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MINISTRY OF FINANCE NOTIFICATION 
1*UBLISHING FURTHER AMENDMENTS TO 

THE CENTRAL EXCISE RULES, 1944 

THE MINISTER FOR REVENUE AND 
DEFENCE EXPENDITURE (SHRI A. C. 
GUHA) : Sir, I lay on the Table, under section 
38 of the Central Excies and Salt Act, 1944, a 
copy of the Ministry of Finance (Revenue 
Division) Notification No. 43, dated the 27th 
August, 1955, publishing further amendments 
to the Central Excise Rules, 1944. [Placed in 
the Library.   See  No.   S—303/55.] 

MINISTRY OF HOME AFFAIRS NOTIFICATION 
PUBLISHING THE ALL-INDIA SERVICES 
(DISCIPLINE AND APPEAL~> RULES. 1955. 

THE DEPUTY MINISTER FOR HOK\ 
AFFAIRS (SHRIB.N.DATAR): Sir, 1 ''ay on the 
Table, under subsection <*J) of section 3 of 
the All-India Serv'ces Act, 1951, a copy of the 
Ministry of Home Affairs Notification, S.R.U 
No. 1866, dated the 1st September '955, 
publishing the All-India Services (Discipline 
and Appeal) Rules, 1955. [Placed in the 
Library.   See No. S—305/55.] 

INTERNATIONAL  SITUATION   AND 
THE    POLICY    OF THE    GOVERN-

MENT  OF  INDIA 

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

"That the present international situation 
and the po'icy of the Government of India 
in relation thereto be taken into 
consideration." 

Sir, as usual, this motion is worded in a 
general way, taking into its scope, the entire 
world, if I may say so. That, of course, does 
not mean that the Government of India is 
concerned 

with everything that happens in the world. It 
is concerned, of course, in the sense that in 
order to understand this larger context of 
things, one has to see and understand what is 
happening  in  other  parts  of  the  world. 

I realise that probably many hon. Members 
here are more full of nearer happenings and 
thinking less of what is happening in distant 
countries. In particular, probably they are 
thinking a great deal about recent events in 
Goa. Well, I shall endeavour to deal with that 
aspect of the question somewhat later. I think 
it is desirable for us to see this larger picture 
first. Most hon. Members have, no doubt, 
followed the developments in recent months 
and must have noticed that there has been a 
progressive change and a change for the better 
in so far as the international situation is 
concerned. Perhaps it may be said that this 
change began last year, that is, at last year's 
Geneva Conference which resulted in the 
stoppage of the war in Indo-China and various 
agreements which made us, that is India, 
responsible to some extent in the States of 
Indo-China. That was the first major effort 
and a successful effort, at coming to an 
agreement at a conference round the table 
between the major powers involved, and it 
brought the end to a very disastrous war. It did 
not settle the problems of Indo-China, but it, 
at any rate, pointed out the way to their settle-
ment. And ever since then, those States and 
others have been struggling to find some way 
towards a settlement. 

Sometimes difficulties have arisen; indeed, 
even in the present moment, the difficulties 
are very considerable. Nevertheless, there was 
a great achievement in the Geneva Conference 
.ast year. Many things have happened after 
that; many things have taken place in Europe. 
There was the settlement of the Austrian 
question. At long last, Austria's independence 
has been recognised. There has been a fairly 
considerable move in the direction of the 
consideration of the disarmament question. 
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question bristled with difficulties but it is 
true, I think, that the distances separating the 
various viewpoints have lessened very much 
and there is some hope that some way out will 
be found. Of course, the question of 
disarmament is so intimately connected with 
what might called the cold war that it is hardly 
possible to separate it and consider it in some 
kind of a vacuum. Probably a decision or 
some settlement of the disarmament question 
would follow the improvement in the 
international  situation. 

Now,  I    need    not    refer    to    the 
various things that have happened in the past 
few months but I would like to  refer  certainly   
to  the  Conference at Geneva between certain 
Heads of great nations.    That  Conference   
did not   decide   anything   finally  or   pre-
cisely;   nevertheless,   that   Conference made 
a great difference to nations as they  were and 
resulted    in    a    very great—at    any    rate,    
considerable— lessening  of    tension    all    
over    the world.    A happy result of that Con-
ference is that    it    has    created    an 
atmosphere of hope in spite of the tremendous  
difficulties  that  still  pursue us in Europe and 
in Asia.   The major problem  in Europe,  of 
course,  is the problem of Germany and the 
major problems in Asia are the problems of the 
Far East, of Taiwan or Formosa, of Korea,  of 
Indo-China,  and  so on. At  least we have the  
great satisfaction of knowing that there has 
been this considerable improvement in the 
atmosphere of the international situation.    
There  have   also  been    more specific   
improvements.    Hon.    Members   might  
have   seen  a  progressive realisation all over 
the world, among the   many  people   who    
control    the destinies of great Nations, of the 
fact that war is not only highly undesirable  
and  disastrous but very    futile, with the 
result, I think, that it may be said that it is 
increasingly recognised that war is not in itself 
a solution of any problem and that, therefore,   
countries  should  try    to    solve their 
problems by means of negotiat- 

ed settlements peacefully. I do not mean to say 
that we can rest content and imagine that war 
is ruled out but I think it is a major change in 
the atmosphere of the world in that this 
realisation—which is being given expression 
to by responsible people in various 
countries—that war should not be invoked to 
settle questions has come about. There are far 
too many dangers in the world for anyone to 
be satisfied with a mere declaration either in 
Europe or in Asia. Every day some little thing 
happens which makes one a little wary to 
complacency, whether it is in the East or 
West. Nevertheless, I think, a tremendous 
change has come over the thinking of the 
world and, if 1 may say so with all respect, 
even of Foreign Ministers and the like. Being 
myself a Foreign Minister, I would say, it has 
even affected the thinking of Foreign 
Ministers. That is a hopeful sign. 

As the House knows, I had the opportunity 
of visiting a number of countries in Europe 
and part of Asia, three months ago. I had the 
opportunity of visiting Czechoslovakia, 
Austria, Yugoslavia, Rome, England and 
Egypt. I had a fleeting glimpse, on my way 
back to India, of Germany—Dusseldorf. I 
came back from these tours full of 
impressions—varied impressions. I am not 
going to weary this House and tell the story of 
my visit to these countries. The House knows 
from Press reports and in other ways about the 
very cordial welcome that was given to our 
party in every country that we visited, not only 
from the Governments but from the peoples of 
those countries. I think I may say that that 
welcome was—I have not the least doubt 
about it—something much deeper than what 
normal courtesy required. There was often 
enough in the crowds an element of emotional 
friendship, one could not miss. 

Now, I felt that that, welcome was 
obviously not something meant for me as an 
individual. To some extent I  felt  it  was  
meant  for my  country 



2081 International |  6 SEP. 1955 ] Situation 2082 
and was an appreciation of the broader 
policies of our country, but more especially it 
was meant as a demonstration of the will and 
the desire for peace of the countries that I 
visited and because they thought that India 
worked for peace and that I, as a 
representative of India, for the moment, also 
was working for peace and represented the 
idea of peace. Therefore they gave that 
welcome. In fact I came back with a powerful 
impression of the desire in every country that 
I visited, a strong desire, for peace and for the 
settlement of problems in a peaceful way. It 
was probably that strong desire that brought 
about those subsequent developments to 
which I have referred. Now, of course, among 
the various motives or urges towards peace, 
undoubtedly is the growing fear of a war in 
which modern weapons like the atom bomb or 
the hydrogen bomb and  nuclear  weapons  are 
involved. 

The House will remember that another 
hopeful development has been a conference in 
Geneva also, recently under the chairmanship 
of a distinguished citizen of ours on the peace-
ful uses of atomic energy. Now, this 
conference has certainly opened out a wide 
vista to scientific approach and knowledge 
which had so far been hidden. A great deal 
still remains hidden, but enough has been 
announced publicly to make people realize 
that we have entered almost unawares on a 
new age, the new age of atomic energy, with 
enormous power resources being placed at the 
disposal of human beings. The real question is 
not about the atomic energy. I have no doubt 
that scientists and others will before long be 
able to use it to advantage. The real question 
somehow now has shifted to another plane, 
the plane of human standards and values. 
Human beings have got to reshape their sense 
of values and standards to refrain from using 
this mtg.ity power in a bad and in an evil way. 
I do not wish to say anything about this, but I 
do wish to draw the attention of this House to 
the fact that the basic question that  faces  
humanity 

today and will face it more and more, as the 
mighty powers come into the hands of men, is 
how far man himself has developed and, in 
using them, how far he can restrain himself 
from evil courses and the like 

Now, I should, therefore, like the House to 
keep in mind this important fact that for the 
first time in about ten years—post-war 
years—we have arrived at a stage, when the 
cold war is—well, I do not know what to 
say—not so cold or not so warm as it has 
been. But it is there and there are plenty of 
forces in the world which probably do not 
approve of this change towards better 
relations coming over the international situa-
tion. Therefore, we have to be very wary 
about that and watch the situation very 
carefully. We are, as I have just said, engaged 
as Chairman of the International Commission 
in the States of Indo-China. Now, there are 
three Commissions there, in Laos, Cambodia 
and Viet-Nam. Each one of them faces 
difficult problems but perhaps the most 
difficult of all are in Viet-Nam and the chief 
difficulty arises there from the fact that one of 
the Governments does not seem to like the 
idea of accepting the Geneva Agreements. 
Now, that obviously creates difficulties for us, 
for them, in fact, for everybody, because the 
whole development in Indo-China is based on 
the Geneva Agreements of last year. If the 
Geneva Agreements had not been there, war 
would have continued with whatever results it 
might have brought. The fact that war ceased 
brought certain advantages to all the parties 
there. Various other advantages also came to 
various other parties. Now, surely it is bad 
that one should accept the advantages and 
then try not to accept the other aspect, the 
other factors in that agreement. But so far as 
India is concerned, our position is perfecti" 
clear. We have gone there at the request of the 
parties concerned and we accepted the 
Chairmanship of those Commissions on the 
basis of the  Geneva    Agreements.    We    
have 
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other basis there. If the Geneva Agreements 
do not function there, then we cannot 
function. Indeed, the whole structure built up 
by Geneva co'lapses. Therefore it should be 
fully understood by everybody that it is only 
on the basis of the Geneva Agreements that 
we function there and, if that basis goes, then, 
we cannot function and I do not quite know 
what might happen, what developments might 
take place there, but those developments can 
hardly be fortunate ones. 

I have referred to the change in the world 
atmosphere for the better. In this connection, I 
should like to remind the House of the 
Bandung Conference, although it occurred 
many months ago; but I think that the 
Bandung Conference was in its own way 
helpful in this. And it 12 NOON brought 
together a large number of countries of 
differing view points. and the House will 
remember that they passed a unanimous 
resolution or manifesto which was a 
remarkable feat for thirty countries situated in 
Asia and Africa, and having entirely different 
backgrounds and policies. Among the subjects 
in which there was absolute unanimity was the 
question of colonialism. It was obvious that 
that had to be so. I mention this, because 
events have since taken place in several parts 
of the world which have brought this question 
of colonialism very much to the forefront. 
Only recently there have been very grave, 
very unhappy and almost disastrous 
developments in North Africa, in Morocco 
and Algeria. Now, it is not my desire to say 
much or to interfere in any way in the internal 
affairs of other countries. But there can be no 
doubt that what has happened in Morocco and 
Algeria has powerfully moved not only every-
body in India, but persons over the who'e of 
Asia, I should imagine, and more. I know that 
the Government of the French Republic had 
been trying very hard to solve these problems 

or to go somewhere towards solving these 
problems. The House will remember that in 
regard to Tunisia, there was some kind of a 
settlement between nationalist elements there 
and the Government of France resulting in 
what might be called home rule. Morocco has 
been in a very bad condition for a long time 
past, and then because of certain occurrences 
recently, it boiled over completely and some 
of the things that have happened there are 
extraordinarily painful and the extent of suf-
fering that has been caused to both sides has 
been tremendous. All I can say is that I 
earnestly hope that the new efforts that are 
being made by the French Government and 
the nationalist parties there will succeed. It 
appears that the essence of the Moroccan 
problem for some time past has been the fact 
that the old Sultan, Moulay Ben Yusef, was 
removed and a new one was put in his place. 
Now, it seems that the old Sultan was and has 
continued to be the representative of 
Moroccan nationalism and hardly any settle-
ment can be made without his approval. I 
believe efforts are being macte now to find 
some satisfactory way to a settlement. 

The position in Algeria has also been a 
very difficult and distressing one. The legal 
position there is somewhat difficult. 
Nevertheless, the fact remains that something 
will have to be done in dealing with that 
situation also. 

Now, perhaps in the course of this debate 
other Members may bring forward some other 
aspects in the international situation, because 
I have dealt with this question rather briefly, 
important as it is. I hope that our colleague, a 
Member of this House, Shri Krishna Menon, 
may also perhaps sneak on some aspects of 
the international situation, because he has 
been very intimately concerned in the 
activities of our Government in the various 
countries, notably in the United States, the 
United Kingdom  and China.    And he has    
been 
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the main representative of our Government in 
carrying on informal talks over these vital 
questions, from the days of Geneva last year 
onwards. Sometime back, he went after 
Bandung to Peking and I may say that severa. 
events that followed were partly the result of 
his visit there. I should like to pay a tribute on 
behalf of our Government to his ability in 
dealing with these matters, (Applause) 
because they are very difficult matters, and we 
do not wish at any time, in any place, to push 
ourselves in to interfere. Nevertheless, a 
certain responsibility comes to us occasional'y 
and we cannot say "no" to it. Ever since we 
accepted the chairmanship of certain 
international commissions in Korea, we did 
not desire that difficult position. But in the 
circumstances, when both the parties wanted 
us, it was impossible for us to say 'no'. So also 
in Indochina. And so, owing to a succession 
of events, we have occupied a position which 
sometimes brings very serious responsibilities 
for us, to which we cannot say 'no', although 
we have no desire to undertake those burdens. 
Now, in assuming those responsibilities again, 
we do not wish to push ourselves forward, or 
try to appear as if we are mediators in the 
settlement of any problems. We do not wish 
to mediate, and perhaps, it is not very—if I 
may use that word— courteous for us to say 
that we are going about mediating other 
people's problems. But when we can help at 
other people's request, and help informally, 
without shouting, then we consider it our duty 
to do so. I should like to say here that we have 
been very nobly served, in these delicate 
matters and negotiations, by our Ambassadors 
in these four capitals—Washington, London, 
Moscow and Peking, and in other places too. 
The situation in Indo-China, as I have said, 
has been extraordinarily difficult, and the 
Commissions there, and more especially, the 
Indian Chairman there, have handled the 
situation no doubt with great tact and abiUty. 

Now, Sir, I come nearer home. The hon. 
Members are aware, and perhaps only too much 
aware, of what has happened recently in Goa. 
On the other side, in Pakistan, there have been 
changes. The Government there has changed. 
But the only thing that I should like to express 
my regret about, to some extent, is^ that there is 
a tendency in the Pak^' >*tan press again to 
attack or to write, well, in unfriendly terms, in 
rather aggressive terms. Now, it is difficult to 
have an aggressive and an unfriendly approach 
on the one side, and almost a friendly approach 
on the other side. These are the two conflicting 
views. It has alwavs been our desire to settle any 
problems by peaceful methods, and to have 
friendly relations with Pakistan, and to settle 
every problem which we have, and any great 
problems, by peaceful and friendly methods. As 
we have seen, in Europe, the first preparation for 
a friendly settlement is the creation of a friendly 
atmosphere. And, if the friend'y atmosphere is 
absent, it is difficult to deal with a problem with 
any success. Now, these repeated outbursts, arid 
the use of strong and challenging expressions—I 
am deliberately using moderate language—do 
not in any way help in creating a favourable or a 
friendly atmosphere. They come in the way of 
the consideration of our problems. 

Now, we all know that those prob-'ems are 
difficult and intricate. And, if they had not 
been difficult and intricate, they would have 
been solved long ago. It is not for any lack of 
time that we have failed to solve them. Now, 
in such cases, where such Jifficult problems 
occur, one of the solutions is to lose our 
temper and rush ahead, because we are just 
tired of waiting. The other is patiently going 
on trying to solve them, step by step, because 
you cannot solve these problems as a whole. 
You cannot solve the problems, whether it is 
5 major international problem of Germany or 
the Far East, suddenly as a whole. All kinds 
of difficulties and   national   prestige   and    
interests 
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one can solve them, if one goes step by step, 
always creating a better atmosphere. That is 
why I regret this renewal of the phase in 
Pakistan of using aggressive and strong 
language against India. I have just referred to 
the Bandung Conference. The Bandung 
Conference Resolution especially referred to 
colonial countries. It did not refer to every one 
of them. I think it was in this House that an 
hon. Member asked me: "Was Goa mentioned 
in the Bandung Conference Resolution?" Goa 
was not mentioned. You will find that any 
number of places were not mentioned all over 
the world because the Resolution was meant 
to cover every place where there was this 
colonial and foreign domination. Some places 
were mentioned because some of the delegates 
there were very anxious that they should be 
mentioned, but the other delegates felt that 
making these long lists would not be 
desirable. Circumstances differed and if you 
leave out some places, it will be considered 
that it will not apply to them. Anyhow, it is 
obvious that the Bandung Resolution applies 
to wherever there might be colonial 
domination still functioning. It certainly 
applies obviously to a place like Goa. just as it 
applies to the countries of North Africa or 
elsewhere. Goa has become a rather 
interesting test of how people and countries 
feel about such colonial territories. During the 
last two weeks or so, it has been a significant 
thing to watch these reactions of other 
countries to Goa and to what has happened in 
Goa. I aim not for the moment going into the 
merits of any question, but one has seen how 
certain countries—very considerable numbers 
of them, nearly all of them practically, nearly 
all—not all—in Asia naturally took up the 
anti-colonial position, i.e., we are in favour of 
the freedom of Goa from Portuguese control. I 
regret that so far as I know, no such clear 
indication has been given of following the 
Bandung line in regard to Goa by Pakistan.    
In  fact,   there   have   been 

some tendencies in the other direction, which 
we have noted with regret. But, generally 
speaking, all the Asian countries, many 
European countries. many countries in 
America—North and South, I am talking 
about newspa'per press—have recognized that 
the continuation of Portuguese rule in Goa is a 
complete anachronism. Now, it is not for ime 
to justify to this House this statement of this 
fact because nobody in India certainly requires 
any justification and I think more and more— 
outside too, people are beginning to realize the 
absurdity of the fact that Portuguese rule 
should continue over this little corner of India. 
The question that has confronted us all along, 
that confronts the Government of India, has 
been how to deal with this problem of Goa in 
a peaceful way. If one looks at it from a very 
narrow point of view—and regardless of 
consequences and policies—it is obviously an 
easy thing for some military measures to be 
taken to take possession of Goa. Obviously 
also, that would be not in keeping with ouv 
policy which we have reiterated often enough. 
At the present moment, it would be a 
remarkable tiing that, when after many years, 
world opinion is shifting and is gradually 
turning to this belief that problems should be 
solved peacefully, not the Goa problem only, I 
mean all problems should be solved 
peacefully and without war. that we should 
indulge in military operations; we who were 
supposed to be. well, champions of this idea to 
some extent. 

Therefore, in regard to the Goa problem, 
we have to be clear in our minds. And the first 
thing to be clear about is this: Should we 
consider ourselves free to use military 
measures or what is called police action, 
which is much the same thing? If there is the 
least doubt in our minds, that doubt will 
pursue us throughout our consideration of this 
problem. If we are clear—and I submit we 
ought to be very clear from every point of 
view, of our principles as  well as, if I may    
say 
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so,—of expediency—that we should not take 
military measures for the removal of 
Portuguese rule from there, then we are 
limited to peaceful measures. It follows 
obviously. Now, what are these peaceful mea-
sures that we can take? What are the normal 
diplomatic steps? The House may have 
forgotten, and therefore, I shall remind them 
that from the moment India became free, in 
fact, if I may say so, two or three months 
before that, when we knew that India was 
becoming independent, in August, 1947, even 
some months earlier, Goa and Pondicherry 
began to impinge upon our minds. They were 
always there; but the question of India as a 
whole, that is. of British India as it was. was 
so much of a major issue that one thought 
these little enclaves would naturally follow 
suit. We did not, therefore, separately pay too 
much attention to their problems. But the 
moment we saw that India, that is British 
India as it was, was going to attain indepen-
dence, we almost presumed that Pondicherry 
and Goa would follow suit. And we said so. 
Well, we were busy enough after 
independence; but again repeatedly we 
thought of this problem. We tried to get in 
touch with people. We were always in touch 
with the French Government with regard to 
Pondicherry. Whether we agreed or whether 
we disagreed; we were always in touch and 
we always discussed the matter. They had 
certain proposals and we had some; and we 
dealt with this problem of the French 
possessions in India, if I may use the word, in 
a decent way: Both parties dealt with it in a 
decent and civilised way, whether we agreed 
or not. Ultimately we agreed, because we both 
knew, this was a matter to be settled peace-
fully, by agreement. It was far more important 
that India and France should come to a 
peaceful agreement, not only because of 
Pondicherry, but because of our future 
relations and everything. And we gave them, 
as the House knows, all kinds of assurances 
about the future, about French culture, French 
langu- 
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age  and other  thing  in Pondicherry. 
Ultimately we came to an agreement. 

We tried to follow the same course in 
regard to Goa and to talk to them. At first, 
because they had no representative here then, 
we tried to talk to them in London that is, our 
representative there and the Portuguese 
Ambassador there. That did not lead us very 
far. Then we opened a Legation in Lisbon to 
talk to them about this and they opened a 
Legation here. That did not lead to any result. 
We were patient enough and we did not mind 
even if some delay occurred. There was 
delay, considerable delay, in regard to the 
French settlements, but all the time there was 
effort from both sides to deal with the 
situation in a friendly way. But in the case of 
Portugal we just could not get moving even 
with the first step and when we presented in 
Lisbon our first, I think, note on this subject, 
apart from oral things, they would not even 
accept it, much less discuss it. 

This went on and, later, we found that our 
Legation was of no particular use to us in 
Lisbon. We withdrew it, but we did not break 
off diplomatic relations. The Portuguese 
Legation in Delhi continued to exist. This 
situation went on and we tried to get some 
kind of talks started with the Legation here. 
Last year— August 1954—the House will 
remember, matters came to some kind of a 
remote crisis there in Goa. Again we 
suggested to the Portuguese Government. 
"Let us talk about these matters without 
commitment"; that is, we did not even ask 
them then to commit themselves to accepting 
our position, which we had asked of the 
French at an earlier stage and succeeded. 
What was the position that we had taken with 
the French Government? It was quite 
impossible to have any half-way house in 
regard to either the French administration 
leaving the place or not leaving. We could not 
have half and half. So, our suggestion to them 
then was that there should be a de facto 
transfer of the administration in the first 
place, 
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could consider the de jure part of the 
question later more fully. Even in the de 
facto transfer, there were a number of 
things to be agreed to; quite a number had 
been agreed. The de facto transfer took 
place but the de jure transfer has not yet 
taken place. That will involve some kind 
of action to be taken by Parliament here 
and by the Parliament in France. We 
would like to have it as soon as possible; 
nevertheless, a little delay does not make 
much difference. Now, we went further 
than this with the Portuguese last year; 
our general proposal was the same, that 
the de jure part will be considered later 
on, but that we should meet the present 
situation by de facto withdrawal of the 
Portuguese authority. We went further 
than the earlier action in the sense that we 
said, "Let us talk even without com-
mitment about certain problems that had 
arisen last year". Even that they refused. 
Now, the House will see how we have 
repeatedly approached in various ways to 
get to talking with them, but we did not 
succeed even in that, because of the 
attitude of the Portuguese authorities. 

The talks entered into with Goa, in 
various ways, were ever since 1947-48, 
seven years and more, and more 
especially m the last year or two. Now 
last year, something occurred. 
Meanwhile, may I remind the House that 
inside Goa something or other was all the 
time happening, that is. the Goanese 
people within Goa were often demanding 
changes, demanding freedom, civil 
liberties, etc., and quite a large number of 
them—a larger number than the people 
realized—suffered for it. A number of 
them were banished and punished for the 
most extraordinary offences. Just to give 
one instance, a most eminent surgeon in 
Goa, a person whose services were taken 
advantage of by the Governor-General 
there and his family, because he was the 
most eminent surgeon, went to some 
official or semi-official dinner and there 
someone said that Goa was part 

of Portugal. He said: "I protest; it is not 
so". Almost overnight, for this statement, 
in refuting a patent absurdity that Goa 
was part of Portugal-it may be a 
Portuguese possession; it is still; we 
realize that; that is a fact, but to say that it 
is part of Portugal is something like 
saying that Goa is part of the moon—for 
that observation overnight, this eminent 
surgeon was removed and taken off to 
Portugal, was punished, was banished. It 
is a single instance. There are people who 
have been sentenced to enormous 
sentences of imprisonment, varying from 
10 to 20 years, even 28 years, just for 
some statement against the continuance 
of Portuguese rule there. Now although 
the struggle of the Goanese people in Goa 
has been continuous, one cannot hear of 
it. Naturally, because of the total 
suppression of civil liberties, it does not 
come out in the press. There is no press 
there to publish such news. Nothing can 
gain publicity there, normal publicity, and 
only sometimes some  fact  becomes  
known  outside. 

Now, last year, something new 
happened and that was what is called—
rightly or wrongly, I will not say—
Satyagraha, that is to say, broadly 
speaking, that people without arms with 
peaceful intentions go into Portuguese 
territory in Goa and peacefully defy 
Portuguese orders passed on them not to 
come in, and thereby naturally offer 
themselves for any action that the 
Portuguese Government might take 
against them. Now, so far as the 
Government of India or any Government 
is concerned, obviously Governments do 
not perform Satyagraha. This simple fact 
is sometimes forgotten. It may be that 
some organization might think of it, 
might consider itself entitled to do it or 
not, but Governments do not perform 
Satyagraha or encourage it. At the most, 
they may imagine that it is not against the 
law and not prevent it. That is the most 
that the Government can do. It is a 
delicate matter, because I suppose, none 
of the books on international law hai yet 
dealt with this question of Satya- 
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graha in this way. So I am not going into 
this philosophic aspect of it, as to how far 
an individual on the ground of 
conscience wants to do something; how 
far he is entitled to do it; how far a State 
should prevent him—it depends upon so 
many circumstances. But it is obvious 
that any mass movement of this type, 
whether it is called Satyagraha or 
something else, remains a different 
aspect completely, and it does raise a 
number of issues for a Government to 
consider, so that since last year, when 
this Satyagraha began there, it was 
essentially a Goan struggle, that is to say, 
Goans who were outside Goa wanting to 
go back. They had every right to and they 
wanted to go back and face the 
consequences of Portuguese anger 
against them. We felt, as a Government, 
we had no right to stop Goans as 
individuals, or even in small groups, 
going there. 

Sometimes a non-Goan national or two 
went with them, as a matter of 
conscience. It was a new problem for the 
Government to consider in that way. So 
this went on in a relatively small way 
during these various months. There were 
of course Goans inside Goa who did like 
wise also from time to time till recently 
when this Satyagraha took the shape of a 
large-scale entry into Goa at various 
places. That immediately raises a new 
type of problem for the Government to 
consider and for this House to consider. I 
am not going into the details. We had 
always pointed out that any kind of mass 
entry or mass Satyagraha as it is called 
was undesirable and would bring about 
all kinds of complications, apart from its 
undesirability. To some extent this took 
place. 

I do not wish this House to think that I 
am condemning all those people who 
went there. Among those who went 
there, certainly a large number came 
from various parts of India. They were 
impelled by this urge to freedom, by the 
old urge which had impelled them to 
fight for India's  freedom  and  by  a  
spirit    of 

self-sacrifice, and where there is fear-
lessness and a spirit of self-sacrifice, one 
must appreciate it and admire it. There 
were instances there on the 15th August, 
some instances of individuals, more 
especially of a lady whose name has 
become a household word in India—
Subhadra Nagar—of extreme courage, in 
the face of bullets flying about and 
holding on the flag she had in her hand, 
regardless of anything even when she fell 
down. We were all emotionally roused 
when we considered this and the country 
was emotionally roused and powerfully 
moved on the one side by these acts of 
heroism and courage. And remember this 
that among the people who went there on 
the 15th August, there were a consi-
derable number of Goans. It is true that 
the number of Indians was far greater, 
but there were many Goans who played 
an important part that day. The country 
was powerfully moved by the courage of 
some of these people and still more 
powerfully moved by what the 
Portuguese authorities did to them. I am 
not aware of a single statement by 
anybody to the effect that these persons 
who had gone in were armed or offered 
any hurt or injury or violence, and yet the 
House knows, that they were fired upon, 
often at close range, and otherwise very 
badly treated. That is to say, a number of 
them died and a large number were 
beaten—there were fractures and broken 
bones— and then thrown out. 

I do not suppose the law makes any 
difference in such matters, national or 
international, but we consulted eminent 
lawyers about this position, as to what 
the international law is, when some 
parties, strangers, aliens, against the will 
of a State, go into that State. Obviously, 
the State has the right to apprehend them, 
to arrest them, to push them out, but 
according to all eminent authorities 
whom we consulted, the State has no 
right to ill-treat them, much less to 
behave in the manner that the Portuguese 
authorities behaved. What I say may be 
of little importance, of 

• 
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consequence to the Portuguese 
Government; but all we can say is that, 
nevertheless, the action of the Portuguese 
Government, on the 15th August there, 
was from any point of view—of 
international law, international 
behaviour, standards of decency or any 
similar consideration—a gross violation, 
and utterly illegal from that point of 
view. I say that for my satisfaction, may 
be for the satisfaction of the House. I 
know that makes perhaps little difference 
to those in Portugal, who have acted  in  
this  way,  or  those  in  Goa. 

The question then, again, comes back 
to us: what exactly do we do in Goa or 
about Goa? What do we aim at? We have 
said that Goa is a part of India. Well, it 
does not require an argument. A map will 
show it. Geography has made it a part of 
India. But it is true that Goa is not at 
present part of the Indian Union. We 
must distinguish between the two. It is 
natural and I think inevitable that Goa 
should become part of the Indian Union, 
for all kinds of reasons, for obvious 
reasons. They are the same folk by race, 
by culture, by everything— whether they 
are Christians, Hindus or Muslims. 
Nevertheless, while I say that, I am not 
for the moment engaged in pushing Goa 
into the Indian Union. What I am 
engaged in, what I think is something 
much more important and that is, the 
removal of Portuguese sovereignty from 
Goa. Now, I am not making any fine 
distinction between the two. What I mean 
is this. I want to remove the idea from 
any person's mind—not in India very 
much but abroad—that we are out to 
grab, we are out to coerce or compel 
people to come into the Indian Union. I 
have no doubt that the Goanese want to 
come in. That is a different matter and 
they will come in, because they cannot 
carry on, just cut off from India or 
elsewhere. But the main point, for us as 
well as for the people of Goa, is, first of 
all, the general proposition  that   
colonialism   should   not 

continue anywhere; secondly, the nearer 
proposition that colonialism should not 
continue right on our doorstep. And as an 
extension of that, that a foreign power 
holding on to any territory lying on the 
mainland of India is a position which we 
can never tolerate. Therefore, from every 
point of view, the Portuguese have got to 
go from there. And I know of no logical 
approach or reason, reasoned argument, 
which can be raised against us on that 
issue. Yet, as the House knows, there are 
people still in other countries who have 
criticised India's attitude and supported 
Portugal's. They are a number which 
grows lesser and lesser. That is true. Why 
should this be so, I wondered. And I have 
found no adequate answer, because from 
any point of view and reason and logic, 
world events—what is happening in the 
world today and what is inevitable—
there can be only one solution of this 
problem. That is of Goa coming to India, 
of Goa getting rid of Portuguese 
domination; and her association with 
India is the second step. 

The House will remember the 
assurances we have always given. Our 
intention is not to grab or to coerce 
anybody. We have told them that we will 
respect their customs, literature, culture, 
etc. That being so, what steps should we 
take? We have ruled out, I take it, police 
steps, military steps. They have to be 
peaceful steps. Now, as a Government, 
obviously, we cannot have Satyagraha 
against another Government. 
Governments do not do that kind of 
thing. It is absurd. Whether private 
parties can do it or not is another question 
and a highly difficult question looked at 
from the national or international or legal 
points of view. But I am not going into 
them. We can, of course, take economic 
action in various ways. We have done 
that, not today, but progressively, during 
the last six or eight months. It takes a 
little time to take effect. It has taken 
effect, and gradually, we have arrived at a    
stage 
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now, when Goa, so far as the land frontier is 
concerned, is completely cut off from India. 
One great advantage flowing from that, of 
course, is that Goa, which used to be a home 
of smugglers, has ceased to be so. In fact, 
probably, the only persons who have a vested 
interest in the continuation of Portuguese rule 
in Goa are the smugglers there. So, we have 
cut it off except for one thing. Well, there are 
some Indians there in Goa, Indian miners 
working in the railways, and naturally, if they 
want to come out, we will allow them to come 
out, and not force them to remain there. And 
similarly, if any Goan in India wants to go to 
Goa, he can go to Goa. Apart from that, we 
consider the route as closed, not only for 
human beings, but also for goods, 
commodities, trade, and the like. Of course, 
the sea route is open, and the air route is also 
open, subject to certain limitations. 

Now, as I said, these fine philosophical 
questions of satyagraha are not for 
Government to consider. But Government has 
to consider how far they come in the way of 
its other policy; how far they come in the way 
of its international considerations, and the 
like. I cannot give any final reply to the 
philosophical or theoretical aspects of this 
question, i.e., of individual satyagraha by a 
person impelled by his conscience to do it. I 
have at present no clear answer in my mind as 
to what Government should do in these 
circumstances, or what it ought to do. But I 
am quite clear in my mind that in the existing 
circumstances, satyagraha, not only of the 
mass variety, but also of! the individual 
variety, is undesirable. All of us certainly—I 
am of that number —feel strongly and 
emotionally about this question, and tend, 
well, to iake steps which may allow us some 
out. let for our emotion, and resentment at the 
existing things. But, after all, the policy of a 
great country can hardly be governed by 
emotional sentiment and resentment. 

There are many problems in    the world 
which have brought the world on the verge of 
war, and yet fortunately, people have held 
back, countries have held back, in spite of their 
strong feelings in the matter, because they have  
preferred    waiting    for a peaceful solution.    
Now, surely Goa, anyhow,  is not a problem on 
which we should go to war,  or we should take  
any  war-like measures.    I    am not   prepared   
naturally   to   prophesy or give a guarantee to 
this House or to the country, as to when this 
particular   problem    will be solved. I am no  
Prophet.    But I  think  I  can say with some 
confidence, that forces are at work, all kinds of 
forces, national, international,    economic    
and    other, which    are    bringing    that    
solution nearer  and    which    ultimately    will 
undoubtedly     solve     this     problem. Again, 
I cannot say when.    I submit, therefore, that 
the policy pursued by the Government in 
regard to Goa is the correct policy and in fact 
is the only policy which fits    in    with our 
larger  policy    and    even    with    the narrow 
view of the future of Goa and what will be   
good   for   Goa.    Any other  policy  would  
have  the  widest reactions, certainly, on what 
we have said in the past and the present about 
international relations.    It  would be bad, I 
think, even for the future    of Goa,    It will 
produce conflicts internally in Goa and a trial 
of bitterness will follow.   Therefore, it is better 
for us and indeed there is no choice for us 
except to hold on to this policy of peace in 
regard to Goa.   The fact that a war is a little 
war does not make it less than a war.    You 
may call it by any name you    like.    If a   little 
war  is  justifiable   under  circumstances,  a 
big    war    is    also    justifiable under   
certain    other   circumstances. There is no 
ground or principle left then  in  saying  that  
war  should    be avoided    and    solutions    
sought    on peaceful lines.    If we come to 
peaceful lines, the normal ways open to a 
Government are open to us.   In addition to 
that,  a    certain    amount    of confusion has 
been    caused    in    the public mind because 
of what is knowa or called 'Satyagraha'.   Now, 
we have 
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Satyagraha in various forms in India as a 
national phenomenon internally, but as an 
international phenomenon—in the use of 
it by some people in one country against 
another—it is a novel weapon, and one 
has to watch carefully how far it is 
practicable, in what circumstances and 
when. Without going into a philosophic 
argument, I would say that in the present 
case of Goa, whatever has happened has 
happened, but for us to continue in this 
way will not help in the liberation of Goa 
but might well come in its way. That is 
all, Sir. I submit therefore this motion to 
this House.    (Cheers.) 

MR.  CHAIRMAN:     Motion  moved: 
"That the present international 

situation and the policy of the 
Government of India in relation thereto 
be taken into consideration." 

I have received notice of five 
amendments. 

SHRI S. MAHANTY (Orissa): Sir, 
on a point of order. Before these 
amendments are allowed to be mov 
ed, I have to raise a point of order. 
The point of order is that under 
Rules 138(3), 139 and 141(1) of the 
Rules of Procedure and Conduct of 
Business in the Council of States, 
amendment No. 1 of Mr. Hegde and 
No. 3 of Mr. Ranga be ruled out of 
order.   Sir, Rule 138 says .........  

MR. CHAIRMAN: But, Mr. Mahanty, 
they apply to Resolutions and not to 
Motions. 

SHRI S. MAHANTY: Sir, I am just 
reading the Rules out so that...........  

MR. CHAIRMAN: But what is the 
good of reading them? They relate to 
Resolutions. 

SHRI S. MAHANTY: But Rule 141 (1)   
says: 

"After a resolution has been moved, 
any member may, subject to the rules 
relating to resolutions, move an 
amendment to the resolution." 

And Rule 138 (Hi) says, that if the 
Resolution is argumentative, it should be 
ruled out of order. Therefore, I submit 
that the amendment must conform to the 
admissibility of the Resolution to which 
it is an amendment and these 
amendments that I referred to, Sir, are 
highly argumentative. I therefore, submit 
that they should be ruled as being out of 
order. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Well, the Rules 
quoted apply to Resolutions and not to 
Motions and they have no relevancy,   
therefore,   to  this. 

The amendments may be formally 
moved now,  without any speeches. 

SHRI K. S. HEGDE (Madras): Sir, I 
move: 

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

'and having considered the same, 
this House extends its fullest support 
to the said policy as that policy has 
not only enhanced the prestige of 
this country but has helped greatly to 
ease international tension and has 
brought about better international 
understanding'." 

DR. RAGHU VIRA (Madhya Pra-
desh)

: 
2. "That at the end of the Motion, 

the following be  added, namely: — 

'and having considered the same, 
this House approves the poUcy and 
its basis, the Pancha-shila'." 

PROF. G. RANGA (Andhra): Sir, I 
move: 

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

'and having considered the same, 
this House approves the foreign 
policy pursued by    Gov- 
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eminent which has led especially to 
the acceptance by many countries of 
the principles of Pancha-shila and to 
the easing of the International 
tension, thus promoting the cause of 
world peace'." 

SHRI B. C. GHOSE (West Bengal): 
Sir, I move: 

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

'and having considered the same, 
this House deplores the intention of 
the Government to ban all 
satyagraha by Indians in Goa and is 
of opinion that more effective steps 
should be taken to liberate Goa and 
other terrt* tories from Portuguese 
occupation and merge the same with 
India at an early date'." 

MR. CHAIRMAN: And now Mr. 
Mahanty's amendment which is a very 
argumentative one. 

SHRI S. MAHANTY:  Sir, I move: 

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

'and having considered the same, 
this House is of opinion that more 
positive and effective steps be taken 
for the early liberation of Goa from 
Portuguese colonial rule'." 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Now the Motion 
and the amendments are before the 
House. I shall ask the Prime Minister to 
reply at five o'clock. We have, therefore, 
4 hours and 10 minutes before us, and a 
number of Members have given their 
names to me. My suggestion is that with 
the consent of the House, each of these 
gentlemen here, of the P.S.P., the 
Communist Party, the Democratic Party 
and the Independents, and Mr. Krishna 
Menon be given half an hour each and 
the others 10 to 15 minutes each.   Yes, 
Dr. Kunzru. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA (West 
Bengal): Sir, I suggest that the time may 
kindly be extended, because the Prime 
Minister has raised very many important 
points and I think it necessary that we 
should at least try to meet those points. 
So you will please be good enough to 
extend the time limit so that we may not 
suffer from lack of time. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Actually you have 
twenty minutes extra from the Question 
Hour. The Prime Minister will start at 5 
o'clock and if he goes upto six he will 
have it. So automatically there will be an 
extention of one hour. 

SHRI H. N. KUNZRU (Uttar Pradesh): 
Mr. Chairman, I must first give 
expression to our sense of satisfaction at 
the wahn reception that the Prime 
Minister received in the countries that he 
visited recently. It was a matter of joy to 
us that a representative of the people of 
India should have been so warmly 
honoured both by the Governments and 
the peoples of other countries. There can 
be no doubt that his effort to persuade the 
bigger nations, or rather all the nations, 
to agree to a peaceful settlement of all 
their disputes has made him a kind of 
centre of hope everywhere. 

While his efforts are commendable, we 
have, nevertheless, to consider the world 
situation as it is. I shall first refer to the 
recent Geneva Conference at which the 
heads of four Governments met to 
discuss questions of peace and 
disarmament. Nothing that has been 
published so 1st beyond the statements 
made by the participants in the 
Conference that it was successful, 
enables us to know what the discussions 
were or what were the lines on which 
they proceeded. The only element of 
hope for the future is that the foreign 
ministers of the powers concerned will 
meet shortly to discuss some questions, 
some of those question* on which no 
agreement was arrived at I was glad to 
hear from the   Prime 



2103 International [ RAJYA SABHA ] Situation 2104 
[Shri H. N. Kunzru.] Minister that the 

differences between the points of view of 
the various Governments were less than 
they were before. I hope, therefore, that 
the conference of the foreign ministers 
will succeed in paving the way for an 
agreement on substantial matters between 
the heads of the nations that took part in 
the recent Geneva Conference. 

I express this hope not merely on 
general grounds, but because I feel that 
the solution of some difficult questions, 
including those referred to by the Prime 
Minister depends, whatever our own 
views and feelings may be, on the 
success of the efforts that have already 
been made to bring about a better 
understanding between the bigger 
nations. Whether we consider Korea or 
Formosa or Indo-China, we cannot 
consider it apart from the general world 
situation and their solution will be possi-
ble only when these nations have come to 
a friendly understanding among 
themselves on all the questions that seem 
to them to affect their vital interests. 

Sir, now I would like to say a word 
about the Bandung Conference. The 
Bandung Conference, as the Prime 
Minister rightly claims, was an 
unexpected success. Twenty-nine nations 
belonging to this part of the world met 
for the first time to consider certain 
general questions in which they were all 
interested. I am sure that every Indian 
followed iho reported proceedings of that 
Conference with the greatest interest. I 
was particularly glad to note from the 
reports of the discussions that the smaller 
nations made their opinions felt in the 
Conference and gave expression to views 
which, though not uttered by others, were 
silently colouring their attitude towards 
larger questions such as questions of 
neutrality and peace and concord among 
neighbouring nations. I should like to 
refer here in particular to the resolutions 
relating to colonialism and the freedom 
of nations, both big and  small. 

1   P.M. 
It seems to me that because of the 

outspokenness of the smaller countries, 
the Resolutions on these subjects have 
gone beyond the» principles underlying 
the Indo-Tibetan Agreement. It must have 
given genuine pleasure to everybody who 
read the Resolutions to find that there was 
a general acceptance of the view 
expressed by the smaller nations in regard 
to what was meant by colonialism, 
freedom, democracy and so on. I hope 
that the principles that were agreed to in 
the Statement and the Resolutions that 
were issued at the conclusion of the 
Conference would be given effect to both 
in the letter and in the spirit, by all the 
nations concerned. It is only the deeds 
that will convince the world that the 
Resolutions of the Bandung Conference 
should be treated as a factor of vital 
importance in international politics. 

Now, Sir, I shall come to questions 
nearer home. I shall first refer to the Viet-
Namese question. The Prime Minister has 
told us something about this matter but 
the information that he gave was not as 
full as I should have liked it to be. I wish, 
therefore, to draw his attention to certain 
matters that have not become clear in 
spite of the discussions that have taken 
place so far and the views that have been 
expressed by different countries that 
participated in the Geneva Conference 
last year. 

Soon after the conclusion of the 
Geneva Conference of 1954, the U.S. 
Secretary of State said that America, 
though no party to the agreement at 
which the Conference arrived, would not 
oppose it by force but would view the 
renewal of aggression with grave 
concern. About that time, the 
Government of the Southern Zone of 
Viet-Nam said that as it was not a 
signatory to the Geneva Agreement, it 
was not bound by its terms. This 
Agreement to which I have referred was 
entered into by France on behalf of Tndo-
China. Before the Bandung Conference 
was held, France took steps to enter    
into    a 
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treaty      with      Southern    Viet-Nam 
according to which it was to recognise the full 
independence and sovereignty of  Southern 
Viet-Nam  and  Southern Viet-Nam was to 
accept all the international     obligations     
incurred     by France in regard to Indo-China. 
This treaty  was  not    ratified   presumably 
because   of  latter   developments,   one of 
them being the Geneva Conference. The  
question    that    arises    is    this: France is    
in    no    position    now   to implement  the   
Geneva  Agreement or the Final Declaration of 
the Conference.    Did    it,    before    
transferring power   to   the  Southern  Viet-
Namese Government  take  care    to    stipulate 
that  it   should  honour  the    international  
commitments  made by France not merely 
previously but also at the Geneva  Conference?    
I  suppose  that if such a stipulation had been  
made and  accepted,  that fact would    have 
become  public   now.    Probably,     no such 
stipulation was made or, if made, it was not 
agreed to by the Government   o-f   Southern  
Viet-Nam.    It  is, therefore,    surprising     that     
France should  have  transferred  full    power 
to Viet-Nam without taking steps to see that the 
Geneva Agreement was honoured by its 
successor.    That the present    Government     
of     Southern Viet-Nam should be regarded, 
morally at any rate, as the successor    of the 
French Government, seems to me to admit of 
no doubt.  It seems to me that legally, at the 
present time, this Government can say that it    
is    not bound to    carry    out    the    Geneva 
Agreement. 

We have to consider, as the Prime Minister 
said, what would have happened had the 
Geneva Agreement not been concluded. 
Would there have been any Southern Viet-
Namese Government at all? The fact that 
there is a Government in Southern Viet-Nam 
is probably due to the conclusion of this 
Agreement and this important fact should not 
be lost sight of. All the same, I should like to 
know what were the steps that France took to 
see that the Geneva Agreement was carried 
out before it transferred full power to the 
Southern  Viet-Namese  Government 

There is one other thing that I should like to 
refer to. The final Declaration of the Geneva 
Conference—not the Agreement—relates to 
the efforts that should be made to bring about 
the unification of Viet-Nam. Paragraph 7, I 
think, of that Declaration requires the 
Governments of the Northern and Southern 
Zones to meet by the 20th June 1955, to 
consider the steps that should be taken to hold 
elections in July 1956. The Government of 
Southern Viet-Nam has so far declined to 
enter into negotiations with the Northern side 
on this question and, on the 10th August, in a 
statement issued by it,  it  said:   " there 
would be all Viet-Namese elections unless 
freedom of vote and human rights were 
guaranteed in the North." This statement also 
recalled the view earlier expressed by the 
Government that the Geneva Agreement was 
not binding on it. Soon afterwards the 
American Secretary of State said that the 
Prime Minister of Southern Viet-Nam was 
perfectly right in taking the position that he 
was not bound by the Geneva Agreements as 
his Government had not signed them. 

The Government of South Viet-Nam has 
referred to certain essential preliminaries that 
should be fulfilled before the question of 
holding elections next year can be discussed, 
and they are freedom of vote and human 
rights. Now, the Government of Viet-Nam can 
refer to these things because they, are referred 
to in paragraph 7 of the final Declaration of 
the Geneva Conference. The very first 
sentence of this paragraph says: "The 
Conference declares that so far as Viet-Nam is 
concerned, the settlement of political 
problems effected on the basis of respect for 
the principles of independence, unity and terri-
torial integrity shall permit the Viet-Namese 
people to enjoy the fundamental freedoms 
guaranteed by democratic institutions 
established as a result of free general elections 
by secret ballot." Now, the sentence is not 
very happily worded; the meaning of the 
different parts of the sen- 
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to explain, but it is clear that the final 
Declaration said that the settlement of 
political problems will permit the Viet-
Namese people to enjoy the fundamental 
freedoms, etc. That is why the Gov-
ernment of South Viet-Nam has referred 
to these things. I think that if these are the 
objections of the Southern Viet-Namese 
Government, it would have been better 
for its representatives to meet the 
representatives of Northern Viet-Nam 
and give expression to their doubts when 
they meet. Its position would then have 
been morally stronger, but its reiteration 
of these objections, while refusing to 
meet the representatives of the other side 
to discuss how free general elections may 
be held, lets it open obviously to 
criticism. 

But what I should like to know is what 
the view of the Indian Government in this 
matter is. It has welcomed the Agreement 
and the final Declaration. Now, is it in a 
position to assure the Government of 
Southern Viet-Nam that the people of 
Northern Viet-Nam will have the 
freedom to vote, as they like, and will 
enjoy the human rights referred to in 
paragraph 7. This is a very difficult 
question and, I doubt, whether the 
Government of India can make itself ans-
werable for anything that another 
Government may do; but there is the 
International Supervisory Commission 
whose business it is to see that free 
elections are held. Now, will it be enough 
to say that it will be the duty of this 
Commission to see that nothing is done 
that is inconsistent with the right of the 
people to vote as they like, or is it 
desirable—and I frankly think that it is 
desirable—that it should give some 
assurance to the doubters that the 
principles, that I have already referred to 
would be observed? I mean, we are all 
interested not merely in peace but in 
other things to which peace ought to lead, 
that is, human freedom and I have no 
doubt therefore that this matter has 
engaged the attention of the Indian 
Government. 

Now, Sir, I come to the question of 
Goa. The Prime Minister has referred to 
it at length. It is not necessary for me 
therefore to deal with it in any detail. I 
was glad to note a certain change, I mean 
an important change, in his policy 
towards Goa or, if he prefers it, in the 
emphasis that he lays on certain aspects 
of that policy now. In August 1954, Sir, 
at the meeting of the A.I.N.E.C., he said, 
he was prepared in the circumstances and 
normally speaking to discourage Indians. 
He was prepared to say that he did not 
want non-Goans to go to Goa. "I do not 
want" he however said, "any interference, 
military or civil, but I am not going to 
stop Goans from functioning." Well, in 
pursuance of this position of his, 
instructions were issued to close all 
routes to Goa except the railway route. I 
may say here that the railway service too 
was stopped under the orders of the 
Government of India on the 25th of July, 
1955. At a press conference held on the 
31st May 1955, the Prime Minister 
enunciated an almost similar though not 
wholly similar policy, but he preceded it 
with words that coming from him, 
seemed to be very surprising. He said, 
referring to what was going on, I mean 
the participation of the Indians in the 
struggle for the liberation of Goa, with 
regard to the policy formulated by him 
there was no vital principle involved in 
„this. Of course, it was not a sin for 
Indian nationals to go there and in fact he 
admired the courage of those who wanted 
to go there. He did not challenge the right 
of Indians to go there. In a subsequent 
speech, he said he conceded the right of 
Indians to go there. Now, how could the 
Indians go there as all routes but one 
were closed and this route could be used 
only by those holding permits granted by 
the Government of India? 

Now, those who went there in large 
numbers obviously went there in vio-
lation of the Government orders. 
Whatever his own personal feelings on 
the subject might have been, how could 
he, as the head of the Govern- 
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merit of India, when he had announced a 
particular policy, say that    he admired those 
people who disregarded his policy and 
violated the rules laid down by his 
Government?    He has said  something  and 
used    some words of the same character    
today too, though in a much guarded way, 
and it is also to be noted that he has 
announced      a      policy which      goes 
beyond anything so far announced in clear 
terms by the  Government    of India.   I do 
not want to go into the various stages of this 
question, but I should like here to state my 
point of view with regard to the struggle for 
the liberation of Goa.    So    long    as India 
was a subordinate dependency of England, 
other foreign powers had a right to have 
their own possessions here, but with the 
departure of the British and with the 
achievement of freedom by India, it is 
obvious   that these countries, which had 
small possessions or which had or have 
small territories under their control on the 
Indian continent, have no moral right to 
remain where they are.   The position has 
changed radically with the achievement of 
freedom by the country.    Geographically, it 
is quite clear that Goa is part of India.    
Suppose in England or in America, a part of 
the territory of the country was held by a 
foreign power, would it be viewed with   
equanimity   by    either   of them?    It   
would   cause    them   the gravest concern.    
I therefore understand the concern that the    
present situation in respect of Goa causes to 
the Government of India and to the people of 
India.    We all want   that Goa should no 
longer remain under foreign   domination,   
but   then,    our interest in Goa is not our 
only national interest.    We have other 
national interests    also    to    think    of—
other national interests which seem to me to 
require very serious consideration. 

There is first of all, the question of 
the Prime Minister's foreign policy. He 
wants that he should persuade the 
nations of the world to settle all their 
disputes by peaceful means. Now, 
though he has enunciated this policy : 
again and again in respect of   Goa   ' 

  it is well-known that doubts are being 
thrown on his own sincerity and that of 
the Government of India in this matter. I 
therefore say that our interests in the 
maintenance of the honour and prestige 
of the country in this matter and in 
maintaining our ability, our moral right 
to speak to the nations on the plane on 
which we have spoken to them should 
not be weakened by anything that may 
happen in this country. 

In the second place, we can easily 
conceive of situations in which the 
words used by the Prime Minister 
may be found very embarrassing by 
the Government ot India. I do not 
want to refer to this matter at any 
length but it is clear, whether "" we 
look at the question from its inter 
national or its national aspect, that............  

SHRI JAWAHARLAL NEHRU: 
Which words is the hon. Member 
referring to? 

SHRI H. N. KUNZRU:    The words 
that I read out just now. 

SHRI      JAWAHARLAL      NEHRU: 
Where were they quoted from? 

SHRI H. N. KUNZRU: I have quoted 
them from a report of what he said at a 
Press Conference held on the 31st May 
1955. If that report is wrong, I have 
nothing to say. I should be very glad to 
hear that it is so. But if the report is right, 
then what I am saying is germane to the 
discussion of the question of the 
liberation of Goa. 

MR. DEPUTY    CHAIRMAN:    Half 
an hour is over. 

SHRI H. N. KUNZRU:      Just    one 
word, Sir.    I will finish this. 
Now, a new policy has been announced 
by    the    All-India    Congress 
Committee.    What this really means is 
that the Prime Minister has a new point of 
view now, which he has got the A.I.C.C. 
to accept.    I    am   very glad  that the 
A.I.C.C.  resolution is very satisfactory.   I 
shall    not    read out from it at any length 
but I shall only draw your attention to the 
con- 
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resolution. After saying that the Goan borders 
have been sealed by the Government of India, 
the A.I.C.C. says: "The A.I.C.C. is therefore of 
the opinion that, in the present context, even 
individual Satyagraha by Indian nationals 
should be avoided." Now, I think in view of 
our larger interests, this is a satisfactory 
policy. Not that I do not feel keenly on the 
Goan question. My interest in the liberation of 
Goa is not less keen than that of any other 
Indian, but I do feel that when we take up a 
particular line of action, we should weigh one 
interest against other interests that we have to 
protect. All that I want to know from the 
Prime Minister now, who made a very 
important speech after the conclusion of the 
meeting, is whether the Government of India 
is really going to take steps to stop Indians 
from entering Goa, so that those larger 
interests might be protected. He has himself 
said that a peaceful policy will really brighten 
the chances of the freedom of Goa and that 
anything that jeopardises this should be 
depreciated. I want to know therefore whether 
the Government of India is going to take steps 
to deal with this question in a more effective 
manner than it has done so far. 

Sir, I am sorry that my time is up; 
otherwise I should have liked to refer briefly 
to the Ceylon question, but I suppose some 
hon. friends will do that. 

PROF. G. RANGA: Sir, I am glad that the 
line taken by my hon. friend Dr. Kunzru is 
very much in conformity with the policy 
enunciated by our Prime Minister today in 
regard to Goa and also in regard to the present 
international situation. Not so long ago, India 
was obliged to be apologetic, to be very much 
on her guard when she came out with her 
thesis that there should be co-existence and 
that all nations should try to live in the 
friendliest possible relations with each other. 
There were countries in the world which tried  
to   misunderstand  India's    atti- 

tude, which began to say that our Prime 
Minister and our Foreign Office were leaning 
more towards the East and so on. When we 
tried our best to use our own diplomatic 
pressure or influence to help the colonial 
people in their struggle for freedom, to 
persuade the Imperialist countries to shed their 
imperialism and concede freedom to these 
colonial peoples, they would not listen to us. 
And because we happen to be free and we 
happen to come into our own independence, 
the earlier freedom we used to enjoy to 
inveigh against these imperialist nations, to 
openly take our side on behalf of the colonial 
peoples, became weakened. And some of us 
anyhow felt, because of India's independence, 
the colonial people's struggle was becoming 
weaker than it had been, when we were not 
free and when we were able to range ourselves 
on the side of the colonial peoples. 

But actually what happened was 
that our Prime Minister moved in the 
direction of the freedom of these 
peoples in such a statesman-like man 
ner that at the right moment—as 
fortune would have it, it turned out 
to be the right moment—we were 
able to take the lead in convening a 
conference of the five Prime Ministers 
—I speak subject to correction—in 
Colombo. They formulated their 
policy and declared their determina 
tion to call a conference at Bogor in 
order to concentrate the attention of 
the world on the struggle of the 
colonial peoples for freedom. That 
conference also paved the way for 
the Geneva Conference. It was dur 
ing that Geneva conference that it 
became possible for us—Indians as 
well as others—to make our very 
powerful contribution indeed, 
towards the cessation of hostilities in Indo-
China, and the later developments and the 
later growth in power and independence of 
those four countries within the area of Indo-
China and the peoples of those four countries. 

In   this   way,    independent    India, 
instead of being a weakness, has pro- 
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red to be a source of strength to the 
colonial       peoples.       Some    of    the 
imperialist countries and their friends 
were rather annoyed and I dare say the    
House     remembers     how     Mr. 
Krishna Menon,  who has been com-
plimented  very deservedly today by our 
Prime Minister, was abused and ridiculed, 
at that    time by some    of these   powers   
and   they   made   haste in  a  very 
indecent fashion,    as    we thought at that 
time,    to    go   there somewhere  in  the  
Pacific  to  hold  a conference and then 
bring into existence the abortive SEADO.    
All of us declaimed  against  it.    We    
did    not want  that  conference to take    
place and yet it    did    take    place.    
They wanted  to  bring  this  into  
existence. What for?    Not necessarily   
for   the protection   of   democracy   as   
against totalitarianism; but more—as we 
were afraid—in  order    to    buttress    
their own  imperialist  positions,  
imperialist sway in the    various    parts    
of    the world, more especially in Africa 
and Asia.    Now, what were    we    to    
do against these    things?    We    had    no 
arms as President Soekarno had put it so 
rightly.    We had not the    same kind of 
power that the western countries had.    
And yet    we    could    not very well 
remain silent.   And that is how,   came  to  
take  place  two  great conferences, the 
Bogor and the Bandung. 

When the Bogor Conference was held, 
our statesmen were ridiculed. When the 
Bandung Conference was held, our 
statesmen were not only ridiculed but were 
suspected, were inveighed against in a very 
cruel fashion. Nevertheless, a few months 
after the Bandung Conference was held, and 
all these 29 nations were able to 
unanimously declare themselves against the 
continuation of colonialism in any part of 
the world, * and for world peace and co-
existence, the Secretary of State of U.S.A.. 
Mr. Dulles, himself, had to admit—and I 
am glad it stands to his credit to have 
admitted- it—that Bandung had contributed 
considerably to the easing of the situation, 
and also to make it possible for the four 
great powers to 

meet at Geneva. I consider that as one of 
the signal achievements of our 
Government. 

Then, Sir, came the third stage. Before 
we come to the third stage, I would like 
the House to keep in view what used to 
be the position in 1948, 1949 and 1950—
the first three or four years after we 
became free. We had no place in the 
U.N.O., although we were a member. We 
went there of our own accord, as our 
Prime Minister had put it, as a matter of 
faith, with our complaint. We were not 
treated properly. We were made a play-
thing of their own politics there. We were 
then treated as suspects. And yet the 
whole position has changed during the 
last seven years. Today, we are in a 
position to say to ourselves that our Prime 
Minister has inaugurated a new era in the 
African and Asian political fortunes. For 
ages, for several centuries, policies came 
from the West; inspiration used to come 
from the West. Power also used to display 
itself from the West on to the East. 

Now, for the first time, the swing has 
turned in such a way that our Prime 
Minister began to move from India first to 
the Bogor and Bandung Conferences; and 
from there, our own Prime Minister's 
representative was there very much in 
evidence in Paris and Geneva during 
those conferences. Thereafter, just as Mr. 
Kellogg had gone from country to country 
in Europe in order to get the signatures of 
the statesmen, the Foreign Secretaries or 
Prime Ministers of the various countries, 
to sign "no-more-war declaration", 
similarly, our Prime Minister had gone 
recently from country to country. It was a 
great risk indeed for a statesman of that 
stature to have begun, not to go to a 
conference, but to go from country to 
country, face their own statesmen, persu-
ade them to accept his doctrine or our 
principle, or the Asian-African conference 
principle of the doctrine of Panch Shila. 
And then, it stands to his credit, it stands 
to our credit, that he has succeeded in 
getting the signatures of every one of the 
Foreign Secretaries or the Presidents or 
the Prime 
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was concerned, of all those countries 
which he has visited recently. This is an 
achievement of which we can be 
deservedly proud. This reminds me of the 
ancient times when Lord Buddha went 
with a little lamb on his back to the 
prince. And when the prince said: "You 
should not stand between me and the 
lamb, I am going to kill the lamb", he 
said: "instead of killing the lamb, you had 
better kill me." In that way, our Prime 
Minister had gone and fortunately for us 
he has brought us back again the lamb of 
peace, the pigeon of peace. That way he 
has brought credit to Mahatma Gandhi of 
whom he is a fitting disciple. 

Sir, having achieved this, he comes 
back to our country and we are 
faced with this Goan situation. It is 
not a small one. All our emotions are 
exercised over it. We are certainly 
impatient. So is the Prime Minister, 
to be rid of this relic of imperialism. 
We want to do all that we possibly 
can. If there is anything in what the 
Prime Minister had said on various 
occasions during the last two years 
which is inconsistent with the stand 
that he has taken today, I can only 
assure my hon. friend, Dr. Kunzru, 
that the Prime Minister is very much 
a human being, like so many of us. 
He has been one of our fighters here 
for our national freedom. Therefore, 
naturally our emotions come first, 
later on our State or Congress policy. 
Therefore......  

SHRI B. C. GHOSE: First nationalism, 
then emotion! 

PROF. G. RANGA: Therefore, we 
wanted to help our friends in Goa and 
we have pursued this line of policy 
in all our activities. We have reach 
ed this present stage and we have to 
take our decision. Don't we want to 
leave this matter to the Government, 
the Government as it is represented 
by our own Prime Minister .......... 

SHRI S. N. DWIVEDY (Orissa): No. 
PROF.    G.    RANGA: ....... the      Gov 

ernment    which   has   brought to us 
these   laurels   in   this   international 

field? Or do we want to take the 
international law into our own hands? 
And then, because we are impatient, 
because we are certainly emotionally 
exercised, over the freedom of the people 
of Goa and of our own country, do we 
want to take to Satya-graha and go there 
in spite of the advice, in spite of what is 
considered to be the best policy for our 
country. This is the question which faces 
the country. I sincerely hope that 
members of all parties would be willing 
to range themselves on the side of our 
Prime Minister in regard to this matter. If 
they do not wish, if on the other hand 
they want to be impatient and, therefore, 
only want to inveigh our own Prime 
Minister on this (Time bell rings), then I 
can only remind them of what we did 
during those days when Mahatma Gandhi 
was leading the struggle against the 
Indian States. 

There was a stage when Mahatma 
Gandhi allowed our people to offer 
Satyagraha in the States in order to fight 
the Rajahs. But there came a stage when 
Mahatma Gandhi found it necessary, in 
the then existing circumstances, and in 
order to promote our own freedom 
struggle, to stop that struggle. And he 
asked the people to suspend Satyagraha. 
We are all patriots and I accept them to 
be full-fledged patriots. But then also 
there were these patriots who said that 
Mahatma Gandhi was wrong and that he 
was only preventing the achievement of 
freedom not only of the States people, but 
also of the whole of India by that act of 
his. History has proved Mahatma Gandhi 
to have been in the right and our 
impatient friends to have been in the 
wrong. I want my hon. friends to keep 
that in mind and place the leadership of 
this country entirely in the hands of our 
Prime Minister in regard to this Goa 
problem, in regard to international affairs, 
on the score that it has succeeded, on the 
score that it has paved the way for world 
peace, on the score that it has eased the 
international situation and on the score 
that those enemies of his, those   friends 
who   were not 
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inclined to be friends, those who laughed at 
our foreign policy, who scoffed at it, who 
suspected the bona fides of Mr. Krishna 
Menon and his chief and our chief, our Prime 
Minister, are today themselves converts and 
therefore, they have come to accept the need 
for a four Power Conference and then take 
part in the conference. 

Let us remember that, and on their return, 
they tell their people that there is no longer 
tension and that tension has eased. The cold 
war is coming to an end. We are on the eve of 
a great age. As the Prime Minister has put it, 
here is this great giant power of the Atom 
with us in the possession of mankind. It is this 
power which is gong to help the poverty-
stricken masses of our country. The peaceful 
uses of this power are available to us today 
thanks to the new world situation. The whole 
world is to have a chance to experiment with 
this power. Therefore, Sir, I am extremely 
glad to associate myself once again with this 
motion. I have been consistent in my support 
of the foreign policy of the Government of 
India ever since we have become free. I am 
one with the Prime Minister in his Foreign 
Policy and I hope that my amendment will 
commend itself to this House. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA (West Bengali: 
Sir. we have heard the Prime Minister 
explaining the foreign policy of his 
Government as well as dilating upon the 
situation in Goa. We only wish, Sir, that it 
was possible for us to discuss the question of 
Goa independently as a domestic matter and 
an internal question affecting India's 
sovereignty and territorial integrity without 
mixing other matters connected with broader 
international affairs. Unfortunately, it has not 
been possible. As you know, we demanded    
an    early    discussion    on the question was 
pressing; the    ques-' was  agitating  the  
minds  of our trymen.    But  The Prime 
Ministernd   his   Government   thought   that   
it ould    require      a      cooler     'atmos- 

phere for discussion. And I have no doubt in 
my mind that the Prime Minister of India and 
the Leaders of the Congress Party have 
utilised this time in order to prepare, I hope 
unsuccessfully, the ground for the resolution 
that has emerged from the A.I.C.C. on Sunday 
on Goa. This resolution, according to me, is 
the basis of his speech and this resolution is 
shocking and it amounts to a sheer betrayal of 
the people fighting for the liberation of Goa. I 
make it very clear that this resolution would 
be unacceptable not merely to us, but also to 
many Congressmen and supporters of the 
Congress—about whose strivings we have 
nothing to question—who share the 
sentiment, emotion and patriotism that we 
have in the matter of the liberation of Goa. 

However, Mr. Deputy Chairman, it is 
necessary to touch on a few aspects of 
international situation. The Prime Minister has 
referred to some of the instances and things of 
international importance. I need not again 
touch on them. I can only say that the Geneva 
Conference, which has been preceded by 
various other developments, including the 
signing of the Panch. Shila between the two 
Prime Ministers—the Prime Minister of our 
country and the Prime Minister of the Chinese 
People's Republic, has been a great 
contribution to the lessening of the 
international tension. At his time, we also 
remember the great part—the constructive 
part—that has been played by the Soviet 
Union and the Chinese People's Republic who 
have always been for friendship among 
nations, who have stood for peaceful co-
existence, for helping Asian solidarity and the 
Asian peoples and for relaxation of 
international tension. But for their 
constructive efforts backed by their entire 
peoples and the might possessed by them, I 
doubt if the imperialists would have been 
isolated in the manner that they have been 
isolated today. Therefore, Sir, when I speak in 
this debate about the lessening of international 
tension and all that I should like to pay a 
tribute to those people and    those countries 
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so much for bringing about a situation of 
which we are all proud today. 

Now, our country too has played a part 
in this context of the world situation. I 
am proud—and I assume every Member 
of this House is proud—of the prestige 
and position that India has gained on 
account of the part it has played. But in 
the final analysis, I cannot understand all 
this development, but for the will a'nd the 
struggle for peace loving mankind all 
over the world. It is the people who have 
fought for peace in every country and 
this struggle knows no frontiers or 
barriers. The struggle is mingled with 
other causes of the vast humanity striving 
for peace. It is this struggle which has 
made possible to achieve the results of 
which we can talk today. 

Of great importance in this present 
world situation, of course, has been the 
Geneva Conference of the four Big 
Powers. That represents the beginning of 
a new stage in - the international 
situation. We welcome this development. 
Many of the questions have not been 
discussed at all there. And, as the Prime 
Minister has said, it has not solved any 
important question. But it has made a 
good beginning and certainly this 
beginning will have a beneficial effect on 
the entire course of history. 

Then, Sir, we are also happy to note 
that the Prime Minister's visit to the 
Soviet Union has been successful and 
this growing friendship between the 
Soviet Union and India is a matter of 
vital concern for all peace-loving man-
kind. We also hope that this friendship 
will gather momentum and will extend to 
larger spheres in the political and cultural 
fields. Here, we also note with 
satisfaction the resumption of the 
relationship between the Yugoslav 
Republic and the Soviet Union and this 
has also helped the cause of world peace 
and has strengthened it against the 
imperialist warmongers. These are 
developments of vital importance. 

I listened to the Prime Minister when 
he referred to so many things. He also 
pointed out the dangers that exist today 
in the world situation. But I find, he 
missed something. 

The time has not come for resting on 
our laurels, because the Imperialists, even 
after they have suffered defeats one after 
another, are not resting quite) That is 
what we have seen in the sabotage of the 
"Kashmir Princess" in which Chinese and 
Indian nationals were killed on their way 
to Bandung. 

But this is not the only instance. In 
Indo-China, as the Prime Minister told us. 
some people do seem to like this sort of 
thing. But he has not named them. I name 
them. They are the South Viet-Nam 
regime who have not accepted the 
Armistice Agreement. They instigate its 
violation. It is these people and their 
hirelings who attacked the personnel of 
the International Supervisory Com-
mission on the 20th July and it is these 
people who are even today refusing 
mutual consultation for bringing about 
the general election as has been laid 
down in the Armistice Agreement. 
Behind them stands the United States of 
America. I would like tythe Prime 
Minister not merely to look at those 
people who are the immediate culprits, 
but also to look at those who instigated 
these culprits to attack the Commission 
there, and to come in the way of a 
solution of the problem through violation 
of the Armistice Agreement. 

Sir, the New York Times in its editorial 
on the 4th May 1955, states as follows: 

"This trend is greeted with satis-
faction in Washington, which has 
regarded Premier Diem as the best 
available leader to    clean up    the 
chaos .........and     to     establish     an 
honest Government which could 
command the loyalty of the Viet-
namese people in the comfng show-
down with the Communist regime in 
the North." 
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Here yqu see an organ of the ruling class of 
the United States of America, not only openly 
provoking the Diem regime, but telling the 
world that this regime is meant to plunge that 
country Viet-Nam again into a war. And this 
is the declaration you get. Therefore, Mr. 
Deputy Chairman, it is necessary to beware of 
these enemies of the people, to beware of 
these enemies of the world peace. 

It is most unfortunate, Sir, that while the 
Prime Minister, in his speech rightly rierred to 
the North African possessions of French 
Imperialism, he did not say anything about 
Malaya or Kenya. I should have thought that 
he would be concerned with the developments 
in Malaya and Kenya. Sir, as you know, 
recently, a military communique has been 
issued which says, that since the beginning of 
the emergency, over 9,000 people have been 
killed in Kenya, and in the course of the 
current year alone, nearly two thousand people 
have been killed. We know that this is an 
official statement, and, as such, is an 
underestimation. The number of persons killed 
is much higher than the number given to us. At 
the same time, Sir, we also know that 80 
thousand people are still in jail. These things 
should have found some reference in his 
speech. About Malaya, our Prime Minister is 
silent. But I think the Bandung Declaration 
makes it obligatory for us to exert our 
pressure, exert our moral force, in order to see 
that the predatory war that is conducted in 
Malaya and in Kenya, by the Britishers, is 
brought to an end immediately. And, I think, it 
is necessary for the Prime Minister to direct 
his energies to achieve this result. Sir, it is 
most regrettable that even today, war materials 
and war equipments are being sent from this 
country to Malaya for helping the murder 
compaign of British imperialists. Not a month 
passes without some Kukris and other things 
being sent from the Calcutta Port to that 
destination, so that the butcher can use them. 
Not a month passes without certain planes 
touching 
63 RSD.—4. 

Dum Dum or Palam airport, which take such 
equipments to Malaya. Sir, we have a report 
that an increasing number of Canberra jet 
planes are being flown through Palam and 
Dum Dum airports, and their destination is 
clearly Singapore, where they want to built 
the base of SEATO. I should have thought 
that the Prime Minister's attention would be 
directed to these questions. 

Sir, then, it is a matter of great importance 
for us to express our solidarity with the 
struggle of the people for freedom. And we 
should do so not merely in words, but by 
taking whatever action WP '■an take and lies 
within our power. Then, I think the Prime 
Minister should have also mentioned 
something about the German rearmament. 
After all, under the Paris Agreements, 
German militarism is being revived under the 
former Fascist generals, and as you know, 
two world conflagrations started there. And 
we cannot be indifferent to the developments 
taking place there. Time has come when the 
Prime Minister should speak openly against 
the revival of German militarism under the P; 
Agreements. 

Then, Sir, I think, that the present 
conditions are favourable for working 
together with the Chinese People's Republic 
in the matter of creating what is called a 
collective peace for Asia and the Pacific 
regions. That is very important, and the 
situation is favourable now. At the same time, 
the Government should also try to take the 
initiative in seeing that disarmament becomes 
successful. Sir, already, as you know, the 
Soviet Union is reducing its Armed Forces by 
6 lakhs and 50 thousand men. The other 
countries of the Socialist Camp are also doing 
the same thing and are reducing their Armed 
Forces. I think, efforts should be made to see 
that disarmament and prohibition of atomic 
weapons become a reality. At present, Sir, we 
know that the Disarmament Sub-Committee 
of the U.N. is meeting, and it will be 
advisable for this Parliament to send its 
fervent wishes for the success of 
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Sub-Committee's efforts. Sir, you know that 
we have been protesting against these atomic 
weapons, and the conscience of the whole 
world has been roused against these atomic 
weapons. And it is a matter of great 
satisfaction for us that over 65 crores of 
people have signed the Vienna Appeal against 
the atomic weapons, and still more are 
signing that appeal. In fact, Sir, that is a great 
historic Appeal. Therefore, here is the 
occasion to raise our voice much more loudly, 
much more vigorously for the prohibition of  
atomic  weapons. 

Now. Sir. let me come to the question of Goa. 
But before that, I would only like to say that if 
you follow this international policy, it is 
necessary also to strengthen its national base. 
There are many people in this country placed 
in high positions, who do not believe in such 
direction for the Government's international 
policy, who do not believe in the friendship of 
this coun-with the Soviet Union and China, 
and who are out to sabotage it, if they get a 
chance. Therefore, I that you should beware of 
such people. It is most regrettable, that when 
our foreign policy has taken a direction 
towards friendship with the Soviet Union and 
China, the Congress leaders, and even 
Ministers, go to public platforms and utter 
unmentionable slanders against those 
countries, whose friendship we are trying to 
seek. Sir, here 1 would like to read from the 
Andhra Prabha. which is a Congressite paper, 
and an organ which supports the Congress 
policies. This is a speech made by Shri 
Jagjivan Ram at Razole meeting in East 
Godavari district. He says: 

"Russia is the fatherland of Communists 
and in that country the institution of 
marriage is founded first on business lines. 
There the women are being used as a 
means of trade. Will you reconcile to such 
a thing?" 

That is given in Andhra Prabha dated the 
12th of February 1955. Sir, I am    asking:    Is    
this    the    way    to 

develop friendship with other countries? Is 
this the way to talk about the great country 
whose greatness has demonstrated in the 
international sphere, and also in relations 
towards our country? Then, Sir, you have also 
other people. I can name them also. There are 
so many quotations here with me. We have 
got a Minister in West Bengal, the Minister 
for Irrigation, who never opens his mouth on a 
public platform without slandering the Soviet 
Union and China. Here are other names in that 
list. They are Shri Raghuramaiah, Prof. Ranga 
and others, all gentlemen of the great order, 
who say such things. Therefore, I say, that 
Government should beware of all these things. 
This is not the way to build friendship. We 
must cultivate the art of building friendship, 
and those voices have got to be silenced in the 
interest of world peace and friendship among 
nations. 

Sir, now let me turn to the question of Goa, 
which is undoubtedly uppermost in our mind. 
One should have thought that the Prime 
Minister would improve upon the A.I.C.C. 
Resolution. He has done nothing of the kind. I 
only find, Sir, that the Prime Minister's speech 
simply contains eloquent and sonorous 
phrases. That is all that we have got in his 
speech. Goa is a part of India. It is an 
indisputable fact, and nobody can deny that 
fact. It has also been stated by the Prime 
Minister in his speech in the other House, on 
the 26th of July last, that the continuance of 
Portuguese rule in Goa is an interference with 
the political system in 2 PM India- Accordingly 
he laid down his own doctrine. We stand by 
this doctrine. We accept that doctrine. 
Undoubtedly, it is an interference with the 
political system in India. It does not require 
the wisdom of the Prime Minister or that of 
the A.I.C.C. to tell us that Goa is not yet a part 
of the Indian Union. That we all know. 
Precisely because we know that, we want to 
alter that unwanted fact, which is a crime 
against the Indian people, namely, the 
occupation of Goa, Diu and Daman by 
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che Portuguese bandits. He has said 
that he was happy, because Goa has 
ceased to be a home of smugglers, but 
I ask him, how long must it take to see 
that Goa ceases to be the home of 
butchers who are carrying on their 
butchery unrestricted and in an 
unbridled manner. We are not at the 
moment fighting against smugglers 
and all that. That is a matter for the 
Prohibition Department. We are fight 
ing for the liberation of that territory. 
We are fighting for the liberation of 
our soil, for territorial integrity of 
our country, for the sovereign right of 
our people. We are here to deal with 
the butchers, those colonial killers 
who stay there to the eternal shame of 
all people and who are not yet 
expelled and thrown into the Arabian 
S?a. That is how we should view this 
matter. We would not be satisfied 
with such utterances as the Prime 
Minister has made. The Prime Minis 
ter has raised a whole number 
of questions. His Goa policy 
particularly, if anything, is a 
definition of failures, is a defini 
tion of hesitations and vacilla 
tions and bunglings and now if I take 
the A.I.C.C. Resolution, it is a kind 
of betrayal. We are against that 
policy. We want him to alter that Goa 
policy. Let there be no mistake about 
it.   We are.......... 

SHRI K. S. HEGDE: So you an; not in 
agreement with the terms of Panch Shila, that 
all settlements should be peaceful? You are 
now withdrawing your support. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: You better sit 
now. I don't think the great Prime Minister is 
in need of protection from this gentleman. 
You assist him somewhere else when you 
speak against the Portuguese in the United 
Nations Assembly, if you go. I leave your 
oratory and forensic ability to be displayed 
there. Now the question is: "Have we got any 
right of action?" The Bandung declaration is 
quite clear here. It declares against colonials.   
This is how it reads: 

"In affirming   that the subjection of   
peoples    to    alien    subjugation, 

domination and exploitation constitutes a 
denial of fundamental human rights, is 
contrary to the Charter of the United 
Nations and is an impediment to the 
promotion of world peace and co-
operation." 

What does it mean? Here it is not a question 
of international dispute of that sort. Here it is 
a question of subject people fighting for their 
liberation, asserting their right of self-deter-
mination. This is how it has to be viewed and 
once you view it in that manner, then it is our 
inherent right, inalienable right and sovereign 
right to take whatever action we like for the 
liberation of Goa just as in the old days it was 
our sovereign right to fight against the British 
in whatever manner we liked for the liberation 
of our country. We have liberated most of our 
soil, almost the whole of India, except those 
patches and spots. We want to liberate them 
and this liberation movement has to go 
forward there to achieve the unfinished task. 
This is how we view it. Why bring in all these 
international questions and complicate them. I 
have no doubt in my mind that the 
Imperialists will raise a howl. They will not 
like such things to be said and treated in that 
manner, but at the same time, I also feel that if 
we stand on this firm ground, if we unite the 
people and take action, they dare not do any 
thing, because they are isolated today. Never 
has a cause been so sacredly placed. And let 
there be no mistake about it, that if the 
struggle in Goa has won the admiration of 
mankind, it is not because of the policy of this 
Government, but because of the martyrdom of 
those satyagrahis who have laid down lives 
there. It is because that the Goans themselves 
are fighting with undiminished courage 
against all kinds of odds in a manner which 
evokes admiration from all. It is because the 
Indian people today are united for the cause of 
the Goan liberation, a fact which was demons-
trated on the 16th, 17th and 18th throughout 
the country. It is because of the massive    
demonstration of the 
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[Shri Bhupesh Gupta.] people, because of 
their self-sacrifice, because of the unity of the 
people out of whose ranks have come the 
martyrs of Goan liberation—the great lady 
Subhadra Bai for instance —that we won the 
moral standing and the administration of the 
whole of mankind. That has to be recognized. 

Therefore the hon. Members from that side 
should not belittle the Satyagraha and should 
not try to show that Satyagraha had played no 
part. They are saying all kinds of things. The 
Prime Minister was also seen speaking on the 
15th August from the ramparts of Red Fort, 
Delhi, and he expressed 'Mubarak' for the 
Satyagrahis. Today I find that he is against 
mass Satyagraha and does not know what kind 
of satyagraha it was. He may be in a split 
mind but the country and the people are not 
fighting the cause of the Goan liberation with 
a split mind. We find that the A.I.C.C. has 
given a warning against mass satyagraha. 
Now, we have Mr. Dhebar speaking in 
Madhya Pradesh telling the people to support 
this struggle. They always change their views 
and voice but the people will never do it, 
because, we think, we have the right to fight in 
whatever manner we like for the liberation of 
Goa. It is most disappointing to hear the Prime 
Minister in that strain. After all the satyagrahis 
have not spilt their warm blood in order to 
produce that, inglorious A.I.C.C. Resolution 
or merely, to evoke some kind of sympathy 
and condolence or, for that matter, some 
tribute from them. They died, so that we 
would fight; they died, so that the fight for 
Goan liberation should go on; they died, so 
that the Goan people would live, and the 
Goans choose to die on their feet rather than 
bend on their knees. That is the spirit with 
which these men have been actuated. You are 
not doing justice to that martyrdom, to that 
glory, which will echo down to the corridor of 
history for generations and generations—when 
the voice 

of many of the great men on that side of the 
House will not be heard at all. Another 
question that is asked is, are we entitled to take 
action? I say, we are entitled to take any action 
against the Portuguese authorities, because it is 
an internal matter; it is a question of our 
sovereignty, territorial integrity. "We want to 
apply the Bandung declaration according to 
our genius, with the powers that we have in 
our possession. Let there be no mistake about 
it. The Portuguese might say that it is war and 
all that. They always say such things, but let us 
view the situation that if we have that right, it 
should be recognized. I want to make it clear 
that we have got that right on principle—and 
we are absolutely certain about it. Just as we 
had the right to struggle against the Britishers 
and we fought them and expelled them from 
the country, so do we have our right to fight 
against these Portuguese bandits, in whatever 
manner we like and expel them from the 
country. It has nothing to do with—
international policies and all that. The point 
was made that complications will arise? I can 
understand some suggestions about the 
complications. I would ask the Prime Minister 
to do this. Let him recognize that right and just 
sit with the Opposition Parties and others, 
discuss the question of expediency. I say that it 
is expedient also and the political situation is 
more favourable than ever before. Imperialists, 
thanks to the struggle of the world people, 
thanks to the success of the freedom-loving 
mankind, are isolated and cornered today. 
They dare not do anything. There will be much 
less bloodshed if we really move into action. 
Then the question may arise that the prestige 
of India will be affected. We are proud of the 
prestige that India has attained in the 
international field. We cherish it and want to 
preserve it. (Time bell rings.) This prestige has 
to be preserved and hjfsto be maintained. But 
remember, the prestige of our cojmtry has 
gone up because we had that great struggle for 
national liberation.    We have fought 
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against Imperialism; we have the finest anti-
Imperialist tradition; we stand for peace; we 
greed no one's territory and we tolerate no 
colonial people on our territory. It is this 
history that has given us the great prestige 
today. So, if we fight for these things, if we 
fight for the liberation of Goa, the prestige 
will still rise. 

The Prime Minister said that certain 
countries are against the liberation of Goa. He 
has not named them. But I tell you, it is the 
Leader of the Commonwealth, the British, 
who are against it. The British press is full of 
thunder against the Goan liberation struggle. 
The Conservative papers there, the Tory Press, 
are writing against it. They are against the 
liberation of Goa. And what is most 
regrettable is this. The Soviet Government and 
China support the struggle. An article was 
published in the A.I.C.C. Economic Review, 
saying that the U.S.S.R. supports the Goan 
struggle—that Goa should belong to India. 
When that article was published, intervened 
the U.S.A. Ambassador and immediately a 
circular was issued saying this article had been 
published due to inadvertence, and that the 
article represented the views of the Soviet 
writer only; although it said in the article itself 
that the U.S.S.R. supports the Goan struggle, 
that Goa belongs to India. Sir, this is the 
scandalous state of things that is going on. 
Those who support it, you suppress. Those 
who condemn it, those who are backing and 
supporting the Portuguese, to them you listen 
and you bow to their desire. That is the state 
of affairs that has developed. 

Now, I would only like to say this much. Let 
Government give an ultimatum to the 
Portuguese authorities to quit Goa within a 
given period of time. Let the time be fixed, and 
if they do not quit, it shall be our right to take 
whatever action we like, including police action. 
Secondly, the treaties of Britain with Portugal, 
in regard to Portuguese possessions in India, 
should be annulled    by    botn,   ! 

constitutionally and formally, and not by mere 
declarations. Thirdly, any country which 
supports the Portuguese authorities in Goa 
should be treated as unfriendly country and 
should be treated as such and such behaviour 
should be regarded as unfriendly, if not 
hostile, behaviour, towards India. Fourthly, 
there should be no ban or restriction on the 
Indian people helping the struggle for Goa's 
liberation, no matter how they choose to do it. 
The Congress Government has not got that 
right, moral or political right to impose such 
ban; the Government has not got that right at 
all. It will be for the people to decide, more 
especially when the Government is not doing 
anything, how they should help the struggle 
for Goa's liberation and the Government must 
not come in the way of the people in this 
matter, by sealing or closing the border for 
them—whatever it may mean. 

Sir, these are some of the points, important 
demands we make, and I am confident that 
Congressmen, the mass of the Congress 
followers and other parties, indeed the entire 
Indian humanity, is united on these demands. 
This unity has developed out of the fire of 
struggle in the course of the last few months. 
And this unity we must guard as the apple of 
our eye. But that is the unity which you are 
disrupting and sabotaging by the A.I.C.C. 
Resolution. I hope the spirit of unity 
conforming to the will of the people will 
prevail over the disrupting forces. It is 
deplorable that the counsels in the highest 
circles should be such as these. But the people 
are looking forward to the future and 
marching forward. Let not the Government 
come in the way. The Government of India 
should give expression to the will, the 
sentiments, and the urges of the people of 
India and should not retire into quibblings in 
logic or international casuistry and try to (in 
something which is not in the nation;): 
interest, and not in the interest of Goan 
liberation. This is what I nays to tell, not to 
the Prime Minister. because   he is not here,    
but to    h»« 
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Menon, and the other Members of this House. 
The Goan policy oi the Government needs a 
radical cuange. And such a change is desired 
in the interest of the people, in the interest of 
peace and freedom, in the interest of the Goan 
people, in our own interests and for the 
welfare and advancement of mankind. 

SHRI K. S. HEGDE: Sir, I am extremely 
glad that there is greater appieciation of our 
foreign policy today than at any time before. 
A few months back, there were suspicions in 
most countries whether we were Communists 
or near Communists, or whether we were all 
political duds who do not understand the 
political situation in the world. When I was in 
America last, many people guardedly asked 
me, whether we were really communists or 
not. In fact, many people whispered into my 
ears whether Mr. Krishna Menon was a com-
munist or not. I told them, "He is as much a 
communist as I am; if I am not one, he is not 
one." Every action taken by this country was 
suspect, sometimes genuinely and sometimes 
deliberately. I was addressing one of their 
clubs in America and when we were speaking 
of co-existence, some one asked me, "How 
can you exist with the Russian bear?" I merely 
told him, "You are offering me a symbol— a 
bear. I can tolerate the bear, if you can stand a 
lynching here or a lynching there. And we try 
to coexist with both, with them, as well as 
with you." That is exactly the situation that 
existed till last October. T am extremely 
happy that many events have taken place since 
then, and more and more countries are seeing 
the useful contribution that this country has 
been making towards the peaceful solution of 
international problems. In fact, Sir, during the 
last General Assembly, when the question of 
disarmament came up for consideration and 
also when the question of the control of 
atomic energy came up for discussion, our 
chief delegate Mr. Krishna Menon, took a 
very leading part in the discussions and in 
helping t/i   bring   about   certain     amount   
of 

understanding between the different countries. 
There were many divergent opinions, but he 
was anxious to collect together the common 
points of view and to consolidate them, rather 
than allow them to be dissipated by the 
different opinions that existed here and there. 
It is well-known in the United Nations that, 
for many of the useful formulae that were 
ultimately agreed to, he in particular and our 
delegation in general, played an extremely 
useful part and there is greater and greater 
realisation in the U.N. that, in all these 
matters, India takes a very independent 
attitude, not attached to any particular bloc. 
Each question has been examined on its own 
merit, and support is either offered or 
withdrawn solely on the basis of the merits of 
the questions. It is true that for a time certain 
countries tried to isolate us. I shall not go into 
that matter, because we shall not be deterred 
by any attempts made by any one country or 
made to change our foreign policy. After the 
Bandung Conference, an entirely different 
pattern has come about. Many countries now 
genuinely feel that this country has got a 
positive role to play and it has played this role 
in solving many of the world's difficult 
questions and that to a large extent we have 
contributed to the peaceful atmosphere that is 
prevailing in the world today. We may make a 
very modest claim that we had our own 
contributions to offer, directly or indirectly, in 
the Geneva Agreement and in the peaceful 
settlement of the Indo-China question. The 
appreciation of the part that we have played 
has been shown by the distressed world, when 
the Prime Minister went on his tour of the 
European countries and Russia. As he has very 
correctly pointed out, it is not merely an 
appreciation of his personality—that is my 
part of the comment—but also an appreciation 
of the foreign policy of this country. So, every 
Indian has got every reason to be proud of our 
foreign policy. 

I want this House to examine our approach 
ta the Goan    problem from 
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this point of view. We havft a position 
and prestige today in the international 
set-up; we have built up a very use- 
ful role in settling inter 
national disputes. Now, in trying to 
solve the question of Goa, shall we 
forsake all the principles for which 
we have stood? Shall we throw to 
the winds the philosophy that we 
placed before the world? Shall we 
discard all those five principles that 
we pledged ourselves to? When my 
friend Mr. Bhupesh Gupta, the Leader 
of the Communist Party was addres 
sing the House. I put him the simple 
question, "At one time you supported 
the policy of peaceful settlement of 
international disputes ............ " 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: We still support 
but this is not an international dispute. To our 
mind, it is a question of asserting our rights of 
sovereignty. 

SHRI K. S. HEGDE: The virtue of my hon. 
friend, Mr. Gupta, is that he is deaf to other 
suggestions and is loud in his own suggestion. 
When I put that simple question to him, he 
simply warded that question off by saying 
that I could use my forensic ability in other 
places and that I need not refer to this matter. 
Mr. Gupta may have a philosophy of his own, 
but the Government has a firm philosphy and 
a firm way of approach. There is no denying 
the fact, whether you will it or not, that our 
relation with the Portuguese Government is a 
relationship based on international law. 

It is true—and there can be no doubt about 
it—that Goa is part of the country, but the 
question today is that it is in the possession of 
somebody who is wrongly in possession of 
it—let us admit it—but the point is, how shall 
we solve that? Shall we raise an emotion in 
the country? Shall we create conditions in the 
country of which the ultimate finale would be 
only military action or, shall we try to solve it 
in accordance with the policy that we have 
hitherto pursued? I shall not dilate on the 
subject because the Prime Minister himself 
has placed all the materials before the House, 
but I should like to 

add one or two other aspects. It is for this 
House to take a comparative picture, so far as 
utility is concerned, from the point of view of 
this country. At this stage of the development 
of the country, should there be an emotional 
scare in regard to Goa? 

What has happened to Goa is this. 
Everywhere, the nation's attention is now 
focussed not towards our development, not 
towards the fulfilment of our programme in 
the Five Year Plan, but each day we are 
discussing and concentrating the whole of our 
attention on this simple question of Goa. It is 
true that it raises an important issue; it is true 
it is a question of fundamentals but, at the 
same time, what is happening is, all our 
energies are being dissipated on questions 
which could be solved by other methods, 
questions which could be solved without 
injuring the national interest. For a time, we 
bent all our energies to implementing the first 
Five Year Plan and it is on record today that 
we have made an appreciable and tremendous 
progress. We had increased our industrial 
production by as much as 40 per cent. If we 
do not keep up the tempo, we are likely to lag 
behind and we may not be able to implement 
the programme that we have before us. In that 
set-up and in that light, I would like the 
House to examine this point. Should we raise 
an emotional scare about Goa? Should we all 
concentrate our energies in solving this 
question of Goa which can be otherwise, 
probably very easily, solved? It is within the 
power of this Government to solve this 
problem; it is being solved by methods and 
manners different from that advocated by my 
hon. friend, Mr. Gupta. 

I have no doubt in my mind that many of 
them who took part in this movement are 
patriotic men and women who were impelled 
by a noble urge to partake in 'this movement, 
but there is also no gainsaying the fact that 
some of those who encouraged this movement 
were not impelled by the same noble cause 
that probably impelled most of them. There 
were political considerations behind it;    it 
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[Shri S. Mahanty.] before you finalised it 
in your A.I.C.C. meeting^? You did not. I 
think, you yourself will concede that it is too 
much to be expected from the Opposition 
Parties. And it is also too much to attribute 
motives to the meanest of them, that they are 
trying to make capital out of the Satyagrahis 
who martyr themselves in the so-called 
foreign soil of Goa. 

The second thing is—and that pains me 
most—that the unity, the national unity which 
we have been trying all along to build up and 
evolve on issues relating to our foreign 
policy, this unity your unilateral action has 
sabotaged and you have landed the Satya-
grahis in a most untenable position. You have 
withdrawn your identification with the 
liberation struggle in Goa. Sir, these are the 
results, the sum and substance, of the A.I.C.C. 
Resolution of which this morning the Prime 
Minister gave a lucid exposition. 
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and in short, is the centralized light of    
freedom.    Therefore, to say    that Christian  
church   or   Christianity   has found its 
reflection in Goa, is fantastic and the Christian 
church has had its bright pages of the early 
Puritanism,  of    piety and  fraternity of    the 
Church  Fathers  of  those  days,    and also    
its   mediaeval    splendour which has    
brought forth great saints    and seers, and it 
has also as well its dark pages,  the  black  
pages  of imposition and  resistance  to    
progress    and  to science.    But whatever it 
has done in the past, I can  say the  Church 
will never  stand  today,  in   the  twentieth 
century,     either   for     Imperialism   or 
Colonialism.    Therefore the contention of 
culture or a cultural entity or cultural rights 
would not for a moment hold water in regard 
to Goa.   And of course, it has been brought 
home by the  Members  of the  other  side  that 
this is a very highly moral and national  
problem.    Certainly, it is,  and  no argument 
on the part of any party is necessary to bring 
that  home  to  the large    masses of the    
people  of this country    or to    the    
Government    of India.    But it is a fact and it 
remains an unfortunate fact that this issue is 
not   only   highly  political   and   moral and 
national,  but  it  is    also  a  legal issue, 
because it is a matter between two   sovereign   
States,   Portugal     still having legal 
sovereignty of the  territory of Goa,  and  
therefore,  anything that  is  done   has   legal    
implications about it, and I am sure that the 
Government  of    India  have  taken    very 
serious notice.    It has been told to us by the 
Prime Minister that they have taken very 
serious notice of the atrocities   committed   
by   the   Portuguese Government      on   
Indian      nationals, because these constitute, 
in the opinion of lawyers as well as from  
common-sense,   very  serious    illegal   acts     
as understood in international law, and I have  
no  doubt  that  the  Government will take 
such action and such reprisals  as  are 
appropriate  and  proper. 

(Time bell rings.) 

Sir, I will take one    minute.    The biooa   
of    martyrs  has   flowed    very 

often in deliverance and progress and 
humanity has to get moving, healing its sores, 
and with the Government of India 
handling»this problem in the way in which it 
is, with the policy of the Government of India 
which I do not say non-violent but which is 
peaceful, which is not only highly moral but 
practical and which has therefore startled 
many of the huge States of this world which 
are used to might and force, with that 
Government and with that policy, I am sure, 
the problem of Goa will be solved before long 
and the people of Goa will be restored peace 
and will be enabled to take part in a life where 
they will find full satisfaction and realization 
of their dreams. 

SHRIMATI VIOLET ALVA (Bombay): Mr. 
Deputy Chairman, this afternoon's debate has 
been focussed on Goa. In a world where there 
is an easing of tensions in the international 
sphere, tensions, however, remain, wherever 
colonialism exists and the impact on us is 
bound to be greater, when we consider the 
issue of Goa, which is nearer home. There has 
been so much discussion on this Satyagraha 
and the technique of Satyagraha. It is true that 
our Government allowea Satyagraha to begin 
on the 15th of August 1954, and I want to 
speak here today as one who has known the 
Goan's mind, as one who has lived with the 
Goan people for the last twenty years, as one 
who understands their prejudices, their 
ignorance and their needs and their minds. It is 
true that Satyagraha was allowed and we were 
present when the first batch marched into Goa 
from Majali in the Karwar taluk. That was a 
year ago in 1954. Since then, we have seen the 
atrocities committed on unarmed non-violent 
Satyagrahis, both Goans and Indians who have 
gone there. I have seen the condition of these 
Satyagrahis in the last week of May in the 
Karwar civil hospital. They were battered and 
assaulted so badly that it would really make 
your blood, boil. But we have pledged 
ourselves to non-violence. We have pledged 
ourselves  as  peace-makens, not to let 
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our tempers fly and indulge in violence, but 
we saw those youths. One of them had both 
his lips ripped open; one had multiple 
fractures on his arms; one had his chest all 
turned blue; one could not get up and so on. 
Most of them, I think all of them, ivore blood-
stained clothes. They told us a sorry tale; two 
of them had their heads smashed and while 
they were there, both of them had gone off 
their head, had become insane. These Are the 
tales I tell, because I have *een them. I have 
heard from those <*'ho have suffered these 
atrocities and atrocities are going on in a 
worse fashion. We cannot expect anything 
more from mediaeval Portugal It is to go on, 
for they do not believe in any moral force of 
Satyagraha. And when we speak of 
satyagraha, we must understand how and 
why. It was said that once Mahatma Gandhi 
was sitting and two gentlemen were arguing 
before him about the technique of satyagraha. 
One of them said, 'how do you explain the 
success of Mahatmaji's satyagraha?' One said 
that it was the technique of satyagraha, while 
the othsr said that it was not the technique of 
satyagraha but it was the satyagraha that was 
taken to the masses. It was the manner in 
which Gandhiji enlightened the masses, c<nd 
Gandhiji later agreed, that it was the 
satyagraha, when understood by the masses, 
that can bring about freedom Today, I want to 
say, that the different political parties are 
indulging in so much talk of satyagraha and 
rousing the emotions of people. Our Prime 
Minister himself has said that if the urge for 
freedom is there, an individual, if he want-, 
can offer satyagraha. That much freedom is 
given. We must however understand whether 
satyagraha will bring Goa into India or help 
the people of Goa to be free from Portuguese 
rule. Unless we enlighten the Goans 
themselves, both in India and in Goa, is it 
possible to get them out of the clutches of the 
Portuguese rule? Sir, the satyagraha has ?one 
on for a year and no less than Mahatma 
Gandhi said in 1946 that we can take Goa 
without firing a shot.    That was 

in 1946, when Ram Manohar Lohia was in 
Goa. He was arrested. There-fore) I want to 
tell those parties who are interested in 
carrying on the struggle that their duty is to 
enlighten the people of Goa in India as well 
as those who are in Goa itself. As I said, I 
know the Goan people; I know the humbler 
strata, what they think today. I have just 
come from Bombay. I know what they say—
the humble, the ignorant, the illiterate. They 
are so superstition-ridden that they say that 
St. Francis Xavier is going to save Portugal. I 
also know the intelligentsia who talk in two 
voices. I also know the true patriots amongst 
Goans who want to enlighten the people but 
find it very hard. That is our duty. We have 
first of all to enlighten why 'Goa for Goans' 
and why the Portuguese power must get out 
of there. Unless that education is given, 
unless that sort of instruction is given, we 
shall have martyrs in Goa and the jackboot 
policy will go on.  and we shall go no farther. 

Now, Mr. Wilson has spoken at length on 
religion in Goa. He forgot to emphasize one 
thing, because he come1.; from down South. 
Portugal today is giving us hand-outs to show 
that religion and culture is in danger. What 
we say here is for the Portuguese ears also. 
He forgot to mention that St. Thomas, the 
direct disciple of Jesus Christ, lies buried in 
Madras, and here, Portugal is saying that 
religion is in danger, culture is in danger. Sir, 
there are more Catholics in India' than in 
Goa. It was an hon. Member of the Lok 
Sabha, Mr. N. C. Chatterji, who reported 
after his return from England that even some 
of the Members of the House of Commons 
are so ignorant that they say that Goa *s full 
of Roman Catholics. We know that in Goa 
the Roman Catholic population is much less 
than the Hindu population, but this ignorance 
is there going about in the world. I want to 
say this, because our publicity is very weak. 
Why should our case go by default when 
Salazar has the courage to say that Goa. 
Daman 
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[Shrimati  Violet Alva.] and  Diu   are   the   

metropolitan   territories  of Portugal,  that  they 
are not Portuguese  colonies but part of Por-
tugal     itself.     When   he   says     these 
things,  it  is  for  us  to tell the world what  the  
position   is.     That   is   why I appeal to the 
Government that our publicity  be  
strengthened.    We   have a good case but our 
case is not known. When   will  it  be  known?     
We    talk to   many    foreigners;     we    have     
to enlighten them  on every point about Goa.    
There  are  so  many  experts  in our  own  
Government.    There  are  so many   Indians   
who   are   going   round the world.   Why is 
our case not being told?    Why are  our  
friendly nations not  informed about the real 
situation in  Goa.    Some friendly nations have 
vocally     supported    us     recently     in Asia    
and    elsewhere.      There      are others  who  
have  maligned  us,   especially     Pakistan.   
But     the     Prime Minister said that we must 
talk with restraint.       Pakistan   has   even     
said that  We  have  invaded   Goa   and  that 
our   soldiers   are     stationed   on     the 
borders of Goa.    When we read such things   
in   the   papers,   our     External Affairs   
Ministry   could   take   up   this challenge  with   
the  world   and    send -•it  true    reports—not 
lies  as do the Portuguese—but  true  reports,  
for we have  a    good case.      We know    the 
technique  of    satyagraha.    We    used 
satyagraha  and  got freedom  for ourselves and 
it is for us to enlighten the Goans    that    they 
too can  use    this weapon  of  satyagraha  and 
get themselves out of bondage.    But, Sir, the 
Portuguese—and   I   am   quoting   from one   
of   their   hand-outs   which   come from time 
to time—say, social pattern. What  is  the  
social    pattern  in    Goa where   there   are   
more   Hindus   than Christians?    The impact  
of the West on  India  is  much    greater than    
the impact of    the    West on    that    little Goa  
and  still    we  are Indians;    but there,  they    
want  to     protect    their culture   and  religion.    
They  say that the    Portuguese    Indians      
have    no desire   to   merge     with   India.     
Then, why do they keep on reinforcing their 
army?      Their  brutalities  are  of the medieval  
age.    Their sadistjr tenden-   I 

cies, their    torture chambers all    go back to 
hundreds  of years. 
Sir.    there  were  29  revolts in    the 

Portuguese territories  in India in the last    
three    centuries.      One of    the outstanding 
revolts was in  1787 when the  Roman   
Catholic  priests   revolted: a    conspiracy of 
the    Pintos it    was called.      They    were     
sentenced     to death.      How can we say that    
they have    not      revolted?      Even    those 
inside the    Portuguese    territories  in India,   
who  are  politically    conscious, are mute 
because the suppression and repression  is so 
much in    Portuguese India.    We  have  read  
in the    papers that   violence   has  grown  
there   more and more with every batch of 
satya-grahis.    Eye brows have been removed  
and  the  soldiers have  danced   on the   bodies  
of  fallen   satyagrahis   ana what    not,     
(Time  bell rings).    Sir, now   that   the   
diplomatic   channel   is closed    both  ways,   
we  must    clarify our policy.    I do not say    
that what the Government have decided for the 
present is wrong, but sooner or later, you will 
be answerable to the people not only in our 
country, but to those Goans  who  live  in  the  
Indian  territory.    There  will  be   a   
psychological repercussion   on     them,   and   
I     have stated,   that   quite   a   large   section   
of them is ignorant and is not politically 
conscious.     This   psychological   reper-
cussion    will    recoil on    us.    That is why%   
while  withdrawing  and     laying down this    
present    policy, we    shall have to clarify our 
stand and accelerate the   process    and the 
tempo   by which   we   shall     bring   Goa   its   
own freedom. 

Now, there are two liberated areas; 
one is Nagarhaveli and the other is 
Dadra. Nagarhaveli is very rich in 
timber and yields a good bit of reve 
nue. They are carrying on now, but 
should they decide to set up their 
own Government—it could not 
be a Government—but should a 
group decide to govern and 
administer that little liberated terri 
tory, what would be our stand? Then, 
Sir......  

MB. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:     It    is 
time. 
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SHRIMATI VIOLET ALVA: Sir, there was an 
agreement with the British that in times of 
emergency they could occupy Goa. During 
the last war, German ships were scuttled in 
Mar-mugao waters. I want to know whether 
that agreement operates now, and whether it 
can be made use of in such a strategic 
emergency as we find now. I remember that at 
the time of the British negotiations with India 
at a Press Conference, a question was put, I 
think, to Sir Stafford Cripps and it was one of 
them who answered that it would be for the 
future Government of India to decide the Goa 
issue. If that was so, 4 P.M. how has it worked 
through the years? 

Another thing is that we had the pleasure of 
hearing St. Laurent, the Canadian Prime 
Minister, last year in the Central Hall, where 
he said that the Portuguese territories in India 
did not form metropolitan territories of 
Portugal. When he went ba=k to Canada, he 
withdrew that statement. So. we want to 
know how the NATO powers operate, as far 
as Goa is concerned. 

Then. Sir, I want to just mention how rich 
is that belt, the Portuguese territory in India. 
There are two hundred manganese ore mines 
In the vicinity of Marmugao and the remit-
tance from 1951, from India to Portuguese 
territories, was Rs. 68 crores; from 
Portuguese India to Portugal was Rs. 11 
crores, and in return, they received during 
these two or three years Rs. 4 crores or so. I 
plead here that if we must impose economic 
sanctions and put economic barriers, it must 
be done thoroughly. 

Another thing is that we should not allow 
pro-Portuguese propaganda to be carried on in 
our country. I am aware of quite a lot of pro-
Portuguese propaganda being carried on here. 
I have been asked to my face: "Are you going 
to get Goa?" Number one, no propaganda 
should be carried on for Portugal in India. 
Number two, the land and sea barrier should 
be properly sealed. Number three, economic 
sanctions must be so 

imposed that they begin to have effect within 
a few weeks and external   publicity" 
strengthened. 

Sir, I have   many more   points   to 
make, but it is    impossible to    make 
them here with this pressure "B 
time. 

SHRI H. C. MATHUR (Rajasthan): Mr. 
Deputy Chairman, it is with a feeling of 
pleasure and sense of some pride that I 
congratulate the hon. Prime Minister for the 
enviable reception and great ovation which he 
received during his recent foreign tour and I 
wish to take this opportunity to express our 
deep gratitude to the peoples of those 
countries who showered such affection and 
honour on all of us—because when they 
honoured the Prime Minister, as he has 
properly said, they were honouring India ana 
its people. It is true that this was an honour to 
this country, but we should not mince wordt 
and we would not hesitate to say that the 
Prime Minister had earned this great honour 
for this great country. We are also not 
oblivious of the fact that the Prime Minister's 
foreign policy has helped to reducs world 
tensions. This point has been dealt in great 
detail, so I will not go into the details. We all 
know what happened in Korea. We all know 
about Indo-China. Even in regard to 
disarmament, it was India's suggestion that 
there should be a sort of informal meeting. 
She is responsible for bringing together the 
power.-concerned with atomic energy. We 
are fully conscious of it and we feel a sense 
of pride in having acted in a manner which 
has pulled us— rather which has pulled the 
world back from that dangerous spot, the 
edjte of a precipice or the brink of hell, as Mr. 
Churchill put it. 

Within the short time at my disposal, I wish 
to stress that we all feel and feel very 
strongly, that it would be much better if we 
paid greater attention to the problems which 
concern us directly. I have not the time to 
detail all factors, but I do wish to say that 
Government's   foreign    policy.   Prime  
Minis- 
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[Shri H. C. Mathur.] ter's foreign policy, 
has suited some of the foreign countries 
much more than it has suited India itself. It 
has been stated that our foreign policy is 
directed to have friendship with all the 
countries, to seek co-operation with all the 
countries, and to create goodwill with all the 
countries. I ask a straight question: have we 
.:ucceeded in implementing this policy? 

SHRI K. S. HEGDE:  Surely. 

SHRI  H.   C.   MATHUR:   May  I   ask what  
is    the   state     of     relationship which   is   
subsisting   between   us   and our two 
immediate neighbours, Ceylon and Pakistan?    
And, may I ask what is  the  relationship   
which  is   subsisting  even  today  between   us   
and  the head of the Commonwealth—I should 
not use that word)  but    that unfortunately     is    
the    present    state    of affairs—that  is,   the    
U.K.?     Are   we not  aware of the fact  that  
the U.K. has, in this particular matter of Goa, 
done  all that  could  possibly be done to   
undermine  the   prestige   and   position of this 
great, country?    Even the hon. Prime 
Minister, when he was in England, recently in 
London, complained of the press, the manner 
in which the press of the United Kingdom con-
ducted   a   sort  of    campaign    against this 
country.    I further ask why even a neighbour 
like Japan, for whom we have  always    had  
the    friendliest  of relations,    goes  against 
us.    We    did not sign the peace treety in 
respect of Japan  simply because    we  felt    
that Japan was not given full freedom. We also   
went   to    the    full    length    in denouncing    
atomic tests which concerned Japan directly. 
And yet, is it not very surprising, even in 
regard to this   matter   of  Goa,   that   the   
entire press  of  Japan   goes  all   against  us? 
There are big headlines in the entire press 
saying that India has gone on a war of 
agression. It surprises us. There must  be    
something    very     radically wrong    
somewhere  in   the  Implementation   of  our   
foreign   policy.     Either our    rorelgn    
publicity  is    extremely bad or we    are not    
being    properly 

understood. I think, Government owes an 
explanation to the people and to this House as 
to how far, in the implementation of its 
foreign policy, it has succeeded, particularly 
in respect of our neighbours? All the problems 
with which we are directly concerned are even 
now irritating us and are a source of great 
anxiety. The Kashmir question is there. I was 
simply happy that a lot of air has been cleared 
so far as Kashmir is concerned, by the, 
persistent and very consistent, speeches of the 
Prime Minister, of Kashmir, by the Speaker, 
by the Sadr-e-Riasat, and certainly the speech 
of Pandit Pant was very reassuring. But again, 
the same stalemate is being created. What is 
wrong in what Pandit Pant has said in Srinagar 
the other day? I do not know. It only makes 
me believe that at the Prime Ministers' 
conference, the facts have not been put 
squarely and our position has not been stated 
very clearly. 

[MR. CHAIRMAN in the Chair.] 
Is it not a fact that in the absolutely changed 

context of things, in view of this U.S. military 
aid, and in view of the resolution by the 
Constituent Assembly of that State, in view of 
the speeches lrorn all the leaders, are we going 
to force a plebiscite? It hurts us. 

I will pass on immediately to Goa. In regard 
to the question of Goa, I am afraid, the 
Government cannot escape responsibility for 
the butchery of the satyagrahis on the 15th 
August. I am not a satyagrahi myself. I do not 
belong to any party. I do not speak here to 
exploit the situation against this party or that, 
party. But I do wish to know what has 
happened during these days. What are the 
circumstances which the Congress Party or the 
Government could not visualise before the 
15th August? Either they should have 
protected the satyagrahis or they should hare 
stopped the satyagraha. whatever their policy 
was. It is only the week snd vacillating policy 
of the Congress Government, that is 
responsible fcr this great debacle. 
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MR.   CHAIRMAN:   It  is   time,   Mr. 

Mathur. 

Shri H. C. MATHUR: Sir, I have just 
started. The Government have taken a very 
heavy responsibility on themselves by 
accepting the Resolution which has been 
passed by the A.I.C.C. We would like to know 
what the Government propose to do in this 
matter. We certainly expected the Prime 
Minister to say something about the effective 
steps which he was going to take. There was 
such an expectation all over. And I am very 
sorry to have to say, that his speech was 
disappointing and depressing. 

DR. ANUP SINGH (Punjab): Mr. 
Chairman, I rise to support the foreign policy 
of the Government, as I have always done, 
and I am fully conscious of the criticism that 
has been made regarding the Government of 
India's policy with regard to Goa. 

I would like to make one or two points 
with respect to what has been said by  the  
Opposition Members. 

Sir, my friend, Mr. Mathur, who is usually 
quite balanced, has made an extraordinary 
suggestion that simply because we have some 
problem with Pakistan, some problem with 
Ceylon, some problem with Burma, our entire 
foreign policy has absolutely failed. I think 
that is certainly an extraordinary statement. 
Mr. Mahanty said that we should have utilised 
the opportunity of putting on the agenda the 
problem of Goa. I completely disagree with 
that suggestion. Even if we could have done it, 
I think for a country which takes the initiative 
in ronvening a conference, ana which takes a 
very prominent part in it, and which is trying 
to build a Dlatform re a common outlook 
could be evolved, it would have been very 
indiscreet and very improper for that country 
to thrust upon the agenda the problem of Goa. 
At least that happens to be my judgment. 

With regard to Goa, Sir, I would like to say 
that it would be very unfortunate  if  we  treat  
this   problem 

in isolation. I fully subscribe to the view 
expressed by the Prime Minister that this has 
to be dealt with ndlooked upon in the proper 
perspective. I have recently come from Japan, 
and since  Japan  was  mentioned.   I  might 
say that the Japanese    press there is certainly    
not    hostile to  the    Indian attitude.    I was    
unable to read    the Japanese press, but I 
learnt about its attitude   from   a   number   of     
sources. Unfortunately,   however,   a   small   
section  of  the  English press, which is  a 
hangover  from  General   Mac  Arthur's days,  
has been    hostile.    I  have    got here four    
clippings    saying,    "India launches attack 
on Goa", and   so   on and so forth.    We 
should not generalise    about    the     
Japanese    press.    I would  also  add, Sir, 
that    during my brief  conversations  with    
some  Members   of  Parliament   and     with     
some business people, I found that they had 
great   sympathy   for   what  they   called 
"The  Prime   Minister's   dilemma     and 
Dredicament."    One of them    said—to use  
the  colloquial    expression—"Your Prime 
Minister is  on  the spot."    And as an 
elucidation, he said that Nehru has    built up 
a great    reputation    as being  perhaps  one  
of  the   very  great sources  of  easing     
tension,  but  if  he takes any unwise step with 
regard to Goa,    which    some    of    his    
political adversaries  would certainly    like  
him to do, he would be playing into their 
hands.    In fact, one of the professors on  
International Law—whose  name   I shall not 
mention—asked    me—and I am not 
betraying any secret—"If you go back and if 
you get an opportunity to  see the Prime     
Minister,  will you please tell him that we in 
Japan are deeply    concerned  that  India    
should not make any wrong move which will 
jeopardise  the  great    reputation,    not only 
the reputation, but the edifice of peace, that it 
had built up?" 
And finally, Sir, because the time at my 

disposal is very limited, I would just like to 
add that India's foreign policy, as I understand 
it, is that three months of negotiations are 
infinitely preferable, three months of 
protracted negotiations are far better than 
three minutes of modern warfare. 
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DR. RADHA KUMUD MOOKERJI 

(Nominated): Sir, it is now univer 
sally recognised that the Prime Minis 
ter's masterly handling of India's 
foreign policy and his close contacts 
and fruitful conversations with the 
leaders of communist States have 
helped very much to ease internation 
al tensions and won him the proud 
position of being one of the greatest 
makers of World Peace. He has 
achieved the most difficult task of 
winning over the. communist powers 
to the doctrines of Panch Shila, as the 
foundation of a new world order and 
of the structure of World Peace. It 
was a difficult task, because it means 
a radical change in communist politi 
cal and international outlook, and is 
not quite consistent with the aims of 
international communism, nor with 
communist domestic policy, which 
does not admit of the principle of co 
existence of different groups and 
parties in a totalitarian State. Panch 
Shila is a doctrine which has no 
integral place in communist philo 
sophy or State.............  

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: May I submit for 
his information that the Soviet State, right 
from its inception, has been founded on the 
principles of peaceful co-existence? 

DR. RADHA KUMUD MOOKERJI: To 
our Prime Minister belongs the credit of 
constructing a bridge uniting the communist 
system and the system of democracy in one 
international system finding place for each. 

Since the Summit Conference, the problem 
of world Deace has been the direct concern of 
the Big Four and their Heads and is being 
solved by the agencies they have set up, the 
Disarmament Committee of U.N., and the 
coming Conference of their Foreign Ministers. 
One of the great hurdles to world Deace is the 
extension of communist colonialism main-
tained, by the communist troops of 
occupation, in almost nine countries of 
Eastern Europe, besides North Korea and 
North Viet-Nam. These nine    countries  are    
Estonia,    Latvia, 

Lithuania, Poland, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, 
Rumania, Albania and East Germany. 

It is to be hoped that very soon the world 
will settle down into a stable and synthetic 
system of peace for which the only 
conceivable foundation is to be found in the 
doctrine of Panch Shila, which is our Prime 
Minister's greatest contribution to the political  
thought of the world. 

Coming now to our own domestic 
problems, India has been steadily and 
successfully cultivating friendly relations with 
her neighbours like Ceylon and Burma. The 
problem of Goa may be left to solve itself 
under the compulsion of moral factors which 
will ultimately assert themselves. But it is a 
matter of regret that India's relations with 
Pakistan still leave room for improvement. A 
setback is being threatened by reviving the 
most controversial aspects of the Kashmir 
issue, and it is time that we must again 
consider its historical background in the light 
of which it may be understood aright. 

What is called the Kashmir issue 
is an issue which has been created 
entirely by Pakistan. It was created 
by Pakistan's invasion of Kashmir, by 
way of unabashed aggression. Even 
on the eve of this invasion, Sardar 
Patel sent round a message that India 
was not at all anxious that Kashmir 
should accede to India, but Kashmir 
should hold itself absolutely free 
either to accede to India or to Pakis 
tan. Now you know, Sir, the history. 
When the raiders invaded ................. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Dr. Mookerji, five 
minutes  are over.    Last sentence. 

DR. RADHA KUMUD MOOKERJI: 
There is no power on earth which 
can, under law, compel/ India to go 
through this olebiscite in order to 
confirm the accession of Kashmir to 
India. When once accession is made, 
it is a transaction complete in law 
and in fact and it cannot be reopened 
by any kind of subterfuge ..................  
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MR.   CHAIRMAN:   Dr.   Subbarayan. 
DR. P. SUBBARAYAN (Madras): Mr. 

Chairman, I only want to say a few words with 
regard to Ceylon because it has not been 
referred to by most of the speakers, though Dr. 
Kunzru did refer to it and said that he had no 
time. Sir. will it not be possible for our 
Government to deal with the Government of 
Ceylon on tie basis that the Indians in Ceylon, 
as it happened in Indonesia, should be allowed 
to say whether they would take Ceylon 
citizenship? I mean those people of Indian 
origin who are already in Ceylon—there are 
quite a number of them in the Estates—will it 
not be possible for our Government to deal 
with the Government of Ceylon and ask them 
whether it would net be possible to recognize 
those who have chosen Ceylon citizenship as 
Ceylon citizens, because for a long time 
applications have been considered and have 
been dealt with in such a manner that hardly 
5,000 or 6,000 have become citizens. It is a 
problem whieh excites the South a great deal 
and I hope our Prime Minister also knows the 
problem because he has been in Ceylon and 
seen what our people are in Ceylon and how 
they have contributed to the economic 
advancement of Ceylon; that it should be 
possible for the Government to deal in a 
manner as to get citizenship for as large a 
number as desire the citizenship in Ceylon. 
That is all I wished to say. 

SHRI      M.      GOVINDA      REDDY 
(Mysore): Mr. Chairman, Mr. Mathur wanted 

to know if our foreign policy baa succeeded. 
That is a question which a student of public 
affairs should not have put. As he knows very 
well, when Free India first announced its 
foreign policy, the world situation was bad 
enough. The great Nations had divided 
themselves into two camps and they were 
ranged against each other opposing each 
other's ideology and were about to bring the 
world to a conflagration of war. What did 
India do then? India's foreign policy has 
brought them nearer today. 

SHRI H. C. MATHUR:  I said it myself, 
and more strongly than you say. 

SHRI M. GOVINDA REDDY: India 
has gone to one camp, which hon. Mr. 
Gupta was saying, that was always 
living and believing in co-existence. 
It had styled the other countries and 
it gave them the name which is very 
difficult to pronounce—bourgeois— 
whereas the other camps had seen 
everything red in this camp. India, 
on the other hand, went to the one 
camp and asked "Why are you going 
so heavily veiled? You cannot expect 
anybody to pay courtship to you if 
you are so heavily veiled. Why can't 
you raise your veil?" The veil is 
lifted and what do we see? At the 
Summit Conference those who were 
not on talking terms were hugging 
each other, toasting each other and 
we see General Eisenhower making 
presents to the supposed wedding of 
the supposed daughter of a Russian 
General. Is this not a success? 
Which country in this world has 
striven to bring about these great 
Powers nearer each other today? Sir, 
I would like to answer 2 or 3 points. 
Shri Mahanty and other Members of 
the Opposition did not at all take the 
trouble to follow what the Prime Min 
ister said. With regard to Goa, they 
entirely mistook him. According to 
me, the Prime Minister was making a 
distinction between the idea of Goa 
as belonging to India............... 

SHRI S. MAHANTY:   No. 

SHRI M.    GOVINDA   REDDY:   ............  
and the idea of Goa as belonging to Goans. 
The idea of self-determination—I believe—it 
was that idea which the Prime Minister was 
emphasising. The Goans are entitled to self-
determination. Which power in this world can 
deny the right of Goans to self-determination? 
It is different if the Goans come, and merge 
with India. It is a different question. They will 
do it but the primary question that we have to 
consider with regard to Goa is whether they 
have or they have not the right to  self-
determination. 
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SHRI B. C. GHOSE: Is that the Prime  

Minister's  position? 

SHRI M. GOVINDA    REDDY:   Yes. that  is  
the present  position.    That  is the  position  
of  the  U.N.    The  United Nations have 
acknowledged that it is the   right of every 
people to have   self-determination. 

The other question that Mr. Mahan-ty was 
asking was with reference to the Bandung 
Conference, and there we had a golden 
opportunity to prosecute our case with regard 
to Goa and we did not do it. Therefore, we 
have failed. Sir, did we go to Bandung 
Conference in order to bargain for ourselves? 
We did not go to bargain with anybody there. 
Portugal was not a Member of the Conference 
and there was the whole question of colo-
nialism discussed. The general question of 
colonialism was discussed and the Conference 
came to a unanimous decision condemning 
colonialism. That was not the place for the 
Prime Minister of India to speak of Goa. 

With regard to Ceylon, I would like to say 
one or two things.   I have beenin Ceylon and, 
therefore, I know the situation there. They are 
definitely anti-Indian. It is very- unfortunate 
that, the Ceylonese who should be grateful to 
these Indians, should have taken   an   anti-
Indian   attitude.    It   isIndia, there, that has 
built up Ceylon'seconomy; it is the Indians, 
there again, who have developed the rich 
natural resources and if Ceylon today is a 
power, if Ceylon today is getting good 
revenues, it is on account of the Indian labour 
and they have not appreciated the generosity 
of India. When India itself was short in rice, 
when we were suffering under ration, we 
supplied rice to Ceylon. Even today, in spite 
of their hostile attitude we have been 
admitting Ceylonese students in the Indian 
institutions and we have been training them in 
the technical institutions. In every way we 
have been showing friendliness tc Ceylon and 
is it not unfortunate  that  Ceylon,    being  a  
power    olthe Colombo Conference,  and 
being a 

power of the    Bandung    (jonierence, having 
supported the question of friendliness, living 
in friendliness with these powers, should it 
now try to bring trouble to Indians? They 
entered into an agreement with India and they 
have not implemented. I appeal to the 
Ceylonese authorities to see that in any cas,e 
they have to be neighbours of India—God 
himself has placed Ceylon as a neighbour to 
India —and that they should cultivate neigh-
bourly relations with India. Thank you. 

SHRI B. C. GHOSE: Mr. Chairman, 
although the Goan issue, naturally fills our 
mind, I may be permitted to say a few words 
on topics which are not probably of so much 
immediate or intimate concern to us. The 
Prime Minister and most of the other speakers 
referred to a lessening of the international 
tensions and the contribution that this country 
and particularly the Prime Minister has made 
in this regard is something of which each one 
of us is proud, although it would probably be a 
fact to say that the greatest contribution has 
been made by the growing realization of the 
annihilating possibilities of what has been 
called His Majesty the Hydrogen Bomb. Now 
I would like to make two observations in this 
context. One, although there has been a 
lowering of international tensions, the basic 
factors of imbalance and conflict both 
economical and political, still continue to 
persist, for example, the extreme poverty of 
under-developed areas and the danger that 
constitutes or such political questions as the 
division of Germany, or Korea or the situation 
in Indo-China. International conferences held 
over the last one year culminating in the 
Summit Conference have cleared the 
atmosphere, but as the Prime Minister himself 
had indicated, nothing tangible has yet been 
done. Only when the Foreign Ministers will 
have met and deliberated, shall we know 
whether the basis of peace will be adequately 
strengthened and co-existence become not 
merely fashionable talk but real and realizable. 
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Secondly, there are many countries in the 

world today that do not yet believe that co-
existence is possible. Doubts were expressed 
even at the Bandung Conference, although it 
must be said to the credit of the leaders 
assembled there that they were able to pass a 
unanimous resolution. On the one side, there 
is the fear of encirclement and on the other of 
subversion even from within. There are 
countries which feel that the talk of co-
existence is not consistent with, for example, 
the continuance of the Cominform. It was said 
that the Prime Minister had taken up this point 
with the Soviet leaders. If that was so, I would 
like to know what was the result. Also 
whether the question of freedom of movement 
of people and of the free flow of ideas across 
the international frontiers was also taken up 
with the Soviet leaders and if so, with what 
results. 

As regards Indo-China, I agree with what 
Mr. Krishna Menon said that the South Viet-
Nam Government must be bound by the 
obligation which were implicit in the Geneva 
Agreement and declarations. I believe he said 
that the International Supervisory Commission 
had no part to play in the elections. I wonder if 
that is so, because, I believe, in article 7 of the 
Declaration, there is some reference to 
Members of the International Commission 
also forming the body which will supervise 
the elections, although there is no direction as 
to how the elections would be held. The 
declaration only says that mutual consultations 
shall be held on the matter, beginning from the 
20th July. Now, that has not happened. What 
is the situation now? If no initiative is taken in 
the matter of holding discussions for having 
the elections in 1956, what is the position of 
the International Supervisory Commission? 
How do we continue to function if no steps are 
taken to implement that decision? 

In the Bandung Conference, I am interested 
in one aspect of it, the economic   resolution  
that  was  passed   at 
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Bandung, I am aware that economics is not so 
exciting, nor does it rouse so much passion as 
politics, although it often constitutes the basis 
of what happens in the political field. There 
were certain Resolutions passed in Bandung in 
regard to mutual aid and co-operation. I would 
like to have some information on those points. 
For example, the Conference stressed mutual 
aid and co-operation among Asian and African 
countries in respect of the provision of experts 
on administration, on economical and technical 
subjects, provision of training facilities, 
exchange of know-how etc. They also 
recommended collective action by 
participating countries for stabilising prices 
and demands for primary commodities. They 
also agreed to appoint liaison officers in the 
participating countries for the exchange of 
information and ideas on matters of mutual 
interest. I should like to know if these liaison 
officers have been appointed or what further 
action has been taken to implement these 
decisions of the Bandung Conference, because 
I feel that if we could extend the area of 
economic collaboration, that will have its fruit-
ful repercussions on the political field as well. 

Coming next to affairs nearer home, I agree 
with my hon. friend—I believe it was Mr. 
Mahanty—who said that there was no reason 
to be dissatisfied with what was happening in 
relation to affairs nearer home. I believe, if 
the foreign policy of a country has relevance 
to internal economic strength as manifested 
primarily in its industrial potential and to rela-
tions with its immediate, neighbours, we have 
to admit that—although If may be galling to 
us—that our foreign policy has been far from 
successful. I do not want to say much about 
Kashmir or Ceylon, for that has been referred 
to, and I want to devote more time to a 
discussion of the Goa question. But I would 
like to know from the Prime Minister what the 
position is in regard to Kashmir now. Is there 
any proposal to have discussions with the 
Pakistan Prime    Minister in    the 
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only good ihing that has recently happened 
with regard to the Kashmir problem was the 
speech which was made by the Home 
Minister, which naturally drew forth protests 
from the Pakistan Government and the usual 
hedged-in statements from our Prime 
Minister. I believe it would be good for both 
the countries if they realise and recognise 
facts as such, because then we could establish 
better relations and certainly cut down our 
expenditure on the Defence Services so as to 
release valuable resources for the economic 
development of both the countries. 

In regard to Ceylon, the Prime Minister has 
stated on more than one occasion that he is not 
satisfied with the working of the 1954 
Agreement. But where do we go from there? 
We are dissatisfied. The people there are in a 
very bad situation. The register that was to 
have been compiled has not yet been 
compiled. What happens now to the people in 
Ceylon of Indian descent? Does the stalemate 
continue as probably it will continue in a 
worse form  in  regard  to  Goa? 

Coming next to the Goa question, I would 
like to make two preliminary observations. 
First of all I should like to pay my respectful 
tribute of admiration to the martyrs who have 
fallen in the Portuguese territory. And in this 
context I believe the heroic conduct of the two 
foreign correspondents—I believe they were 
Americans—in bringing back the wounded 
from inside the Portuguese territory deserves 
our sincere admiration and congratulation. 
Secondly, I would like to submit that Goa is 
not a political issue. It has not been one with 
the Opposition parties. If it is being sought to 
be made out as a political issue, I am afraid it 
is being done by the Congress Party. Congress 
leaders—and I do not know if I can exclude 
from this the Prime Minister—have stated 
often that political capital is being made out   
of   this   Goa   issue   by   Oppo- 

sition parties. That is completely false. 
Anybody who has, for example, worked in 
some of the committees as J. have done on 
the Inter-Parliamen-ta-ry Committee on Goa 
will know to what extent Opposition 
Members have gone for receiving or 
obtaining the co-operation of the Congress 
and what compromises they have made. If the 
national front is not being maintained today, 
or if it is being breached, the responsibility 
should lie squarely on the shoulders  of the  
Congress  Party. 

Now, coming to the merits of the Goa 
question, first of all, I would say this. When we 
say Goa is part of India and, therefore, it 
should come' to us, I do not think we mean that 
simply because it is geographically within the 
Indian continent, we have a claim to it. We did 
not lay claim to Pakistan on that ground. It is 
because Goa is geographically in India and the 
people want to be merged with India that we 
want Goa to come along with us. And we have 
always stated, and I believe the Prime Minister 
has also stated that Goa is part of India. The 
implication thereof is that they also are really 
Indians, whatever the legal fiction may be. 
Therefore, Sir, I consider it very unfortunate 
that in this A.I.C.C. resolution a difference is 
being sought to be made between Goans and 
Indians. We are all Indians, living in the Indian 
Union and in Goa. Therefore, I am extremely 
sorry that this differentiation should have been 
made. 

Secondly, Sir, if people in this country 
today are dismayed at happenings in Goa, the 
responsibility is also that of the Congress and 
of the Prime Minister because expectations 
had been roused that Goa will be ours, that 
Goa is part of India. If I may refer you to the 
speech which the Prime Minister made in this 
House in August last during the foreign 
affairs debate, you will find that this is what 
he said: 

"The whole historical or other 
necessity of Goa being separate has 
vanished."— ' 
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That means, after the British had 
withdrawn.— 

"Nothing can keep Goa separate. It is not 
a question of my opinion or, if I may say 
so, the opinion of this hon. House. There 
are certain factors which must have full 
play, apart from this factor of Goa being in 
this great country, the past of it, the future, 
and the fundamental fact of the Goanese 
themselves wanting it." 

This  is  very  very important. 

"Apart from all these, the major fact is 
that what is called 'colonialism' is in its 
retreat and has to be so." 

Sir, those words must have meant something 
to the people of this country. They felt that 
Goa was coming within India and the delay 
must have been very galling to them. They 
felt that they also had a part to play in this 
matter The next question that arises is, if that 
was the opinion of t'.ie Prime Minister, what 
did he do to achieve the result? We all agree 
with the Prime Minister that there can be no 
question of force or war or police action. I am 
one with him on that issue. We must have 
peaceful means. He is not averse to using 
other means, e.g., economic sanctions or such 
other things. I say, Sir, that these measures 
that we have been taking now have been 
unconscionably delayed. If they had been 
taken a year ago, the situation would have 
been different. In the meantime, the 
Portuguese authorities have made 
arrangements for getting supplies to Goa 
through Karachi, through Aden and probably 
adso through Colombo. It is, therefore, 
unfortunate that although the problem was so 
urgent. nothing was done in time to press 
forward   our   advantage. 

This raises the issue of what we had been  
doing  in   the  diplomatic  sphere. Why is it    
that   Portugal is    receiving supplies   
through these    count: through  Karachi,   
through   Aden   and 

I understand also from Colombo—I am not 
quite sure about this—what pressure have 
Government brought upon these countries, 
particularly so far as Kara-chi and Colombo 
are concerned, as they have an obligation in 
view of the resolution passed at Bandung 
which was agreed to by them also? What have 
we done in this matter in the diplomatic 
sphere with regard to U.K.9 Have we taken it 
up with them? What has been the U.K. Gov-
ernment's reaction? Have we taken it up with 
the other powers such as the NATO powers 
and, if so, with what result? 

Lastly, Sir, I should like to come to the 
question of this satyagraha. It reveals a very 
unfortunate state of affairs. There has been, I 
must say, a policy which has not been 
consistent at all. I would like the Prime 
Minister to recall all that he has been saying 
and doing since August last. In August 1954 
he was opposed to any satyagraha being 
undertaken. I am not coming to the morals of 
satyagraha; I will refer to it in a minute 
although I do not know enough. In August 
1954, the Prime Minister was opposed to any 
satyagraha being undertaken either on a mass 
scale or on an individual scale. Since then, the 
situation changed. Why did it. change? 
Certainly, he owes an explanation to us. What 
were the factors which made him deviate 
from that attitude that he took up in August, 
1954? I may, for your information, read out 
certain statements made by responsible 
Congress Leaders in this context. On the 25th 
March, 1955, the Congress President stated: 

"'If the Indian National Congress has 
been forced to accept the position to permit 
nationals of India to go to the help of the 
people of Goa, the entire responsibility is 
thaf of the Portuguese Government who 
have treated the people's aspira1-tions with 
scant regard." 

The implication is that Congress accepts the 
fact that Indian nationals will  go  into Goa.    
Then,  on May  31. 
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conference, the Prime Minister made a 
statement to which my hon. friend Dr. 
Kunzru had referred and, therefore, I do 
not want to repeat it. On June 4th, at a 
public meeting at Poona, the Prime 
Minister, while he conceded the right of 
Indians to go to the assistance of their 
brethren in Goa, did not want any mass 
satyagraha by Indians, not because it was 
immoral or that we have not got a right to 
resort to satyagraha but because the 
world may get an impression that it was a 
satyagraha by Indians. This opposition 
was based on what the world reaction 
would be, not on the morality of the 
question. On the 9th June, (he Portuguese 
Embassy in London accused our Prime 
Minister of reversing his declared policy 
of non-participation of Indians in 
demonstrations against the Portuguese 
colonies in India. There had been no 
denial of that statement, the implication 
again being that the Government oJ India 
accepted the position that Indians had a 
right to offer satyagraha or render active 
assistance to the struggle of the Goanese 
people. The Working Committee, in its 
resolution of 23rd July, 1955, stated, "It 
becomes the right and 
the duty of the people of Goa ............. "— 
and     mark     it,     Sir—"........ and     of 
the rest of India as well as the Gov-
ernment of India to strive for the libe-
ration of Goa and its integration with the 
Union of India". Of course, that 
resolution added, "The Working 
Committee is not in favour of mass entry 
into Goa from outside with a view to 
offering satyagraha". That position was 
known. 

Now, Sir, the A.I.C.C. today passes a 
resolution which is in direct conflict with 
the expressions of sentiment made by the 
Congress President or by the Prime 
Minister previously. We are entitled to 
know what has happened in the meantime 
that there has been a reversal in the 
policy of the Government in regard to the 
participation by Indian satyagrahis In the 
Goan  struggle?    Is it    world 

opinion? Is it'a question of misre-
presentation of tacts? If that was so. the 
correct approach would have been to 
rectify any mistake or any misre-
presentation that might have been, 
circulated about our struggle in Goa It has 
been suggested in some papers that the 
threat of Pakistan satyagraha has 
something to do with it. I do not believe 
that. I do not think the Prime Minister 
would be stampeded by that sort of thing 
if the issue was right and moral. As it is, 
the question whether satyagraha can be 
undertaken in the international sphere is 
one about which I am not competent to 
say anything. Probably the Prime Minister 
and other Congress Leaders who had been 
in close contact with Gandhiji know 
better. I have not, however, come across 
anything to suggest that Mahatmaji would 
have been opposed. My hon. friend, Shri 
Bhupesh Gupta, says it is not an 
international issue. Legally it is, though 
morally we do not agree. That is the 
position and I am arguing the legal 
position now. Yet, I came across in the 
papers only today an observation made by 
Horace Alexander, who is supposed to 
have been in intimate contact with 
Mahatmaji and who knows something 
about satyagraha, and he says that 
satyagraha was, in Mr. Gandhi's 
philosophy, more or .less equivalent in 
international affairs to the right to strike in 
the industrial field. The implication again 
being that it is not something which would 
not have been supported by Mahatmaji. 
But, as I said, I am not very competent to 
say much on that issue. Therefore, Sir, I 
do not see the consistency in 
Government's policy in this regard. We 
are entitled to know the basic factors that 
underlie the present policy. What has 
happened that the Government of India is 
now banning Indians to participate in the 
Goan struggle? Certainly when we say 
that Goa is part of India and Goans are 
also Indians just as Bengalis are Indians, 
we have a right and a duty and an 
obligation to do all that we can to liberate 
tha^ foreign enclave from colonial 
domination.   Of course if the Prime 
Minister 
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has something which is more efficacious, 
then we have a right to know. The Prime 
Minister very often posed the question: 
What are we going to do now? But he 
did not give any answer. He said: We 
rule out war: we rule out police action. 
That is agreed.   But what are we going 
to do? 

PROF.    G.    RANGA:  It   will   take 
time. 

SHRI B. C. GHOSE: We take time. 
Surely. But time is eternal and human life 
is short. It is said that we should not be 
impatient Was not the Congress 
impatient when tbe Indian liberals said 
that we should wait ana did not the 
Congress launch the struggle for the 
liberation of the country? Did not the 
Indian liberals then say: Wait, you will 
get freedom from the British Government 
in the fullness of time? Who can say that 
we would not have got it in the usual 
course without a struggle then by merely 
waiting? The same counsel we are now 
hearing from the Congress. 

Now, having examined the Gov-
ernment of India's policy in this regard, 
all that I can say is that taking it all in all 
it seems to me to be punctuated by 
confusions and contradictions which 
cause dismay and distress to the people 
both in the Indian Union and Goa and it 
also bears unmistakable indications of 
bungling in relation both to the internal 
and international aspects of the Goa 
issue. 

SHRI JAWAHARLAL NEHRU: Mr. 
Chairman, I am a little confused as to 
what particular arguments I should seek 
to answer. Many hon. Members have 
been good enough to say good things 
about our policy and to approve more 
particularly of what I said in regard to 
Goa. Other Members have been critical. 
Now it depends a great deal on how one 
approaches these various matters. If hon. 
Members on the other side point to 
Pakistan, to Ceylon and to Goa—may be 
to other things too—and say: All these 
problems have not been solved, I entirely 
agree with them.   Of course, they are 

not solved.   But is that a test of the 
success of a policy?    There are many 
problems in the   world.    One   might 
even say that every policy in the wide 
world has failed    because there    are 
problems in the wide world.   Most of the 
problems we have to face came to us at 
the time of independence, hangovers one 
might say.   Our difficulties with Pakistan 
were a   result of   the rather violent and 
sudden changes that took place then 
which naturally upset so many things, in 
India as well as in Pakistan, and not only 
so many things externally but    much    
more    so    the minds and hearts of men; 
and it is not an easy thing to get back an 
equilibrium  after  such  an  upheaval hap-
pens.   Now we seek to get back to a state    
of equilibrium,    to a state    of 
dispassionate    consideration    of prob-
lems because problems can be solved 
possibly in    two ways—one,    by the 
club, and the other, by dispassionate and 
peaceful consideration.    Now the method 
of solving them by the    club includes  
war—of course, that is  the big club—or 
smaller clubs.   The other methods  are  
those  of peaceful  consideration which 
take time  or    appear to take time.   I do 
venture to say that nothing takes more 
time than war in solving  a  problem  
because  it  is    no solution of the problem 
to remove  a present hurdle and create 
half a dozen other problems.   Any person 
who has studied the history of the last 30 
or 40 years of the world and, more parti-
cularly,  of  Europe  will  see  how tre-
mendous  efforts  to  solve  a    problem 
through war resulted, if   you like, m the 
solution of that problem, but in the 
recrudescence of far greater   and more 
difficult problems, and here we have  
been struggling with these new problems 
ever since.   Therefore, it is hardly enough 
to say that     we   have not solved this 
problem or that, and I say it will not be 
enough not only now but later to say that 
again.   I guarantee no solution of any 
problem. Who am I to be a prophet?   I 
can only try my  best.    We  can  try our  
best  ana my  only care is  that we should 
try our best and go along the   right path. 
It is not given to me to bring about 
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for them; I wont for them and I think they will 
come. But it would be deluding this House j and 
this country it I promise any solution of any 
problem. I can certainly say as an observer, and 
a student of public affairs that certain things 
lead to certain results or are likely to lead to 
them. In my mind I am quite convinced that the 
problem of Goa must be solved, has to be solved 
and will be solved—I cannot fix a date. 
Mow,  the main  thing  I  should  like this 
House to consider in regard to all these matters 
and various problems is how to      approach     
them.      Is    this approach of    the big    club 
the    right approach, or    some    other    
approach? All this    cold    war    business in    
the world  has  been  the  approach  of  the big 
club.     Now    the big    club,    that approach 
may yield  results,  at    least temporary    
results.    Well,   there    are quite a number of    
people with    big clubs and what will happen 
one does not know.    One big club may 
frighten a   party   without a    club,   but   with 
others    having    big    clubs    there    it 
becomes a little doubtful what would be the 
result.   Now the whole purpose of our policy in 
so far as it concerns pxternal  affairs has been to  
approach our  own  problems    and  the world's 
problems in a spirit of objective reality and 
peace.    We have got excited naturally    
because we are    very    far from perfect, but 
we    have  at    least tried not to get    excited 
and tried to approach these    problems in  a    
calm and     dispassionate      way.    We  have 
avoided    indulging    in    blame    and 
denunciation   of   other' countries  even though 
we have thoroughly   disagreed with them often  
enough because    we found that this blame and 
denunciation got us nowhere.    It only excited 
then  and    excited    us and    made    a 
consideration  of that    problem    more 
difficult, in  fact impossible, except by the vlub 
which was to be avoided. 5 P.M. 

Now, I point out to this House that one of 
the big changes that have come over the 
world in recent months 

has  been  this     remarkable     approach ids   
methods   of  peaceful     settlement.       Those       
very      persons—or nations     rather—who     
thought   some time  ago  that there was  hardly    
any chance   of  a    peaceful settlement    of the  
world's  problems  today  speak  of them,  if aot 
with confidence, at least with   a   certain  
expectation  that  that method might succeed 
or, at any rate, that   any   other   method   is 
fraught with    the    gravest   danger.    Now, it 
is no    small   matter that   today   in Geneva 
an Ambassador of the United States and  an     
Ambassador    of    the People's Government of 
China are sitting  together  and  talking.    It  is  
true that what they are talking about are, if I 
may say so, relatively small matters.   They are 
not small, but they do not,   at any rate,  
include the    major issues.    But  the  mere  act   
of  talking between   the   representatives   of  
these two great countries  which have been so 
hostile to    each other and   which have not    
recognised each    other    in the normal sense   
of the  word, itself denotes a great change in 
the whole atmosphere of the world.    Of 
course, there are so many other    things that 
have happened to denote that change. Now, I    
think    that that    should    be welcomed.    We    
should not    imagine .that that   change has 
changed human nature      and       has   
prevented    evil from    happening    or war 
from occurring.   All  these    things can    
happen and   may   very     well   happen     
unfortunately,   but  at  any rate  people  are 
thinking    and     looking      in    another 
direction.    It  is  a  tremendous    feat. I do    
feel    that if    we    proceed    on these lines, 
that is, if the world proceeds on    these lines,    
it may be    a great   turning   point  in   world   
history because  we have come    up  right    to 
the very    edge of the precipice    and I    
imagi'ne  that  even those  who  talk of    the 
precipice seldom had any realisation of the 
depth of that precipice. Gradually,   some 
realisation has come and     I   undoubtedly   
agree   with     the Iran.  Member    opposite 
that    perhaps that is one of the major reasons 
why people have turned towjrds    thinkitig in 
terms of peace.    So, some    of the hon.   
Members  opposite,     1  take    it, 
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have not quite caught up to this new 
approach to things in the world because it 
takes time for some people in India to catch 
up even to the doctrines of their own oarty 
which move    ahead of them sometimes. 

They talked about the "Kashmir Princess" 
disaster and said that the United States 
Government was partly or wholly—I do not 
know—responsible for it. That is a*kind of 
statement which surprises me because I take it, 
the hon. Member has not an atom of 
justification for it except his own passionate 
belief in things that he imagines have 
happened without an iota of truth. That kind of 
feeling, that mental approach, is, I submit, 
excessively harmful. I would go a step further. 
Even if there was some truth—not adequate 
truth—even if there was some doubt about it, 
one should not accept that doubt unti it is 
proved, because one vitiates the whole 
atmosphere of dealing with public affairs by 
that particular approach. Now, take the 
"Kashmir Princess" affair. It is a very, very 
serious matter that was affecting India more 
than any country, and next affecting China. It 
was perhaps, as far as I know, a unique 
example of that kind of sabotage—a terrible 
thing to do for anyone. Now, after a full 
enquiry which was mainly conducted by the 
Hong Kong Government helped by both 
representatives from India and representatives 
sent by the People's Government of China, it. 
has been found undoubtedly thai there was 
sabotage of the "Kashmir Princess"; 
undoubtedly also that It was committed by 
persons in Hong Kong—to fact, the person 
who is supposed to have done it is named and 
a warrant was issued against him—and almost 
undoubtedly that it was committed by a 
member of a secret organisation functioning in 
Hong Kong. Now. that organisation, 
apparently, had a great deal of contact 
presumably with Taiwan or Formosa; but I 
have heard not even an atom of proof, or even 
for the matter of that, any real allegation about 
the United    States having    the 

remotest connection with it. Why I bring in 
these things is because it just removes the 
matter from the plane of clear thinking to the 
plane of passionate denunciation Therefore, I 
submit that we should consider all these 
matters to the world or anywhere else keeping 
in view this new change in the world and 
trying to help it to go forward. 

Now, there was some reference to Indo-
China, The last speaker was amazed as to 
what was going to happen there. I really 
cannot say what will happen there. What I 
said earlier today was this, that India is there 
simply because of the Geneva Agreement. So 
long as the Geneva Agreement continues 
there, India will go on functioning. If the 
Geneva Agreement breaks down completely, 
well, there will be no place for India. I do not 
quite know for whom there will be place 
there. 

SHRI B. C. GHOSE. May I just say what I 
wanted to know? Under the Agreement the 
International Supervisory Commission has 
certain functions under ar'.icle 13 or 27. Will 
there be no day when these functions will 
come to an end if no elections are held? 

SHRI JAWAHARLAL NEHRU: How can I 
say what will happen a year hence in this very 
complicated situation there? All that has 
happened thus far is that there have been talks 
about elections which should have taken place 
on June 20th or so —I forget—but which did 
not take place. Now, that itself was, if you 
like, a non-observance of a clause of the 
Agreement which is unfortunate, but that does 
not mean that the whole Agreement is broken 
,up. You may say that there are dangers to 
that Agreement. I agree that there are dangers. 
Things are said denouncing that Agreement. 
So far as we are concerned we go on pointing 
out to the parties concerned that they should 
abide by the Agreement and the time has 
come, I might inform this House, when we 
are placing our difficulties before the two Co-
Chairmen   of    the   Geneva     Ccnfe- 
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consider. It is not tor us to decide; we are 
executives. We have been told to carry out a 
job of work under the Geneva Agreement. We 
can advise the parties. We do that arid as a 
matter of fact I believe all the members of the 
Commissions have done a very good piece of 
work there in removing difficulties and 
getting over all kinds of obstacles in the 
course of last year. They may succeed again, 
or they may not. If they do not, if the Geneva 
Agreement breaks down, you may have 
anything there—military activities, military 
conflicts and again war. You may have 
anything; I cannot say, but the time has come 
when we shall have to approach the two Co-
Chairmen of the Geneva Conference—one 
from the United Kingdom and one from the 
Soviet Union—and if necessary at a later 
stage all the Powers represented in the 
Geneva Conference. 

Now, an hon. Member—I think it was Mr. 
Bhupesh Gupta—and some other Members 
too seemed to think that we committed a 
grave error in not placing the subject of Goa 
before the Bandung Conference. 

SHHI BHUPESH GUPTA: I did not say 
that. I had some other grievances, not this 
particular one. 

SHRI JAWAHARLAL NEHRU: I beg your 
pardon. Now, I do not understand this 
argument. The Bandung Conference was not a 
public meeting. It was not, if I may use that 
term without crfence, an agitational 
conference. It was a conference of 
representatives of Governments talking about 
vital matters of general concern, not 
individual matters. It is true that some 
individual matters were referred to, to my 
regret I may say, and after that we had pointed 
out that it was not wholly in keeping with that 
conference. Why? Not because individual 
matters were not important. Of course, they 
were, out it was obvious that at a conference    
of this    kind  if we    got 

into a discussion of the large number of 
individual questions and conflicts that each 
one of us had to face, then there would be no 
end to that conference and we would lose 
ourselves in a jungle of disputes and argu-
ments. Therefore, we sought to keep the 
conference at the level of discussion of 
general principles, whether it was anti-
oolonialism or whatever it was, and in the 
speeches to refer to individual cases^ That 
was the general attitude there. Well, it was 
not. wholly adhered to, but we sought to 
adhere to it. May I suggest for the 
consideration of this House that the names of 
some countries that were mentioned were 
colonial countries? I do not think that mention 
of that recommendation has saved them from 
disaster and catastrophe l'ater on. There was 
much mention of Morocco there and others, 
and we have seen what is happening in 
Morocco. It was obvious that by mentioning 
names and resolutions and the rest, they do 
not make a major difference. They only at 
best satisfy you that you have said something 
which you have in your mind and heart—and 
you are the lighter for that. But when 
Governments function in a governmental way, 
they have to function somewhat differently 

Then, some Member asked me, "What have 
you done about Goa— that is, 
diplomatically?" Well, I really do not know 
how I am expected to state here what we say 
to the representatives of other countries here 
or to other Foreign Offices. The question of 
Goa has been and nas become still more one 
of the major issues and naturally we express 
our opinion and inform other Foreign Offices 
what we think about this matter. We cannot 
go about with a begging bowl asking for 
anybody's sympathy. We have some self-
respect and dignity about this matter and if 
other countries are behaving in a way which 
we do not wholly approve of, still less are we 
going to ask for their sympathy in this matter. 
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Going back to the  Bandung    Conference, I 
was   asked what   has been done    i»n    regard  
to    the   resolution about      economic      co-
operation.      It was recognized at the Bandung 
Conference that this economic    co-operation—
apart from the laying down    of general    
principles—could    only    be encouraged really      
on      a    bilateral basis.    It was very,  very 
difficult for these thirty countries cr even fifteen 
or twenty countries to j;ome  together to    
discuss     economic       co-operation because  
our    problems were  different. We could 
discuss it with two or three countries,   say,   in    
South  East Asia; say,    between    Indonesia 
and    India; Indonesia, Burma and India or 
Ceylon, where  there  are  some common    fea-
tures.    We could    not   discuss it    in that  big  
way.    We  should  lay  down certain high 
principles; so, the resolution   contained   high   
principles.   As a    matter of fact, so far as India   
is concerned,  we have gone,  even    previous    
to that    resolution  and    since then too, some 
distance in steps leading   us to mutual co-
operation, mutual help.   India    has    become    
a    fa.rly important   centre of   training in    all 
kinds of    subjects—Community    projects and 
national extension schemes, which I might 
inform the House, have :reated a very 
considerable stir in the vvhole  of  Asia   and   
some  part'js    of Africa.       The      community      
project schemes    are   just the type 01 things 
which fit in with conditions in other countries    
in  Asia    and  efforts    are being made in other 
countries to copy them  both by  asking   our  
experts  to go there and by sending their people 
to learn from here.    Then,  there are engineers   
and   others   whom   we   are training.     We  
have   got   an    international school of statistics 
where people from   about  twenty    countries   
come. In Roorkee we have    just begun    an 
international     school    for      engineers from 
al1 over Asia.   And there are so many things 
which I    cannot give    a list  of      Without 
looking      into    the subject. 

I think it was Mr.  Bhupesb Gupta who 
became very eloquent at the Gov- 

ernment's   silence  in   regard  to   what has 
happened in the past or may be happening   now  
itn    Malaya   and    in Kenya and other parts of 
Africa. Well I    might  inform  the    hon.    
Member that Government is  silent not    about 
those  two,   but  many  other    matters which  
Government dislikes.     Governments are 
normally silent.      Governments do not    
merely express    their general    views  about   
what they like and    dislike in the world all    
over. They take up subjects    because they can 
do something about them.   Merely expressing  
their1  views  or  their   condemnation does not 
help that Government   or  the  other  
Government   concerned:    The wide world 
knows what our   views   are   about  conditions      
In Africa,   about   conditions    in    Kenya, in 
East Africa, in Malaya and else-wnere.     They     
are     varying     views. Naturally    in    regard    
to each    part the views are different with 
reference to that particular    part.    It    depends 
on  the  particular things    that    have 
Happened    or  are    likely  to    happen there.    
We   are  against    colonialism. But   at   tine   
same    tUme  we    realise that merely by      
denouncing it,    the thing  does  not  vanish   
into     the   air, and that sometimes it is easier to 
take steps to phase the change-over instead of 
constantly wanting a complete and hundred per    
cent  change-over.    Not that we are opposed   
to hundred   per cent change-over, but one has 
to take things as they are. We are not strong 
enough, and even if we were strong enough,   
we    have  not    become    the policeman of th^ 
world.    We have to carry a heavy enough 
burden in our own country and if we can 
succeed in a small measure in our own country 
we will have done well. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA- I drew the 
Prime Minister's attention to certain materials 
that are being sent through India and from 
India to Malaya for the use of the Gurkhas 
and other British forces  there. 

SHRI JAWAHARLAL NEHRU: I do 
not know if the hon. Member is think 
ing in terms of kukris that were 
being sent.........  
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SHBI BHUPESH GUPTA:   4,000! 

SHRI  JAWAHARLAL   NEHRU:   But 
all the 4,000 were kukris. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA:    Yes,  and 
many other things. 

SHRI JAWAHARLAL NEHRU: Yes, 
they were sent; and what is more, I 
think, he referred to the fact that 
a number of British aircraft have 
passed through Dum Dum, and Mr. 
Gupta keeps careful watch of Dum 
Dum and comes to me and tells about 
them. It is a fact. But so far as 
foreign aircraft are concerned, we have 
agreements with foreign countries. 
We have mutual agreements with 
England, France and various other 
countries. We fly over their territory; 
they fly over ours, subject always to 
their not taking armies or army 
materials. Those rules are followed 
Now, we did allow British aircraft to 
go through. They carried no soldiers 
in uniform. They normally carried 
women and children, etc. They did 
carry on some occasions British 
soldiers, people who were going back. 
They used to go by sea, but subse 
quently they used to go back by air 
as it was simpler for them. And we 
thought by virtue of our agreement 
with them we should not come in 
their way. Kukris as all the world 
knows are hardly the type of weapons 
with whi'ch these persons fight today. 
They are a kind of symbols of the 
Gurkhas and they art manufactured 
in India and they wanted them.....................  

SHRI  BHUPESH   GUPTA:     But   we 
can give some non-violent symbols. 

SHRI JAWAHARLAL NEHRU: May I 
suggest to the hon. Member opposite in regard 
to Malaya—as he is so anxious that the 
British Government or whatever 
administration functions there should grant 
self-rule or independence or whatever he calls 
it—would it not be desirable for all the parties 
there to lay down arms and seek the ways of 
peace? At the present moment there have been 
elections there; and there have been changes 
'n Malnya.    There are popu 

lar Governments functioning. Now, it is not 
for me to judge them or to say anything about 
them. But i know that there have been certain 
changes there, and major changes. At any 
rate, certain big steps have been taken to bring 
about self-rule in Malaya and elsewhere, And 
they are encountering certain difficulties. The 
problem of Malaya is a difficult one because 
of the major racial groups there. It is hardly 
possible to do anything where the principal 
indigenous group is in a minority. That 
creates certain problems. Now, the point is 
that all these matters, whether itn Malaya, or 
in Kenya, or elsewhere, would be solved very 
easily, I submit, if all parties thought in terms 
of a peaceful approach, not one party only. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA:   It is the 
Britishers who have to do it. 

SHRI JAWAHARLAL NEHRU: Now, Sir, a 
word about Ceylon.    I did not say   anything     
about   Ceylon     earlier today, because really I 
did not quite know    what    to say.     In  
answer    to certain    questions, I have    
expressed my regret at  the developments 
there. Well,  that regret continues.    Now,     1 
am   not   prepared  to  use  any     strong 
language  about   Ceylon,   in   so  far  as I    
can help it,  because I leel strongly that  the 
broad policy that  we pursue everywhere   
applies,   in   a   very,   very special   measure,   
to   these   neighbours of ours.    And even 
though they have often   said   hard   things,     
unconscionable    things,    about    us,       we    
have refrained  from    saying  anything    in 
reply, because i know very well that the    
people* of    Ceylon  are    friendly to  the  
peope' of India,  by and large. But   
unfortunately,   various   hangovers and 
various fears and suspicions come in the way, 
which make this problem difficult   ol'  
solution. 

I would like the House to remember that 
the problem is not that of the Indian citizens, 
as one hon. Member talked about it. If it were 
a problem of the Indian citizens, there would 
he   no  problem   to  be  settled     imme 
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diately. It is a problem of the people who are 
not Indian citteens. It is a | problem of the 
people of Indian descent, who never were 
citizens of India, but in whose fate for 
historical, cultural and other reasons, we are 
interested. Naturally, we are interested in their 
fate. Normally we would not be interested in 
them, but both Ceylon and we have inherited 
certain things. We were both parts, at one time, 
of the British Empire, and we were all dubbed 
as British subjects. And all kinds of things 
happened in the British Empire, and a large 
number of Indians were taken to Ceylon and 
put down there in the tea estates chiefly, and 
they are there, and so many of them have been 
living there for generations, and so many of 
them have been born there. I think they are by 
now the citizens of Ceylon. 

Now,   the  hon.   Member,   Dr.   Sub-
barayan,    made    a very    remarkable 
suggestion.     He   asked:     "Why      not 
apply  the   Indonesian-Chinese     parallel to 
Ceylon, i.e., make them choose their 
nationality?"    Well,     of course, H he had 
known anything about Ceylon,    he would  
have found that that was    the  same thing  that 
had  been said  by  us  for many,   many    
years. But it is the other party that is going to 
apply,  not we.    So,  according    to us,   the  
difficulty  is   created    by  the Government     
of  Ceylon.     I   do    not wish   to go further 
into this question. But    the point is that there 
are two separate   questions.     There     are   
the Indian    nationals     there,   and    they 
should   have    the   rights    of   foreign 
nationals,  and they should be treated with      
the     courtesy    which    foreign nationals get.    
If they are not getting that   much  courtesy,   
then it is  up to the     Government   of   Indite   
to     protest.     But in the final  analysis,  well. 
we  may  say  that  they  are  there  as guests,     
or   they     are   permitted     to remain    there  
as    foreign    nationals, and they should be 
treated with the same    courtesy    as     is   
extended    to foreign  nationals    here  in   
India.    It does  not mean  that foreign 
natitnals should be pushed out of the country. 
Anyhow,    their    status    is    different. 

because we are not directly responsible for  
them.    The     8,00,000  or    9,00,000 of  
them—whatever  that     figure  be— are 
people of Indian descent and who according  to  
us,   have  ceased  to    be Indian nationals, or 
they were Indian nationals.     Their   problem     
concerns us chiefly because    of certain    
historical    and      other    reasons.    Now      
in regard to these people, we are prepared   to 
accept them    as our nationals, if    they      
want    to      become      our nationals, and if 
they satisfy our tests of    nationality,   because 
our tests    of nationality   are   very  broad, 
/e.g.,  the fathers,  the    grandfathers,   etc.,     
can make  them  our  nationals,     provided 
they    want to.    But  we  say  at    the same 
time that an equal  opportunity should    be  
given  to  them  to  become Ceylon's nationals, 
if   they so choose. That is exactly what Dr. 
Subbarayan has said.    Now this was more or 
less agreed to,  and both the Ceylon Gov-
ernment    and    the     Government    oi India 
opened registers for those people who  wanted  
to  apply  for     becoming nationals.    We have    
not, I    believe, thus far, rejected even a single 
application.    And on Ceylon's side,  a very 
large number of people had applied," and to 
begin  with,   the proportion  of registrations    
was    not good, but anyhow    it    was 
appreciable.    That was about a year or two 
ago.    In the first year, I    am told    that about   
46 per cent,  were    registered.  But the    pro-
portion of regi'strations,  recently,  has come 
down to one per cent.    And the others  are 
rejections.    And rejections for what    reasons?    
For instance,     I remember     that     there     
are     estate labourers there, a very fine lot. I 
can tell you that they are a very fine lot, 
because   I   have     seen   them     several 
times,   and  I  admire  them.     And     I said  
once  in  Ceylon   long,   long  ago. when    I   
was   not  Prime     Minister— probably    in    
the year  1938—that    a day    would come 
when the people in Ceylon would put up  a 
monument to the    tea   estate   labourers    
who   had come  from  Indi'a  and  who  had  
done so much for Ceylon.  So, these people 
apply   for citizenship.    Now, they are 
summoned   to   answer   certain     question*      
Whit     has     often     happened 
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[Shri Jawaharlal Nehru.] there is that they 
have never got the summons. It has been sent 
to the estate manager, a bundle of them 
possibly. And the estate manager is not at all 
interested in this question. The result is that 
nobody appears, and, therefore, a large 
number of applications are dismissed and 
rejected on the ground of non-appearance. 
And the poor Deor>le do not even know what 
has happened. And there are other reasons 
also for rejections, but they are only formal 
reasons. 

So, now this question basically    is between 
the Ceylon  Government and those people.    
We come in as peoole who are interested in 
friendly people, because  they    are not   our     
citizens in that sense—which we must remem-
ber,      because      there      has      been 
frequent  confusion   about   it,   as   the hon.     
Member  just  now said   something   as  if  we  
are  doing  something to    Indian  nationals.     
If   they    had been Indian    nationals,  the    
position would have been completely 
different. They    are not  Indian  nationals,   
and the,  Ceylon  Government   refuses    to 
make    them     their    nationals.     So, they    
become  Stateless  people.    And the    Ceylon 
Government    apparently do    not    like    this    
idea,    naturally, because when we say   that 
they   are not our nationals it means    that    
we are not going   to accept   them   here If the 
Ceylon Government push them out, we are not 
going to accept them. It    is not a question of 
lack of sympathy for them.    We have to 
accept our nationals only,  if they are pushed    
out from there.    But we are not going  to  
accept     others.     Therefore, the question 
basically is     concerning the Ceylon 
Government and all these people  in   that     
country.     Whatever the legal position about 
their nationality    be,    they      are    the    
residents and  inhabitants   of  Ceylon,   and  
for generations.      We  suggested    to  the 
Ceylon     Government    in our    recent 
nessages    that  we     would  be    glad If    
they dealt with them directly—we shall  help,   
of  course,  wherever    we can.      In    fact    
whatever  we    have said, we cannot bypass   
their   views 

—the people themselves. They are the real 
people to count, They function through their 
organisations, trade unions,   their 
associations,  etc. 

Now,   Mr.   B.   C.   Ghose    suddenly 
brought the Congress into the picture —that    
they    have    made Goa    into a   political   
issue   which   is   not   a political issue.     I 
don't think this is a suitable forum   for us   to   
discuss the    Congress as such but, Sir,  since 
he    said that, I must say that I was very  much   
surprised      to  hear  that remark  of  his.     In   
this   matter  the Congress     was    peculiarly    
circumstanced.    It is  obvious    that  if    the 
Congress    officially takes    any    step, to   
some   extent   it   will be   thought that it does 
so with   the blessing    of approval of 
Government   because    of the    close    
association   between    the two.    It  cannot  
function,    therefore, with the same degree of 
freedom and laxity as other organisations 
function. In this matter we shall leave out the 
Congress, but in view of what appear to    be 
certain doubts    in hon.  Members'    minds,    
I    shall    relate    the sequence   of   events   
during   the   past year or so.   I did refer to it 
earlier too today.     But   this   question   of   
satya-graha  first    arose   a    little  over    a 
year ago.    It arose in the case originally      of    
Goan . organisations—not Indians   though  
perhaps   one   or  two Indians   might   have  
been   connected with it.    It was a novel 
question for us.    It was a question of 
individuals or small groups    of 6, 7,   10 or 
12— nothing more.    As I saitl,  it was    a 
novel   question.     I   am   speaKing     on 
behalf   of Government    now—not   of what 
the    Congress did about it—and we were, I 
shall be quite frank,    not quite clear in our 
minds   as    to how ro    deal  with  this  novel  
issue.     Wfc said   and   we   have   sai'd  
throughout at every stage—there   has   been   
no confusion—that    we    cannot    tolerate 
the masses  luncuomng  m  this  way There  
nas   never   been   the     sliKfiteii doubt in  
any   statement  of  anytnmg because   hon.   
Dr.   Kunzru  seemed  to think that there had 
been.   At every stage and step, we have   
made   that clear and we have made it clear 
also 
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at that stage that Goans should take the lead 
and not Indians. I use the word in the 
technical sense. You may of course, call 
Goans as Indians and I agree that we may. 
For the moment I am using that word and I 
would stick to the technical sense. Now Mr. 
Ghose read out something from what I had 
said. That did not mean that there was any 
crime or blame attached to an Indian doing it 
or that he might not be justified in doing it 
because he was an Indian. I would go a step 
further. Why only an Indian, why should not 
a Ceylonese or a Pakistani or a Burmese or an 
Indonesian join in the satyagraha too? From 
another point of view—I am not for the 
moment thinking In terms of the 
Government's reactions to it— the 
Government may stop them but this type of 
satyagraha becomes ultimately a type of 
peaceful war. I may compare it, if I want to 
compare it, to some other type of war, let us 
compare it to the Civil War in Spain some 25 
or 28 years ago. There Was an international 
brilgade there. All kinds of people joined it. 
You might have an international brigade of 
satyagrahis. I am just analysing the  situation, 

SHRI S. N. DWIVEDY: There is a move. 

SHRI JAWAHARLAL NEHRU: What the 
Government would do is another matter. If 
there is an international brigade, it may stop 
them, but when you bring in satyagraha m 
this way, you introduce a new method and I 
for one am not at all sure hew this can 
function in the international field. It is a very 
difficult problem for anyone to answer. I 
would say anyhow that in individual 
satyagraha, if a single individual's conscience 
impels him to do something. I cannot stop 
him. I may stop him physically but if a man's 
conscience impels him to do something, then 
my attempt to stop him, except physically, 
fails. Now, there was a very curious idea of 
satyagraha—because it is a modern idea of 
satyagraha by people 

who have never indulged in satyagraha 
previously or understood what it meant—that 
they should commit a breach of the law and 
should not suffer the consequences thereof. It 
is a very extraordinary idea. The very essense 
of satyagraha is that you should suffer for it; 
otherwise it is    not satyagraha. 

SHRI    BHUPESH    GUPTA:      They 
have suffered. 

SHRI JAWAHARLAL NEHRU: I am not 
talking about Goa. I am talking generally. It is 
very likely and, of course, in Goa they have 
suffered. I am saying that it often happens that 
people complain because of the natural 
consequences of some breach of the law. The 
natural consequence of breach of the law is 
punishment— whether it is fine or jail or 
whatever it may be. Then they complain that 
in this free India we are punished. But free or 
unfree, if a law is broken, the consequences 
flow from it. If the law is wrong, change the 
law—it is a different matter. But anyhow it is 
not satyagraha unless you suffer the 
consequences from it. In fact it becomes a 
joke—not satyagraha. In Goa this difficulty 
did not arise. There has been a great deal of 
suffering—tremendous. Anyhow it started. 
Throughout this period, as I said, we laid it 
down clearly that we would not encourage or 
permit mass satyagraha. Again, may I explain, 
we said "by Indians": there was no question of 
satyagraha by Goans, outside in India. What rj 
going to happen inside Goa is not our concern 
and we are not issuing directives to Goans. 
They may have mass satyagraha. If so, 
whether it is lawful— that is a different 
matter. It is unlikely under the Portuguese 
administration. That has been clear through-
out. There has been some doubt about 
individual satyagraha. That is from the 
Governmental point of view. We said that 
Goans should do it, not because Indians were 
not entitled to do it but because we did not 
wish to create any imposition on the people of 
Goa, or on the Goans or to make people  think   
that  it  is   easy  enoueK 
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LShri Jawaharlal Nehru.] that Injdia has 
vast numbers of people just to swamp Goa by 
sheer weight ot numbers. It is a possibility. 
The possibility may end in disaster—shooting, 
killing, etc. That is a different matter. We did 
not want to do so. It is not satyagraha, 
wnatever it is, and no Government can 
supinely look on when large numbers of 
people lake matters, international matters, into 
their own hands and cross the border into 
another territory. Therefore, in no event could 
the Government agree to any large scale entry 
lMce this. The difficulties arose in actual 
operation. We stopped entries in many places 
and closed the borders except in one place, but 
the border— I forget it—is a pretty long 
border, full of jungles and it is almost physi-
cally impossible to stop odd individuals from 
going in, or even little groups unless we keep 
watch and ward for every yard of that area. 
But it is perfectly true that we did not mind 
very much governmentally a few odd persons 
going in, and so they went ita and we had 
some doubt in our own mind whether it would 
be legitimate for Us to stop them because it 
did not create, so long as the numbers were 
small, a problem. It did not create a problem 
as large numbers or overwhelming bodites 
would. It remained in the individual stage, 
individuals taking the risk of suffering and 
even death, if you like, in protesting against 
the Portuguese Government there. We may 
have been right or wrong, as I said. It was a 
difficult matter and has been, both on its 
theoretical and philosophical side and its 
practical side, troubling us a great deal. 

Dr. Kunzru referred to something I said at a 
Press conference. I read it, but I really do not 
understand what troubles him, except that I 
have told him we were all the time making 
this distinction, rather two distinctions, 
between mass and individual and between 
Indian and Goan. It is true that gradually there 
wis a tendency in the course of the last     year  
for  individual   Indians     to 

join the Goans, small numbers of them. And it 
is true that we know about it. It being a little 
difficult to have scrutiny and enquiry about a 
few persons, no particular step was taken. But 
matters came to a head only recently, from the 
15th of August and a little before that. 
Reference was made to the speech I made on 
Independence Day here. I do not remember 
exactly my words; but what I saM was that 
our minds and hearts were rather heavy, 
because of the thought of what might happen 
on the Goa border. In fact, we did not know 
what was going to happen and what happened 
came as a great shock to us. But that 
presentiment that something evil like that 
might happen was in my mind and I referred 
to it. And certainly even though govern-
mentally I may stop people from going there, 
I certainly thought it very improper to 
condemn them wholesale on that or any other 
occasion. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: May I draw the 
Prime Minister's attention to what he said on 
that occasion from the report in the "Times of 
India" of August 16th?    The report says: 

"Addressing a mammoth gathering from 
the ramparts of the Red Fort, Mr. Nehru 
wished the Goa satyagivihis 'mubarak" 
with the injunction that as true satyagrahis, 
they should be completely peaceful and, if 
necessary, suffer bravely without expecting 
armed support from India." 

SHRI JAWAHARLAL NEHRU: Excellent 
sentiments. 

Another thing I was asked was why we did 
not apply economic sanctions earlier. Well, as 
a matter of fact we progressively have been 
applying them for a considerable time past. 
But economic sanctions take some time. We 
must also remember that we have been till 
recently in diplomatic association with 
Portugal and one does not have economic 
warfare with a .ountry with which one is 
associated   in  various  ways.  So there 
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has been this process for the last, I should 
say, almost a year or eight, nine or ten 
months. This process has been going on. 
Sometimes notice has been required and 
notice was given. But all these things stopped 
two or three months later or some months 
later. Complete severance of ec< mic 
relations -could only follow severance of 
political relations. That has taken place now 
and so the other has also taken place. 

I did not quite understand when one hon. 
Member talked about Our relationship with 
the head of the Commonwealth, meaning 
thereby, I think, the United Kingdom. Well, 
the United Kingdom is not the head of the    
Commonwealth. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: But it is, de 
facto. 

SHRI JAWAHARLAL NEHRU: No, 
neither de facto nor anything. It is not in any 
sense. None of these countries is the head. 
Perhaps, Ihe hon. Member thinks of the Kitag 
or the Queen of England as the formal head. 
The U.K. is not the head of the 
Commonwealth or any other organisation. I 
do not know what the hon. Member means by 
relationship. Our relationship with the United 
Kingdom is exactly on a oar with our 
relationship with, let us say, France or with 
Russia, except for the fact that we meet once 
a year or have conferences where we 
exchange views and discuss matters, and 
sometimes get reports from each other about 
world conditions. There is no legal 
relationship in these matters. But take Burma. 
Burma is not in the Commonwealth, but we 
are much more intimately connected with 
Burma than with any country in the 
Commonwealth. It te a matter of mutual 
relationship witjh other countries. 

There are a few other small matters but I 
do not think I should take up more time on 
them. The hon, lady Member sitting behind 
me said some 

thing about numerous revolts and 
insurrections in Goa, As a matter of 
fact, the history of Goa for the last 
800 years °r more is full of tragic 
episodes, beginning      with      the 
Inquisition there. But I do not think it is 
worthwhile our going back and thinking of 
those past tragedies. We have to deal with the 
situation of today. And in this situation I will 
again explain what our approach is to these 
questions. We do not say that Goa is not 
going to be merged with India. I think that is 
inevitable. But what I say is this, that stress 
has to be laid on the factor of the Portuguese 
leaving Goa. It is a question of emphasis, of 
stress rather than the fact of Goa immediately 
merging with India. That is the second step 
which, I have no doubt, will be taken, 
because all the circumstances are in its 
favour. But we are not prepared to tolerate 
anyhow the presence of a foreign colonial 
power. I do draw a distinction—not that it is 
necessary—but we are not prepared to 
tolerate the presence of the Portuguese in 
Goa, even if the Goans want them to be there. 
So there is that distinction. I am not prepared 
to impose myself on the Goans. That is for 
them to consider, completer}-. But the 
presence of the foreign colonial power on the 
mainland of India is a matter in which I am 
also interested tremendously, not only the 
Goans. But these are theoretical considera 
tions. I think in this House or in the other 
place, I ventured to say that it must be 
understood by everyone that no foreign 
power can have a foot-hold on the mainland 
of India, now or in the future. This must be 
clearly understood. This is by no means a 
kind of reflex of the Munroe Doctrine of 
America. That is something much vaster and 
much bigger. But if you like, you may 
compare it with some such idea in the limited 
Inditan continental region. But a foreign 
power, whoever it might be, that foreign 
power cannot have any foot-hold here. I think 
it is in that context that we should look at thte 
Goan question.    There is 
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grabbing Goa cr of our desiring to extend the 
Indian Union ita this way. We have no doubt 
that Goa, being part of India, has to become 
part of the Indian Union. It will, because they 
wish to become so, not because we push them 
into it. 

I believe there are some amendments which 
refer to the "Panch Shila." Now, this word, 
oddly enough, has not only caught the fancy 
of our people in this country, but to some 
extent is getting known in other countries too. 
It fe odd, but sometimes when a word or 
phrase is used which is in tune with the spirit 
of the times, it catches on. Otherwise it sitaply 
drops. The House knows that "Panch Shila" 
are words used in India for long ages past. I 
am not a scholar, as every one knows, but 
they meant, I take it, certain foundations of 
character; they were not used in the 
international sense. We used those words 
from time to time and, later, in modern times, 
the Indonesian Republic adopted this phrase 
for its own Constitutional foundations, in a 
somewhat different sense. I do not know who 
used these words here in India in thite new 
context but, whoever may have used it, it 
became current coin very soon. I think it is a 
good thing if we can combine this present 
Mea of "Panch Shila", which marks our 
international relationships also, with the old 
idea of raising of character. If those two are 
combined, I think we might well be able to 
deal with most of our problems and solve 
them satisfactorily. Now, at a moment of great 
change in the world—great change in many 
ways, political of course, big changes in 
regard to cold war, etc., gradually coming 
down, even major changes which might affect 
the whole life ol human beings; that is, atomic 
energy and the new forces that have been 
placed at the disposal of man; we see in it the 
magnificent sweep of the historic forces at 
work—it is a little difficult to see the full    
picture, 

or to avoid being swept off one's feet 
occasionally, or to avoid getting lost in 
smaller problems. At any rate, I think we 
should try, first or all, to have some 
anchorage on principles, etc; secondly, to try 
to see the full picture and then try to do one's 
best. What happens subsequently lies in the 
lap of the gods. 

MR. CHAIRMAN:  We shall take up the  
amendments now. 

SHRI K,  S.  HEGDE:  I wouid    like to 
withdraw my amendment. 

The  amendment*  was,    by    leave, 
withdrawn. 

<=frrr t{ i 

The   amendment*   was,    by    leave, 
withdrawn. 

MR.  CHAIRMAN: The question if: 
"That at the end of the motion, the 

following be added, namely: 

'and having considered the same, this 
House te of opinion that more positive 
and effective steps be taken for the early 
liberation of Goa from Portuguese 
colonial rule'." 

The motion was negatived. 

MR.   CHAIRMAN:   The question is: 
"That at the end of the motion, the 

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

House deplores the intention of the 
Government to ban all satyagraha by 
Indians in Goa and is of opinion that 
more effective steps should be taken to 
liberate Goa and other territories from 
Portuguese occupation and merge the 
same with India at an early date'." 

The motion was negatived. 

*For texts of amendments, uide col. „ 2100 
supra. 
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MR.  CHAIRMAN: The question is: 

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

'and having considered the same, 
this House approves the foreign 
polity pursued by Government 
which has led especially to the 
acceptance by many countries of the 
principles of Pancha Shila and to the 
easing of the international tension, 
thus promoting the cause of world 
peace'." 

The motion was adopted. 
MR.   CHAIRMAN:   I shah put    the 

tnotion, as amended, to the House. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: The question is: 
"That    the present    international 

situation     anu  the policy      cr the 

Government of India in relation thereto 
be taken into cosideration and having 
considered the same, this House 
approves the foreign policy pursued by 
Government which has led especially 
to the acceptance by many countries of 
i.he principles of Panch Shila and to 
the easing of the international tension, 
thus promoting the cause of world 
peace." 

The motion was adopted. 

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

The House then adjourned at 
two minutes to six of the clock 
till eleven of the clock on 
Wednesday, the 7th September 
1955. 
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