   the future of the German 
people,    therefore, is governed, not so 
much by what the German people want, 
but by   the fears of others. The whole of 
Eastern Europe including >the   Soviet    
Union lemembers very vividly those 
repeated invasions   by Germany. The 
whole of  Eastern    Europe    and     
Southern Russia were reduced almost to    
ruin by those invasions, twice at least in 
our lifetime. The whole   of   Western 
Europe  is    afraid    that    the     great 
strength of the Soviet Union might be 
exercised against it, and so they go in for 
military alliances, and each tries to protect 
itself against the other, with the result that    
a greater insecurity takes place,  and there 
is    a greater race in building up nuclear 
and other types of armaments, which, of 
course, leads  again  to  greater fear;  and 
so, you get into this vicious circle.    The 
way of military pacts, one against the 
other,  surely is not the way out.  It might 
have been a    way out if one side was so 
powerful that the other would collapse. 
Not that we want any side to collapse, but 
when, both sides are strong enough to do    
injury    to •ach other—whatever    
happens—and a vital injury, then some 
other   way has to be found and facts have 
to be accepted. And the only other way 
can be that of peaceful co-existence   and 
the prevention    of    any    aggression. 
Well,  we tried to put these four or five  
principles    in    the     Panchsheel which 
still seem to us to be a good code of 
international behaviour.    But then 
unfortunately, however good the words 
that are used or   the   phrases 

that are used may be, gradually they 
become hackneyed and are used for 
wrong purposes. A good word and a good 
phrase is used for something entirely 
different. Peace is bandied about in 
accents, in tones and in looks of war, 
which changes its very nature. Security, 
which is a good thing—countries should 
have security —becomes a reason for 
armed alliances which threaten somebody 
else's security, and so we debase our fine 
words and phrases. Then we have to 
search some new words which might not 
have been so debased. 

There is this Middle-Eastern situation 
which is perhaps a little better than it was, 
and we hope that in the near future the 
Suez Canal will be functioning'again. I 
cannot be definite about the precise date or 
the precise conditions in which it will 
function. But we are all interested—India is 
even more interested than many Western 
countries—in the proper functioning of the 
Suez Canal and in free navigation through 
that canal. We have tried, in our own small 
and humble way, to help by sorting out 
these difficulties, and all I can say is that I 
hope that those difficulties will be 
overcome in the near future. But the whole 
situation in this Middle-Eastern region has 
been governed by two major factors. One, 
at course, is oil. Oil is a very necessary 
thing in this world, and a very wicked 
thing. It has created a great deal of trouble. 
Now there is no reason why peaceful 
settlements about the supply of oil should 
not be made, and why a country is required 
to dominate over another country in order 
to have oil. In fact, in the final analysis, it 
will not get the oil if it has a hostile 
population there. We have tried all the 
time, but this rather novel argument, not 
novel perhaps, but anyhow, it has been 
given a novel turn of vacuums which have 
to be filled, appears to be really a repetition 
of the old approach to these questions of 
spheres of influence—the world being 
divided up into the spheres of influence of 
some countries. J   Long ago, many 
hundreds   of   years 
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igo, the then Pope issued a Bull dividing 
up the world between Spain and 
Portugal; some kind of line or parallel 
was set; "You have this part    of the 
world and the others will have the rest". 
Of course, that ignored certain factors, 
and it was not given effect to, ilthough 
even a few    years    ago,    I should say 
some five, six    or    seven rears ago, the    
Portuguese    Govern-nent reminded us of 
that as part of ;he origin of their authority 
in   Goa. This sphere of influence is 
obviously in  extension or part of the 
colonial dea, whether it is a colony of the 
old ;ype or the new type. Sphere of influ-
ence necessarily means    a    kind    of 
lomination, indirect if you like. Some-
imes indirect domination is as bad as 
Urect domination over a country. So, ire 
are opposed to that vacuum idea >r these 
power alignments. 

I am not venturing to say much about 
pecific  problems,  because much has 
>een said already, but only oae thing 
should like to say about our neigh-lour, 
Pakistan. We talk about Kash-nir, talk 
about other issues too, and he world talks 
about some of them oo without knowing 
what the    facts re, but the real 
difficulty—difficulties xe there of course; 
I am not going tito them—but   the   basic    
difficulty bout our relations with Pakistan 
is he attitude of Pakistan. They   have ot 
yet apparently got over that basic ttitude 
which some of them, the peo-le and 
leaders, had even before the iartition. 
How    can    there    be    any ettlement of 
any problem at the point >f the sword or 
threats which are all he time being hurled 
at us?    It is a imple fact. If people want 
to   settle ny problem, they should be in    
the mood for settlement, they should use 
tie language of settlement and peace. 
Tiey  should  approach us  as friends nd 
not with threats.    Any   country, ven a 
small country,    would   react trongly 
against   such   an   approach, nd India is 
neither a small nor an »noble country to 
submit to   threats nd bullying.    It    may    
have    been bought that recent 
developments    in rtiich very strong 
language has been ised, in Pakistan of 
course—and    it 

continues to be used—but    even    in some 
Western countries, would   tend, well, to 
frighten us, They forget that normally 
speaking it has the opposite effect,  and it 
has had that  opposite effect. It surprised    
us    that    people should think of India in 
this way, that they  could use  such 
language to us and hold out such indirect 
threats as to  what  might happen.  That  is 
not the way to settle problems. I do not 
pretend  that  we  are   always  in  the right; 
I do not pretend that there are no people in 
this country who tend to use wrong 
language    or    make    the wrong 
approaches,  but I    do submit that, so far 
as   the   Government   of India is 
concerned, ever sjnce    independence and 
partition, ft has   been our definite aim and 
policy to have friendly relations with 
Pakistan,   not of course giving up our vital   
interests,  because giving up vital    inter-
ests  does not promote friendly relations; it 
only   encourages   the   other party to open 
its mouth wider, claim more and shoiit 
more. It has been our policy to have 
friendly relations with Pakistan—we have 
of course accepted Pakistan and accepted 
partition—and to proceed on the basis of 
two independent nations having friendly 
relations,    co-operative    relations,    with 
each other. We are   neighbours;   we have 
a history in common; we have a hundred 
and one things in common; we have 
thousands of persons whose families are 
split up, and it will be a tragedy for us to 
aim at anything but friendly relations. We 
have done that in spite of some misguided 
persons in this country who come in the 
way ©f such a friendly policy. Why have   
we done that? Surely I need not say why, 
because any person who at all thinks about 
the future must come   to   this conclusion 
that there is no other valid policy. That 
policy,    friendly   policy, does not 
naturally mean our giving up our vital 
interests or our   submitting to something 
that we consider wrong. Subject   to these 
two conditions,   we have    pursued    a    
friendly    policy, because      it    can      
only     harm    us and  harm  Pakistan,   if  
we    continue this conflict, psychological 
conflict, and I   take it into the future. It is 
totally 
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whether we are stronger than Pakistan er 
not. That can be considered in another 
context. The very weakness of Pakistan is 
injurious to us. I do not want Pakistan to 
be militarily armed so much that it 
becomes very strong and threatens us. 
That is why we have not taken kindly to 
the vast military equipment and help that 
is coming to Pakistan from the United 
States of America; but I am not talking 
about that. But we want Pakistan to be a 
healthy, flourishing and progressive 
country. Even for our own safety, even 
for our own good, you must have this. 
The more you succeed with your Five 
Year Plans and the less Pakistan succeeds 
with her Five Year Plans—it is a danger 
to our own Plans, to our own progress. 
You cannot keep these walls between 
countries, so that apart from the historical, 
cultural and other reasons, practical 
reasons load us to seek good relations 
with Pakistan as with other countries, and 
in fact more so with Pakistan. But 
unfortunately during these past years, we 
have had a continuous current of ill-will 
in Pakistan, sometimes at a somewhat 
lower level and sometimes breaking out 
into extraordinary threats of war and 
denunciation of India, based on excessive 
hatred. It is a most painful thing to have 
to face all this, and yet to maintain one's 
calm and composure which one must, 
because the moment we do not, we are 
doing exactly what others want us to do, 
those who do not wish good to India. We 
cannot give way, whatever the strain and 
stress might be. We have pursued that 
proper policy, always protecting our 
interests and, I hope, maintaining decent 
standards of behaviour. We have done so 
in the hope that the people of Pakistan 
whom I can never forget— they have 
been our people in the past, have taken 
part in our freedom movements, they 
certainly helped us in gaining the freedom 
of our country although they separated 
from us—will react to this, in the hope 
that ultimately our goodwill will create a 
good, friendly atmosphere in Pakistan    
among    the 

people and among others. I believe ft has 
basically, but unfortunately it is covered 
up and swept away by appeals, by the 
spread first of all, if I may use the word, 
of falsehood and appeals to narrow-
minded bigotry and hatred. It is fear on 
which our neighbours have been fed. It 
does not produce health in nations, apart 
from their relationship with India. So, 
whatever happens, I hope that we shall 
continue that broad policy. Again I repeat 
that this should not be understood to 
mean—and we have made that perfectly 
clear—that we follow that policy through 
weakness or that it is a prelude to any 
kind of surrender on any vital issue. It is 
not that. We have made that perfectly 
clear. Maybe, it is a bit difficult to 
distinguish between the two, but we have 
to do it. On no account are we going to 
surrender because surrendering to what 
we consider wrong is bad because 
surrender again creates a position of 
future demands for surrender and so it 
goes on step by step. Where are we? All 
these questions between Pakistan and us 
are really parts of this major approach to 
each other, however big these questions 
may be. I am quite certain that if any one 
of these questions were solved or 
apparently solved without that major 
background changing, ft will not improve 
the situation at all. That may be just used 
as a jumping-off ground to something 
else. 

Sir, I have ventured to say these few 
words about our relations with Pakistan 
because I do not wish people to look at 
one problem, even the Kashmir problem, 
in its isolation and imagine that there is 
nothing else. It is the other things that 
count. It is amazing that in this context 
here we see, the Security Council dealing 
with the Kashmir issue. Even in the 
Security Council and a great deal outside, 
continuous threats are being used: If this 
does not happen, armies will march into 
India and then it is wayL without any 
thought of what this kind of talk would 
produce or what kind or reaction it would 
produce in India, because normally it 
produces an angry 
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reaction in people. The national reaction is 
there. It so happens that in our country, to a 
large extent, we have been conditioned in 
trying to restrain these reactions, conditioned 
for a long period under Gandhiji. We try to 
restrain them but the reactions are there. We 
restrain them no doubt and do not allow 
ourselves to be swept away. 

So I would like this House and this country 
to consider these in this broader aspect—these 
problems and others too outside this House in 
our country and in Pakistan also, because it is 
a tragedy that when so much has got to be 
done in our country by us and so much in 
Pakistan by the people of Pakistan, that our 
energies should be wasted in this kind of 
continuous ill-will and conflict and this propa-
ganda of hatred from Pakistan. 

Sir, I move. 
MH. CHAIRMAN:  Motion moved: 

"That the present international situation 
and the policy of the Government of India 
in relation thereto be takan into 
consideration" 
There is one amendment. Dr. Anup Singh. 

DR. ANUP SINGH (Punjab): Sir I  move: 
"That at the end of the Motion, the 

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

House fully agrees with and approves 
the said policy.'" 

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Motion and the 
amendment are before the House now for 
discussion. As I find you have enly four hours 
and I have on my list 18 speakers, you will 
have to impose restraint on your own 
reactions as the Prime Minister said, Mr. 
Bhupesh Gupta—not more than 20 minutes. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA (West Bengal): 
Sir, you have applied the restriction. 

Mr. Chairman, the hon. Prime Minister h»« 
made a statement    in    this 

House with regard to the situation i» the 
world today. Earlier he had also given us an 
exposition of the world situation in the other 
House. I am much in agreement with what he 
had said here and in the other House. Equally 
I must say that I am also in agreement with 
the very able and clear reply to the debate that 
Shri Krishna Menon gave in the other House 
yesterday. Generally, we are in agreement 
with the line the Government of India is 
pursuing in the matter of foreign policy. I 
entirely share the sentiments expressed by the 
Government on the advent of freedom in 
Ghana. We wish them all success and I have 
no doubt in my mind that the Government of 
India will be always with them in their 
endeavour to build up on that freedom. 
Equally I share the sentiment the Prime 
Minister expressed about how the relations 
between India and Pakistan should be 
conducted. While we should not at all submit 
to any kind of threat or bullying it should be 
our constant endeavour eve» unilaterally to 
uphold the cause of friendly relations between 
our two peoples. I have again no doubt in my 
mind that there are people in Pakistan who are 
seeing to it that those people who believe in 
war and war-like threats do not have a long 
lease of political life. 

Then hopes have been expressed about the 
functioning of Suez Canal. I hope the Suez 
Canal will begin to function soon and without 
impinging on the independence and 
sovereignty ef Egypt. That is of vital concern 
to all of us but I regret here the fact that while 
the matter of foreign affairs was debated in 
the other House, none of the Members of our 
Party participated. From the Opposition 
Benches the mam speech was made by the 
leader of another opposition party. In the 
absence of our speech there or participation 
there and because of what he had said it might 
give some wrong impressions with regard to 
what the Opposition feels about the foreign 
policy of the Government of India; therefore, 
I would take this opportunity   of dissociating 
myself as 
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of the leading 9P Opposition Parties in this 
Parliament, from many of the things that 
he had said in regard to foreign policy. I 
am very sorry that he took that line of 
argument which, I think, is not in 
conformity either with facts or with the 
traditions of our country. He thinks that 
the foreign policy of the Government of 
India has been a failure whereas the fact is 
that India's foreign policy has been a 
success. 

(Interruptions.) 
SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN (Andhra 

Pradesh): Is it correct for him to refer to 
the speech of an hon. Member in the 
other House? 

MR. CHAIRMAN: You may develop 
your argument independently without 
answering any reference there or without 
any reference to any speech in the other 
House. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: This is a 
controversy that I am dealing with. If in 
this matter there is no controversy 
between me and the Prime Minister, I 
cannot help. I have to deal with such 
controversy. He says that India stands 
isolated as a result of our foreign policy 
whereas the fact is that we have won 
more allies than before. We are stronger 
than ever before. That goes to the credit 
of India's foreign policy and that policy 
should not be derided by anyone in this 
country. One-third of the humanity that 
lives in the socialist world stands solidly 
behind us and even in the capitalist 
countries, there are many people who 
admire the foreign policy that the 
Government of India is pursuing. In 
particular we have won' the sympathy, 
support and friendship of the Asian and 
African countries as a result of the 
foreign policy and the policy of 
Panchsheel which is no small gain either 
to the honour of our country or to the 
cause of world peace. Politically and 
morally, we are stronger and today India 
is happily in the front-line of mass world 
forces that are struggling for world 
peace. It requires a closed or a highly 
prejudiced mind not to see 

these shining realities, the realities that 
radiate hope for all mankind. I must also 
say that his unkind reference to our 
delegate to the United Nations is 
something which I did not expect from 
him. One may or may not agree with 
everything that Shri Menon said in the 
Security Council; but it must be,, 
admitted in all fairness that Shri Menon 
has handled India's case with 
statesmanship, with patriotism and with 
admirable skill and care. He deserves a 
word of cheer from all of us and not 
discouragement, much less unwarranted 
remarks and criticism. 

(.Interruptions.) 
Those who share my sentiments, those 

who feel like this on this matter, should 
have realised that Shri Menon was not 
confronted with the task of convincing 
the Anglo-American imperialist powers or 
their stooges. He was confronted with the 
task .of presenting the just case of India at 
its best and I have no hesitation in saying 
that he has, on the whole done his job 
well. Sir, people refer to and speak in 
terms of persuasive logic. I do not know 
what exactly people mean by saying that 
he does not have persuasive logic. But we 
must realise that those who are trading in 
war, who pile up armaments and atomic 
weapons and who want to plunge the 
world into a war, as in the case of Egypt, 
do not merit persuasion. If Mr. Menon did 
not use the so-called persuasive skill, he 
has done the right thing and I suppose he 
has kept this skill in reserve, for a better 
occasion. You cannot win the hearts of 
imperialist aggressors with forensic skill 
or sweet words. You can only beat them 
into surrender. You can never woo them 
into good sense. This is what I would like 
to tell those people who want some kind 
of persuasive logic and forensic ability, 
when they deal with such customers like 
the Anglo-American imperialists. I regret 
such a reference should have been made. 

Let me now turn to the world situation. 
With    much of what the hon. 
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Prime Minister has said, we are in entire 
agreement, as I have already said. On the 
whole, he has given us a somewhat objective 
picture of the world situation. I would only 
like to stress certain aspects of that situation. 

For a long time, America has been operating 
in the West Asian countries, trying to retain its 
colonial domination or advance its colonial 
interests. In fact, West Asia was turned into a 
cockpit of imperial rivalries and intrigues and 
the rights of the people of those lands were 
being constantly and consistently violated. But 
today new forces have come into operation 
there and that is why the imperialist powers 
are a little panicky. Now America wants to 
impose its colonial domination and step into 
the place of Britain and France and that is why 
they are talking of filling up the power vacu-
um. It has nothing to do either with the 
freedom or with the interests of the people 
who inhabit those lands. That is the object of 
their intrigues and their interference in their 
internal affairs. Though their plans are 
supposed to be against the Soviet Union, their 
plans are really for the enslavement of those 
countries which they are supposed to help. 
That is the crux of the problem. That is what 
we must • understand. The problem is there. 
All these imperialist powers want to re-
establish or to maintain their colonial 
domination in that region. And the latest 
development is, of course, the Eisenhower 
doctrine and I think the Government of India 
has been very right in strongly criticising that 
doctrine which goes against the interest of all 
those countries which are supposed to be 
embraced by that plan and which is also 
directed against the security and independence 
of the Asian and African countries. It is said 
that this assistance is intended to safeguard the 
national interests of those countries against the 
threat of international communism. Sir, the 
serpents are talking like doves in this matter. 
It is the U.S.A. and the imperalist powers who 
are now threatening the independence and the 
security   of   other 

countries. The U.S.A. is instigating war 
against even India today by its assistance to 
Pakistan. It was Britain that launched the 
aggression in Egypt. It is Britain which 
threatens Syria. It is Britain again which has 
attacked Yemen; but we are told that inter-
national communism threatens the security 
and safety of these countries. We have heard 
this stock argument before. Before the second 
World War, we were told that the 
Communists, their international organisation 
was a threat and we know that anti-Com-
interm blocs were formed and we also know 
that the result has been the Second World 
War. Therefore, we know that America wants 
to exploit this old argument about anti-
communism and that is only a cover for 
advancing their imperialistic aims and for 
imperial domination and for preparing for a 
war against the people who are not ready to 
line up with the imperialists. 

It is a matter to be noted that even in those 
countries which are supposed to be aided by 
the U.S.A. there is a strong opinion against 
the so-called Eisenhower doctrine. In one of 
the important Middle Eastern papers, they 
have come out strongly against this so-called 
Eisenhower doctrine. I think the Syrian 
Government has made it clear that their region 
is not threatened either by communism or by 
any of the communist countries. This is what 
the Syrian Foreign Minister—Al Bitar—has 
said on January, 19th.    He said: 

"The Soviet Union had no ambition in 
West Asia and was not seeking any 
privilege there." 

I am quoting from the Times of India of the 20th 
January. So this is how they view this matter. 
But these imperialists say that these countries 
are being threatened and they offer assistance 
when nobody is asking for such assistance from 
them. Obviously, the very object is to get a 
foothold there so that they could operate against 
our country and other countries which do not 
line up behind this imperialist policy. That is the 
i  entire plan. 
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willing to give economic assistance to those 
countries. But we have seen how they * 
behaved in the case of the Aswan Dam. Foreign 
assistance was offered, but the moment Egypt 
refused to submit to the Americans, the foreign 
assistance was withdrawn, and then followed 
other things, this aggression and all that we 
have seen. Therefore, nobody will be taken in 
by this kind of propaganda, that these impe-
rialist powers are interested in the development 
of these countries, in giving them real economic 
assistance in order to ensure their prosperity 
and in order to reconstruct these 
underdeveloped or undeveloped countries.   
This is all a hoax. 

Therefore, I think we are right in coming 
out very sharply against the Eisenhower 
doctrine and India should do everything in her 
power to meet this challenge. She should 
mobilise world public opinion, especially of 
the peoples of Asian and African countries, 
against this new scheme of aggression and 
plunder and colonial domination. 

In this connection, I would venture to 
suggest that the time has come for considering 
the proposition of having a second Bandung 
Conference. I know that some of the powers 
that met at the first Bandung Conference are 
not behaving well, at least the Pakistan 
Government is not. But that does not mean 
that we should not have a meeting of the 
Bandung Powers. They should meet and in the 
light of the Bandung Declaration, we should 
work out practical steps to meet the present 
situation. Again, it is also important that there 
should be some kind of a mechanism for very 
speedy consultations between these powers, 
those powers who, like those at the Bandung 
Conference, adhere to the principles of Panch-
sheel. This is necessary, because we find that 
the imperialist powers are meeting time and 
again, sometimes in Canberra, sometimes in 
Bermuda and sometimes in Baghdad. They 
are constantly meeting and hatching plot after 
plot against other countries. 

And I do not see any reason why we, 
representing such millions of people in the 
Asian-African Continent, should not meet 
from time to time to review the situation and 
take such actions, political, moral or otherwise 
in order to rebuff these aggressive designs on 
the part of the imperialists. In this connection, 
I appreciate the Prime Minister's broad support 
of the Shepilov plan because I think that 
requires a little consideration. I do not say that 
this plan should be accepted as it is but I think 
it is along these lines that the question has to 
be approached. We must first of all make clear 
that no power has any right to interfere in the 
internal affairs of the countries of West Asia; 
they must keep off if they are not interested in 
helping the development of those countries. If 
they are interested in the development of those 
countries, they are welcome to do so but in 
terms laid down by the West Asian powers 
themselves and not by anybody else and in 
every case, the independence and sovereignty 
of the West Asian powers must be fully 
respected and they must not be directly or 
indirectly embroiled in war or themselves be 
subjected to foreign nations. We stand for full 
independence and the whole thing should be 
conducted in the spirit of Panchsheel. I think, 
Sir, this is the only approach to this question. 

I would now like to say something about the 
Baghdad Pact but before saying anything, I 
would like to tell the hon. Prime Minister that 
he at one time was thinking that the Baghdad 
Pact was dead. If I may use his words, he said, 
"Where is the Baghdad Pact?" It looks as if 
the Baghdad Pact is very much alive. We said 
that Pakistan was being constantly activised 
by the Anglo-American powers. Now, Sir, I 
am glad that the Prime Minister also 
recognises the danger and he has spoken ably 
on this Pact. I entirely agree with him but only 
I would like his Government to devise 
measures so that we can really effectively 
rebuff such plans.    America    had    been    
taking 
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great and growing interest in the Baghdad 
Pact and now, with the Bermuda Conference, 
a decision has been taken to admit America 
into the Military Council of the Baghdad Pact. 
Even before this decision, the U.S. 
representatives were invited to the committee 
meetings of the Baghdad Pact Council. The 
U.S.A. has equipped Pakistan and other Bagh-
dad Pact nations with American equipment 
and thus had become the instigator of the 
Baghdad  alignment. 

(Time  bell rings.) 
I want another fifteen minutes, Sir. 
MR. CHAIRMAN: We have got eighteen 

speakers. Take another two minutes  and 
finish the speech. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: We did not 
speak in the other House. I would like to 
make up. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: I cannot make up for 
the loss of time there. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: The Congress 
Party speeches are there. I would request you 
to still grant mt some more time; otherwise, 
there is no point in continuing. 

SHRI V. K. DHAGE (Bombay): He may 
have some five or ten minutes more.  Sir. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: We have put up 
only a few speakers. We cannot deal with this 
subject in such a short time. 

I was, Sir, referring to the U.S. complicity 
in the Baghdad Pact Now, what has happened 
is that what has been taking place has been 
given formal recognition. All that has been 
done is that what was being done secretly and 
from behind the scene would be done openly 
after the U.S. joining the Pact. The Baghdad 
Pact with Pakistan as its main active partner 
shows how America mobilises and is directed 
against India. It is not a coincidence that they 
have moved the Kashmir issue simultaneously 
with the activisation of the Baghdad Pact. If 
Panchsheel is the sheet anchor of our foreign 
policy, for Pakistan  Baghdad  Pact has    
become 

the sheet anchor. This becomes under-
standable with the military, and moral backing 
which the Pakistani Government is receiving 
from the United States of America and 
Britain. The Anglo-American Resolution 
which was vetoed by the Soviet Union was an 
attempt to introduce imperialist armies in 
Kashmir. If this did not succeed, it does not 
mean that the other plans are not in operation. 
Sir, I would like particularly to appreciate 
what the Prime Minister said. He 
characterised the Anglo-American resolution 
as a collective aggression or an approach to 
collective aggression but I would only like to 
stress here that even if this resolution has been 
vetoed, we are not out of the danger by such 
collective approach to aggression or 
aggression. Military assistance to Pakistan has 
been stepped up and the Pakistani Army and 
Air Force are holding combined exercises in 
Pakistan, the North-West Frontier of Pakistan, 
from December 14. They held it up to the 17th 
December. These reports appeared in the 
Press and even the Pakistani Commander-in-
Chief, General Ayub Khan made it clear that 
they were being given certain training or exer-
cise in the use of atomic weapons. Now, 
recently, we find that Mr. Bunker, U.S. 
Ambassador, has denied that Pakistan is being 
supplied with atomic weapons but then when 
he was asked a question as to what the U.S. 
could do if Pakistan used American weapons 
against India, he gave an evasive answer and 
said that India could take it to the Security 
Council, the U.N.O.,—the normal procedure. 
Now, Sir, I would particularly stress this point 
in order only to emphasise that we must take 
serious note of the kind of assistance that is 
being given to Pakistan by the U.S.A. No 
doubt the U.S.A. is building up the Pakistani 
Armed Forces only with dangerously 
aggressive aims. That is what I would like tc 
emphasise in this House but there art good  
and  redeeming features in thi: 
situation because the people of Pakistan, 
especially in East Pakistan, an rising   against   
military   alliances   a*w 
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the foreign policy of Mr. Suhrawardy. East 
Pakistan,  as you know,  is    the oiggest  unit  
of  Pakistan  and I    am sure the same 
feelings are also there n West Pakistan.   The 
Kashmir issue  s raised to keep themselves in 
power hrough diversionist tactics and hence 
■uns  counter to  the interests  of  the 
lemocratic   movement    of    Pakistan. JVe 
may, therefore, give support and ympathy to 
the democratic people of 3akistan in    our    
approach    to    this natter  and I  have no  
doubt in  my tiind that sentiments expressed 
by the 'rime   Minister  will  be  reciprocated 
iy those people in Pakistan who want o get 
out of military alignments and uild up their 
own independence on iie  basis  of  friendly  
and    fraternal elations with our country. 
I    would    like    to    refer    to    the 
.E.A.T.O.   The Prime Minister refer-sd to it 
earlier but the most alarm-lg thing of the 
recent conference is lis that they are now 
devising ways id means of interfering in the 
inter-3l affairs    of    the    countries    even 
lough nobody asked them for special rotection.    
That spells danger to the dependence  and  
security  of    those luntries.   Sir, the Prime 
Minister has ferred to the military pacts.   I 
make declaration here that we stand for > 
military pact.    We are opposed to 1 kinds of 
military pacts no matter hat  they  are  and  
which   countries e involved but,  at the same 
time, e must recognise   that    it    is    the 
A.T.O. powers which started    this ing and it 
is they who got together [ these powers into a 
military align-jnt with professed  aggressive 
aims d    they    adopted    the    tactics    of 
clear war and all that.    We have ;n that as a 
result    of    this,    the arsaw Pact came into 
existence. We md for neither of these pacts.    
We >uld like all these pacts to go but u must 
remember—and    I    would :e to impress 
upon this House this int—that unless    and    
until    these gressive    pacts    are    nullified,    
it comes difficult to come out with a tieral   
line.     In   this   connection     I uld refer to 
the speech made yes-day   under   your   
Chairmanship   at 

another place by the Polish Prime Minister 
when he said that he was also opposed to all 
military pacts. We have seen how the Soviet 
Union in the countries of socialist lands have 
time and again expressed their desire to do 
away with the pacts provided N.A.T.O. also 
goes. In its place, they had suggested 
collective security. I think, Sir, we should 
build up a system of collective security and 
we should be free of this kind of   pact. 

MR.  CHAIRMAN:     Dr.  Kunzru. 
SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I would like to 

refer to one thing, with regard to Kashmir. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: No, no, you have got so 
many opportunities. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I would not have 
any opportunity. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Here or elsewhere. 
SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA:  Nowhere. 
MR. CHAIRMAN:    Dr. Kunzru. 
SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA:      I want 

only two minutes more, Sir, on Kashmir. I am 
very sorry, Sir, that somehow or other we do 
not get the chance to adequately express our 
views. Only I would speak about Kashmir, Sir. 
You should remember that we have got so far, 
by counting, 12 million votes in the country. I 
speak for those 12 million votes and you will 
please give me a little more time today. 

MR. CHAIRMAN:    Dr. Kunzru. 
SHRI H. N. KUNZRU (Uttar Pradesh) : Mr. 

Chairman, the hon. Member who has just sat 
down has put that life into the debate which 
the Prime Minister failed to do; nevertheless I 
should like to discuss the question of foreign 
policy in the atmosphere created by the Prime 
Minister and I should therefore like to ask the 
House to revert to the spirit in which the 
Prime Minister spoke. 
[MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN in the Chair.] 
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we reierred to many questions but I he made only 
a passing reference to | the problem in which, for 
the time being, we are most interested, namely, 
the Kashmir question. I suppose, not wanting to 
repeat what he said in another place only two 
days ago, he contented himself merely by saying ' 
that the position of India with regard to Kashmir 
had been made repeatedly clear beyond all doubt. 

Sir, many things have been said about this 
Kashmir problem. Nevertheless I should like 
to remind the House of a few recent facts 
which, I think, have not received attention. 
India referred the question of Pakistani 
aggression in Kashmir to the United Nations in 
1948. The question, as the Prime Minister has 
repeatedly said, was a simple one. 
Nevertheless the Security Council said nothing 
on the issue that was placed before \t by our 
country. Indeed the representatives of the 
bigger powers on the Security Council not 
merely tried to put Pakistan on a footing of 
equality with India in this matter but expressed 
the opinion that the tribesmen were also a 
party to the question that was under 
consideration. The British delegate, I think, 
several times expressed the belief that the 
tribesmen were entitled to be considered as a 
party to the Kashmir dispute. The American 
representative also expressed the same view. 
"How is it possible", he said, "to induce the 
tribesmen to retire from Jammu and Kashmir 
without warfare and without driving them out? 
That is the only way it can be done unless the 
tribesmen are satisfied that there is to be ■a 
fair plebiscite assured through an interim 
Government that is in fact, and that has the 
appearance of being non-partisan." It is quite 
clear, Sir, that this view had nothing to do with 
the merits of the question. It was probably 
concerned with the interests of England and 
America, as their representatives saw them, 
and this happened, Sir, long before the 
SEATO and the Baghdad Pact had been 
thought of. Evidently America and Great 
Britain thought that it would be advantageous 
to them if they fol- 

lowed a policy that could make Pakistan 
dependent on them for ever. 

Take another question, Sir, the deliberations 
on another point, namely, the deliberations and 
decisions of the UNCIP. Now it has been 
repeatedly said by our spokesmen that the 
Resolutions of the UNCIP were accepted 
subject to the fulfilment of certain conditions. 
But this is never referred to by those who want 
to put us in the wrong and who have so 
cleverly manoeuvred things as to give us a bad 
name virtually throughout the world. In the 
discussions that have very recently taken place 
in th« Security Council the representative of 
Columbia brought this to light in a way that 
ought not to be ignored by the world. Speaking 
in the Security Council he said—I am referring 
to this, Sir, because the speech of the 
Columbian delegate, which wai extremely 
important, has» been very inadequately 
reported by the press. This shows, Sir, how the 
reporting agencies are affected by the views of 
the greater powers. Speaking in the Security 
Council the Columbian delegate said, "The 
Commission did achieve an unexpected 
success since it managed to convince the 
Indian Government to accept with conditions 
the submission of the question of Kashmir to a 
plebiscite so that the people of Kashmir could 
decide upon it." Again he said, "Because the 
Commission recognised India's de facto 
sovereignty over Jammu and Kashmir, the 
Commission was able to obtain India's 
agreement to the following procedure. After 
certain conditions had been fulfilled," etc. 
Referring to the reply of the Chairman of the 
UNCIP, Dr. Lozano, he said,—I mean the 
reply of Dr. Lozano to the Prime Minister's 
letter—he said, "It was understood that there 
would be no commitment on India's side if 
parts I and II of the August Resolution were 
not implemented." He also referred to one 
other important point in his speech, namely, 
the appointment of Admiral Nimitz, as the ple-
biscite administrator. "In the UNCIP" he said, 
"the representative of Colum- 
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plebiscite administrator should be a neutral, 
but other representatives had specific instruc-
tions to press for the nomination of a United 
States citizen as plebiscite administrator. My 
delegation suggested in private conversations 
that the idea of the representative of India 
should be accepted, namely, that the President 
of the International Red Cross should be 
appointed plebiscite administrator. I think 
that, had that suggestion been accepted, the 
plebiscite would already have been held. 
Instead, Admiral Nimitz was appointed." 
1 P.M. 

Sir, I have referred to this because only one 
Delhi daily has published the Columbian 
delegate's speech and it is quite possible that 
there may be some Members who have not 
read the full te£t of the Columbian delegate's 
speech. 

SHRI P. N. SAPRU (Uttar Pradesh): It has 
been published in other papers also. 

SHRI H. N. KUNZRU: No; it was not 
published in other papers. 

SHRI H. P. SAKSENA (Uttar Pradesh) :    
No; it was not. 

SHRI H. N. KUNZRU: Only a very 
inadequate summary of it was published in the 
other papers, a summary which gave no idea 
whatsoever of its real contents. 

SHRI P. N. SAPRU: I read the entire speech 
in two or three papers. 

SHRI H. N. KUNZRU: Well, not in Delhi. 
Anyway, Sir, the Columbian delegate's! 
speech should reveal to the whole world the 
spirit in which the most important members of 
the Security Council have acted in dealing 
with the Kashmir question. The SEATO was 
thought of, I believe, only in 1954 but from 
1948 to 1953 the Security Council never once 
discussed the Kashmir question in a spirit of 
complete impartiality and fairness. It may suit 
the Pakistan Government to delude its people 
into 

thinking that it is the participation of Pakistan 
in the Baghdad Pact and the SEATO that 
enabled it to win its point in the Security 
Council a few weeks ago but I doubt whether 
this propaganda will succeed in deluding the 
people of Pakistan, particularly the people of 
East Bengal. 

Sir, I should just like to refer to only one 
point more in connection with the Kashmir 
question before I deal with other issues. It has 
now been proposed that in order to assure the 
parties concerned that a plebiscite, if it is held 
will be impartial, the UNEF should be allowed 
to come to Kashmir. Well, here again, we see 
the effort of the Security Council to treat 
Pakistan on a footing of equality with India. If 
the Security Council deals with the aggressors 
and victims in this way, it can hardly achieve 
the reputation of being an impartial body. I 
mean, it is quite clear from the discussion that 
has taken place on the Kashmir question that 
the Security Council's decisions are political 
decisions based on the view taken by the 
bigger countries of their larger interests. 

Now, Sir, I should like just to say a word or 
two about the reopening of the Suez Canal and 
the Middle East question. We are glad to be 
reassured that the Suez Canal will soon be 
reopened to free navigation. That question has 
not yet been settled and I hope that the Prime 
Minister's wish that navigation through the 
Canal should be free will soon be realised. The 
friends of Egypt, like India and Yogoslavia, 
have advised it to follow a policy of 
moderation and it appears that Egypt has no 
desire to create a crisis. One hopes therefore 
that given the goodwill that at present exists 
both on the side of the U.N. and on that of 
Egypt, a result will be achieved which while 
giving satisfaction to Egypt will also lead to a 
lasting solution from the international point of 
view. 

As regards Middle East, I was glad to hear 
the Prime Minister say that both America and 
the Soviet Union had made important 
suggestions with 
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regard to the maintenance of peace there in 
the future, that it was desirable in the interest 
both of the Middle East and of the rest of the 
world that the higher representatives of these 
two countries should meet and discuss the 
question in such a way as to take into account 
the interests of the people of the Middle East 
without making any other party feel that its 
position was being weakened. 1 was very glad 
to hear this because so far as I remember, he 
said some time ago that the suggestion made 
by Russia that all countries should decide to 
leave the Middle East alone deserved to be 
accepted. This seemed to me to be a rather 
one-sided view lor the reason that I am just 
going to explain. 

SHRI JAWAHARLAL NEHRU: May I say 
that the words used by me were that that 
suggestion as well as President Eisenhower's 
deserved to be considered. I did not aay 
'accepted'. 

SHRI H. N. KUNZRU: Quite so but I am 
speaking of an earlier statement made by you. 

SHRI JAWAHARLAL NEHRU: I said 
'considered'; I did not say 'accepted'. 

SHRI H. N. KUNZRU: I am quite prepared 
to accept what the Prime Minister has said. 
His memory in this matter, I gladly admit, 
would be stronger than mine. Well, it gives 
me great pleasure to know this because it is 
well known that when Mr. Shepilov 
succeeded Mr. Molotov as Foreign Minister 
he tried, while carrying on negotiations with 
America in the interests of world peace, to 
enhance Soviet influence in the Middle East. 
That policy failed and as a result of it, Mr. 
Shepilov was dismissed. After this Russia put 
forward the proposal that both America and 
Russia should agree not to interfere in matters 
relating to the Middle East. Obviously 
America could not agree to a proposal which 
was a sort of propaganda and would have 
given the Soviet Union an 

advantage in the eyes of the world. What the 
Prime Minister has said seems to be 
eminently reasonable. If an agreement is 
arrived at after discussion between the 
important powers, no one will be able to 
claim that the solution that was arrived at was 
the result of the policy of any one country, 
and I think the Middle East will welcome it, 
and so will the whole world. 

Sir, how much time have I? 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Twenty 
minutes are over. 

SHRI H. N. KUNZRU: Will you allow me 
to say one word more before I sit down? The 
Prime Minister has often explained the Indian 
policy to us. We have been told that it was a 
policy of non-involvement, that it was based 
on the 'PanchsheeP. We understand that, and 
there can be no question that this policy is at 
the present stage in the best interests of India. 
Nevertheless, it is desirable to discuss the 
question of foreign policy from the point of 
view of India's National interests also, that is, 
her security and her economic welfare. But 
unfortunately the Prime Minister, though he 
has spoken several times on the question of 
India's foreign policy, has, I am afraid, never 
once tried to relate it to its own interests. The 
people of India do not realise the intimate 
connection between the national interests of a 
country and its foreign policy. I think that this 
has become urgently necessary. No doubt, as I 
have said more than once in this House, world 
peace is one of the things that is most in the 
interests of India, but India has its own special 
interests too, and a nation can no more stand 
alone than an individual can without friends. I 
think, therefore, Sir, that we should actively 
consider the question whether without giving 
up the principles of our foreign policy we can 
so conduct it as to gain friends in those circles 
where we have none at the present time. To be 
isolated, Sir, is not a very pleasant thing, and I 
feel    that 
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India has an immense task before it, an 
immense task both politically and socially, in 
order to strengthen the country and to raise the 
standard of living of the masses, it is more 
than ever necessary that we should not think 
that the pursuit of our foreign policy in its 
essentials is inconsistent with the gaining of 
friendship of other countries. It is quite 
possible, that if we give adequate thought to 
this matter, we may come to the conclusion 
that we change our manner a little. Perhaps if 
we remain silent on some occasions instead of 
expressing our opinion on all points always, it 
may be that this will be more in the interests 
of India than what we call frankness at the 
present time. It seems to me, Sir—I have not 
got all the facts before me, no man in my 
position can therefore speak with absolute 
confidence—it seems to me, Sir, after giving 
such thought to the matter as I have done, that 
it should be possible for us, without appearing 
to be afraid of any nation or without being too 
nervous about the susceptibilities of other 
countries, to express our views in such a way 
as to make the principles that we follow clear 
and at the same time gain friends for the 
satisfaction of our vital interests. 

SHRI M. GOVINDA REDDY 
(Mysore): Mr. Deputy Chairman, 
while heartily associating myself with 
Mr. Bhupesh Gupta in paying tribute 
to Mr. Krishna Menon for the work 
he has done in the Security Council, 
I am happy to observe, Sir, that our 
opponents, particularly the Com 
munist friends, have come back to 
realism ............ 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: This is what we 
have been preaching all these years. 

SHRI M. GOVINDA REDDY: Sir, I find 
that neither has Dr. Kunzru put life into the 
debate. I will try to do it, may be I may fail, 
and if I fail, I 

will leave it to the succeeding man to do it. 

Sir, the policy that our Government has 
been following in External Affairs is, 
according to me, very sound. 

[THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI P. S. 
RAJAGOPAL NAIDU)   in the Chair.] 

It is nonetheless so in spite of the aspersions 
that have been cast on India by some of the 
powerful nations of the Security Council. The 
attitude, Sir, taken by these powers towards 
India in the matter of Kashmir has been one 
which creates insecurity in the minds of a 
large number of people in this world, and 
particularly in the minds of Indians who have 
reposed confidence in the Security Council. 
The attitude of these powers in passing the 
resolution that they have done in respect of 
Kashmir has been, Sir, logically absurd and 
self-contradictory. It has contradicted many of 
the resolutions of the Security Council itself. 
Looked at from the point of view of 
statesmanship it is sheer bankruptcy because 
they have displayed no foresight in passing 
the resolution which is contrary to facts, 
which is contrary to truth and which is 
contrary to the interests of peace itself- 
Looked at from the point of view of solving 
conflicts and easing tensions in this world, 
and from the point of view of promoting 
peace, I have no doubt that it is a tragedy. 
Looked at from the point of view of Indian 
interests, I have no doubt that it is nothing but 
treachery. They have attempted, Sir, to 
disguise the pangs of envy that they feel 
towards the popularity that the Indian policy 
has been gaining ground in the world. If they 
have made any attempt, they have failed in 
that attempt certainly. It is undisguised 
antagonism towards India and towards the 
Indian interests. Sir, if tensions are to be eased 
in this world, powers which count powers 
which can help in easing tensions and which 
profess to ease tensions, must essen- 
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tially follow on ethical code. We find from the 
attitude that these nations have adopted in the 
matter of Kashmir that their policy is bereft of 
any ethical doctrine. Why are they feeling so 
antagonistic towards India, it can be easily seen. 
India has been gaining followers to its policy of 
non-involvement in the international affairs. Is 
it the fault of India, I ask, Sir, if it has placed 
before itself the doctrines contained in the 
'Panchsheel' or the doctrine of peaceful co-
existence? Is it the fault of India if nations 
which really believe in peace follow this course, 
support this doctrine and really behind India? Is 
it the fault of India again that it has been able 
fortunately to influence the course of affairs in 
the matter of independence of Indonesia, in the 
matter of easing tensions in Indo-China, in 
putting an end to the war in Korea, in 
persuading influential powers to enable fourteen 
nations to enter into the United Nations, and in 
convincing Egypt to submit to a reasonable 
course of conduct? Sir, there is a long catalogue 
of events in which India has brought its good 
influence to bear upon nations. Is it India's 
fault? Is it India's fruit that India was able to 
persuade China to confer with the United States 
to solve the question of releasing prisoners and 
other problems? Is it the fault of India that it has 
persuaded the Soviet Union to lift its iron 
curtain and to liberalise its policy? Well, if 
India has been able to do this. Sir, it is all to be 
thanked for, not to be envied. What short-
sightedness is there, Sir, in the proverbial 
British statesmanship, I cannot imagin£it. They 
were known to be ^Tv^tatue statesmen. y ifc in 
the interest of Great Britain to antagonise 360 
millions of people in India, people who are 
essentially religious, people who believe in 
democracy and people who are basically 
opposed to totalitarianism? Is it not in the 
interest of either the U.K. or the U.S.A. or any 
country which believes in the promotion of 
peace to win over and to strengthen the country 
which believes in democracy? But what have 
they been  doing?  They are     encouraging 

12 R.S.D.—3. 

countries which are known for instability of 
Government in their own countries and which 
have not honoured their own commitments 
with other countries—a country like Pakistan 
with India which has also flouted the United 
Nations' resolutions themselves. Do they gain 
in their objective, if they begin to help this 
country and antagonise India which believes 
in promoting peace and easing tensions? What 
a shortsightedness is it on the part of the 
U.S.A. to come to the aid of that country and 
to supply countless armaments and in season 
and out of season to support that country, 
when that country has definitely not been 
following a policy of peace and that country 
has unleased dogs of hatred, in the words of 
Mr. Krishna Menon, against India! I ask: 
Where is the foresight of these nations and 
where is their statesmanship? They are 
envious of the influence that India is gaining 
in this world. It is open for them to influence 
other nations in the same peaceful way as 
India has done, in the same beneficial way as 
India has done. For instance, Sir, why should 
not Britain, which is casting aspersions on us 
that we are not observing international 
commitments, get off the back of Cyprus? 
There is no answer to that. She has, after great 
trouble, agreed to take hands off Malaya. Why 
should not America try to influence England 
and South Africa to cease to follow the bar-
barous course that they have been taking at the 
end of this twentieth century? They are 
following the course of middle ages. They are 
indulging in anti-social activities, treating 
human beings as a flock of sheep and doing 
such savage things. If they follow such a 
course, certainly other countries of the world 
will have respect for them. But while 
professing peace, while professing 
brotherhood, while professing amity and 
friendship with all nations, they are trying to 
divide nations, and divide nations by having 
military alliances. Is it consistent with the 
spirit of the United Nations Charter to have 
these military pacts? Is it consistent with the 
spirit 
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Nations Charter for the United States and 
other countries to refuse to recognise the 
Peoples' Republic of China? Sir, this is an 
illogical course which these big countries are 
following, and I am very sorry to say that they 
have not been able to see that they are taking 
away the very foundation of the United 
Nations by behaving in a manner which is 
prejudicial to the interests of the peace-loving 
countries, and in a manner which is 
inconsistent with the spirit and the essence of 
the United Nations Charter. Well, Sir, it is 
open for them to retrieve their steps. They 
have done a wrong towards India by passing 
this Resolution. India does not mind. But, Sir, 
they should at the same time see the 
repercussions that this step will be producing 
in the matter of promoting conflicts in the 
world. The United States, while professing to 
keep clear of the Baghdad Pact, is now trying 
to enter the Baghdad Pact by a side door. It 
says that it is prepared to serve in the military 
section of the Baghdad Pact. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: That is front 
door. 

SHRI M. GOVINDA REDDY: No. It is a 
side door. If it were the front door, one could 
have honestly appreciated it, although one 
differed from it. It is trying to enter by the 
side door. Maybe, it may occupy the whole 
house. That may be the object. 

Well, Sir, these are certain actions which 
are calculated, not to promote peace, but to 
jeopardise the amity and friendship among the 
nations of the world. If India relentlessly 
follows the policy of peace and friendship 
with other nations, well, it is in the interests of 
these nations themselves to strengthen India. 
Will not Britain admit that the continuance of 
India in the Commonwealth has strengthened 
her? Supposing, Sir, after gaining 
independence we had left the Commonwealth, 
it would not have been to the disadvantage of 
India, but it would certainly have been      to      
the     disadvantage     of 

Great Britain, because India, with a population 
of 360 millions, added to the weight of the 
Commonwealth. And when other nations like 
Nigeria, Malaya and the Gold Coast (Ghana) 
are trying to enter into the Commonwealth, 
Britain is behaving in a way tending to 
dissuade India from remaining in the 
Commonwealth. These are things which, I 
submit, are not in the interests either of the 
U.K. or the U.S.A. The honest course for them 
now is to retrace their position. Dr. Jarring has 
come and he will submit a report. The result of 
that report can easily be guessed. It will go 
nowhere. The honest course for them is to go 
back to the 1948 Resolution, when India 
submitted to them that they decide upon the 
then existing situation, and not a dispute. If 
they want to follow the right path in this affair 
of Kashmir and if they want to inspire 
confidence in the people of the world, they 
have got to take up the basic issue of invasion 
by Pakistan and adjudge on that. If they do not 
do it, certainly they will be failing in their 
duty, and they will be doing a disservice to the 
Security Council itself, and they will be 
endangering the cause of peace. 

DR. ANUP SINGH: Sir, the foreign policy 
of our country has been discussed in 
Parliament and in the country at large so often 
that there is hardly anything new to say about 
it, but one thing is quite clear that the foreign 
policy that has been pursued by our 
Government up till now commands the 
overwhelming support and sympathy of the 
people of this country. I venture to say that 
now outside India it is better understood,, 
although the corresponding appreciation is still 
lacking. The foreign-policy of any country, as 
the Prime Minister has very properly pointed 
out so many times, must be basedi on certain 
considerations. In the past, it was the interest 
of the king or the-monarch or the emperor or 
the relationship of one country with its next-
door neighbour. Today, there are some new 
ideas, new principles, new urges, among the 
people, and we have 
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to base and judge our policy in terms of these 
new forces and see how far we are in tune 
with what is happening in the world today. I 
may very roughly point out that some of the 
basic ideas of the modem world are 
democracy, self-determination of people 
and—to preserve those two— non-aggression 
and finally a world forum, the United Nations 
or any other kind of superstructure that we 
might have. Within that framework, I would 
say that without any question the foreign 
policy of our country has not only been con-
sistent but has Been vindicated by events one 
after the other. As for the right of people to 
self-determination and democracy, our people 
even in subjection were speaking out fear-
lessly for the freedom of everybody, and we 
have continued this policy right up till now. 
As for non-aggression, I am sure, Sir, you will 
recall that when Japan launched her attack on 
China—a friendly country Japan was then—
the Indian National Congress advocated the 
boycott of Japanese goods as a protest against 
that aggression and as a token of our 
sympathy for the Chinese people. I recall 
reading those eloquent letters between 
Naguchi, the great Japanese poet and our 
illustrious Rabindra-nath Tagore. Mr. 
Naguchi came and stayed here then. In his 
letter he said that he was afraid that the Indian 
people did not understand what the real policy 
of Japan was, that that policy was based on 
Asia for the Asian people, to liberate the 
whole of Asia from the Western yoke. 
Rabindranath Tagore—I speak from 
memory—said something to this effect that he 
was afraid that, although he subscribed to the 
idea of Asia for the Asians, his conception of 
it was not the same as that of the Japanese, 
that they had started building that new Asia 
on the skulls of the Chinese and who knew 
that it would not finish on the skulls of the 
Indians if they came to India. Those were our 
sentiments about aggression. The same was 
the case in Ethiopia; the same was the case 
about the Anglo-French-Israeli aggression in 
Egypt. 

Thirdly, about democracy, here again our 
stand has been very consistent. We are a 
democratic country; we have evolved, 
formulated and implemented a Constitution 
which is democratic and secular. We have 
recently finished our second general elections. 
Unfortunately most people outside India do 
not realise that our electorate are 200 millions, 
which means more than the population of the 
U.S.A. or the Soviet Union, and the election 
have been free absolutely. During the Second 
World War, our leaders who were then behind 
prison bars said that they were for democracy 
as a matter of principle but that they must 
have democracy and freedom before they 
could crusade for democracy abroad. 

Then, Sir, about the United Nations. I have 
had the privilege of being associated with our 
delegations once or twice. I also had the 
occasion to be in Korea as a member of the 
U.N. Commission for Korea. My mind goes 
back to Korea when the Security Council 
passed a resolution giving sanction to the 
U.N. Forces to cross the 38th Parallel. Our 
Prime Minister advised against it. Our 
distinguished late Sir B. N. Rau, while 
speaking there, said—I happened to be 
present there at the time—I request the 
Members to think carefully about the 
implications of this resolution. Our delegation 
voted for the first Resolution which 
characterised North Korea as the aggressor, 
but this Resolution is something which will 
spread the conflict. The United Nations forces 
are on the march now, but do not indulge in 
any precipitate action, give the North Koreans 
a chance to review the situation and perhaps 
come to some agreement. He quoted these 
words—I speak from memory—"In war 
resolution, in defeat defiance, in victory 
magnanimity, in peace goodwill." But 
unfortunately this friendly counsel was not 
heeded. I also recall—I may be forgiven for 
some of the personal references, because they 
are very vivid to me—the interview that the 
Members of the U.N. Commission had with 
General MacArthur    in    Tokyo. 
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a great soldier and was in a very happy mood 
because the U.N. Forces were on the march. 
We drew his attention to the Indian point of 
view, and I took the opportunity of drawing 
his attention to what our Prime Minister had 
said. He said, "Mr. Singh, I, as a soldier, can 
assure you that the Chinese have missed the 
bus. They will not dare come into Korea. 
Furthermore, I have destroyed all the bridges, 
etc. and they cannot even bring their 
equipment and armaments." 

Unfortunately the very next day, early in 
the morning we got the news that over 40,000 
Chinese volunteers, so called at the time, had 
poured into North Korea and the U.N. Forces 
had to be on the run. I recall one of my 
colleagues from Turkey calling me up early in 
the morning and saying *Mr. Singh, could 
you do me a favour? Could you arrange for an 
interview with General MacArthur? I want to 
see how he feels now.' I am not relating this 
incident to indicate that since our advice was 
not followed, subsequent happenings 
deteriorated but it goes to show that invariably 
we have tried to judge the issues according to 
our best light, incurring the pleasure or 
displeasure of different camps on different 
occasions. Since then our role in bringing 
about truce in Korea and Indo-China has been 
referred to. So within this frame-work and 
keeping in view these larger concepts, which I 
think are the issues of our modern world, 
India's policy will compare favourably with 
the policy of any other country and I would 
venture to say that it has been completely 
vindicated so far as we are concerned. 

I think we should keep this total picture in 
mind because there is always a tendency, 
sometimes unconscious tendency, to 
concentrate more on me specific issues with 
which we are dealing at the moment, it may 
be Kashmir or it may be Goa, and if we get a 
critical press either here or abroad, we 
immediately    run to the 

conclusion 'Behold! India's foreign policy has 
failed'. But if we keep the larger things in 
mind and what our record has been uptill now, 
I think we should be grateful that this policy 
has been adopted and enunciated and 
pttrsujgled without any fear or favour. That is 
why I was rather surprised at the remarks that 
Dr. Kunzru made. I am quite sure that Mr. 
Krishna Menoh or somebody else will be in a 
better position to answer him but I cannot help 
saying that that remark that we are friendless 
in the world today is a very large order and it 
does not conform to the facts. Merely because 
there has been some adverse criticism about 
our attitude in Kashmir and some of the big 
powers have deliberately chosen to blackmail 
India, that does not necessarily mean that we 
are without friends. The whole of Asia 
without any exception, so far as the people of 
Asia are concerned, are with us. In a moment I 
will tell you what I have seen in Egypt. The 
people of South America and their delegates, 
off the record in the lobbies of the United 
Nations Assembly, will tell you that they are 
not in a position to side with India because 
they are under obligation to the United States 
and so many other pressures are there but I am 
yet to come across any delegate in the U.N. 
lobby who did not appreciate our stand not 
because we are infallible or we are always 
right but I speak from experience when I say 
that millions of people in Europe, in Germany 
and all the Eastern countries and I dare say the 
people of England, that very large section 
represented by the Labour Party, are with us. 
All the liberal forces in Europe and South 
America and North America are with us. 

I should like to say just one word here about 
America. I have lived there for a number of 
years. I regret , this tendency of our people 
sometimes D characterise that the whole of 
America, as the Prime Minister has said, or the 
American country is against us. Nothing of the 
kind. When we were fighting    for our 
freedom— 
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and I say this to the credit of the 
American people—whereas they cur-
tailed the liberty of some of their own 
American citizens, they allowed all the 
Indians to speak freely against Britain for 
our freedom and to write freely and gave 
us time over their radio, all the time 
during the war when American soldiers 
were dying in the trenches. We should 
keep those larger things in mind and not 
be upset by the exigencies of any 
Resolution that might have been passed. 
We are not friendless. 

I was equally surprised when Dr. 
Kunzru said that it may be advisable 
sometimes—I am not sure about the 
exact words—to keep quiet in our own 
national interests. Coming from Dr. 
Kunzru, it certainly sounds very strange 
to me. During the fight for freedom, 
would we have served our national 
purposes better if we had kept quiet? 
Could we afford to keep quiet when there 
is naked aggression as it happened in 
Egypt. I am afraid that if we accepted Dr. 
Kunzru's advice, we would be betraying 
everything that we have stood for. We 
would rather speak out, not with a view 
to hurt anyone but to express our feelings 
clearly and unmistakably and take the 
chances. If we don't do that, I think we 
lose, as I have said, everything we have 
stood for, all the ideals, all our 
background and the urges and the 
innermost feelings of our people. That is 
all that we have. We are not a big power 
either with reference to economic 
resources or military strength. Our only 
stock is that we do have a feeling and that 
we speak out our hearts and minds 
without fear or favour. 

Now I would like to say just one or two 
words with your permission, about 
Kashmir and the Middle East. About 
Kashmir enough has been said about the 
unassailable position that we have there 
legally, morally, politically and from 
every other point of view but I would just 
like to draw the attention of the Members 
of this House to the situation in Azad 
Kashmir,  so-called.  This is a quota- 

tion from the Hindustan Times and from 
their correspondent in Srinagar. 
According to this, one Khwaja Sana 
Ullah, Editor of Haftroza Kashmir since 
1953 who was expelled from Azad 
Kashmir because he revealed the rigid 
conditions to two British M.P.s, Mr. F. 
B. Bennett and Mr. Frank Tomney said 
this. I am not going to quote the whole 
thing. This is what he told these two 
gentlemen: 

"President Mirza paid a visit to 
Muzaffarabad in 1956 and in the 
meeting of Editors of Azad Kashmir 
papers, he heard their complaints and 
visibly irritated by these open remarks, 
he said: 

'Azad Kashmir Government had 
been set up in 1947 to hoodwink the 
world and now it had become a 
liability of Pakistan. He surprised the 
Editors by telling them that Sardar 
Ibrahim, the Azad Kashmir Chief, 
was being spoken of in high Pakistan 
Government circles as 'His 
Excellency by Accidency.' 

He further revealed the extent of 
atrocities committed by the Punjab 
Armed Constabulary and the Pakistan 
Army in their operations against the 
people of Poonch when they rose in 
revolt. Several houses were bombed 
and a number of women raped. One of 
the leaders of the armed rebellion in 
Poonch, Captain Khan Mohammad 
was put to death and a rumour was set 
afloat that he had crossed into Indian 
territory." 

There are various other quotations but I 
will not burden the House. I wanted to 
bring this to the attention of the Members 
to give an idea of what type of regime, 
what type of civil liberties are there and 
what are the economic conditions in this 
so-called Azad Kashmir and the Pakis-
stan Government, with its own regret-
table record at home, has now the 
audacity to suggest that not only she be 
allowed this ill-gotten territory but she 
should be allowed to have the 
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Kashmir. As far as this cry of Jehad is 
concerned, again I relate a personal 
experience. I was in Karachi on my way 
to Egypt and I stayed overnight in a hotel. 
I asked the bearer who was a Punjabi from 
Lyallpur, my own district, about the 
conditions in Pakistan. I drew his attention 
to a little document in one of the local 
papers which, though it did not say so in 
so many words, did by .implication say 
that the people of Pakistan should get 
ready for marching on to Delhi. Speaking 
to' him I asked him, 

  Andhe replied 

"T
here are so many policemen here and I 
cannot speak to you freely." A little later 
he came back to my room and pointing to 
that newspaper he  said, 

"It 
is not these people who write these things, 
it is not the people who are writing these 
head lines who will march to Delhi. It is 
fools like myself who will be 
slaughtered." 

So much, Sir, about Kashmir. 

I would like next to say a few words, 
with your permission, about the situation 
in the Middle East. Recently, I returned 
from the Middle East, spending about 
three weeks in Egypt. I am very happy at 
the return of the prospects of a settlement 
over the Suez and I do not wish to say 
anything which would in any senje|/ 
whatsoever, revive the old controversy. 
Let the dead past be buried. But I do want 
to mention just a few things to show how 
senseless and stupid any military 
adventure has become in our modern age. 
Egypt under the leadership of President 
Nasser, has been steadily going forward. I 
have seen with my own eyes a colony of 
about 18,000 acres with about 40,000 
people, blossoming in the desert, with 
plenty of things, vegetables, fruits gardens    
and roses. 

There were small projects of construction 
and reconstruction all over the country. 
And the people told us almost everywhere 
we went, that the British and French 
game was to dislodge Nasser and install a 
puppet government. I am merely 
repeating what they told us. They said, 
however, that the game has failed, 
because the people of Egypt are behind 
Nasser. Wherever we went, in the schools 
and colleges, at the meetings and the 
rallies that we attended, at the meeting 
where lands were being distributed to the 
landless, we heard the same cry— "Asha, 
Asha, Kamaal." People from every place 
spontaneously at the very mention of his 
name will get up and repeat "Long live 
Nasser. Long live Nasser." And that was 
not a kind of thing which was improvised 
for our benefit. We felt it was absolutely 
spontaneous. And what is far more 
significant, out of the 200 communists 
who have been put in jail by Nasser and 
who are still there, some of the poet 
communists, have been sending to the 
newspapers and to President Nasser 
poems eulogising him for the heroic 
resistance that he put up against the 
aggressors. My colleagues and I of this 
small mission, came back fully convinced 
that any attempt to dislodge Nasser, either 
by some insurrection from within or plot 
from outside is definitely doomed to 
failure. I do not know what will happen 
some time later, but this is the situation 
today. If you even casually refer to 
somebody that according to the foreign 
press, Nasser is a dictator, the people get 
terribly annoyed and they say, "He is no 
dictator." He has the full support of the 
country. He is very anxious to hold the 
elections on the very first opportunity that 
we can get." In fact, they say, it was 
announced and plans for the holding of a 
national election were already under 
preparation when this attack came. 

(Time  bell rings.) 
Just two minutes more and I will 

finish. According to the people there, 
President Nass?.- vts now facing two 
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kinds of warfare, as they put it. One is the 
psychological warfare and the other the 
economic one. The psychological warfare, 
according to these people, was that the British 
and the French had installed some eight or 
nine secret radio broadcasting stations in and 
around Egypt which are trying to discredit 
Nasser and his regime. Among other things, 
they say Nasser is not a Mohammadan, 
because he sympathises with Nehru on the 
issue of Kashmir rather than with the Gov-
ernment of Pakistan. But the people are fully 
alive to this kind of propaganda. They do not 
seem to be worried about the economic 
warfare either, because they say, "Ours is an 
agricultural country and our economy cannot 
be so easily crippled as that of the industrial 
countries. We have starved and we can 
manage to starve a little more." So the people 
are very confident. 

Lastly, with your permission, I would like 
to say just one or two word about Pakjaltan's 
propaganda. This propaganda is very lavish, 
very abusive and very provocative. Whenever 
there is any criticism of our foreign publicity, 
I want hon. Members to keep this in mind. 
Though it may appear inadequate, under 
instructions from the Prime Minister and the 
Ministry of External Affairs, these people are 
not in a position and are not expected to meet 
this kind of a propaganda in the same tone and 
in the same language. But in spite of that, I 
can assure the House that Pakistan's attitude 
on the Suez issue has, for the time being at 
least—and I use the words "for the time being 
deliberately—more than nullified all the lavish 
propaganda that they had poured out. I will 
just give you one instance. I was walking in 
Cairo and a young college student, 
recognising me as somebody from India or 
Pakistan, seeing my achkan, walked up to me 
and asked, "Sir, Would you forgive me a 
personal question?" I said, "Please ask me." 
And he asked, "Are you from India or 
Pakistan?" I replied, "From India". He said, 
"Thank G»4, I was afraid you might be from 

Pakistan." Sir, this is the attitude. One of the 
editors told me at a luncheon that before this 
aggression, he used to be personally faced 
with a dilemma, sometimes, "whether to 
choose India or Pakistan" as he put it. He said, 
"India is our best friend and Pakistan is our 
brother." But after the aggression he said he 
did not have any such dilemma. His associate 
editor said, "I do not recognise the validity of 
this kind of a dilemma, because a good friend 
is always better than a bad brother." So, this is 
the feeling there. 

I would wind up my rather general remarks 
by saying that we are not friendless, I say this 
with due respect to Dr. Kunzru, who is not 
here. We have friends throughout the world. 
We have some people in the foreign countries 
who are not friendly to us. But I think our 
record is unassailable and it has been 
consistent. It has been for the good of our 
country and I for one would like it to continue 
and there should be no deviation whatsoever. 

2 P.M. 

PROF. A. R. WADIA (Nominated): Mr. 
Vice-Chairman, I think we should all feel 
grateful to the Prime Minister for the very 
lucid and reasonable exposition that he has 
given us about the foreign policy of the 
Government of India. At the same time, Sir, I 
wish that this happy gift of lucid and 
reasonable exposition was possessed by all his 
lieutenants and it is because this has not been 
the case that there is considerable reason in 
the statement made by my friend, Pandit 
Kunzru, in spite of the contradictions offered 
by Dr. Anup Singh, that India today is really 
friendless. When we use that word 
"friendless" we do not mean that we have no 
friends at all in the world but we mean friends 
who count, people whose friendship would be 
an advantage to India and that is what I feel 
Pandit Kunzru had in his mind. 

In a debate on foreign affairs, there is   a   
certain  healthy  convention  and 
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to be observed all the more by an infant 
democracy like ours that the Opposition 
or anybody should say nothing which 
would embarrass the Government or 
present to the world the figure of a dis-
united country. I would certainly not be a 
party to any such idea and that is the 
reason why the debate on foreign affairs 
suffers under one particular disadvantage 
that we cannot always afford to speak out 
openly what we have in our mind. There 
is considerable political wisdom in Pandit 
Kunzru's statement that there are 
occasions when it would be better to keep 
silent. Keeping within these limitations, I 
should like to venture to offer a few 
remarks on some of the questions which 
afflict the world today. 

I should not like to say anything about 
Kashmir. There have been mistakes and I 
am sure no exponent on behalf of the 
Government itself would deny that there 
have been mistakes but, on the whole, 
our case is sound and if we have failed to 
convince the world of the soundness of 
the case, it is our misfortune. Still, we 
can trust that time will do its work and 
India's case will be accepted to be correct 
by all the parties concerned. I do hope 
that the shadows which overcloud both 
Pakistan and India as well as Kashmir 
will soon disperse and we can come to 
some sort of workable arrangement. 

There is another little matter to which I 
should like to refer and I find that time 
and again in discussions on the foreign 
affairs there is hardly any reference made 
to a small country and yet which is of 
considerable importance especially in the 
present conditions and that is the State of 
Israel. Well, Sir, we know that the 
immediate cause of the Suez trouble was 
the aggression by Israel which gave an 
opportunity to Britain and France rightly 
or wrongly to butt into the dispute and 
make it a huge affair. I believe Col. 
Nasser did not deny that •wen  if Britain    
and    France    were 

wrong in attacking Egypt on the Suez 
Issue, Israel had a case because Israel was 
at war with Egypt. Now, I am just 
wondering whether India cannot play a 
very important part in putting an end to 
this state of war between Isfeffle] and 
Egypt.. Isig^l is a very small country but it 
lias been a wonderful country. The people 
of Israel have dreamt of that State for 
centuries and it is that faith that has 
helped them to survive in the midst of 
terrible persecutions practically all over 
Europe and if, as a result of the Jewish 
assistance, the Allies promised them a 
homeland after the end of the first World 
War and if that promise was fulfilled by 
Lord Balfour's declaration and Israel has 
come into existence, I think it would be 
graceful on the part of all concerned to 
accept that as a fait accompli and not try 
to disestablish this established State. One 
can understand the feelings of the Arabs 
but at the same time one has to accept 
that in the history of mankind certain 
facts happen and when these facts happen 
it is wisdom to take them at their face 
value. Israel has been constituted into an 
independent State. It has converted a 
desert into a very smiling garden and the 
people of Israel by their wonderful 
resources, both financial and intellectual, 
have been able to set a very good 
example to the rest of Arabia and if the 
Arab States are in a position to follow the 
example of Israel, I am perfectly certain 
that the Arab States would benefit by that 
example. By keeping this sore open it is 
not going to help matters. In spite of our 
friendship for Col. Nasser, I wonder if he 
was right in preventing ships of Israel 
from making use of the Suez Canal or the 
waters on the shores of Israel. It is quite 
an interesting question. I am not 
criticising but I should like to enquire in a 
very humble manner as to what exactly 
our Government is doing in this 
connection. Dr. Anup Singh has made it 
very clear and of course there is not the 
slightest reason to doubt that Egypt and 
India are on the very friendliest of terms. 
Col. Nasser has expressed his admiration 
for India and so has our Government 
expressed 
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their admiration for Col. Nasser.   One can 
admire Col. Nasser for all that he has done, 
is doing and will do for his own country but 
I wonder whether it is right on the part of 
India to be a party to this boycott of Israel.   
I think that is a very dangerous 
phenomenon and we have very narrowly 
missed a major war just in the recent past 
and that wound still subsists. I do not find 
any reference to this in the    Prime 
Minister's speech nor do I    find any 
reference to it in the discussions that have  
happened  in  the  other  House. Yet, it   
seems to me that it is a very vital point 
because this  little wound may fester and 
may cause other diseases in the countries 
round    about. We are, assured by .the 
Prime Minister that the Suez Canal problem 
is going to be solved, that the Suez Canal 
will be opened to traffic and I believe the 
words  used are  "as    before".    What 
exactly  does this  "as before"  mean? Does 
it mean before the nationalisation of the 
Suez Canal or before the aggression   by    
Israel,    Britain    and France? This makes a 
difference. Now, the  constitution  which     
brought  the Suez  Canal  into  existence  
gives  the right to every    nation    to    use    
the waters of the    Suez    Canal,    Israel 
included, but with the nationalisation of the 
Suez Canal,    Col. Nasser   has been    very    
very    hostile    to    Israel in this matter.   
Even assuming    that he    is    going    to    
throw    open    the waters   of   the   Canal,   
will   he   do so   to   Israel   as   well?     If   
he   is not going to do it,    it   means    that 
there will be a casus belli left open and that 
does not make for the peace of the world 
especially when we find that both  the  
great  powerful    blocs have their eye on 
Middle East and are anxious  to  have  their  
own     power accepted in one form or 
another in that region.    Unfortunately, a 
small weak State  often   becomes  the  
cause  of  a great catastrophe.    That 
happened in the case of the first World War 
and I am not sure that the     immediate 
cause of the second World War was not of 
a similar character.   We are all anxious to 
avoid a third World War. We are genuinely 
sick of war and yet if we keep a little sore 
point in the 

middle of Asia or in the middle of Europe 
it may develop into a definite tragedy. I 
feel that India is in a position to make her 
influence felt in this connection. India can 
put a certain amount of pressure on Egypt 
to take a more reasonable attitude towards 
israel, to recognise the right of Israel to 
exist once it has been brought into 
existence and to do all that it can to 
develop friendly relations with this little 
State, and if India does perform this 
service,—I shall not say that she will have 
solved all the problems of foreign affairs, 
but—she will have taken a very important 
step towards a solution of the one 
possibility that might flare up into a third 
World War. 

Well, Sir, India has    been    priding herself 
on  her foreign  policy,  which has been 
usually described as neutralism.   I noticed, 
this morning, that the Prime Minister    did    
not    like    that expression 'neutralism';   
he preferred the use of the words "an 
independent foreign policy".   Well, Sir, I 
shall not quarrel about words.    Anyway, 
even if it is neutral, one thing is certain, 
that our independent foreign policy is not 
passively neutral,  not    passively neutral 
in the sense that India    just wants to be 
left alone and does not want  to say  
anything about what is happening in the 
other parts    of the world; on the contrary, 
India is making herself felt;  that  means  
that,  if she is neutral at    all,    she   is    
very actively   neutral;   she  is   
independent enough  to  express  her views,  
which may  be  palatable  or  unpalatable  
to this block or that block, and to that 
extent India has gained a great reputation 
in the world at large, though it may be that 
on particular issues she may lose friends.   
Anyway one hopeful thing that I see in the    
foreign affairs of the world today is the 
influence that India wields over Egypt, and 
I am anxious to see that this influence is 
used in the interests of world peace by 
making Egypt agreed    to a very peaceful 
solution of her problems with Israel.    I  
am perfectly certain    that Israel with her 
genius has yet   some contribution to make 
to the peace of the world and to the 
civilisation of the 
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done India can take a prouder position and be 
proud that she has contributed to the solution 
of one of the most difficult problems at the 
present moment in our foreign affairs. 

SHRI P. N. SAPRU: Mr.. Vice-Chairman,   we   
are  grateful  to   the  Prime Minister for his 
very lucid survey of the  international     
situation.    One  of the great things, Mr. Vice-
Chairman, that  we have  witnessed  during     
the last ten years is the rise in importance of   
this   great   country   in   Asian   and world  
affairs.   We feel often depressed or sometimes 
depressed   by    the thought that we are in a 
way an islo-lated or friendless  country.    
Expression was given by Dr. Kunzru to this 
feeling.   I confess that I do not share that view.    
We have not consciously worked for leadership 
in  the United Nations, but the peoples of Asia 
and the peoples of Africa look to us    for help 
and support, often guidance, and we have never 
been grudging in our support of Asian and Arab 
causes and African causes.    We have    in    
some ways pursued a policy of moderation. 
Take the question of Algeria.    Some of  us  
feel very  strongly  about     the question of 
Algeria, but if    you will examine the records of    
the    United Nations you will find that our role 
in regard to the Algerian matter was on the 
whole a moderate role.   Therefore, Mr. Vice-
Chairman, we should not feel unduly depressed 
at the fact that on a particular question a number 
of countries supposed to be members of the 
Security Council are not with us.    I have no 
means, Mr. Vice-Chairman, of finding out what 
the world opinion is; even there are no    gallup    
polls    of world opinions.    We  only    hear     
of world opinion as voiced by certain circles in 
the U.S.A. or the U.K.    As   I stated the other 
day, I have very great regard for U.K. opinion, 
for    U.S.A. opinion,  but  it does not exhaust 
the entire  opinion   of    the    world.    The ' 
World   is   a  place  Which   consists   of -many  
nations,   and there are     some 

nations which do not belong to their particular 
bloc. 

Now, Mr. Vice-Chairman, I dealt with the 
question of Kashmir in my speech the other 
day while moving a vote of thanks to the 
President, and I would not like to go over the 
ground that was covered by me. Mr. Jarring is 
here, a welcome visitor, but let there be no 
mistake about our attitude towards the 
Kashmir issue. That issue is a settled issue so 
far as we are concerned, and if Mr. Krishna 
Menon, with all the ability that he 
commanded, was not able to convince the 
Security Council, the fault certainly is not his. 
There is a publication of the External Affairs 
Ministry containing his entire speech. I had 
the pleasure of reading it, but I would like that 
document to be circulated to the Members of 
this House, I was told by some Members of 
the House that they had not seen that 
document. 

• Now 
Mr. Suhrawardy has been talking as if the 
entire world was supporting him. He has not 
given up the old childlike habit of looking to 
one's father for support in trouble. In days 
when the British were functioning here, the 
Muslim League, of which Mr. Suhrawardy 
was a pillar, had discovered that by supporting 
the British in season and out of season or by 
blackmailing them in season and out of season 
you could get your way. Well, it is a different 
world in which he is living. The race of Mir 
Jafars is not over and he comes from that State 
from which Mir Jafar hailed. I hope that he 
would not like it to be written in the pages of 
history that he proved to be the Mir Jafar of 
Asia. 

Mr. Vice-Chairman, it is assumed in our 
discussions that there is some very great merit 
about a plebiscite, that a plebiscite is always a 
faithful mirror of public opinion. Political 
theorists who have busied themselves with 
psychology tell us that plebiscites and 
referendums are often taken in periods of 
emotion; they cannot reflect the permanent  as  
distinguished from  the 
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temporary will of a people, and what | you want 
to find out is what the permanent will of the 
Kashmir people is. That will is reflected in their 
way of life, in their way of looking at things, in 
their history and culture which go back centuries 
in the past. Kashmir is a model State so far as 
communal unity is concerned. We do not wish 
the communal harmony of this great sub-
continent to be disturbed. We saw it disturbed in 
1947. The scenes of 1947 are still fresh in our 
mind and we do not wish to see this sub-conti-
nent plunged into communal disharmony again. 
That is a reason which no wise statesman may 
ignore in finding a solution of the Kashmir 
problem. 

Mr. Vice-Chairman, from Kashmir I shall 
pass on to some wider problems. When I read 
of these military pacts and military bases and 
about the •offer of aid by one nation or the 
other to countries to resist Communism or any 
other 'ism', I am reminded of the days of 
Warren Hastings and Wellesley in this 
country. We had in those days the evolution of 
the doctrine of paramountcy in this country 
and we had a system of subsidiary pacts. How 
can we, Asian people, with memories going 
back to those times forget—whatever the 
intention of the statesmen sponsoring these 
pacts—the dangers that are inherent in these 
military pacts and military "bases? And what 
are these military pacts? 

Let me just refer to the SEATO. The Prime 
Minister did not refer to it but Mr. Dulles has 
been advertising the virtues of SEATO.. He 
thinks that SEATO is going to have a very 
very long life. This SEATO consists of seven 
nations, three of which are Asian nations. And 
two of them—I mean Thailand and Pakistan—
can hardly be called democracies. In Pakistan 
they have not had an election, for goodness 
knows how long and in Thailand we know 
that they have a legislature which is only half 
elected. Britain joined the SEATO because 
she was left out of the ANZUS. Do you think 
that a pact like the SEATO is going  to "bring  
security,   peace,   con- 

tentment and harmony to the peoples of Asia 
who are hungry and who want a decent life 
for themselves. 

Take again this question of the Middle 
East. Now, in the Middle East what is the 
position? It is a region rich in oil and we can 
very well appreciate the interest of the West 
in this region but if the West is entitled to 
have an interest in the Middle East, how can 
we as men of commonsense deny to the 
Soviet Union which is a close neighbour of 
these Middle East countries an interest in the 
Middle East? Obviously, the way to deal with 
the question is for both the blocs to leave the 
peoples of the Middle East alone and not to 
try to fill the vacuum that has been created in 
the Middle East by the waning of British 
influence. I heard what Mr. Kunzru had to say 
about Mr. Shepilov and his offer and all that, 
but commonsense tells me that the way to 
promote peace in the Middle East is for the 
Great Powers to meet together and invite the 
Arab and Asian countries and have a 
discussion. You cannot talk from New York 
or Moscow. The big powers must come 
together and meet and discuss these questions 
with the peoples of these regions., 

Take again the question of Israel to which 
reference was made by Mr. Wadia. Now, Mr. 
Vice-Chairman, I have a genuine sympathy 
for the Jewish people. However, I do not think 
that it was a wise move to create Palestine in 
the heart of Arabia. That is a dead issue now 
but I do not see what we can do to bring Egypt 
and Israel together. We would like this 
Egyptian-Israel issue to be settled peacefully 
and I am sure that we are exerting our 
influence in a moderate way. On the Suez 
Canal issue before the Anglo-French invasion 
I found that even some British Conservative 
papers too were rather sympathetic to our 
plan. I read an article in the Conservative 
paper—The Spectator—saying that the plan 
which we had put forward of a Consultative 
Committer with certain provisions for 
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matters regarding tolls and other things was a 
good plan and that it should be considered by 
Britain and the United Nations. But we cannot 
go out of our way to advise a country to 
surrender its sovereign rights. We have to play 
a moderating role within the limits of certain 
moral principles and it will not be proper for 
us to advise any country to part with its 
legitimate sovereign rights. That I think is 
something basic about our foreign policy. We 
have in our own country a democratic way of 
life. Look at our elections; some of our big 
men were defeated by huge majorities and we 
submitted cheerfully to the verdict of the 
electorate. We have a democratic way of life 
and the democratic way of life is this—
tolerate the other fellow. Where there is no 
toleration there is no democracy and this is 
what I would say to the great peoples of the 
West. 

The Prime Minister referred to the question 
of the recognition pf China. Frankly, Mr. 
Vice-Chairman, I have never been able, with 
all the respect that I have for the State 
Department, to understand the State 
Department's case against China's inclusion 
after the Korean episode is over in the United 
Nations. You recognise a de facto regime, a 
de facto Government, but what you are really 
doing is to continue giving recognition at the 
United Nations to a Government that has 
ceased to operate on the mainland, and that 
Government has the veto power in its hands. 
Mr. Vice-Chairman, I do not call that a moral 
attitude. Mr. Dulles said that the question of 
the admission of China raises some moral 
issues. When you analyse those issues, you 
will find that they come to this that the 
prestige of the United States is involved in 
this matter. Now you cannot look at these 
questions from the point of view of pure pres-
tige. After all the 600 million people of China 
have a right to choose their own form of 
Government, and if they were to interfere with 
the right of this country to choose its own 
Government, that would be something   very 

wrong and reprehensible., They are not doing 
that sort of thing. Therefore, it is a matter of 
some consequence and it is a matter on which 
we cannot remain silent, we dare not remain 
silent. We should be false to our ideals if we 
were to remain silent. It is a matter of some 
consequence to the people of Asia that the 
only Asian country which has the veto power 
in the Security Council, which is a member of 
the Security Council, comes to be represented 
by a Government representative of the people 
of China. 

(Time bell rings.) 

I will be very short. On these basic issues, 
therefore, there can be no departure from the 
principles of our foreign policy. That foreign 
policy is a policy of friendliness to all the 
peoples of the world, and we condemn 
aggression in Egypt just as we condemn 
atrocities or aggression in Hungary. 

SHRI JASWANT SINGH (Rajasthan) :   
Not  in  the same words. 

SHRI P. N. SAPRU: The same words do not 
matter. My friend was trained in the school of 
diplomacy in Rajputana where I thought that 
they knew how to conceal their thoughts. We 
do not know how to conceal our thoughts. We 
know how to give expression to ours. The 
other day my friend referred to the fact that I 
had after 1947 discovered a love for the 
Congress or for leftist ideals. He knows 
nothing about Indian politics. I am not 
interested in the family heritage of people. My 
family heritage is quite good. I may tell him 
that for thirteen years I was a Member of this 
Council and there was no occasion when I did 
not support labour. In fact I constituted myself 
in those days as a champion of socialism here 
in the Council of State. I may also tell him 
that I then disliked the princely order, and I 
gave expression to that dislike on the floor of 
this House and I gave expression to that 
dislike in my public utterances.    I do 
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not want myself to be accused of -things for 
which I think I cannot be accused. I am not a 
turncoat and therefore I would like my friend 
to know his facts before he criticises me or 
any other person. 

Mr. Vice-Chairman, I got rather diverted a 
little by my friend's interruption, but I think I 
owe it to the House that I should explain my 
position. 

SHRI JASWANT SINGH: Mr. Vice-
Chairman, the Prime Minister was listened to 
with very great interest, as of course he is 
always listened to wherever he speaks and on 
whatever subject he speaks. As far as the prin-
ciples of India's foreign policy are concerned 
nobody can have two opinions about them. 
We know that our country stands for peace, 
stands against colonialism, and stands for non-
alignment with power blocs. Sir, in 
considering all these things we know that our 
foreign policy is being directed by a 
personality of the stature of Mr. Nehru, who is 
a world figure, and through his efforts India in 
the course of ten years has attained a position 
in the international world which is really 
enviable. As far as theory is concerned this 
policy is admirable and it has of course played 
a very great part in world affairs during the 
last ten years. But, for us laymen, we would 
not be satisfied if we only looked to the theory 
but shut our eyes to the results of the policy 
and the manner in which it was implemented 
and pursued,, In a nation's foreign policy there 
are two sides, as in any other thing. One is the 
national interest in pursuing the policy and the 
other is the international point of view. I 
would first take up our national interest in pur-
suing that policy. First of all, Sir, I will take 
the question of Pakistan. I need not go into the 
details of it because only the other day in reply 
to the President's Address I had spoken on the 
subject quite at length, but this morning the 
Prime Minister was pleased to tell us that it 
was a matter 

of regret that Pakistan was so aggressive in 
everything in dealing with India, that if they 
adopted a conciliatory policy we would meet 
them more than half way. He has also stated 
that we can be considerate to Pakistan up to a 
limit and where our interests are not affected. 
If we are too lenient, then the expectations 
will rise on the other side and they will open 
their mouth wide and will expect more things. 
Sir, my grievance is that what the Prime 
Minister stated here this morning in the House 
is contrary to facts as far as Pakistan is 
concerned. Soon after partition Pakistan 
invaded our part of the country which is 
Kashmir. Full invasion was going on. We had 
to give Pakistan something like Rs. 55 crores 
against pre-partition debts. We knew full well 
that this money will be utilised by Pakistan in 
hitting us back by purchasing further arms. 
But we take our stand on moral grounds. Of 
course, we have become the leader on the 
grounds of morality in the world, but it has 
cost the country a very great deal. So, the very 
first thing that we did was that on these moral 
grounds we parted with that valuable money 
to the tune of Rs. 55 crores and gave it to 
Pakistan. With this money they bought arms 
and ammunitions to hit us back. Thus, Sir, we 
have been far too lenient to Pakistan than our 
interests demanded. 

Secondly, Sir, when the fight was going on 
between us and Pakistan, it is a matter of fact 
that within two or three days the Pakistan 
army would have been thrown overboard by 
our army, and in fact, they were actually on 
their heels when Pakistan pressed for a 
ceasefire and we readily agreed. I would now 
like to know from our spokesmen whether this 
step was in the interest of our country and 
whether we have safe-guarded our interests. 

Then, Sir, since then what is the policy 
which we have followed? Of course, I need 
not go into all those 
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as a practical country, has been actually 
working for the last seven or eight years, and 
not wasting time. What has happened in the 
Security Council? The position is that we went 
in complaint to the Security Council, and we 
have been put in the dock crying for our life. 
And what is the position of Pakistan? There is 
misrule, misery and so many other faults. 
Ministry after Ministry is changing there. 
There is so much instability there. But why 
has our case gone against us when our case is 
so crystal clear and when it has been proved to 
everybody who has the least commonsense 
that Kashmir belongs to us? What did we gain 
there? Well, it is a matter of pride that C"*1 
'east in one thing we got the better of Pakistan. 
So far, in filibustering or marathon speaking, 
Pakistan held a record in the Security Council. 
But this time we have broken that record. This 
is no doubt a matter of pride for our country. 
But beyond that what is it that we have got in 
so far as our policy in regard to Pakistan is 
concerned? 

[MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN in the Chair.] 

The Prime Minsiter has stated that we can go 
only up to a certain limit and beyond that we 
cannot go, and if the Pakistan Government 
assumes certain conciliatory attitude, then we 
are prepared to meet halfway. I do not know 
how far we can meet the demand of Pakistan 
on the issue of Kashmir. Not only that, Sir, 
but the other day, it was reported in the papers 
that the Ministry of External Affairs was 
thinking in terms of giving to Pakistan the 
area which it holds and retaining whatever is 
in our possession.. Sir, I do not know how far 
it is a fact. But it has not been contradicted. 
Last time also in the foreign affairs debate I 
referred to this point and no reply was given 
to me. But if the Prime Minister is thinking in 
these terms, then I would say that we are 
giving more and more to Pakistan and 
Pakistan would be opening its mouth wider 
and wider.   So in this 

way, so far as our national interests are 
concerned, well, I do not think that our policy 
towards Pakistan has in any way been 
successful. 

Similarly, Sir, take the case of Goa. In 
regard to Goa also, for so many years we have 
not had a clear-cut policy as to what we 
should do. We are thankful to the Prime 
Minister that this morning in this House he 
has given some hint to us that very shortly he 
would be taking some steps and that he would 
also be consulting all the Parties and taking 
some concrete steps. Well, that is a matter 
which we are looking forward to with very 
great interest. 

Again, Sir, so far as the French Settlements 
are concerned, everything has been settled. 
The Settlements have been transferred to us de 
facto. But the things have again taken a turn 
where it can vitiate the atmosphere of 
goodwill which was created by the de facto 
transfer, and it is, Sir, an unfortunate 
development. 

Similarly, Sir, here is our friend Ceylon, 
our next door neighbour.. The present 
Government is extremely friendly to us. But 
we have to see how the interests of the people 
of India origin are being affected there. Same 
is the case with South Africa. As far as the 
matters relating to our national interest are 
concerned, our policy, of course, is very pious 
and very admirable. On moral grounds we 
stand head and shoulders above any other 
country, but our national interests so far have 
not benefited by the policy which we have 
been pursuing. 

Then, Sir, there is one thing more. Soon 
after we emerged from colonialism and 
became independent, we made it public that 
our policy will be that of non-alignment with 
any of the power blocs and we would consider 
each issue on its merits. Our policy was put to 
a test at the very start on the question of Korea 
and of Tibet, and  we  expressed  our  views     
very 
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strongly. But what was the result? The result 
was that we got a rebuff from the totalitarian 
States which we can never forget. And since 
then our tone against that bloc has completely 
changed. 

Then, Sir, the second test came on the 
issues of Middle East and Hungary. Much has 
been said about these things already and I 
need not repeat all those things. But as far as 
the Suez Canal is concerned and Egypt is con-
cerned, at every stage whenever the question 
came up, we were very strong in our 
condemnation of the Western Powers.. 
Nobody would lag behind in condemning 
them. But if we take each case on its merits, 
then our policy will have to be balanced. We 
have to take the points as they arise and 
whichever may be the Party concerned, we 
have to express our views without fear or 
favour. We went the whole hog in supporting 
the case of Egypt, but desperately we tried to 
hold our horses back on the issue of Hungary. 
Just now Mr. Sapru was speaking on this 
issue. Therefore I need not go into any details. 
But when this question of Hungary first came 
before the Security Council, our 
representative, Mr. Krishna Menon stated—I 
read it in the papers and I don't know how far 
it is true, but, of course, he will verify it—that 
the question of Hungary was an internal 
matter. Sir, from the very start we spoiled our 
case and the moral stand which he had taken 
all along fell flat there. Why? If Hungary 
could be an internal affair, where Russian 
tanks were crushing the innocent men, women 
and children of Hungary to pieces, how could 
the question of Algeria and that of South 
Africa be taken to the United Nations, because 
they also could be treated as internal matters? 
Naturally, Sir, our position on that issue was 
compromised. 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN: But we 
condemned them. 

SHRI JASWANT SINGH: We condemned 
them at a very late stage. We were thinking  
as  to what the other 

bloc would think of us. We were more 
considerate about their feelings. We did not 
call it aggression even. We called it only 
intervention, while the other was a naked and 
full-fleged aggression. 

Now, a word about Israel. Prof. Wadia has 
spoken on this. This morning the Prime 
Minister with great emphasis asked why China 
should not be admitted as a member of the 
United Nations. As far as that is concerned, 
there can be no two opinions. But so far as 
Israel is concerned, because it is a small 
power, because it has no pull, we have even 
refused to exchange diplomatic missions with 
them. We do not recognise it as of sufficient 
status for this purpose. Israel is a full-fledged 
member of the United Nations, but so far as 
we are concerned, we consider it too small for 
us to give her recognition. Here is Israel which 
is fighting for its very existence, surrounded 
by enemies all round, which wanj to remove it 
out of existence.. It is not even being given the 
right of free passage through an international 
waterway. What has been our attitude? 
Because it is a small power, because it is not 
powerful, because it has not got any pull, we 
do not support it. Not only we are not 
supporting it, but we are encouraging 
President Nasser to adopt an impossible 
attitude towards her. President Nasser would 
like to wipe it out of existence but that dream 
can never re realised. All that I want to point 
out is that so far as Israel is concerned our 
policy is not what we are proclaiming it to be. 

Sir, I am very glad that the Prime Minister 
after all has realised that his Panchsheel has 
come to grief. This morning he pointedly said 
that this word 'Panchsheel' has been debased. It 
was very clear who had debased it. It is a 
matter of real satisfaction that this Panchsheel 
which was unrealistic, which could never have 
existed, has come to grief. Some of the sub-
scribers to this concept were people who could 
never have stood by it. After all, it has been 
realised by the- 
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that  this  word     has been  debased. 

Finally, I only want to say that our 
foreign policy has come to mean that we, 
a democracy, equate the totalitarian 
system with the democratic system, we 
make no distinction between totalitarian 
and democratic values. This clouded and 
confused thinking has led us into a 
position from which we now find it 
difficult to extricate ourselves.. In this 
way, our foreign policy has brought India 
> into the vortex of the cold war. It was 
said in the other house that we had been 
left without friends. Mr. Menon's reply 
was that we were having streams of 
guests. What kind of friends they are has 
been proved by the fact that even in a just 
cause like Kashmir we have been left 
high and dry. 

To sum up, we are of course great 
moralists and idealists but not practical 
realists. Our policy bearing on national 
interests has brought us no dividend, and 
our policy bearing on International affairs 
has left us without any real friends and 
helped to undermine the very foundations 
of our own ideals and values. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. Pir 
Mohammed Khan. Ten minutes only. 
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MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. Kishen 
Chand, 10 minutes.. 

SHRI KISHEN CHAND (Andhra Pradesh): 
Could you not give fifteen minutes? 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:    No. 

SHRI KISHEN CHAND: Mr. Deputy 
Chairman, we have heard a very fine 
exposition of our foreign policy by the Prime 
Minister and although we support him as far 
as external matters are concerned, when we 
are talking among ourselves, we must 
carefully examine whether that policy has 
been effective, whether it has brought us credit 
among the nations of the world. The Leader of 
the Communist Party in this House, this 
morning gave the fullest possible support to 
the hon. Prime Minister's foreign policy 
simply because there was support- for the 
Communist countries. I submit that there are 
no two opinions in our country, as a matter of- 
fact in any other country, regarding the 
representation of China. We all agree and we 
all believe that the representatives of free 
China, of the mainland, should find a place in 
the Security Council and that the 
representatives of the small island off the 
mainland have no status. 

The Prime Minister pointed out that ours is 
a policy of non-alignment I submit that he 
went a little further and said, it is of non-
involvement and of neutrality. I submit that in 
the present situation of the world, though 
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a country can remain non-aligned with other 
countries, we may have a policy of non-
alignment, it is quite different from non-
involvement and neutrality. It is not possible 
for any country in the world at the present 
moment to be non-involved. We must have 
relations with other countries in trade matters, 
in cultural matters etc. Possibly there will be 
sort of difference of opinion between 
neighbouring countries and that will lead to 
continuous or series of involvements and to 
say that we are going to follow a policy of 
non-involvement, is really a negation of our 
foreign policy. 

Sir, there are two main blocs in this cold 
war which is going on in the world—the 
Eastern Bloc and the Western Bloc, and to 
frame our foreign policy it is very essential 
that we clearly understand the economic ideo-
logies behind these two blocs and see which 
way the world is moving. I submit that the 
recent events in Poland, Hungary and in many 
other Eastern European countries have proved 
that those countries do not want to remain in 
the sphere of influence of the Soviet Socialist 
Republics. They want to have their own 
economic policies and their own foreign 
policies, not to align themselves to the Soviet 
Bloc in this cold war that is raging in the 
world. If we carefully see the future events, 
we will be forced to come to the conclusion 
that the Communist idea of world domination 
may not come true, that the world is moving 
towards a type of socialism which is based on 
mixed economy. 

DR. R. B. GOUR (Andhra Pradesh) : 
Socialism with capitalists in it.    Is it? 

SHRI KISHEN CHAND: You may think 
otherwise but the events are slowly and 
gradually proving it before you. 

(Interruptions.) 
SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: The hon. 

Member seems to have the idea of 
Eisenhower Doctrine............  

(Interruptions.) 

SHRI KISHEN CHAND: Yugoslavia, 
Poland, Hungary—they are all getting out of 
the Soviet Bloc. They are making their own 
economic policy. Let us not be poor imitators, 
let us not be led away by mere slogans. So this 
is the future before the world and in this future, 
if we try to give some sort of indirect support 
to the Soviet Bloc, by not saying as loudly or 
protesting as loudly against their policies and 
their actions in Hungary, the action of China in 
Tibet on the one hand, and on the" other very 
v o c i f e r o u s l y  and vehemently criticise 
the actions of the western bloc, we are 
following not a policy of non-alignment, but a 
partial policy of alignment with the Soviet bloc 
and of non-alignment with the western bloc. 
We should really stick to our policy of non-
alignment. One hon. Member has pointed out 
this morning that this policy has made us 
friendless in the world. No country can remain 
completely isolated in this world and if we 
cannot make friends, let us not make enemies 
in the world We have made enemies both in 
the western bloc and in the eastern bloc. The 
result is that we are a friendless   country. 

I agree that our representative on 
the U.N. the hon. Minister without 
Portfolio, is a very great orator and 
he has got very great forensic abili 
ties. He has presented our case 
exhaustively and extensively in the 
U.N. Security Council. But it is said 
that in spite of this great effort, the 
members of the Security Council 
had made up their minds beforehand 
and that they would not therefore, 
listen to his arguments. When we 
talk of the great services rendered by 
our country in the councils of the 
world and in the Security Council, 
how we have influenced 
the members in the matter of Korea, in the 
matter of Indo-China and in the matter of the 
summit conference at Geneva, how in all 
these cases the voice of our representative has 
been heard, may I ask why is it that suddenly 
in the matter of Kashmir before 
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in spite of the very auie presentation of the 
case by our delegate, not even one voice was 
raised in our favour? I submit that Sir Feroze 
Khan Noon, the representative of Pakistan, 
knew full well that his case was a weak one. 
He had no arguments. Therefore he adopted 
the policy of diverting the attention of the 
members by raising all sorts of extraneous 
issues, all kinds of irrelevant matters, and our 
delegate was trapped into the mistake of 
answering all those irrelevant matters. He 
spoke for eight hours about irrelevant matters. 
He did not devote even a few minutes to the 
main matter of Kashmir, which was a very 
simple affair. After all, Kashmir is an internal 
matter. When we agreed to a plebiscite, we 
did not say that the question of plebiscite was 
to be settled between India and Pakistan. We 
went to the United Nations and we were 
trying to be extremely moral. Kashmir had 
acceded to India and had become part of 
India. We only suggested that we might take a 
plebiscite in order to further satisfy ourselves, 
to further boost up our moral stand. That does 
not mean that we agreed to a plebiscite under 
a U.N. Administrator, that we agreed to hand 
over the whole State to the administration of a 
U.N. representative. We have satisfied our-
selves by other means, by the holding of 
elections and by the Resolution of the 
National Conference, that the people of 
Kashmir have acceded to India. Now there is 
no question of a plebiscite and we need not 
wait for a plebiscite. But our delegate did not 
lay stress on this point as much as he should 
have done. He went on answering irrelevant 
matters. 

{Time bell rings.) 
I will say one word about Goa. The hon. 

the Prime Minister has stated today that the 
Government of India is going to take certain 
suitable steps for the early integration of Goa 
with the Indian Union. Sir, if the same thing 
had been done some five years ago when 
there was the national urge of the people,    
you could    have 

got Goa freed from Portugal's domination and 
integrated it with India. That was a very 
proper time. But our Government waited for 
five years. There is this continuous policy of 
procrastination and delay and postponement 
in our foreign policy and the result is that 
things are not done at the proper time, and by 
this delay we spoil our case. 

SYED MAZHAR IMAM (Bihar): 
Mr. Deputy Chairman, ............. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Not more 
than ten minutes, if less, much better. 
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SHRIMATI YASHODA REDDY (Andhra 

Pradesh): Mr. Deputy Chairman, it is a 
recognised fact that India has won a very 
significant place in the comity of nations in 
less than a decade and this is due partly to the 
sagacious statesmanship of our Prime 
Minister and to the energies and abilities of 
our diplomatic agents abroad. If we have to 
find the real reason for the success of the 
Indian foreign policy, I say we should seek it 
in the broad objectives of our national 
movement. It is a great tribute to our political 
consciousness and national leadership that we 
Indians developed a sound international 
outlook even before we attained our 
independence. Sometime back there was a 
great agitation that we should sever the 
Commonwealth link. First of all, Sir, I would 
like to submit to the House that this 
Commonwealth relationship does not imply 
any legal or judicial limits on the external or 
internal sovereignty of any nation. Moreover, 
we believe that it will be possible to work 
ami- 

cably with those from whom we- 
might differ fundamentally in outlook 
and method. That is possible because 
we have a common humanity and! 
common interest. It is no doubt very 
difficult ...........  

DR.  R.  B.  GOUR:    What    is    that 
common interest? 

SHRIMATI    YASHODA    REDDY:    I will 
reply outside, not now. 
It is no doubt very difficult to build institutions 

of peace and substitute-them for those of war but 
we do need lots of tolerance and patience. It is no 
doubt very surprising that India's association 
with the Commonwealth has survived in spite of 
the great provocations the other side has given j 
us. It has been continuously noted that U.K. has 
been aiding the adversaries of India in all the 
major disputes wherever India was interested 
inside and outside the U.N. and countries like 
Pakistan and South Africa share a common 
outlook with other countries like the U.S.A. and 
U.K. and they have shown an equal readiness to 
join the anti-Soviet alliances of the Western 
powers. Moreover, these countries have 
developed some dispute with India which have 
defied any reasonable solution. In spite of these 
grave provocations, in spite of all these, if India 
still insists on staying within the Commonwealth, 
it is due entirely to the fact that we believe in the 
principle of peaceful co-existence and we believe 
that we should settle our disputes in an amicable 
manner and that we do not believe-in dividing 
the nations. We believe in having a world united 
than a world divided; of course, once Churchill 
has said that it is better to have a world divided 
than a world destroyed. No doubt, if 
circumstances do come to that, our Prime 
Minister has assured us that this is not a closed 
chapter and that he will think about severance of 
the Commonwealth link at some other time but 
for the present, I do entirely agree that we would 
better serve our purpose by staying within the 
Commonwealth than by being out of it. 
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Coming to the Pakistan affairs, Sir, the 

relationship between India and Pakistan has 
been strained and in the last few months the 
strain has increased. Military aid by the 
U.S.A. to Pakistan has further deteriorated this 
position and when Pakistan decided to 
become a member of the S.E.A.T.O., it 
implied the complete identification of Pakis-
tan's foreign policy with that of the U.K. and 
the U.S.A. The recent announcement of 
America joining the Baghdad Pact is simply 
deplorable. 

Our stand on Kashmir has been very ably 
advocated by the hon. Mr. Krishna Menon. Of 
course, some Member said that he had spoiled 
a very good case by a very long speech. I 
suppose that he had to say something by way 
of criticism and this was the only thing that he 
could say. All "the Members would agree with 
me that even if the speech had been short, he 
would not have been in a position to convince 
the nations who had decided much earlier. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: The resolution 
would have been passed earlier. 

DR. R. B. GOUR: If the speech had Tjeen 
short, the resolution would have "been passed 
earlier. 

SHRIMATI YASHODA REDDY: " It 
■would not have made any difference. 

We all know that this Kashmir ■question 
has been pending with the United Nations for 
about ten years and never did it take it up 
seriously and give a verdict. Even in spite of 
Mr. Menon's efforts we know that they have 
not come to a conclusion. But we are not sorry 
for that. Though Pakistan might feel that it 
had gained an apparent victory, I feel that we 
have not failed either.    It is 

better to have failed in a just cause 
that will ultimately succeed than..................  

SHRI D. A. MIRZA (Madras): We have not 
failed. 

SHRIMATI YASHODA REDDY: 
"Apparently", I said. We have not 
failed. Even if it be, it is better to 
fail in a just cause ............. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Not even 
'apparently". 

SHRIMATI YASHODA REDDY: I said that 
they feel, Pakistan feels that they have gained 
an 'apparent' victory over us. Kashmir is ours 
and Kashmir will be always ours. There is no 
doubt about that. I only want to say that even 
if some people think that we have failed, it is 
better to have failed in a good cause which 
will ultimately triumph, than to have 
succeeded in a wrong cause that will 
ultimately fail. One thing is however certain. 
We will not allow the U.N. or any other body 
revise the position on the basis of which we 
have been carrying on or to overrule the 
lawful accession of Kashmir to India, and we 
are not going to bow down to the doctrine that 
nothing can be decided in the East without the 
overseering authority of the Western powers. 
One of the important plans of India's foreign 
policy has been its consistent opposition to the 
imposition of western supervision in Asia and 
Africa. Even in the Middle East, Sir, we have 
followed this cardinal principle of our foreign 
policy. Our stand on the question of Egypt, 
though it caused worry and annoyance to 
certain foreign powers, has been unambigu-
ous. We have opposed the western policy of 
coercing the Middle East powers to join the 
pro-West military alliances. 

Regarding Goa I would like to say one 
word. Though some of us feel that the  Indian 
Government has not 
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[Shrimati Yashoda Reddy.] done anything, 
I would like to submit that we cannot preach 
one policy elsewhere and practise another 
policy in our own country. All that we can do 
for Goa is to settle our disputes in a peaceful 
manner, and that we are trying to do, and in a 
short time I am sure we will succeed. Our 
foreign policy, as I have said, has enhanced 
the reputation of our country and we are glad 
we are having a person like Panditji at the 
helm of our affairs. The policy which our 
country is following is not a policy which has 
come to us the other day or has been adopted 
very recently; nor is it one that we have 
copied from other countries. It is a policy that 
has been born out of our soil and from time 
immemorial India has stood for moral values 
even at the expense of material benefits. This 
is a great country, Sir, and this is a country 
which made great contribution at the very 
dawn of history, and I hope it will attain that 
unity and that solidarity and develop that 
disciplined energy and sustained powers 
which will make Asia and the world richer. 
We hot only preach this policy outside but we 
practise it inside our own country also, and it 
is quite evident from the fact that the Central 
Government is prepared to giv,e the reins of 
power to the Communists in Kerala, and that 
is proof enough, if at all any proof is 
necessary, that not only we preach it but we 
practise also the policy of peaceful co-
existence everywhere. 
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tHindi transliteration. 
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MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. Wilson, 
just five minutes. 

SHRI T. J. M. WILSON (Andhra Pradesh): 
Mr. Deputy Chairman, Sir, out of the so-called 
Kashmir issue which has revealed the hostility 
of the majority of the nations that comprise 
the U.N.O. towards India and their absolute 
refusal to see the central fact of aggression 
emerges one basic factor which is important 
for the nations of the world to see and that is 
that India believes, and India has respect and 
faith in the United Nations Organisation and 
in its Charter. In spite of the wide gap that 
exists between the purpose and the 
achievement of the United Nations 
Organisation we believe that the nations of the 
world by adhering to the principles of the 
United Nations Organisation could narrow 
down and ultimately eliminate that gap. This 
explains India's attitude to the military pacts 
because these pacts deny and repudiate that 
faith in the United Nations Charter. India 
believes that for that reason the balance of 
power, which characterised European diplo-
macy for about a hundred years and which has 
not avoided major wars, should give place to 
mutual trust and co-operation among the 
various nations and with the United Nations 
Organisation. This is not stating any abstract 
principles as was contended in the other 
House, nor expressing an opinion too many 
times as was said by Pandit Hirdaynath 
Kunzru in the morning   but   these   principles    
and 
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adherence to these principles which constitute 
what we call Panchsheel are alone the 
guarantee of our security, the security and 
defence of our motherland, and the criticism 
that they may go against our national interests 
or that they are going against our national 
interests is something which I fail to 
understand. That is the reason why we 
continuously and emphatically voice our 
protest and condemnation of the military 
pacts— the Baghdad Pact and the SEATO 
Pact—while we also raise our voice against the 
NATO and Warsaw Pacts which are chiefly 
concerned with Europe and that is the reason 
why we deplore that the United States of 
America whose President and the Congress 
laid the foundations for the United Nations 
Organisation is taking active part in these Pacts 
and that is also the reason why we resent very 
much the latest decision of the United States of 
America to join the Military Committee of the 
Baghdad Pact. It is for this prime consideration 
of our security, for the defence of our 
motherland that we desire to live on the 
friendliest possible terms with our immediate 
neighbours, China and Kussia, and this has 
been characterised by Mr. Kishen Chand in the 
afternoon as partial alignment with the Soviet 
bloc in violation of our principle of non-
alignment, and this is also a matter of, I 
believe, unwarranted suspicion and displeasure 
on the part of some nations. I wonder how we 
can help it. 

Besides our tradition of anti-colonialism 
and our Asian and cultural background, we 
have commercial relations with Western Asia, 
and our industrial development is linked in 
more ways than one with the establishment of 
peace and stability in that region. While the 
rich oil resources Tender it the biggest trouble-
spot, the people of Western Asia are jealous of 
their hard won political freedom and are 
anxious to raise their standards of living. We 
are naturally interested in their endeavour, and 
it is in this context that   we view   ithe   
Eisenhower 

doctrine or the Soviet proposals. We therefore 
express ourselves generally j against the 
projection of external j military influence in this 
area to fill J the vacuum in this area. The veiled 
criticism that we are attempting a bigger role 
than could be sustained is therefore not in 
consonance with facts. We are not striving for a 
position or prestige in the world as perhaps 
some other nations of the world have done and 
are doing. Our foreign policy is governed by the 
two chief considerations of our security and our 
industrial development, and these two also are 
closely linked with peace in the world and 
scrupulous avoidance of cold war in Asia. The 
prestige therefore that India enjoys in the world 
today is not of its seeking but is the natural 
outcome of its uncompromising efforts for 
peace which, we believe.', is essential for our 
own freedom. 

There is also the criticism by some 
nations and individuals, and it has 
been voiced here by Mr. Kishen 
Chand, that we are not strictly neu 
tral and objective on certain issues. 
But he does not realise that those 
nations and individuals who have been 
saying this have themselves realised— 
and those who have not yet realised 
would see this perfectly in course of 
time—that that was not borne out by 
facts. I ask him, I ask any one, to 
point out one instance where India 
has taken a stand that increased ten 
sions and created bad relations among 
nations and which did not positively 
contribute to peace. The emergence 
of an Afro-Asian group in the U.N.O. 
and the cordiality and understanding 
that exists among these nations is a 
significant development for peace, and 
this has come about largely due to our 
efforts. The recent appeal of the 
Prime Minister for a Summit Confer 
ence has roused public opinion, and I 
trust that the discussions on disarma 
ment and the latest offer of Soviet 
Russia to temporarily suspend nuclear 
tests in answer to the proposals of 
the Bermuda Conference will bear 
fruit............  

(Time bell rings.) 
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MR.  DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:    Finish in one 

minute. 

SHRI T. J. M. WILSON: ....................and I 
have no doubt that our nation wishes our 
Prime Minister to take more interest in these 
matters, and that the great ambassador in the 
world of peace-loving India, Mr. Krishna 
Menon, should help with his unparalleled 
skill in the solution of these baffling 
problems. 

Regarding India's remaining in the 
Commonwealth, it is India, I may say, 
that has wrought a major change   in 
the character   of   the Commonwealth 
in its long history by deciding to con 
tinue independence with its member 
ship.   As a result of this, an   associa 
tion    predominantly    British   became 
essentially multi-racial  in    character. 
It has ceased to be a Crown Common 
wealth, and has become   more of   a 
functional organisation.    Ghana   took 
its own place and    within    the   next 
few years other   Asian   and   African 
nations will join and further weaken 
Hs British character.    With its Asian 
and African background,    I have   no 
doubt that   it   will become a   major 
international force.    Secondly, besides 
enabling us    to    keep in touch   with 
other Asian and    African nations,    it 
also enables us to come closer to    a 
country like Canada with which    we 
have formed particularly friendly ties 
which  we  desire  in  the  interests   of 
our two countries to further strength 
en.       Thirdly,     the     Commonwealth 
became  the  source  of the     Colombo 
Plan  for  aid  and  assistance  without 
strings which we so desire.    Finally, 
it is  remarkable  association     which, 
arising   out   of   history   and   growing 
into multi-racial  association,  has be 
come a pattern for other international 
associations  for  frank   and   free   ex 
change   of  view      points.....................(Time 

5vG  rings) ..............,   for     self-restraint 
and    consideration    for    each    other. 

(Time  bell rings). 

I would not say much about Kashmir  
except to  say  that    the nations 

which are supposed to be advanced have 
forgotten that religion had long ceased to 
confer statehood and determine- nationality, 
that the nations of Europe have emerged long 
aga. Kashmir will ever remain part of India to 
remind those nations c£ that exploded theory 
that nations can, never be separated or divided 
by religion. 

DR. R. B. GOUR: Mr. Deputy Chairman, I 
am here not to tread the ground that has 
already been covered by my friends, but I 
would only say a few words about Goa, the 
Commonwealth and the other issues. 

Sir,    we    welcome    the'    statement made  
by  the Prime  Minister  in   the other House 
that on  the question  of Goa he is going to 
consult the opposition  parties,  that  a  national  
policy shall be adopted towards this     problem 
of Goa, and that the    question of liberation of 
Goa shall be tackled. Sir, all the remarks that 
we have to make    we reserve    for    the 
moment when we shall have that consultative 
conference   which  the   Prime   Minister has 
conceived.    But we hope that the urgency  of 
the whole issue will be  seen  in  the    
background  of    the various    imperialistic    
intrigues    that are going on around us, in the 
background of SEATO, in the background of  
the   Baghdad  Pact,   in   the   background  of 
the  Kashmir  problem,   in the background of 
the fact that Portugal is a member of NATO, in 
the background of the fact that Portugal is  
friendly  to  America  and England, in  the 
background of the fact    also-that  Mr.   
Suhrawardy  before he  became Prime Minister 
had been waxing   eloquent   in   favour   of   
Portugal and had also gone to Goa—and we 
do-not know but we can easily see what he 
must have done there in the Goa in those 
particular days.    Sir, in this background the 
question  of  Goa has to be seen not merely as 
an internal problem   of   our   country),   not   
as   a 

j   question   of   merely      liberating   our own 
soil, but as a problem which is 

|  fraught with serious dangers in view 



84 r Motion on [ 27 MARCH 1957 ]   International Situation   84s" 
of the present international situation, ] 
particularly the Western Asian situa- | tion and 
the present strained Indo- j Pakistan  relations. 

Coming to the Commonwealth, we are sorry 
to point out, that we again fail to agree with 
the insistence of the Prime Minister and the 
various Congress leaders that remaining in the 
Commonwealth is paying to us. Sir, Burma is 
out of the Commonwealth, and surely Burma 
has not lost anything by quitting the Com-
monwealth. Today we are imparting moral 
strength to the Imperialists by remaining in the 
Commonwealth. Outside the Commonwealth 
we will be in a far better position, for the 
simple reason that this Commonwelth instead 
of being of help to us, of strength to us, is only 
a chain that is morally binding us to the British 
imperialism, to the British chariot. The hon. 
Prime Minister said that the character of the 
Commonwealth is changing with Ghana and 
the Asian-African powers joining it. It is not 
that the character of the Asian-African 
countries is changing because of the 
Commonwealth but, I should say, in spite of 
the Commonwealth. Commonwealth should be 
replaced by a suitable machinery of Bandung 
Powers that our leader had suggested at the 
Bandung Conference. There we have the real 
machinery for the Asian-African countries to 
defend and preserve their freedom. It is not the 
Commonwealth but it is the Bandung 
machinery that should be the alternative for 
the Asian-African countries who want to win 
and preserve their freedom in spite of 
imperialist threats. 

Sir, I would only say one word about the 
question that Prof. Wadia has raised. It is said 
that India ought to play some role in trying to 
bring about aft Ttpproachment between Israel 
and the Arab States. I think India has made it 
clear that she has reconciled to the position 
that Israel exists. India has also made it clear 
that India wants the Suez Canal to be free for 
navigation  by  every  country.    Sir, I 

would request the Professor to kindly look  into  
one  factor  that  Israel has been  created  in  the 
teeth of opposition  of  the  Arab  countries.    
That is ; point  one.   Point  two  is  that  Israel, 
instead of realising the position that Arab   
countries  have  been  hostile  to < it,   instead  
of   trying   to  win      their triendship, has been 
banking upon the support  of   the  western  
powers   and has   been   further   accentuating   
the-hostilities.    It devolves on Israel, the leaders  
of various parties  in    Israel, to see that they 
win over the    Arab  people; they cannot just 
remain hostile to the Arab people and bank on 
the support that they have been getting from 
Anglo-Americans, the sup-  port of the far off 
imperialists. 

4 P.M. 

In conclusion, Sir, I would like to say 
something on the Kashmir question. Sir, it has 
been alleged that we > have been doing 
something that is opposed to the wishes of the 
people there. I am not going into the legal 
position of the Kashmir instrument which is 
amply clear. The same machinery which created 
India and Pakistan also created the question of 
accession of the States. It is the Princes who 
were to decide the accession of their respective 
States. And we have always been saying that it 
is the people of Jammu and' Kashmir who have 
to decide the issue of accession of that State, as 
we have said ' in the case of other States say, 
Hyderabad. We were opposed to Prin.-es taking 
any decision on behalf of the • people. The 
people of Kashmir have been duly consulted in 
regard to this question. Nobody can say that 
whatever the Constituent Assembly there had 
done was against the wishes of the people of 
that State. The people of Kashmir are surely not 
going to give up the social gains that they have 
achieved during the last so many years because 
of their freedom. On the Kashmir issue, surely, 
Sir, the policy of the Indian Government is 
generally supported by the people all ' aver  the  
country,   except,   of course, 
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a  few  people  here  and  there,     who - think  
in  some  other  direction. 

With these few words, Sir, I conclude my 
speech. 

THE MINISTER WITHOUT PORTFOLIO 
(SHRI V. K. KRISHNA MENON): Mr. Deputy 
Chairman, the ^notion introduced by the Prime 
Minister this morning and the observations that 
he made in support of it have been followed by 
a debate which has covered not only all the 
aspects to which he has referred, but a few 
others as well. The trend of all these 
observations  been that Members, speaking in 
the House as a whole, have reflected what is 
now the undoubted view of the populations of 
this country that we stand solidly behind the 
national foreign policy of the Government. But 
while that support is offered from every part of 
the House, there have been observations in 
regard to particular aspects unsupported by any 
reasoning that though it is a good policy, it is a 
bad policy also. 

Now, normally speaking, it is not necessary 
to pursue every detail of this argument, but as 
it happens that these debates are reported 
outside this country and there are observations 
relating to other countries, our Government 
must, first of all, dissociate itself from the 
observations that have been made referring to 
the aggressive intentions of the United States 
in regard to this country. It is essential that it 
should do so, because it is far remote from 
fact. Secondly, we have publicly and privately 
accepted the motives of the United States in 
regard to whatever policies it adopts in 
relation to us. The effect of these may, in our 
view, be adverse to our interests, but in a 
foreign affairs debate of this character in the 
Houses of Parliament, Government could not ' 
sit unconcerned when observation of this kind 
was made. It must therefore dissociate itself 
ifrom that observation as it is likely 

to De misunderstood. The same kind of 
observation applies to the references to the 
internal positions of other countries. While in 
the tradition of Parliament, and in the general, 
free and frank discussion in this country, no 
one can restrain any expression of views, 
Government must again dissociate itself from 
observations of the kind that Mr. Shepilov was 
displaced from the Soviet Government. The 
same thing applies to the references, if I may 
say so, not of a usual character, to the Head of 
a State, namely, the President of Egypt. We 
say all this because it is part of the general 
approach that we make to our relations with 
other countries that we take scrupulous care 
not to injure the susceptibilities of other 
countries, not to interference, in their internal 
affairs, and only refer to their policies in as far 
as they impinge upon us, and where we must. 

The general trend of .criticism has been that 
we have been left friendless, and the 
Government emphatically deny that this is a 
true estimate of our foreign policy. This 
country today has links'pfriendship with the 
nations of the world in every continent, 
irrespective of their economic or political 
systems, which is shown by the large number 
of economic, cultural and other relations that 
exist, and which are sought to be fostered by 
countries from different parts of the world by 
their invitations to the Head of our 
Government, to Members of Parliament, to 
experts and to others to visit their countries, to 
give them assistance and co-operation. A large 
number of students come to this country. We 
think, Mr. Deputy Chairman, that ten years 
ago no foreign student came to this country 
for studies. We send them abroad. In fact, if 
anybody had told us ten years ago that foreign 
students would come to our universities 
except perhaps to learn some language, we 
would have been surprised. 

Secondly, Mr.    Deputy    Chairman, we  
are  not  to  expect  from       other 
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'ereign nations that because they : friendly 
to us, they would neces-ily accept our 
view of things. i do not do that in relation 
to lers. So far as the work in the 
ernational conferences is concern-, 
whether it be in the United itions General 
Assembly or else-lere in the various 
organisations to lich we send numerous 
delega-ns—where close co-operations, 
co->rking and understanding of dis-ssions 
takes place not merely with e group or 
another group, but ;th practically  all  the  
countries  on 
general basis—it is necessary for to enter 
into these conversations en if we do not 
agree with their ews. Therefore, with great 
respect, r. Deputy Chairman, I would say 
at for responsible Members of our 
irliament, even though those views e 
sincerely held, to give expression the idea 
that this country stands olated  and  
friendless,   is  not  doing 
service to the cause of our national :curity, 
our national prestige, our :onomic, social 
or cultural interest. 

It is true—and we must accept the ict—that 
in a Parliamentary system le  minority  is  
more articulate,  and lat is  entirely  correct 
in  regard to ur domestic affairs.   But I 
think one lust hope that as our 
Parliamentary emocracy   grows   in   
maturity,      we 'ould be a little more 
charitable to le Government and   a    little   
more ircumspect in our observations with 
egard to  the estimates we make of tie    
results    of our policy.   Govern-ient 
welcomes criticisms    and    does ot  shirk 
them,  but  those criticisms, ti as far as they 
refer to particular spects, should give 
concrete instances if    policy,    and    not 
merely  say  "I laven't got  the  papers,  so  I  
do  not mow; but still this is what I think." 
["hat does not take us    very    much arther.   
A request has been made to he Government 
to take the initiative, o take some steps, for 
the convening >f another Bandung 
Conference. The :onvening  of  another  
conference    at 3andung of Asian-African     
countries las been entrusted to what are 
called he Colombo Powers at the previous 

Bandung Conference and there it remains. But 
there have been consultations between these 
countries from time to time and also between 
others who are interested but on balance 
neither the time nor the occasion has been 
found quite appropriate for everybody coming 
together, but I would like to assure the House 
that the kind of contact and exchange of views 
needed as between these countries continues 
not only through diplomatic channels but by 
visiting delegations, in the discussions that 
take place in international conferences in 
which these countries are represented, in the 
Asian-African Group at the United Nations, 
and they are co-ordinated by instructions from 
and reports to the   External   Affairs   
Ministry. 

The  hon.  Member who  spoke     on this 
subject also referred to the setting up of 
specific channels of communication  and also 
the organisation of what might    be called  a  
regional block.   Here, if I may say so, this re-
flects inadequacy of information with regard to 
the Bandung Conference and its   own   
decisions.    The   final   statement    at    the    
Bandung  Conference definitely stated that it 
was not their purpose to aim at any 
continentalism, or regionalism or the setting up 
of an organisation  which  is    either    a  re-
gional    organisation    of    the    United 
Nations or one in rivalry to it.      It was   
merely   a    forum   for    Foreign Ministers and 
Prime Ministers for the exchange of views and 
to proclaim to the  world   the   degree   of  
agreement which existed as between    them.    
It was  more  as  a  symbol  of resurgent Asia 
and Africa,    rather than to set up   a   
Secretariat.    For   consultations the  normal  
channels   of  communication remain, and it is 
the experience of Governments that channels 
extraneous to the normal diplomatic    and 
governmental  organisations  are  more a   
hindrance   than   assistance     except in very 
specific cases. 

I would like to take an early opportunity 
which I forget to avail myself of last time—I 
would like to do   it   when   the  Prime  
Minister     is 
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House—to say something with regard to the 
policy that this country has pursued in regard 
to the Hungarian question, also in regard to the 
statements that we soon stood corrected, that 
there have been some somersaults in this 
policy and so on. I will not analyse each 
speech; I will just take one of them and that 
one speech is sufficient to show that great 
freedom, which is freedom from facts, which 
dominates these observations. We are told, for 
example, that India as a Member of the 
Security Council did this or did not do that. 
Now, India has not been a member of the 
Security Council for the last five or six years. 
This problem, when it came before the 
Security Council, was voted against by the 
Soviet Union which was a veto, and under the 
U.N. Charter, it was referred to the Assembly. 
Reference was made to my own person as 
being responsible for the initial position in this 
matter. While I fully accept collective 
responsibility, I went to the United Nations 
after the two Resolutions had been passed. 
That does not mean that I disown any 
responsibility whatsoever. In the case of 
Hungary, what is not known to the House is 
that it was the Indian delegation that took the 
initiative in this question being continually 
seized of by the Assembly. As the Vice-
President of the General Assembly, we become 
a member of what is called the Steering 
Committee. I myself moved the resolution. 
When the emergency session was over it was 
not known—it was all touch and go— whether 
it would be left over or not, and we thought 
that this question, having been discussed, must 
be continued, and it was we who moved that 
the Hungarian question be transferred to the 
agenda of the General Assembly. It was not 
merely a formal motion; it went through a 
good deal of debate and was finally adopted. In 
regard to Hungary we have | pursued the same 
policies that we have pursued in regard to 
others. The same cannot be said of other 
nations who profess the same principles, be-
cause in the case of the resolution on   ! 

Hungary, there was an expresno of 
condemnation with regard t foreign troops but 
no expression c condemnation ever entered 
into th resolution in regard to the Middl East. I 
think that the observations oi behalf of the 
Government of Indi? and our criticism of 
Soviet policji are probably more terse, more 
factual and more unreserved in regard to th> 
aspects that we knew about than ttv criticism 
of any other country. Tha is probably the 
negative aspect in thi matter, because, Mr. 
Deputy Chair man, there is another aspect to 
this This country is not interested merel; in 
making speeches but in trying h so far as it can 
in offering concrete solutions. Our delegation 
tried it' best to bring about a position where 
instead of a mere debate in the General 
Assembly, some way of reconciliation, some 
way out of the difficur situation could be 
brought about, sue! as the visit of the 
Secretary General Some progress was made in 
this direction, and if the progress was not con-
tinued, it was because this problem really 
became a shuttlecock in the cold war debate. 
Our position in this has been exactly the same 
as in regard to others. There has been no 
somersault, there have been no pressures. We 
were to a certain extent embarrassed—the 
delegation was to a certain extent 
embarrassed—until the Prime Minister's 
timely intervention in the Parliament, by the 
views expressed here, which had nothing to do 
with, which were not relevant to, the 
statements made on your behalf in the United 
Nations, and I hope it will be possible for your 
Secretariat, Mr. Deputy Chairman, to place in 
the hands of Members the several statements 
made by us in regard to Hungary, and if any 
Member can find anywhere any phraseology, 
any sentiment, any expression of opinion, any 
submission, which is contrary either to our 
national tradition or to the potlcies that have 
been repeatedly explained in this House, I for 
one-would be prepared to admit that fact and 
take whatever steps are necessary. I hope this 
will not be regarded1 as a    personal 
observation.    It is    a 



849    Motion on [ 27 MARCH 1957 ]  International Situation    850 
tie thick for the representatives of e country 
who are abroad who have 
face a vast argumentative opposi->n from 

abroad which one expects, 
have a stab in the back from their m 

country through this kind of eeches 
reported by foreign journals id newspapers 
in a most distorted ay, and when it is 
brought to    you 

the middle of a debate, you have 
> idea whether it was a squeaky 
>ice or a large voice from Parlia- 
ent, and it is not possible with the 
;tle amount of money that we spend > our    
diplomatic organisations    for .em to be 
able to be in touch with elhi   every  five  
minutes.     We  have )t the staff to deal 
with reports and )mmunications    while    
meetings are )ing on we can attend to them 
only hen    the  meetings    are  over    and 

Lere is always a time-lag of days in ;tting  
communications  through  bet- een the two 
countries which makes ungs    difficult.      In    
these   circum- ances, without any bitterness 
in this latter and in  all  sincerity,  I would 
;k that in matters of this kind    at ast    our    
representatives    may    be horded   that 
degree    of forbearance id that degree of 
toleration that we 0  get from other countries.    
I had ot  intended   to   reopen   this  matter, 
ut so    much has    been said    aboutB 
[ungary which  has    no relation    to 'hat 
happened in the world.   In fact, ur 
Ambassadors  who  have  been  in udapest, 
and our delegation in New ork,  have    been  
usually    regarded, istead of    being 
antagonists    of the [ungarian Liberation 
idea, as    being riendly to it.   Our difficulty 
has beenD keep  outside  these demonstrat 
ions :>r    obvious    reasons.    Prof.    Wadia 
ef erred   to   our   partial   or    rather 
nsatisfactory treatment in regard to srael and 
particularly he referred to tie passage of 
ships through the Suez !anal and how it 
recoiled on our own'Osition.    Reference    
was made    this lorning by    the Prime 
Minister    in egard to freedom of navigation. 
Here gain,  I  would  request  reference  by 
lembrs    to    statements    made    on ■ehalf    
of the    Government on    thisssue.  
wherever    it has taken    place, diether it is 
in conferences in London  

or by the Prime Minister in Delhi or in the 
United Nations. We are the only country and 
indeed we took the initiative in coming out, and 
it was not a popular thing to do if you know 
Arab sentiment on this Israel question, and we 
said that irrespective of whatever sentiment 
there was, the issue should be subject to the 
jurisdiction of the world court if there was a 
grievance. The position is this, that Egypt does 
not make any reservations in regard to the 
freedom of unrestricted navigation through the 
Canal and she says that she will  observe and 
has observed the Convention of Constantinople 
of 1888, ^ut she says at the same time that in 
stopping the Israeli ships, arresting them in 
territorial waters and preventing their entry into 
the Suez Canal, she has acted in full accord with 
the 1888 Convention and what is more, in 
accordance with the practice of the Allies 
during the First and the Second World Wars. 
That is to say, she says that she is at war with 
Israel, that her security is in danger, that .she 
could not- allow unfriendly craft to go through 
the Suez Canal and photograph her harbours, 
nor could she allow a situation where it might 
lead to irritation of opinion inside the country 
which might endanger the passage of other 
ships through the Canal for which she is 
responsible. Now the Govern-I ment of India 
does not subscribe to any of these arguments. 
But this is their argument. If that is their argu-
ment, what does it boil down to? It comes to an 
interpretation of the Convention. They said 'We 
are acting in accordance with the Convention 
which permitted us to safeguard our security'. 
The other people said 'You are acting against 
the Convention'. We said in London last August 
on this question—and we came under very 
much criticism from the Arab side and even 
from others for saying this—that it was an 
Instrument and if there was a difference of 
interpretation of an International Instrument, 
then the aggrieved party or its friends should go 
to the World Court and that Egypt should accept 
the ver- 



851      Motion on f RAJYA  SABHA ]  International Situation    852 
[Shri V. K. Krishna Menon.] diet of the 

World Court. I think it is true to say that it is 
largely because of the position that we took in 
this matter that generally the Egyptian 
Government has not shown any hostility to 
that idea. Therefore the suggestion that we are 
entering this issue in a very partisan way is 
not true, is not in accordance with the facts in 
which our policy is carried out. 

It was also said that in regard to our 
problems—the problems that we have lor 
ourselves, namely in Ceylon, South Africari 
and so on,—we have not been able to do 
anything. Mr. Deputy Chairman, it is a little 
difficult to understand what we are expected to 
do. Are we to wage a war on South Africa? 
Are we to wage a war on Ceylon? I think with 
regard to Ceylon, very protracted negotiations 
have been conducted, they still go on and a 
certain amount of remedial measures come 
about and even though the problem of people 
of Indian origin or Indian nationals is vital to 
us, the friendship of Ceylon is equally vital to 
us, if not more vital. The Prime Minister, in 
spite of his great pre-occupations, has engaged 
himself in these conversations over the years 
and it is a country next door to us, with her 
problems, having many complexities—this 
Ceylon Government—as there are for us, and 
to pursue any other policy than one of 
continuous endeavour to resolve it is not either 
wisdom or statesmanship. 

In regard to South Africa, for 10 continuous 
years in spite of the understandable fatigue 
that the Assembly has suffered from the 
continuous introduction of this question, we 
have kept this problem alive. It is not possible 
to bring, in fact today it may not be possible to 
introduce this question into the Assembly. 
They cannot agree to it, but it was agreed to 
10 years ago and now, each year the problem 
of the peoples of Indian and also Pakistani 
origin in South Africa as well as the problem 
of Apartheid come up for discussion. The 
main burden of piloting this matter falls on 

the Indian delegation. Also it is ; matter that 
equally concerns Pakis tanis, and we have 
done what alon> can be done in the 
circumstances b; way of peaceful measures, 
that is. ti rally world public opinion and it is 1 
fact that in regard to the peoples o Indian 
origin, there is only one vot< against the 
Resolution and that is tin vote of South 
Africa. I think, as said, Government 
welcomes criticisn but equally considering 
that these ar; matters which have a public 
bearing far beyond our country, those criti-
cisms, if I may submit, Mr. Deputj Chairman, 
are regrettable if they ar< not of a character 
that helps the general cause that is before us. 

There was a suggestion, which on( would 
have understood if it came fron a foreign 
audience or a conference 0: hostile journalists. 
That is, while wc profess our policy of non-
alignmem and it is supported, yet we are toJc 
that we are non-aligned and we oughl to be 
aligned. That is one argument I entirely agree 
with the observations made by Dr. Kunzru 
that even thougr we may have strong views, it 
is nol always necessary to express them. ] 
think in saying that, he only expresses the 
practice of our Government and its 
representatives. It is a patent fact that there is 
no instance where we have tried to pursue a 
thing merely for the purpose of logic. Does 
this House say, for example, when Egypt was 
invaded, that we should have kept quiet and 
should not have thrown whatever weight we 
had behind for obtaining a position where the 
invaders and the assisting forces were made to 
withdraw? 

There was the hon. Member from Andhra 
who said that Poland has got out of the Soviet 
Bloc and that we should do the same. It is 
impossible because we have never been in it. 
They were in the Bloc and they could get out 
of it but we were not in it. So how can we get 
out? So any idea that we are aligned to one 
country r another rather reflects, what I fear, 
the unconscious adoption of foreign 
propaganda by ourselves. It is because 
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we see it in print that attacks are made, we 
seem to take it that way. This country can get 
nowhere either in its internal policies or 
external policies unless it is sure of itself and 
unless it has confidence that it is following 
the path that is in its national interest and is in 
the interest of the world. The Prime Minister 
set out this morning that those are the lines 
that we are following. 

With regard to Suez Canal, again in 
pursuance of the brief observations the Prime 
Minister made this morning, clarification was 
sought. It is not proper for us here as a 
Government to say what the Egyptian 
Government may do tomorrow or the day 
after tomorrow but since it is a matter of 
international interest and what is more, a 
matter of national interest to us, because a 
great deal of goods or traffic, our food 
supplies, industrial equipment and everything, 
comes through the Suez Canal, our exports go 
through the Canal—and the countries east of 
the Suez have lost at the rate of £10 millions a 
month since the passage was stopped,—
therefore, it is relevant and appropriate to 
make a further reference to it. It is the belief, 
it is our belief, that not only would the Suez 
Canal be opened for international traffic in a 
few days but that the Egyptian Government 
approaches this problem in a practical way 
without any desire to create a crisis 
atmosphere, trying not to give assurances 
perhaps but trying 10 enable the international 
community to feel assured that the freedom of 
passage, the equitability of the tolh that are 
levied, the condition of the canal, facilities for 
redressing any grievances such as they may 
have, and that a general assurance tha>. it is 
going to be run as a good public international 
service will be forthcoming. It would be 
entirely . inappropriate for another 
Government 0 state before-hand what some 
one outside is likely to do because after nil 
our anticipations may prove either fully or 
slightly inaccurate, but this is our present 
estimate of the situation. 

And I for one hope that that estimate would 
not be far wrong. 

The greater part of the debate centered 
round the question of Kashmir. As I said in 
another place yesterday, both Kashmir and 
Goa are really internal questions. But they 
come up in our foreign affairs debases 
because in one case the country is occupied 
by a foreign power, namely Portugal. Part of 
India is occupied by a foreign power. In the 
other, part of India is not only occupied by an 
external authority—a Commonwealth State— 
we do not call Pakistan a foreien power, but 
an external authority—but also this problem 
was referred to the United Nations in our 
desire to pursue methods of conciliation, 
irrespective of our moral, legal and political 
rights in this place. 

The criticism in regard to the Kashmir 
matter has been this. First of all, we should not 
have agreed to a cease fire, and if we agreed to 
a cease fire, why within our own country? 
Secondly, why should it take so long to present 
the case about Kashmir in the Security 
Council? The Ministry of External Affairs 
thought it was necessary, before I returned 
from New York, to circulate the reports of the 
proceedings of the Security Council. Sir, in 
view of what has been said, it is quite obvious 
that as in the case of Hungary, some of these 
statements have not been read. It is, I think, 
impractical to expect that Members of 
Parliament who have a very busy life, and who 
are burdened with papers every morning, could 
read everything that gomes to them. But I think 
the best way to find out whether the statements 
were too long or too short, is for Members to 
read them and try to cut something out, and if 
that exercise is successful, then there would be 
no criticism. In any case, about the length of 
the speech, it is not for India so much as for 
other people to feel, and considering that the 
Security Council was prepared to listen to the 
statements of India, for nearly sixteen  or  
seventeen hours—V. 
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forget how long—and in the end the position 
was not where it started. It was necessary. 
Here again, the observations made are based  
upon erron- 

 eous information. The decision reached by the 
Security Council today is not a decision that is 
hostile to India. 1 do not say it is friendly to 
India. It is not, even then, hostile to India, 
because the first Resolution that was passed 
was a reiteration of the former Resolutions, 
based upon an erroneous 

-estimate    of    what    the    Constituent 
. Assembly was. A similar Resolution was 
passed five years ago, when Sir B. N. Rau was 
our representative on the Council, and I made 
practically the same statement that he did and 
left it there. The final Resolution that was 
passed by the Security Council was the 
Resolution sending its then President to India, 
to talk to the Governments of India and 
Pakistan and for going into the question with 
them. Well, I should have thought that it was 
rather an anti-climax for the Pakistan proposal 
that was mooted before. As they say, it went 
up like a rocket and came down like a stick. 
But I am told that the Indian delegate got 
trapped by Sir Feroze Khan Noon. I think this 
is the first time Sir Feroze Khan Noon has 
been paid a compliment on this debate, and it 
is strange that it should come from our Parlia-
ment. It is necessary in a debate of this 
character, that however trivial the attack on 
the country may be, it has got to be replied to, 
for the purpose of the record. If it is not 
replied to, then the other statement remains 
there and this thing will go and a few years 
hence it will be quoted that the Indian 
representative did not refute it. That is not so 
in Parliament, but it is so in the proceedings of 
the Security Council particularly, and we 
have, in fact, suffered by-letting things go in a 
normal civilized fashion and not entering a 
caveat, if anything was said with which we did 
not agree. This is not correct. For example, Sir 
Feroze Khan Noon set out in print that we had 
twelve times refused to accept methods of 
concilia- 

.lion or offers made to us and so on. 

But all the twelve times he was wrong about it. 
Does the House say that to save time, your 
representative should have said, "Well, that 
does not matter, though what he says is  not 
true: that it will not convince anybody." So far 
as the Kashmir issue itself is concerned, this is 
necessary, in view of the many observations 
made. It is true that the British representative 
did say something about the claims of the 
tribesmen and various others, in order to 
buttress the idea of a plebiscite. 

The Government was asked, why it is that 
the representative of India in the Security 
Council did not say that we were not going 
back on the plebiscite, that the plebiscite was 
not the issue, that invasion was? Again, if you 
read the record, it will he seen that we did say 
that the issue was that of.invasion, that we 
were dealing with the question of Kashmir in 
the same way that we dealt with Egypt, that 
the invader must withdraw. We said that we 
maintain that Kashmir is a constituent part of 
this Union and the invasion of Kashmir was 
invasion of India. In fact, we said it because 
though it was formerly the State of Kashmir, 
the invasion that took place was the invasion 
of India. And what is more, under instructions 
from the Government of India, I stated cate-
gorically before the Security Council that any 
further violation, any fresh violation of any 
part of Kashmir would be violation of the 
territory of the Union and would be so 
regarded. 

With regard to other matters again, the 
Goverment very deliberately stated that they 
will hot go back on any international 
commitments or engagements. We accepted 
the Resolution of 17th January, 1948 and two 
other Resolutions which were originally con-
firmed by the Commission and on which the 
whole of this discussion has centered during 
the last several years. These are the 
Resolutions to which the Prime Minister, on 
behalf of the Government, agreed. This is 
covered by various other matters which it is 
not necessary this afternoon to go into. 
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as it would not be possible for a country like 
ourselves to repudiate those, undertakings or 
those engagements. But as I have said, we have 
also stated that those engagements must be 
taken as they stand, in their context, in their 
content and purposes, and not as other people 
would interMpt them. For example, the 
plebiscite is part of these engagements. But it 
comes in sequence, after a number of things. 
And we have said we are quite prepared to 
consider, for the purpose of convenience and in 
good faith, in order that we may be ready for a 
plebiscite, how various things could be done 
about a plebiscite, when the other things were 
being done. But the fact that we were prepared 
to discuss these items and go into them did not 
:rie;in that we were walking into a plebiscite. 
And according to the Prime Minister's letter 
and the aide memoire which were confirmed 
by the Commission, it is definitely stated 
that.unless parts I and II of this Resolution are 
implemented, part III cannot be operated. We 
have not said anything more or anything less. 
We have not said that the plebiscite, has 
lapsed. We have not said, "Take a plebiscite 
under any circumstances." We have asked for 
the consideration of the initial complaint of 
India. We went there, saying that the country 
was invaded by the aid and assistance given to 
the tribal invaders by Pakistan over Pakistan 
territory. That was an act of aggression and the 
only way we could meet this aggression, was 
by invasion of Pakistan. The only way we 
could meet it militarily, was by invasion of 
Pakistan and that we wanted to avoid. 
Therefore, we asked the Security Council, 
under the relevant provision of the Charter, to 
ask the Pakistanis to withdraw, to cease ' 
giving this aid and to stop this aggres -sion of 
our country. In the years that followed we 
asked for various things from the Security 
Council which art-all embodied in these 
Resolutions. 

For the past eight or nine years we have 
tried to resolve the situation. We did not go 
there for a dispute about the territory because 
so far as we are 

concerned, we had no dispute about this 
territory. It had acceded to India even as 
Mysore acceded to India and, therefore, it is 
part of the Union but some one came there 
through their support and it developed into a 
state of war and we preferred to try and deal 
with them by conciliatory methods. Therefore, 
we agreed to the consideration of this pattern 
of settlement and for eight or nine years we 
tried to get some resolvement of the situation 
in this way. But during that period not only 
has there not been any implementation of the 
first and the second parts of the resolution, 
which we all know, but there has been, on the 
contrary, the annexation of half of the 
country, I do not say legally, according to 
Pakistan "law, that is to say, the integration, 
the Anschluss of this area with that territory, 
the training arid the establishment of 
enormous military forces which we think run 
to about 45 battalions of Azad Armies of the 
same level as the Pakistan Army, equipped 
with artillery and everything else, and the es-
tablishment of Pakistan administrative 
authority coupled with all the campaigns of 
war and hatred against India. These are all not 
only violations of the agreement—if they 
were merely violations of the agreement, they 
would not have sounded as bad as they are 
now—but they are conditions which made any 
further progress in this matter very difficult. It 
is not possible to negotiate when someone is 
declaring a war. But we have been able to 
maintain the position that irrespective of all 
these difficulties—and this does not apply to 
Kashmir only; in any problem in which we are 
involved, however right our position may 
be—we would never refuse to listen to 
counsels of conciliation. That, Government 
believes, is the sentiment of this country and 
the background' in which we have reared 
ourselves and our constitution has been built. 
That is the position in regard to Kashmir. 

DR. RADHA KUMUD MOOKERJEE 
(Nominated): May I ask a question? To whom 
was the promise of a plebiscite made? 
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no promise of a plebiscite. Ii you want, I will 
give you the whole history of it. The first 
reference to the wishes of the people appears 
in a letter written by the Governor-General of 
India, on behalf of the Government—and it 
should be made very clear that it is not a 
private letter. It was a letter which we were 
entitled in this system of our Dominion Status 
at that time to write in the negotiations with 
the Princes. After Kashmir was invaded, the 
Kashmir Maharaja wrote to the Governor-
General at that time and said that 'in view of 
the geographical position of my country, I did 
not make up my mind whether it was in the 
interests of Kashmir and India and Pakistan 
that we should side with one side or the other 
or remain independent'. Therefore, I asked for 
a Standstill Agreement but when all this was 
going on, raiders from the other side came and 
my country is now invaded, my people are 
molested, raped, plundered and all that. In 
those circumstances, he asked the Government 
of India to come to the aid of his people in 
order to repel the invaders and he said that 
knowing that India had a policy which would 
not permit her to send her forces outside, he 
acceded to India. There is nothing in that letter 
to show that the accession was under duress. 
Not only was there a letter but along with that 
letter was the usual form of accession which is 
in our Constitution. That was sent in and the 
Governor-General accepted it, that is 
accession, but in writing to the Maharaja the 
Governor-General said, "I have accepted your 
accession but in accordance with our policy—
not in accordance with any law—it is the wish 
of the Government of India that when the 
invader has been cleared from the soil and law 
and order has been restored, we will take steps 
to consult the wishes of the people in order to 
settle this accession" or something of that 
character. It was for the first time that this was 
referred to and that is why there was the 
Constituent Assembly and everything else. 
This was referred to the Security Council. 
There was a full-scale war and so much of 
slaughter going on and 

the main concern of the Security. Council and 
certainly of ourselves was that there should be 
a cease fire. Pakistan was not willing for a 
cease fire and finally, after a great deal of 
negotiation and with the intervention of the 
Commission appointed by the United Nations 
and discussion with the Government of India-
—it was mainly conducted by the Prime 
Minister at that time—this resolution of the 
13th August, 1948, was formulated and we 
accepted that resolution. Pakistan did not 
accept it at that time. It is there that the 
question of plebiscite—it is not a plebiscite but 
an engagement in connection with these 
areas—to which Prof. Radha Kumud Mookerji 
referred comes. Now, the resolution consists 
of three parts. The first part says that a cease 
fire shall be established in that area. It says 
that the authorities may not accumulate any 
more military material. We have not done that 
but they have. It also enjoins the parties not to 
do anything that would aggravate the situation 
and all that. That is the first part. The second 
part is what is called a truce. Now, this part 
consists of two or three clauses which are 
purely about action which Pakistan must 
perform unilaterally, that is, she must 
withdraw altogether. We have to do nothing at 
all here. When Pakistan has withdrawn, when 
this has been performed under the supervision 
of the Commission, we have to withdraw 
certain of our troops consistent with the safety 
and security of the territory. This second part 
also says that we have the responsibility for 
coming to the assistance of the local 
authorities in the occupied areas, fully stating 
thereby that Pakistan had no functions there at 
all, that she has no locus standi in that place. 
Local authority is merely the local officials. If 
there is a tribal invasion again, then it is 
necessary that somebody should go and help 
them and law and order and external defence 
became the responsibility of the Government 
of India. I think on the 20th August of that 
year, the Prime Minister, in writing to the 
Commission—I think it was some  seven   
days  after  that—pointed 
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out that we have the responsibility of 
protecting the north-west hilly areas, 
of stationing garrisons there in order 
to protect the trade routes that go 
through them, etc. Therefore, it is not 
as though it was a country that was 
in dispute, we and they having the 
same rights and so on. This is the 
second part. Then comes the third 
part. Here it says—and it is interest 
ing to read this resolution because it 
is full of 'when', 'if, 'wherefore' and 
all that—that when the first and the 
second parts have been accomplished— 
these are not the exact words of the 
resolution—then the two Governments 
agree to confer about the fair means 
of ascertaining the wishes of the 
people. That is all it says. On the 
5th January, another resolution was 
passed which was supplementary to 
this and this provided the pattern by 
which the third part could be imple 
mented. Now, fortunately or unfor 
tunately, all the discussion that went 
on between us afterwards has been 
concentrated on the 5th January reso 
lution as to how the plebiscite admi 
nistrator should be appointed, how 
many troops are to be withdrawn, this, 
that and the other. It may well be 
that we have proved accommodating— 
a mistake on our part, of generosity, 
but we did not think so. To make it 
clear, at all times in every letter that 
had been sent and in the summaries 
and in the various reports submitted 
to Dr. Graham, we had said that our 
position with regard to this is, the 
sovereignty of the Jammu and Kash 
mir Government, right under the Con 
stitution of the Government to defend 
the whole territory, that Pakistan has 
no locus standi in the matter, that the 
plebiscite administrator is to be 
appointed by us and so on. This is 
where the plebiscite comes in. Now, 
of course, the newspapers are full of 
the word "plebiscite" in all these dis 
cussions to find out how many enu 
merators would be required, the work 
to be done by them, the number of 
troops to be withdrawn and so on and 
so on. ' ~'"TJ^ 

The fact that so much has been said about 
the plebiscite does not alter the international 
character of our commit- 

ment, that is to say, the Resolution of January 
5 is merely an elaboration of the third part of 
the previous Resolution, and the third part of 
the previous Resolution is, so to say, to be 
triggered in only in regard to the operation of 
the other two parts. If the other two are not 
performed, this cannot be performed. 

PANDIT ALGU RAI SHASTRI (Uttar 
Pradesh): On a point of clarification, may I 
know why the then Government of India 
suggested a different procedure with regard to 
Kashmir's accession, different from the one 
with regard  to  other  Indian  States. 

SHRI V. K. KRISHNA MENON: I do not 
think there is anything very unusual about it. 
Under the arrangements at that time each State 
could make its own arrangements except with 
regard to three subjects. That was the position. 
It so happened that the other States found it 
convenient to merge in the Indian Union 
quickly and they thought that it was too ex-
pensive and cumbersome to be otherwise, and 
this Kashmir did a little later. Also we had to 
take the objective facts into account and we 
had to go to the aid of Kashmir. There was an 
invading army there on that territory and we 
had to combat that invasion in order to avoid" 
bloodshed and sacrifice of human lives, of 
Pakistanis as well as ours, and what was more 
than all this, there was rapine and plunder in 
the area. There is no other difference in the 
ambit of the Constitution and Kashmir is part 
of India in the same way as any part of former 
British India is or any of the older Indian 
States is. That is the position with regard to 
Kashmir. 

NTow, there is one final matter I want to 
say and that is this. The hon. Member from 
Andhra referred to some statement that he 
thought that the Prime Minister had made in 
regard to Goa. Now it is necessary for 
Government to put this thing in its proper 
context in order to avoid international 
complications and to see that it is in line with 
its general policy. So far as my note says, it 
was said that the 
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Minister had now agreed to take some further 
steps to integrate Goa. Now this phrase 
'integrate Goa' has never been used by us at 
any time, and, what is more, this is what the 
Prime Minister said today:' "The other day I 
said in the other House that we feel that this 
whole policy of Goa, not the broad policy, but 
rather the narrowlnterpretation of this broad 
policy, should be given careful consideration, 
and I further said that in this matter we would 
like to consult with Members of Parliament, 
not only of one party but all parties. I do not 
wish people to go away with the idea that we 
have evolved some big weapon to be wielded 
by us in the near future. That would be a 
wrong notion. All I said was that this matter 
was a national issue, of course, and is an 
irritating issue and it is a human issue." Then 
he refers to the people who are imprisoned 
there, and at the end of it he says this: 
"Nevertheless, as I said, this is a matter 
requiring careful consideration and, as far as 
possible, consultation with others, so that we 
may have the advantage of other people's 
advice and opinion. We propose to proceed on 
these lines. What exactly we shall do and how 
far it would produce any kind of results I 
cannot say at this stage." 

Now finally, Sir, reference has been made to 
the strength or the soundness of this policy and 
the policies that we pursue, and this policy is 
not a sort of labelled article. It differs some-
what day to day, in the context of the events of 
the time. It is not merely the friendly relations 
which we make with other countries. There is a 
considerable amount of economic ties that are 
growing up, not only in the shape of trade but 
in the shape of technical co-operation, both 
ways, and in the' form of regional 
understandings for entry into the various 
United Nations organizations for economic 
development, but our real strength lies in the 
fact that, whether it be at the United Nations or 
anywhere else, when there is an expression of 
the views of India on any international matter, 
the whole world knows that behind it lies 

the solid opinion of the millions of people of 
our country, and this is not an attempt to wind 
up the speech, but that is the real fact. 
Otherwise there are many people who make 
far better speeches than we make. But behind 
the policies of our Government lie not only—I 
say this in all modesty—a degree of 
objectivity and a desire not to exploit either 
our position or other people's position, but 
equally the whole world knows, whether it be 
west, east or north, Latin America or Africa, 
that behind it lies an enlightened democracy, 
an intelligent people who understand the 
foreign policies of this country. It may appear 
that we are too near to understand the situa-
tion, but there are not many countries in the 
world where they can discuss the foreign 
policies, and therefore behind every utterance, 
behind every demand, behind every caveat, 
behind every insistence lies the united voice of 
this country, and the very strains of discord 
that naturally must be expressed in a 
Parliament are but proofs of that great unity. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Sir, some 
reference was made to the Commonwealth 
question. Now we are aware of what the 
Prime Minister had said in the other House, 
but we would like to know from the Prime 
Minister, since he is present, whether he 
would be agreeable to discuss this question 
with the Members of the Opposition as to 
what course he should take with regard to the 
Commonwealth since he thinks that the matter 
deserves some kind of a review. That is just 
what I would like to know from the Prime 
Minister. 

SHRI JAWAHARLAL NEHRU: I think I 
dealt with this matter here in this House only a 
few days ago. What I have said here and 
elsewhere is that this is a matter which 
deserves consideration, in the sense that 
nothing is an absolutely closed chapter, which 
cannot be reconsidered, but having given it 
consideration here and now in this context we 
feel, the Government feels, that it is right and 
advantageous for us not to break the 
Commonwealth 
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connection and we propose therefore | to 
maintain that association. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I am putting 
the amendment to the House first.   The 
question is: 

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

'and having considered the same, this 
House fully agrees with and approves 
the said policy.'" 

The motion was adopted. 

i MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Now the 
Motion as amended.   The question is: 

"That the present international situation 
and the policy of the Government of India 
in relation thereto be taken into 
consideration, and having considered the 
same, this House fully agrees with and 
approves the said policy." 

: motion was adopted. 

EXTENSION OF THE SESSION 
MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I have to 

inform the hon. Members that there will be a 
sitting of the Rajya Sabha on Friday, March 
29, 1957, for the transaction of Government 
Business. The House will meet as usual at 11  
A.M. 

There is a Message from the Lok Sabha. 

MESSAGE FROM THE LOK SABHA 

APPROPRIATION     (VOTE ON    ACCOUNT) 
BILL, 1957 

SECRETARY: Sir, I have to report to the 
House the following Message received from 
the Lok Sabha, signed by the Secretary of the 
Lok Sabha:— 

"In accordance with the provisions of 
Rule 133 of the Rules of Procedure and 
Conduct of Business in Lok Sabha, I am 
directed to enclose herewith a copy of the 
Appropriation (Vote on Account) Bill, 
1957, as passed by Lok Sabha at its sitting 
held on the 27th March, 1957. 

The Speaker has certified that this Bill is a 
Money . Bill    within    the meaning of Article 
110 of the Constitution of India." 

I lay the Bill on the Table. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The 
House stands adjourned till 11 A.M. tomorrow. 

The House then adjourned at 
fifty-eight minutes past four of the 
clock till eleven of the clock on 
Thursday, the 28th March  1957. 

  

 


